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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, November 3, 1971

The House met at 12 o’'clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

Teach me Thy way, O Lord: I will walk
in Thy truth. Unite my heart to fear Thy
name.—Psalms 86: 11.

Almighty and eternal God, the unfail-
ing source of light and life, we praise
Thee for Thy power, Thy goodness, and
Thy love.

In the time of trouble Thou art our
refuge and our strength.

In the day of trial Thou art our de-
liverance from temptation.

When we walk in darkness and know
not where to turn as we seek answers to
our questions, help us to keep our minds
on Thee who hast the solutions for all
our prchlems.

In the hour of sorrow Thou art our
companion and our comfort.

Teach us to love Thee with all our
hearts, to love our fellow men in Thee,
and to love our enemies for Thy sake.

Grant unto us such a full measure of
Thy spirit that we may once again bring
fresh faith and hearty hope to all man-
kind.

In Thy holy name we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces fo the House
his approval thereof.

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had agreed to the
amendment of the House to a bill of the
Senate of the following title:

5.26. An act to revise the boundaries of
zlrleU(t)a;yonla.nds National Park in the State

an.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed with an amendment in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

H.R. 10367. An act to provide for the settle-
ment of certain land claims of Alaska Na-
tives, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to the
bill (H.R. 10367) entitled “An act to pro-
vide for the settlement of certain land
claims of Alaska Natives, and for other
purposes,” requests a conference with the
House on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. JACK-
SON, Mr. BIBLE, Mr. CHURCH, Mr. METCALF,
Mr. GRAVEL, Mr. ALLoTT, Mr. FANNIN, and
Mr. Stevens to be the conferees on the
part of the Senate.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
S. 1116, PROTECTION OF WILD
HORSES AND BURROS

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
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Speaker’s table the bill (S. 1116) to re-
quire the protection, management, and
control of wild free-roaming horses and
burros on public lands, with a House
amendment thereto, insist on the House
amendment, and agree to the conference
asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Colo-
rado? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
BarinGg, JounsoN of California, MELCHER,
SAYLOR, and KyL.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
S. 29, CAPITAL REEF NATIONAL
PARK

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's table the bill (S. 29) to estab-
lish the Capital Reef National Park in
the State of Utah, with a House amend-
ment thereto, insist on the House amend-
ment, and agree to the conference asked
by the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Colo-
rado? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
ASPINALL, TAYLOR, UbALL, SAYLOR, and
Lioybp.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 10367, LAND CLAIMS OF
ALASKA NATIVES

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's table the bill (H.R. 10367) to
provide for the settlement of certain land
claims of Alaska Natives, and for other
purposes, with a Senate amendment
thereto, disagree to the Senate amend-
ment, and agree to the conference asked
by the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Colo-
rado? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
AsSPINALL, HALEY, EbpmonNDsSON, UDALL,
MEeEeDps, BEcicH, SAYLOR, KvL, STEIGER of
Arizona, and Cane,

THE LATE WINFIELD K. DENTON

(Mr. MADDEN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. MADDEN, Mr. Speaker, I am
greatly grieved to announce to the House
membership that a former Member of
this body, Winfield K. Denton, of In-
diana, passed away at his home in Evans-
ville, Ind., yesterday.

Our former colleague served in the
House eight terms, beginning with the
81st Congress. He was a member of the
Appropriations Committee during his
service here. Previous to coming to Con-
gress he served three terms in the In-
diana State Legislature during which
time he was minority leader in the 1941
Indiana session and caucus chairman in
the 1939 session. He also served on special
appointments under Indiana Governors
Clifford Townsend and Henry F.

Schricker. He was also a veteran of World
War I, having served as second lieuten-
ant in the Air Force and saw service in
France. Winfield also entered World War
II when he was 46 years of age, as a
major and was promoted to lieutenant
colonel in the Adjutant General's office.
He graduated from DePauw in 1919 with
an AB degree. He also graduated from
Harvard Law School ir: 1922,

Colleagues of the House who served
with Winfield will remember him as a
hard-working, industrious, and devoted
legislator. He was outstanding, both in
his chosen profession as a lawyer, and
in his legislative service in the Indiana
State Legislature and the U.S. House of
Representatives.

His devoted wife, Grace, preceded him
in death some years ago.

I extend to his family my deepest
sympathy.

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, the death of our beloved col-
league, the Honorable Winfield K.
Denton, of Indiana, is an occasion of
great sadness for me. It was my privilege
to serve with him on the Interior and
Related Agencies Appropriation Sub-
committee.

Winfield Denton was a fine gentleman
and a truly great American. He was al-
ways serious about his responsibilities as
a Congressman but one seldom saw him
without his friendly smile.

I especially appreciated the thought-
ful consideration he gave to all members
of the subcommittee during the period
he was chairman. I extend my heartfelt
sympathy to his family.

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, the Honor-
able Winfield K. Denton was my father’s
colleague and friend—mine, too.

When my father's father was dying,
Winfield's lovely wife, Grace, volunteered
to act as his nurse one night when none
other could be found.

Winfield passed away on Tuesday.

My father and I and everybody else
have lost one of God’s noble people.

We sorrow in that loss and extend our
love and sympathy to his lovely daugh-
ters.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which
to extend their remarks on the life, char-
acter, and service of our late colleague,
the Honorable Winfield K. Denton.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from In-
diana?

There was no objection.

THE LATE ELMER BROWN

(Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute, and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, a great heart was stilled yester-
day. The coal miners of West Virginia
and the Nation lost a great champion in
the passing of Elmer Brown of Delbar-
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ton, W. Va., who died of a heart attack
at his home Tuesday.

To me, this is a grievous personnel loss
because I campaigned shoulder to shoul-
der along with Elmer Brown, who was
the reform candidate for vice president
of the United Mine Workers of America
in the 1969 election which is still being
fought out in the courts. When Jock
Yablonski, his wife, and his daughter
were brutally murdered in 1969, the coal
miners lost another man who had the
courage and decency to fight for true
representation of the rank and file coal
miner. Now Jock Yablonski’s trusted
running mate, Elmer Brown, is also
gone,

To the very end, Elmer Brown was
fighting for justice for those who go deep
into the earth in this most hazardous
occupation. On October 18, Elmer Brown
was in the gallery with 80 coal miners
and widows pleading with Congress to
give those coal miners suffering from
black lung a fair deal in the benefits due
them under the law. We were beaten by
only seven votes on October 18, Tomor-
row we will have another chance to vote
for the black lung benefits bill for which
Elmer Brown and thousands of coal
miners and widows have fought so hard.
Despite the fact he had black lung him-
self, and knew he had a heart condition.
Elmer fought to the last to bring justice
for the miners and widows.

I hope this House will pass the black
lung benefits bill tomorrow as a memo-
rial to two towering figures who gave
their lives for the coal miners of this
Nation—Jock Yabhlonski and Elmer
Brown.

THE MISSISSIPPI ELECTION

(Mr. ABERNETHY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, some
time back a so-called national committee
was put together up New York way for
the purpose of electing a certain person
Governor of the State of Mississippi, the
said candidate running on an independ-
ent ticket. A further purpose of the or-
ganization was to elect as many as pos-
sible of about 200 other candidates run-
ning on said ticket for State and county
offices. The address of this national com-
mittee was Post Office Box 1592, FDR
Station, New York City 10022.

I am advised that serving as cochair-
man of this national committee are
HuserT H. HUMPHREY, EDWARD KENNEDY,
Members of the other body, and Bishop
Stephen G. Spottswood who holds, or at
least has held, some sort of high posi-
tion in the NAACP.

I am also advised that 16 Members
of the House of Representatives are
members of this committee, as follows:
HERMAN BADILLO, SHIRLEY CHISHOLM,
Witriam L. Cray, GEORGE W. COLLINS,
JOHN CONYERS, JrR., CHARLES C. Dices,
JR.,, WaLTER E. FAUNTROY, AUGUSTUS PF.
Hawkins, Epwarp I. KocH, RALPH H.
METCALFE, PARREN J. MITCHELL, ROBERT
N. Nix, CHARLES B. RANGEL, WILLIAM F'.
RyaN, James H. ScHEUER, and Louis
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Stokes. From the Senate, in addition to
Senators HumMpPHREY and KENNEDY, I am
advised that Senators BircH BavH,
GEORGE McGOVERN, and ApLal E, STEVEN-
soN IIT serve as committee members. It
is noteworthy that most, if not all, of
these Senators are either candidates for
President, or expect to be candidates for
President, or were candidates for Presi-
dent. Among other members is Ramsey
Clark, better known for being at one
time a most incompetent Attorney Gen-
eral; and Burke Marshall, best known
for being the person who planned the
Chappaquidick defense. And there are
others.

Some members of this committee have
from time to time been mentioned in
the press as having gone down to Missis-
sippi for the purpose of campaigning for
the independent candidate and his run-
ning mates. The press has reported that
other Members of the House have gone
down to assist the independent candi-
dates, including the gentleman from New
York, Mr. JoNaATHAN BincHAM, and the
gentleman from Massachusetts, Mr. RoB-
ERT DriNaN. There are probably others.
If I have omitted anyone then I offer my
apologies because I would not want to
leave anyone out.

We are advised that members of this
committee have assisted in raising thou-
sands upon thousands of dollars for the
support of this independent candidate.
The press credited Presidential Candi-
date McGovern with having raised $15,-
000. When presidential candidate Mus-
KIE was mentioned, the independent
candidate was quoted in the press as
Saying.

Muskie ain't done nothing.

The press came back with a statement
from MuskiE challenging this, saying he
had raised and sent the candidate a sum
in the neighborhood of $1,500.

The press, especially the Washington
press, reported several fund raising cock-
tail parties, one of which was sponsored
by Epwarp KENNEDY, Sargent Shriver and
others of his family. About 100 people at-
tended the party at $250 per head, so said
a Washington paper. I also noted press
reports of other contributions. Of course,
no one will ever know how much money
was poured into this candidate's cam-
paign pockets. I have no doubt but that
thousands upon thousands of dollars
were turned over to the independent can-
didate through these fund raising func-
tions in Washington, New York, and
other upcountry areas.

A few days prior to yesterday's election
I noted a story in the press that 90 stu-
dents from Howard University would be
off for Mississippi for the purpose of tell-
ing the people how to vote. Another press
account reported that approximately 140
lawyers from the Northeast were headed
down to see that the elections were held
free of fraud. These lawyers very largely,
so the papers stated, would be from the
law schools of Harvard, Columbia, and
City College of New York. And Mayor
Lindsay of New York, the greatest exam-
ple on how not to run a city also went
down to tell Mississippians how to vote.
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He expressed strong support for the in-
dependent candidate.

Also in our midst for several days, as
well as on election day, was a reporter
from the Washington Post. No doubt he
was accompanied by other up-country
reporters. The Columbia Broadcasting
System, as was to be expected, had sev-
eral cameramen down there. But I hasten
to say that this time they dispatched
cameramen who were clean shaven; at
least, those I saw were clean shaven,

For the last few days up through yes-
terday, a swarm of long-haired males—
at least, we presumed they were males—
and numerous dungaree-dressed females
were on hand to help the independent
slate. I am advised that several hundred
U.S. Government civil service employees
were ordered into the State by the Nixon
administration to serve as poll watchers.

All of this now, to help elect a man to
serve as Governor of my State, running
on an independent ticket. And to help
elect his long slate of candidates.

Who is this man: What kind of person
ishe?

Mr. Speaker, this man has admitted
that he has engaged in the numbers
racket, that he has been a whisky boot-
legger, and that he had carried on sex
affairs to the extent that he had three
women pregnant at the same time. In
addition, he has admitted that he has
operated houses of prostitution and had
as many as 10 prostitutes working for
him at one time. He also admits that he
has picked the pockets of men in a state
of intoxication, stealing from them as
much as $50 to $100 per night.

Mr. Speaker, can you imagine anyone
giving support, financial or otherwise. to
a man of this character? It is positively
unthinkable that this man would have
the support of anyone, much less from
anyone who wants to be President.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Mississippi has expired.

(Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama asked
and was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, I have asked for this time so
that we may continue to hear the re-
marks of the gentleman from Mississippi
(Mr. ABERNETHY) as I am interested in
these nice people who visited his home
State.

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

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I yield
to the gentleman from Mississippi.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, as I
was about to say, this candidate and his
slate were buried under an avalanche of
votes from both whites and blacks. This
is the report I received from Jackson at
about 10 o'clock this morning. Even a
very substantial number of black voters
walked out on this muck-monger who
thought he could ballyhoo himself into
the Governor's chair of my State with
outside money and outside meddlers.

Mr. Speaker, this should remind us
that when one takes it upon himself to
attend to the affairs of others, or to med-
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dle in something which is none of his
business—and I have noted that under
the rules of the House this is the strong-
est language I can use—he usually gets
that which is coming to him: rejection.

But, Mr. Speaker, we do wish to con-
vey our thanks for the thousands upon
thousands upon thousands of dollars
which these outsiders donated and col-
lected, and sent down our way. It will
help strengthen our economy. Next time
send more. But bear in mind that we, and
not outsiders, will make the decision as
to who will serve as our Governor.

Mr. Speaker, I also thank my friend
from Alabama for yielding.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, I yield back the balance of my
time.

THE IMAGE OF CONGRESS

(Mr. CONABLE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. CONABLE, Mr. Speaker, I do not
know how widespread this feeling is
among my colleagues, but I am getting
pretty distressed at having the Congress
judged by the performance of the other
body. If we rely on the other end of the
Capitol to set the image of our legislative
branch, we can be certain only of capri-
ciousness, posturing, a high absentee
rate, and an insensitivity to the public
mood. The burden of personal distinction
the typical Senator carries makes him a
public figure, and public figures find it
hard to attend to the serious business of
legislating, at least judging from recent
performance standards. Foreign aid is
only the latest example.

Now that I have attracted your atten-
tion, I would like to ask my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle to think about
ways in which we can build up the image
of service in the House. For too many of
our bright younger Members, this body
becomes only an anonymous way-
station en route to service elsewhere. We
initiate most legislation, our conferees
dominate the joint conferences, we stay
closer to the people, because of our 2-
year term, we have shown a greater ca-
pacity to structure ourselves for decision
and to renew ourselves through organiza-
tional reform, we seem better to under-
stand the need for teamwork within the
two-party system—in short, we in the
House have reason for relative pride in
our accomplishments. And yet the House
is taken for granted, while the Senate is
deferred to and anguished over by both
the executive branch and the press.

I believe service in the House is a
worthy career, and so do many of those
present. But unless we can establish that
fact more clearly in the American na-
tional consciousness, by deliberate design
if necessary, we will continue to suffer an
attrition of potential leadership from our
midst. Such a brain-drain not only hurts
our legislative effectiveness, but even
worse, it assures that the reputation of
the Congress will be left in uncertain
hands at the other end of the Capitol.
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PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

(Mr. CHAMBERLAIN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks) .

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN, Mr. Speaker, in
reviewing my rollcall votes for the sec-
ond session, 91st Congress, I find that I
was not recorded on four occasions and
would like the REcorp to indicate that
had I teen present I would have voted as
follows:

On rollcall No. 340 I would have voted
“yea.”

On rolleall No. 441 I would have voted
“yea.”

On rolleall No. 442 I would have voted
“nay.”

On rolleall No. 443 I would have voted
“yea."”

BIRMINGHAM—100 YEARS OLD—
ALL-AMERICAN CITY

(Mr. BUCHANAN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, the
city of Birmingham which it is my priv-
ilege to represent will shortly be cele-
brating its 100th anniversary.

It has rounded out its first 100 years
by being selected an all-American city
by a former critic, Look magazine, and
the National League of Municipalities,
and has demonstrated its intention to
continue the progress that has marked
its life in recent years by the recent elec-
tion of its dynamic and progressive
mayor, George Seibels, to a second term,
an election which also included the re-
election of Councilmen Don Hawkins
and Russell Yarborough. Results of run-
off election for three city council seats
vesterday included the election of a sec-
ond distinguished black leader, Dr. Rich-
ard Arrington, to the city council, a
charming young lady representing
beauty and womanhood, Mrs. Angela
Grooms Proctor, to be a second city
councilwoman and David Vann, who
helped lead the fight for the change to a
mayor-council form of government.

I think these choices indicate Birming-
ham’s determination to continue the
great progress which has characterized
the close of the first century of its life in
its second 100 years.

CANNIKIN TEST HANDLED AS A
“FAST SHUFFLE"”

(Mr. DOW asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. DOW. Mr. Speaker, I notice in
the October 30 issue of the Federal Reg-
ister at page 20861 that the Atomic
Energy Commission has suddenly issued
a regulation of warning as to the Canni-
kin test on Amchitka Island.

Contrary to usual practice, this regu-
lation is “effective immediately.” It sets
up a warning area of 50 nautical miles
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from geographic coordinates that evi-
dently center at the point of the test,
and warns all persons away from the
area for the period ending on November
16, 1971.

Ordinary rulemaking procedures nor-
mally give 30, 45 or 60 days to comment
on a rule which affects the public in a
critical way.

Mr. Speaker, I view the precipitous
imposition of the regulation and its pro-
hibition “effective immediately” as an
arrogant manifestation of executive
power. This is especially true because the
Cannikin test is one of worldwide signifi-
cance. It is provoking anxiety of the
deepest sort concerning both the lives of
people who have no relation to the test
and a possible geological destruction of
enormous consequence. The test should
not be taken lightly or “put over” in a
fast manner on a helpless public in many
nations who have so much at stake.

HEARINGS SCHEDULED ON PRISON-
ERS’' REPRESENTATION

(Mr. KASTENMEIER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend his
remarks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker,
Subcommittee No. 3 of the House Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, under my chair-
manship, has scheduled 2 days of public
hearings on the guestion of prisoners’
representation. The purpose of these
hearings will be to consider the issues of
incarcerated offenders’ access to attor-
neys, the courts, legal materials; incar-
cerated offenders’ ability to adequately
articulate their grievances through writs
and other legal devices; and the advis-
ability of establishing an ombudsman
system, or similar approach, for in-
carceration facilities.

The hearings will commence on
Wednesday, November 10, at 10 a.m., in
room 2226, Rayburn House Office Build-
ing, and will continue on Thursday,
November 11, at 10 am., in the same
room.

UNIFORMED SERVICES HEALTH
PROFESSIONS REVITALIZATION
ACT OF 1971

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 2), to estab-
lish a Uniformed Services University of
the Health Sciences.

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

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill H.R. 2, with Mr.
Dorx in the chair.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee rose on yesterday, the Clerk had read
through the first section of the commit-
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tee substitute amendment beginning on
page 7, line 1, to the end of line 2. If
there are no amendments to be proposed
to this section, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 2, Title 10, United States Code, 1s
amended as follows:

(1) By adding the following new chapters
after chapter 103:

“Chapter 104—UNIFORMED SERVICES
UNIVERSITY OF THE HEALTH BSCI-
ENCES

“See.

“§ 2112, Establishment

“2113. Board of regents.

“2114. Btudents: selection; status; obliga-
tion.

“2115. Graduates: limitation on number
electing to perform civilian Federal
duty.

“2116. Reports to Congress.

“2117. Appropriations: limitation.

“§2112. Establishment

“(a) There is hereby authorized to be es-
tablished within 25 miles of the District of
Columbia a Uniformed Services University of
the Health Sclences (hereinafter referred to
as the “Unlversity”), at a site or sites to be
selected by the Secretary of Defense, with
authority to grant appropriate advanced de-
grees. It shall be so organized as to graduate
not less than 100 medical students annually,
with the first class graduating not later than
10 years after the date of the enactment of
this chapter.

“(b) Except as provided in subsection (a),
the numbers of persons to be graduated from
the University shall be prescribed by the
Secretary of Defense.

“(¢) The development of the University
may be by such phases as the Secretary of
Defense may prescribe, subject to the re-
quirements of subsection (a).

“§2113. Board of regents
“(a) The business of the University shall

be conducted by a Board of Regents (herein-

after referred to as the “Board"”) with funds
appropriated for and provided by the Depart-
ment of Defense. The Board shall consist of—

“(1) nine persons outstanding in the flelds
of health and health education who shall be
appointed from civilian life by the Presldent,
by and with the advice and consent of the
Senate;

“(2) the Secretary of Defense, or his de-
signee, who shall be an ex officlo member;

“(3) the surgeons general of the uniformed
services, who shall be ex officio members; and

‘“(d) the person covered by subsection (d).

“(b) The term of office of each member of
the Board (other than ex officlo members)
shall be slx years except that—

“(1) any member appointed to fill a va-
cancy occurring before the expiration of the
term for which his predecessor was appointed
shall be appointed for the remainder of such
term;

“(2) the terms of office of the members
first taking office shall expire, as designated
by the President at the time of the appoint-
ment, three at the end of two years, three
at the end of four years, and three at the
end of six years,

“(¢) One of the members of the Board
(other than an ex officio member) shall be
designated by the President as Chairman.
He shall be the presiding officer of the Board.

“(d) The Board shall appoint a Dean of
the University (hereinafter referred to as the
“Dean”) who shall also serve as a nonvoting
ex officic member of the Board.

“(e) Members of the Board (other than
ex officilo members) while attending confer-
ences or meetings or while otherwise per-
forming their duties as members shall be
entited to recelve compensation at a rate to
be fixed by the Secretary of Defense, but not
exceeding $100 per diem and shall also be
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entitled to receive an allowance for neces-
sary travel expenses while so serving away
from their place of residence.

“{f) The Board, after considering the rec-
ommendations of the Dean, shall obtain the
services of such military and eivillan pro-
fessors, instructors, and administrative and
other employees as may be necessary to op-
erate the University. Civilian members of the
faculty and staff shall be employed under
salary schedules and granted retirement and
other related benefits prescribed by the Sec-
retary of Defense so as to place the employ-
ees of the University on a comparable basis
with the employees of fully accredited
schools of the health professions within the
vicinity of the District of Columbia. The
Board may confer academic titles, as ap-
propriate, upon military and civilian mem-
bers of the faculty, The military members of
the faculty shall include a professor of mili-
tary, naval, or air science as the Board may
determine.

“(g) The Board is authorized to negotiate
agreements with agencies of the Federal
Government to utilize on a reimbursable
basls appropriate existing Federal medical
resources located in or near the District of
Columbia. Under such agreements the fa-
cilities concerned will retain their identitles
and basic missions, The Board is also author-
ized to megotiate affiliation agreements with
an accredited university or universities in or
near the District of Columbia. Such agree-
ments may include provisions for payments
for educational services provided students
participating in Department of Defense edu-
cational programs. The Board may also, sub-
Ject to the approval of the Secretary of De-
fense, enter into an agreement under which
the University would become part of a na-
tional university of health sciences should
such an institution be established in the
vicinity of the District of Columbia,

“(h) The Board may establish postdoc-

toral, postgraduate, and technologleal insti-
tutes.

“(1) The Board shall also establish pro-
grams in continuing medical education for
military members of the health professions
to the end that high standards of health
care may be maintained within the military
medical services,

“§2114. Students: selection; status; obliga-
tion

“(a) Students at the University shall be
selected under procedures prescribed by the
Secretary of Defense. In so prescribing, the
Secretary shall consider the recommenda-
tions of the Board. However, selection pro-
cedures prescribed by the Secretary of De-
fense shall emphasize the basic require-
ment that students demonstrate sincere
motivation and dedication to a career in the
Uniformed Services.

“(b) Btudents shall be commissioned offi-
cers of a uniformed service as determined
under regulations prescribed by the Secre-
tary of Defense after consulting with the Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Notwithstanding any other provision of law,
they shall serve on active duty in pay grade
O-1 with full pay and allowances of that
grade, but shall not be counted against any
prescribed military strengths. Upon gradu-
ation they shall be appointed in a regular
component, if qualified, unless they are
covered by section 2115 of this title. Students
who graduate shall be required, except as
provided in section 2115 of this title, to serve
thereafter on active duty under such regula-
tions as the Secretary of Defense or the Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare, as
appropriate, may prescribe for not less than
seven years, unless sooner released. The serv-
ice credit exclusions specified in section 2126
of this title shall apply to students covered
by this section.

“(e) A period of time spent in military
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intern or residency tralning shall not be
creditable in satisfying an active duty obli-
gation imposed by this section.

“(d) A member of the program, who
under regulations prescribed by the Secre-
tary of Defense, is dropped from the pro-
gram for deficlency in conduct or studies, or
for other reasons, may be required to per-
form active duty in an appropriate military
capacity in accordance with the active duty
obligation imposed by this section.

“§ 2115. Graduates: limitation on number
electing to perform civilian Fed-
eral duty

“Not more than 20 per centum of the

graduates of any one class at the University
may agree in writing to perform civilian
Federal duty for not less than seven years
following the completion of thelr profes-
sional education in lieu of active duty in a
uniformed service. Such persons shall be
released from active duty upon the comple-
tion of their professional education. The
location and type of their duty shall be
determined by the Secretary of Defense after
consultation with the heads of Federal agen-
cles concerned.

'*§ 2116. Reports to Congress

“The Secretary of Defense shall report to
the Committees on Armed Services of the
Senate and House of Representatives on the
feasibility of establishing educational insti-
tutions similar or identical to the Uniformed
Services University of the Health Sclences
at any other locations he deems appropriate,
The last such report shall be submitted by
June 30, 1976.

““§ 2117. Appropriations: limitation

“Annual and supplemental appropriations
for the Department of Defense are authorized
for the planning, construction, development,
improvement, operation, and maintenance of
the University and to otherwise accomplish
the purposes of this title. However, when
utilized for construction of facilities, the
portion of the authorization for appropria-
tions so utilized will not exceed 820,000,000
in any one fiscal year unless otherwise spe-
cifically authorized by the Congress.

“Chapter 105—ARMED FORCES HEALTH
PROFESSIONS SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM
“Sec.
*2120.
2121,
2122,
“2123.

Definitions.

Establishment.

Eligibility for participation.

Members of the program: active duty
obligation; failure to complete
training; release from program.

Members of the program; numbers
appointed.

Members of the program; exclusion
from authorized strengths.

Members of the program; service
credit.

*“2127. Contracts for scholarships; payments.

§ 2120, Definitions
“In this chapter—

“(1) ‘program’ means the Armed Forces

Health Professions Scholarship program;
“(2) ‘member of the program' means &

student officer who is enrolled in the Armed

Forces Health Professions Scholarship pro-

gram; and
“(8) ‘course of study’ means education

received at an accredited college, university,
or institution in medicine, dentistry, or
other health profession, leading, respectively,
to a degree related to the health professions
as determined under regulations prescribed
by the Secretary of Defense.

“'§ 2121, Establishment

“(a) For the purpose of ocbtaining adequate
numbers of commissioned officers on actlve
duty who are qualified in the various health
professions, the Secretary of each military
department, under regulations prescribed by

2124,
*2125.
*21286.
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the Secretary of Defense, may establish and

maintain a health professions scholarship

program for his department.

“(b) The program shall consist of no more
than four years of courses of study, with
obligatory periods of military training.

“(c) Persons participating in the program
shall be commissioned officers. Members of
the program shall serve on active duty in pay
grade O-1 with full pay and allowances of
that grade. They shall be detailed as students
at accredited civillan institutions, located in
the United States or Puerto Rico, for the pur-
pose of acquiring knowledge or training in a
designated health profession. In addition,
members of the program shall, under regula-
tions prescribed by the Secretary of Defense,
receive military and professional training and
instruction. However, members of the pro-
gram authorized under the provisions of this
chapter shall not be detailed as students to
any institution of higher learning if that in-
stitution has adopted a policy which bars re-
cruiting personnel of any of the Armed Forces
from the premises of that institution or if
such institution of higher learning has di-
rected the disestablishment of Reserve Offi-
cers' Training Corps units at the institution
despite the desire of the Armed Forces to con-
tinue such training at the institution.

“§ 2122, Eligibility for participation

“To be eligible for participation as a mem-
ber of the program, a person must be a citi-
zen of the United States and must—

“{1) be accepted for admission to, or en-
rolled in, an institution in a course of study,
as that term is defined in section 2120(3) of
this title;

**(2) sign an agreement that unless sooner
separated he will—

"“{A) complete the educational phase of
the program;

“(B) accept an appropriate reappointment
or designation within his military service, if
tendered, based upon his health profession,
following satisfactory completion of the pro-
gram;

“(C) participate in the intern program of
his service If selected for such participation
or, if not so selected, be released from active
duty, under regulations prescribed by the
Secretary of Defense, for a period of approxi-
mately one year to undergo intern training
at a civilian hospital;

“(D) participate in the residency program
of his service, if selected; and

“(E) because of his sincere motivation and
dedication to a career in the uniformed serv-
ices, participate in military training while he
is in the program, under regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary of Defense; and

“(8) meet the requirements for appoint-
ment as a commissioned officer.

*“§ 2123, Members of the program: active duty
obligation; failure to complete
training; release from program

“A member of the program incurs an ac-
tive duty obligation. The amount of his obli-
gation shall be determined under regulations
prescribed by the Secretary of Defense, but
those regulations may not provide for a period
of obligation of less than one year for each
year of participation in the program.

“(b) A period of time spent in military
intern or residency training shall not be cred-
itable in satisfying an active duty obligation
imposed by this section.

“(e) A member of the program who, un-
der regulations prescribed by the Secretary of
Defense, is dropped from the program for de-
ficlency in conduct or studies, or for other
reasons, may be required to perform active
duty in an appropriate military capacity in
accordance with the active duty obligation
imposed by this section.

“(d) The Secretary of a military depart-
ment, under regulations prescribed by the
Secretary of Defense, may relieve a member
of the program who is dropped from the pro-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

gram from any obligation imposed by this
section, but such relief shall not relieve him
from any military obligation imposed by any
other law.

“(e) Any member of the program relieved
before the completion of his period of obli-
gation may, under regulations prescribed by
the Secretary of Defense, be asslgned to an
area of health manpower shortage designated
by the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare until the completion of his period
of obligation.

'*§ 2124, Members of the program: numbers
appointed

“The number of persons who may be des-
ignated as members of the program for train-
ing in each health profession shall be as pre-
scribed by the Secretary of Defense, except
that the total number of persons so desig~
nated In all of the programs authorized by
this chapter shall not, at any time exceed
5,000.

“§ 2125. Members of the program: exclusion
from authorized strengths

“Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, members of the program shall not be
counted against any preseribed military
strengths.

““§ 2126. Members of the program:
credit

“Service performed while a member of the

shall not be counted—

“(1) in determining eligibility for retire-
ment other than by reason of a physical dis-
ability incurred while a member of the pro-
gram; or

“{2) in computing years of service credita-
ble under section 205 of title 37.

“§ 2127. Contracts for scholarships; payments

“(a) The Secretary of Defense may pro-
vide for the payment of all educational ex-
penses incurred by a member of the pro-
gram, including tuition, fees, books, labora-
tory expenses, and payments for educational
services. Such payments, however (other than
those for educational services), shall be lim-
ited to those educational expenses normal-
ly incurred by students at the institution
and in the health profession concerned who
are not members of the program,

“(b) The Secretary of Defense may con-
tract with an accredited civillan educa-
tional institution for the payment of tuition
and other educational expenses of members
of the program authorized by this chap-
ter. Payment to such institutions may be
made without regard to section 529 of title
31.

“(c) Payments made under subsection (b)
shall not cover any expenses other than those
covered by subsection (a).”

(2) By inserting the following new items
in the chapter analysis of subtitle A, and
the chapter analysis of part III of sub-
title A:

“104. Uniformed Services Unlversity of the

Health Sciences,

*“105. Armed Forces Health Professions

Scholarship Program.”

(3) By amending sectlon 3202(e) and
8202(e) by striking out “in grades below
brigadier general” and insert in place there-
of “in the various grades".

(4) By amending sectilon 5793 by strik-
ing out “In grades below rear admiral”
and inserting in place thereof “in the var-
ious grades”.

Mr. HEBERT (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the committee substitute amend-
ment be considered as read, printed in
the Recorp, and open to amendment at
any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to

the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

service
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There was no objection.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the necessary number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask
the gentleman from Louisiana a few
questions concerning this bill. First, I
want to clear the period of obligated
service for the doctors who will emerge
from this so-called West Point for
doctors.

Mr. HEBERT. Seven years.

Mr. GROSS. Only 7 years?

Mr. HEBERT. That is obligated
service.

Mr. GROSS. What will be the cost of
the education that is given these doctors?
What will be the annual cost?

Mr. HEBERT. The average cost we
cannot estimate at this time, because the
school will have to be established. We
have proposed a scholarship program as
a forerunner for the first 10 years. I
would estimate the cost per student
would certainly be equal or below that of
a student in a civilian school once the
school is established.

Mr. GROSS. Would it cost $20,000 to
$25,000 a year to educate a doctor?

Mr. HEBERT. Not being expert in the
area of costs of medical schools in the
country, I cannot say, but I would esti-
mate it might be less than $20,000.

Mr. GROSS. We are not talking about
medical schools in the country. We are
talking about what amounts to a new and
special school.

Mr. HEBERT. I am talking about this
school, without reference to other
schools.

Mr. GROSS. How many years would
students pe in this educational process?

Mr. HEBERT. They would have the
usual number of years for premedical
preparation to go to the school, and then
once they had entered the school of med-
icine, which would be a graduate school,
it would run about 4 years.

Mr. GROSS. Do I correctly understand
that they must have premedical train-
ing before they go to the proposed
school?

Mr. HEBERT. That is correct. They
must have all the same qualifications
that an individual must have in any
other area. This would be a graduate
school.

Mr. GROSS. So then it would be a 4-
year course thereafter, 4 years there-
after, is that correct?

Mr. HEBERT. That is the usual course.

Mr. GROSS. Or would it be more?

Mr. HEBERT. No.

Mr. GROSS. Would there be a require-
ment for more?

Mr. HEBERT. No, the usual course is
4 years.

Mr. GROSS. But they must get their
premed at other universities, private
and publie, is that correct?

Mr. HEBERT. That is correct.

Mr. GROSS. So the gentleman feels
that 7 years, after a cost of $20,000 to
$25,000 a year per individual for educa-

tion, is a sufficient period of obligated
service?
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Mr. HEBERT. I did not mention a
yearly cost of $20,000 to $25,000. I said
less than $20,000 a year for the educa-
tion.

Mr. GROSS. Now, wait a minute. The
gentleman will never convince me that
it is going to cost less than $20,000 a year
to educate these people when it includes
every element of cost.

Mr. HEBERT. I want to point out to
the gentleman that the average cost per
pupil in the military schools, the three
academies, is about $45,000 total for 4
years and the obligated service is only 5
years.

Mr. GROSS. I have long contended
that that is far too little service, I will
say to the gentleman. If it is proposed
to make career soldiers and career doc-
tors out of them, they ought to be ob-
ligated to a minimum of 10 years. The
public has & huge investment in all these
military education programs.

Mr. HEBERT. The gentleman’s opin-
ion and position is shared by many oth-
ers. The committee felt that 7 years was
about the best compromise we could get.

Mr. GROSS Are they still flying out
of West Point, Annapolis, and other mil-
itary academies almost upon gradua-
tion to play football and enter into voca-
tions other than that for which the tax-
payers of this country educated them?

Mr. HEBERT. There is no individual
who has left West Point, Annapolis, or
the Air Force Academy, to my knowledge,
who is playing professional football and
has not fulfilled his obligated service.

Only two Academy graduates to my
knowledge, and they were from the Naval
Academy, Joe Bellino and Roger Stau-
bach—and they served their obligated
service before they went into professional
football.

Mr. GROSS. Does the gentleman mean
Staubach fulfilled his obligated service
before he went into professional foot-
ball?

Mr. HEBERT. Yes, he did.

Mr GROSS. Then I must have lost all
track of time. Perhaps the gentleman
would like to take a second look.

Mr. HEBERT. For the edification of
my dear friend, the gentleman from
Iowa, there was an attempt to reduce
Roger Staubach’s obligated service, and
I vigorously opposed that, and he fulfilled
it. T think the obligated service should
be longer.

Mr. GROSS. That is the point I made,
that there ought to be an extension of
obligated service, and I am surprised it
is not in this bill where it is proposed to
spend this kind of money to educate doc-
tors, and where we are spending large
amounts of money to educate military
personnel only to see them leave the serv-
ices as quickly as they can get out of it
at the end of their 5 years. I do not like
it at all.

Mr. HEBERT. Many of us do not.

Mr. GROSS. Then why do we not have
a bill before the House to require addi-
tional service?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Iowa has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. GRross
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)
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Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, if this pro-
gram becomes effective, when is it pro-
posed to end the doctor draft?

Mr. HEBERT. The doctor draft is go-
ing to end in 7 years. We will have no
suasion at all to get a doctor or any au-
thority to get a doctor under a draft law
in 7 years.

Mr. GROSS. Is that provided for in
this bill?

Mr. HEBERT. It is provided in the
draft bill; yes, sir.

Mr. GROSS. It is provided that in T
years, come what may, the doctor draft
will be ended?

The gentleman thinks he will get
enough doctors out of this “West Point
for doctors” to take care of all the serv-
ices. Is that correct?

Mr. HEBERT. Our hope is to alleviate
the pressure on the civilian population
and civilian area and to persuade enough
doctors after 7 years of service to remain
in the service and become career service
doctors.

Mr, GROSS. The gentleman is saying
if we are going to get doctors for the
military services after 7 years, this is the
bill we are relying on?

Mr. HEBERT. That is correct. It goes
beyond the education of doctors. The
gentleman has very persuasive and broad
ideas, and he will be pleased to know that
this bill includes all facets and phases of
medical and health care, including nurses
and administrators and optometrists and
technicians—all these areas are included
within this bill.

Mr. GROSS. And the total cost of this
bill is what?

Mr. HEBERT. It is $240 million over a
10-year period.

Mr. GROSS. It is $240 million over a
10-year period?

Mr. HEBERT. Yes, sir.

Mr. GROSS. I hope the gentleman is
correct, that it will cost $240 million over
10 years. I will not be around to chal-
lenge the gentleman at the end of that
period but I think that is very under-
priced.

Mr. HEBERT. I will be there with the
gentleman to assure him on the right
day.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, as
we consider legislation to establish a
Uniformed Services University of the
Health Sciences, I would like to point
out some of the major problems of
medical manpower in the military that
makes this bill necessary. The bill would
establish a military medical academy
near Washington, D.C., as well as pro-
vide for not more than 5,000 Department
of Defense scholarships to deserving and
qualified medical students who would
become obligated, depending upon the
number of years they receive scholar-
ships, to serve in the military.

The much publicized and debated na-
tional shortage of physicians has, of
course, had its impact upon the prob-
lems of maintaining military medical
manpower at adequate levels. This has
also placed heavy burdens upon our
young physicians, since these young men
can virtually count on serving in the
armed services. Our communities are
also adversely affected by the clash of
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military medical needs and the short-
age of physicians.

The answer is to educate more physi-
cians and offer incentives for them to
make a career of military medicine. The
scholarship program will enable tens of
thousands of young men to attend medi-
cal school who otherwise may lack the
financial resources. In return the mili-
tary and the community will both bene-
fit.

Since 1967 the number of physicians
serving in the military has declined
steadily, and, with little incentive for
physicians to pursue a career in the mili-
tary, most return to civilian practice.
Furthermore, the recent trend shows a
decline in the number of career military
physicians.

A military medical academy would re-
verse that trend and insure the high
quality of health care so important to
our servicemen. Furthermore, most civil-
ian physicians have little more than aca-
demic awareness of tropical diseases,
parasitology, and other medical prob-
lems caused by hostile environments.
Such problems are faced daily by mili-
tary physicians, so that we can indeed
assert that there is a separate branch of
medicine that must be mastered by the
physician if he is to adequately care for
the health needs of our servicemen. The
proposed military medical academy
would provide such fraining.

And finally, the extension of the draft
law, passed just recently, poses serious
problems to maintaining an adequate
supply of military physicians. Under the
previous law, a man could be eligible for
the draft up to the age of 35, if he had
previously received a deferment. Now,
under the new law, with the elimination
of college deferments, the susceptibility
to the draft is lowered to the age of 26.
Many young men do not finish their med-
ical education by that age, and, in prac-
tice, many may choose to delay their ed-
ucation a year or so, to insure that they
will be older than 26 when they complete
their medical education, thus effectively
eliminating their chances of being
drafted.

Furthermore, although it is being inter-
preted that a young doctor is susceptible
to the draft until the age of 26, it is con-
ceivable that there could be a court test
in the case of a young physician who has
been ordered to report for induction al-
though he had already fulfilled at an
earlier age his legal requirement of sub-
mitting to the draft lottery.

The bill leaves it up to the Secretary of
Defense to establish regulations for the
appointment of young men to the mili-
tary medical academy, and various meth-
ods have been proposed, zuch as the
one now in use for appointments to the
existing armed services academies.

I urge that this legislation be passed.
We must give high priority to the recruit-
ment and retention of physicians, trained
in military medicine, and we must offer
young physicians incentives to continue
military careers. We are all aware of the
immense and diverse medical needs of our
flehting men, and it is crucial to the
strength of our defense that these needs
be fulfilled.

Mrs. GRASSO. Mr. Chairman, there is
a critical shortage of career oriented mil-
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itary personnel qualified in the health
professions. I, therefore, support HR. 2,
the Uniformed Health Professions Re-
vitalization Act of 1971.

H.R. 2 is an important piece of legisla-
tion. Briefly, the bill would establish a
military medieal school to train doctors
and other health professionals for the
armed services. It would eliminate the
current prohibition on promotion of
medical officers to flag or general office
rank, and authorize a comprehensive
scholarship program for health profes-
sionals, including doctors, who are plan-
ning military careers. The scholarship
program, an important aspect of the leg-
islation, would commission applicants al-
ready attending or accepted in medical
school. In return for each year of sub-
sidy, the commissioned officer would
serve on active duty for a year.

The problem of maintaining sufficient
numbers of qualified health professionals
in the Armed Forces is crucial. It will be
greatly compounded by recent changes
in the draft law and the clear trend to-
ward an all-volunteer foree.

At present, 14,0756 physicians serve in
the Armed Forces. Only 5,301 of these are
career officers, of whom 1,734 are in train-
ing and 2,138 are engaged in cliniecal
work under supervision. This leaves a
corps of 1,429, with 125 of their number
involved in research and development,
and 904 serving as commanders and su-
pervisors of our medical installations
around the world. Since 1967, the military
services have required between 4,000 and
5,000 physicians annually to satisfy their
health care requirements, with a reten-
tion rate of less than 1 percent.

When we consider the medical man-
power needs of the general population
of our Nation—of which military person-
nel needs are one aspect—we see why
H.R. 2 must be enacted into law. For ex-
ample, the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare estimates that the
doctor shortage in the United States has
reached 50,000 and the current health
manpower shortage exceedes 500,00, a
startling figure, indeed. Moreover, addi-
tional medical schools and schools for the
training personnel in many areas of the
health sciences are sorely needed.

Mr. Chairman, the problem is clear.
So is the solution.

The Armed Forces must be given the
opportunity to attract and retain health
professionals. H.R. 2 would help achieve
this goal by establishing a uniformed
services university of the health sciences,
and by lifting statutory restraints on the
promotion of medical and dental officers.

The Armed Forces must also be given
the opportunity to attract personnel for
training in the health fields for careers
in the military. HR. 2 would provide a
scholarship program to achieve this goal.

For these reasons, as well as the over-
all shortage of qualified health manpower
in our Nation today, I will vote for H.R. 2.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, since
I have been appointed as a delegate to the
United Nations General Assembly during
this fall session, I do not get back to
Washington as often as I would like to
vote on the important issues coming be-
fore this body. However, I do want to go
on record as supporting H.R. 2, the Uni-
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form Services Health Professions Re-
vitalization Act.

For too long the shortage of physi-
cians and related medical personnel has
been discussed and reviewed in a man-
ner of complacency. With the obvious
growing population, an increased need
for medical doctors is recognized. While
we have acted with initiative in further-
ing research, surgery, and treatment of
all types of diseases, we must not over-
look the ever-increasing need for skilled
personnel. With the establishment of a
uniformed services university of the
health sciences, which H.R.2 provides
for, we would be guaranteed not less than
100 graduate medical students annually,
commencing with the first graduating
class.

This would be a progressive step in the
medical field. An almost immediate ben-
efit would be skilled medical personnel
for the military. After leaving military
service, many of these doctors and re-
lated medical personnel go into veterans
hospitals, others into regular civilian
practices. Either way, they would be
serving humanity in a field where the
need would be greatest.

I have consistently supported legisla-
tion which would establish new and man-
ageable programs in the field of medicine,
and certainly skilled medical personnel
are a key to an effective national health
service. I urge all Members to support
H.R. 2 which would make a great con-
tribution to improved health services to
all our citizens.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. SEBELIUS

Mr. SEBELIUS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
amendments.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr. SEBELIUS: Page
7, lines 10 and 11, strike out “within 25 miles
of the District of Columbia”.

Page 10, lines 4 and b, strike out “within
the vicinity of the District of Columbia" and
insert “located nearest to the University”.

Page 10, lines 12 and 16, strike out “in or
near the District of Columbia” and insert
“near the University".

Page 10, lines 23 and 24, strike out “Dis-
trict of Columbia and insert “University"”.

Mr. SEBELIUS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
these four amendments which are all
on the same subject and ask unanimous
consent that they be considered en bloc.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Kan-
sas?

There was no objection.

Mr. SEBELIUS. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment is very simple. It merely re-
moves from the bill the requirement that
the university has to be located “within
25 miles of the District of Columbia,” yet
it will not prevent it being so located.

Everyday we hear of the crisis in our
Nation's cities. Overcrowded conditions
have imposed impossible demands on
urban resources to meet the requirements
of transportation, education, welfare,
crime control, pollution control, health
care, public service and housing. This nas
resulted from the rural migration to our
cities which have drained the resources
of our rural and smalltown areas, In
order to save our cities and the country-
side, we should enact legislation that will
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insure a better distribution of our popu-
lation.

It is this spirit that I offer an amend-
ment to permit the location of the fine
facility proposed in H.R. 2 to be located
at some suitable location in our less pop-
ulated areas close to established medical
training facilities. This amendment is
consistent with congressional intent es-
tablished in title IX, section 901 of Public
Law 91-524, the Agricultural Act of 1970,
which states:

Congress hereby directs the heads of all
executive departments and agencies and the
Government to establish and maintain, inso-
far as practicable, departmental policies
and procedures with respect to the location
of new offices and other facilities in areas or
communities of lower population density in

preference to areas or communities of high
population densities.

In response to this legislation, the De-
partment of Defense posture is as fol-
lows:

The Department recognizes the purpose of
PL 91-524 and in its consideration of future
requirements will comply, to the greatest
extent possible, with its spirit and intent.

In view of the overcrowded conditions
in the Washington, D.C,, metropolitan
area, the need for trained physicians
thraughc_:ut the uniformed services, and
the availability of suitable alternative
locations particularly at medical training
facilities in our less populated areas, I am
hopeful that it will be possible for you
to give this amendment your support.

I have 57 counties in my district, a lot
of clean air, wonderful climate and fine
people. However, I am aware that the
chances of locating it there are about as
good as a humming bird flying it to the
moon with the Washington Monument
tied to its tail.

But the need to get away from the large
population centers is great and now I
earnestly ask your support for this
amendment.

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

Mr. SEBELIUS. I yield to the gentle-

man from Arkansas.
_ Mr. ALEXANDER. I should like to rise
in support of the gentleman’s amend-
ment and commend him for his leader-
ship. I wish to say that for far too long
we have ignored this small detail that
has contributed to overcrowding and
congestion in our cities. I urge the adop-
tion of the amendment.

Mr. SEBELIUS. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SEBELIUS. I yield to the gentle-
man from West Virginia.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. I
commend the gentleman from Kansas
for offering this amendment. It is cer-
tainly in keeping with the President’s
policy of decentralizing Federal instal-
lations. I hope the amendment will
receive overwhelming support in the
committee, because it certainly makes a
lot of sense,

Mr. SEBELIUS. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. RONCALIO, Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?
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Mr. SEBELIUS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Wyoming.

Mr. RONCALIO, Mr, Chairrian, I con-
gratulate my colleagues from Kansas
(Mr. SeseL1us) for his amendment which
would strike the language requiring the
Uniformed Services University of the
Health Sciences to be located within 25
miles of the District of Columbia and I
support him fully.

I recognize the argument that location
of this facility in the Washington area
will provide for beneficial sharing of
existing facilities. But, if this is such
a firm argument, why are we then in-
cluding in the same act, a study of the
possibilities for similar schools around
the country? If this facility can function
in other parts of the country and if Con-
gress has already expressed the desire
to distribute Federal payrolls where they
are wanted and needed and where con-
struction will not impair social or en-
vironmental values, then Congress ought
to take that step now.

I have every confidence that a uni-
versity of this nature could be more ben-
eficially located, in a manner consistent
with excellent land use, where attractive
and convenient facilities can be accomo-
dated with none of the expense and en-
vironmental cost associated with another
Washington complex.

With the completion of the 1970 cen-
sus, the alarming proportions of the pop-
ulation maldistribution in the Nation
were confirmed, establishing the resi-
dence of more than 70 percent of the
population in a dozen metropolitan areas
encompassing less than 10 percent of
the land.

In this metropolitan growth, Washing-
tion has been a leader, registering a 38-
percent population increase in the past
decade, the second fastest growth rate
in the Nation.

The grim consequences of the over-
crowding are evident in the strain on
social services and the environment,
threatening the historic charm and
beauty of a capital which in I’Enfant’s
conception was to be the envy of the
world.

with relentless determination, the
Federal Government has contributed to
the congestion and chaos with construc-
tion of office building after office building
in the Capital and surrounding area.

Although the consequences of over-
centralization of population in a handful
of cities has been dramatically and tragi-
cally recorded in rising crime rates, soar-
ing municipal indebtedness and break-
downs in social order which seemingly
defy solution, the other end of the scale
is less evident.

A lack of opportunity in rural America,
coupled with fhe lure of economically
dynamic cities has in the past 45 years
brought some 25 million new residents to
the cities, emptying countless small com-
munities. In the 1970 census, some 500
counties recorded a net loss in popula-
tion, a blow to the nonmetropolitan
areas which cannot remain unremedied.

In the absence of an official national
policy on population distribution, the
Congress has to take the lead in encour-
aging a balancing of economic opportu-
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nity through an enlightened distribution
of Federal payrolls.

Congress made such an expression in
title 9 of the Agriculture Act of 1970
which states:

Congress hereby directs the heads of all
executive departments and agencies of the
Government to establish and maintain, inso-
far as practicable, departmental policles and
procedures with respect to the location of
new offices and other facilities in areas or
communities of lower population density in
preference to areas or communities of high
population densities.

The House Agriculture Committee
is in the process of considering H.R.
10867, the Rural Development Act of
1971 which contains even stronger lan-
guage.

Under title 5 of the act, the Federal
Government is directed to locate new
Federal offices and other facilities in
rural areas, defined as any area in a city
or town which has a population not in
excess of 10,000 inhbitants. Chairman
Poack, in responding to my letter of testi-
mony supporting this title, called it one
obfuthe most important features of the

ill.

Coupled with these policy directives
are the legislative proposals, which I am
cosponsoring, to provide tax incentives
for businesses to locate in small towns
and to provide grants and loans for the
restoration of smalltown business dis-
tricts and community facilities.

Against this background comes HR. 2
to establish yet another Federal facility
in the Washington area. I am pleased to
note that the protests which I have
raised throughout this session, against
the Consolidated Federal Law Enforce-
ment Training Center in Beltsville,
against the Library of Congress Annex on
Capitol Hill, and against the “Little Pen-
tagon” complex at Bolling, have now
found some support.

If Congress will begin now in serving
notice to the executive branch that new
Federal facilties can be located to ad-
vantage in nonmetropolitan areas, the
revitalization of rural America in a small,
but meaningful way is advanced.

In these crucial votes, I would remind
my colleagues that the problem. of the
city and the countryside are interre-
lated; we literally cannot solve one with-
out solving the other. I call on them to-
day to see the merits of taking a stand
on this issue and urging that the pro-
posed Uniformed Services University of
the Health Sciences be located outside
the Greater Metropolitan Washington
area.

Mr. HEBERT, Mr, Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

I commend the gentleman from Kan-
sas for his interest in this legislation, and
I certainly do understand the spirit in
which he offers his amendment. How-
ever, the facts go against the adoption
of the amendment.

This provision utilizes that which is
already here. It is one of the attractive
parts of the legislation, that we have here
Bethesda, Walter Reed, the National In-
stitutes of Health, and other great re-
sources. Billions of dollars have been in-
vested, of Government funds, in an area
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where we plan to put the bricks and
mortar.

As suggested yesterday, it could be
done at Walter Reed after the new hos-
pital is built there.

So, in reality, we are accomplishing ex-
actly that which the gentleman from
Kansas suggests. We are not expanding
unnecessarily,. We are contracting by
cgilcentrating where resources are avail-
able.

Relative to the future, the provisions
of the legislation already are that which
the gentleman indicates he would like to
have in his amendment; that is, there is
a provision, as the institution grows, in
the legislation to look around et different
areas throughout the country where fur-
ther facilities could be placed.

I assure the gentleman that while I ap-
preciate his motive and his understand-
ing of the problem, we have looked into
this matter and thoroughly discussed it.

Mr, Chairman, I ask that the amend-
ment be rejected.

Mr. GROSS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HEBERT. Yes: of course.

Mr. GROSS. Does the language that
this facility be established within 25 miles
of the District mean within 25 miles of
the border of the District or within the
District?

Mr. HEBERT. It means within 25 miles
of the border of the District.

Mr. GROSS. Well, that would exclude
it from being located within the Walter
Reed Hospital grounds, would it not?

Mr. HEBERT. It would not.

Mr. GROSS. Is that beyond the border
of the District of Columbia?

Mr. HEBERT. That is the extreme
radius we are talking about.

Mr. GROSS. So it could be located
within the District or 25 miles from the
center of the District?

Mr. HEBERT. That is correct. I sup-
pose it could be located within 25 miles.

Mr. GROSS. I think it is important for
the record.

Mr. HEBERT. I thank the gentleman
for making that contribution as I always
welcome his observations.

Let me say the availability of outstand-
ing research resources adds to the in-
centives provided by this bill. The need
for doctors is so serious that incentives
must be provided. In this regard I would
like to include with my remarks a let-
ter from the chairman of the Department
of Surgery at Wisconsin University Hos-
pital, Dr. A. R. Curreri, who contributes
important considerations to the discus-
sion of why this legislation is urgently
required.

The letter follows:

UNIVERSITY HOSPITALS,
UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN,

Madison, Wis., October 29, 1971.
Con an F. EDWARD R
United States House of Representatives,
Rayburn House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear CoNGRESSMAN HesErT: Corrective
measures in recruiting and retention of medi-
cal officers in the Defense Department are
essential if adequate medical care 1s to be
provided in the near future to the soldier
and his family. In establishing a Uniformed
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Services University of Health Sclences and
in awarding scholarships to eligible students
who would attend medical schools of their
choosing, Bill HR. 2 would provide long and
short range approaches towards achleving the
above goals. However, in addition to HR. 2,
major changes in the operation of the mili-
tary medical corps are necessary for them to
compete with academia and private practice
of medicine.

It was my privilege to visit our military
medical installations in the United States,
Europe and Asia between 1956 and 1870. Up
to 1962 and 1963 the esprit de corps, patient
care and research achievements of the medi-
cal career officers were of the highest order,
Subsequently, morale diminished markedly
and discussions with officers at all levels of
career development revealed that only a pre-
cious few would recommend a permanent
career in military medicine. In the light of
this dramatic change, both Congress and the
Defense Department must inquire regarding
the causes for this change in attitude and in-
stitute remedial measures at the earliest
moment.

Several factors have militated against the
medical military services. The first was the
soclo-economic-scientdfic explosion of the
past two decades creating a tremendous de-
mand for and upon the medical profession
pool as a result of 1) increased affluence and
medical insurance, 2) the avallability of
medicare and medicaid to the elderly and the
young, 3) medical ald to foreign countries,
4) greater utilization of physiclans by in-
dustry, and 5) enormous increase in research
activity and teaching by medical schools, fed-
eral government and pharmaceutical com-
panies.

Previous testimony has made evident that
the number of graduates from American med-
ieal schools together with foreign graduates
admitted to practice have not met our civilian
needs (albeit the quality of the latter may
be inferlor). Even with increased enroll-
ments in our medical schools and the estab-
lishment of seventeen new ones, the number
of future graduates will not meet our clvilian
needs. If these predictions are true, then the
needs for the military can best be met by
awarding scholarships and establishing a
Uniformed Services Unliversity of Health
Sciences.

Second, when compared to private prac-
tice or academic medicine, military medicine
falls far short in incentives in terms of in-
come, stability of assignment, and oppor-
tunties for academic and professional growth.

The question of income is frequently
brought up and compared to that of private
practice. In general, medical officers feel
they should be equated with their counter-
parts in academic medicine, providing in-
centives and opportunities for growth were
available, After World War II, the military
was able to recruit and retain medical officers
because they developed the mechanism of
paying physiclans in training for specialties
a captain's salary which was far superior to
the stipends offered by universities and pri-
vate hospitals. Incorporated in the training
program was a pay back system in which the
trainee remained in the Army an additional
year for each year of training. Unfortunately,
in the past five years salaries of Interns and
residents in universities and private hos-
pitals has not only equated, but superseded
that paid by the Defense Department.

In the past, assignments of medical officers
were not necessarily tailored to a man's pro-
fessional or administrative interests, abilities
or goals. Thus, it was difficult for an officer
to determine whether & new assignment in-
dicated progress in his career. Moreover, the
frequent changes in assignment not only pre-
cluded developing and sustaining professional
or research programs, but also frequently
disturbed family stability. Finally, young
officers viewed attalnment of a star or flag
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rank only to those willing to assume ad-
ministrative or logistical responsibilities.
Such a shift was unattractive after a life
time dedicated to professional and research
efforts. During the past two years, an at-
tempt has been made to program an officer’s
career, but this has been difficult because of
the numerous resignations, retirements and
the limited recrultment.

Considerable emotion has been generated
in testimony before the House Committee on
Armed Services and by letters against HR2
particularly with respect to the establish-
ment of a Uniformed Services Health Services
University on the basis a Defense Department
medical school would be parochial in ifs
teaching and research and would emphasize
destruction rather than conservation of life.
Moreover, it was also charged that not only
would the clinical exposure of students be a
narrow one confined towards trauma, but
also such a school would have difficulty in
attracting a faculty of academic status.

To the charge of parochiallsm in teaching
and research, the Defense Department could
point with pride to its record in post-doctoral
residency tralning. An index to the depth of
teaching and the range of subject coverage
would be an examination of the pass and
failure rate of candidates taking Speclalty
Board Examinations. Here one finds the mili-
tary competing on equal terms with academia
and far surpassing those trained in commu-
nity hospitals. With respect to the philosophy
of teaching, one need only visit the hospitals
in war areas to recognize that the primary
alm of a military physician is to save lives
and return patients to normal duty rather
than advocating destruction.

In research, the allegation to destruction
of life is no longer true with the discontinu-
ance of chemical and biological warfare by
the medical corps. The present range of re-
search projects in medical military installa-
tions cover a range of investigations not un-
similar to those of wuniversities. Indeed,
whereas Individual universities conduct re-
search In depth in a few departments, the
Defense Department university could engage
itself In depth in many areas by transferring
many of its projects to a home base. One
need only consider the present efforts by the
Armed Forces Institutes of Pathology, the
Walter Reed Hospital and Institute for Re-
search, The Burn Center at Brooke General
Hospital, and other military installations to
appreciate the depth and spectrum of re-
search. One may add that many Defense De-
partment Investigations not only have aided
the military but the general soclety as well.
The most recent one was the vaccine against
equine encephalitis which killed many
horses in Mexico and Southern United States
as well as endangering the lives of many peo-
ple in that area. The Army made the vaccine
available and the epidemic was controlled in
short order.

As an example of the varlety of cases a
student would see In an Armed Forces Uni-
versity Hospital one can point to Walter Reed
and the Bethesda Naval Hospital where one
finds every conceivable type of medical case,
many of which are rarely if ever seen in the
medical school hospital, Indeed most aca-
demic hospitals are very deficlent in the acute
or common chronic disease and depend upon
community affiliated hospitals to provide
them. Often the teaching in afiiliated hospi-
tals leaves much to be desired.

What would be most exciting is the concept
that the Armed Forces University could de-
velop a global physician. This would be in
marked contrast to the parochial physician
presently trained in the United States whose
knowledge of disease relates only to those
observed in our country. In developing a
global physician, the Armed Forces University
could utilize two summers to expose students
to the five exotic endemic diseases, producing
809 of the morbidity in South American and
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the Orlent., With modern transportation
shortening distances between all parts of the
world, it might be advantageous for all physi-
clans to have a better understanding of the
exotic diseases afflicting mankind.

Recruit and train young physicians by pro-
viding a captain’s salary which compared
very favorably to the $600 annual stipends
offered by universities and private hospitals.
These young men were accepted on the prom-
ise they would pay back one year of service
for each year of training. However, in the
course of time, the keen competition for in-
terns and residents by universities and pri-
vate hospitals has led to salary levels rang-
Ing from $8,500 to $18,000 which surely are
equal to or superior to those offered by the
military. Thus, the military physician no
longer enjoys the financial edge early in his
career and certainly recelves less in the in-
termediate and late periods of his career
when compared to his equal in academic or
private medicine.

Serious consideration should be given to
glving four years credit towards retirement
to the military medical student. Such credit
will enable a military officer to retire at 16
years when most of them are at a Lt. Col.
level. This will allow the Surgeon General to
have a smaller number at the top leadership
level and reward them with rank and finan-
cial returns equal to the academic market.
In addition, the retirees can enter private
practice at an earller age and at a time he
is still professionally oriented. If they were
to complete 20 years prior to retiring, many
of them would not be able to practice medi-
cine since their last three to four years would
have been devoted to a desk job and medical
sclence would have passed them by,

Also a certain degree of disappointment
has been manifest over colonels and
ranks appointments being awarded to those
willing to assume administrative and logis-
tical responsibilities. Unfortunately, the
present system relates the number of officers
and their ranking to troop strength. A
dichotomy has developed in which profes-
slonal and research productivity and excel=
lence is not being rewarded at the high ranks
as well as In administration. Congress and
the Defense Department must accept the fact
that neither a medical university center or
top level professional officers can be main-
tained and retained unless there is appro-
priate recognition for accomplishments.
There must be either a marked increase in
the number of colonels and flag officers in
the medical corps or consideration be given
to designating new titles for medical officers
pursuing the professional track. In this way,
the specialist and research officer can gain
position and emoluments offered to high
ranking officers. As I alluded to earlier there
is precedent for this consideration with titles
given during and before the Civil War. The
establishment of a University for Health
Scliences and appropriate titles for qualified
individuals will bring academic and reason-
able economic status to outstanding medical
officers.

In developing medical scholarships and a
Uniformed Services University of Health
Sclences, one should seriously consider a
four year pay back program for two rea-
sons, First is that many states are consider-
ing similar scholarships with a pay back
system based on a year to year support. Sec-
ond, If & man has not been indoctrinated
toward a military career after a four year
period and is unhappy, he would be a detrl-
ment, to the corps if allowed to continue and
could well reduce the esprit de corps.

The question of political selection of
candidates for scholarships as well as those
admitted to the Uniformed Services Univer-
sity of Health Sciences has been brought
up. These candidates would be selected geo-
graphically from those achieving the highest
grades In the national examinations given to
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premedical students who manifest an interest
in a military medical career. They would be
reviewed by the Dean of the University or
his admission committee from the stand-
point of motivation, Those failing to com-
plete the training or resign prior to the
completion of their pay back system could
refund the government by an assignment to
another government service such as NIH,
Indian Services, OEO, etc.

Finally, there must be early action and
I would suggest Initiating the scholarship
program immediately for time is of the es-
sence if the medical corps is to survive.
Victor KEahn once said, “My father lived his
first 20 years in a manner just similar to my
Grandfather. My Grandfather lived exactly
as his father and their Grandfathers for gen-
erations. I will live a different life than my
father, and my son will lead a totally differ-
ent one. Maybe In the future a different life
will be led every five to ten years.”

Paraphrasing Victor Eahn one may say
that while the environment or milleu
changed gradually prior to a quarter century
ago, times have changed so dramatically that
the environment is continually changing and
we must adjust to these changes or require-
ments, The military must be competitive
with at least the academic market place.

In summary, Gentleman, in your hands
rests the future of the military medical crops.

Sincerely yours,
A. R. CUrrerr, M.D.,
Professor and Chairman,
Department of Surgery.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, I must
reluctantly oppose the Sebelius amend-
ment. It has been rumored that if this
amendment should be adopted removing
the specification in section 2112 of H.R.
2, that the uniformed services university
of the health sciences must be established
within 25 miles of the District of Colum-
bia, then this new university could,
might, or even would be established
somewhere in the Midwest, perhaps as a
part of the University of Kansas Medi-
cal School or the University of Missouri
School of Medicine.

Of course it would be an inducement to
vote for this amendment on a purely
parochial or provincial basis. However
if this amendment were to be adopted
there would still be no assurance or guar-
antee as to where the Secretary of De-
fense would locate this new university.
The Secretary and the Secretary of De-
fense alone, and no one else shall select
the site or sites.

Now, it may be asked why would one
from the Midwest, or the central part of
our country, ever assume the political
risk to vote that such a new university
of the health sciences must be established
within 25 miles of our Nation’s Capital?
The answer is that just about all of the
arguments, and they are many and per-
suasive, except what is purely provincial,
are heavily weighted in favor of locating
this training source somewhere near the
Washington, D.C., area because of the
availability of existing and wholly unique
medical research and training resources
that are found within a radius of these
25 miles of our Nation’s Capital. The sit-
uation which exists because of the loca-
tion of the National Institutes of Health
is only part of the story. Located in or
near the Nation’s Capital are military
medical resources, including the famous
military medical museum.

The record will clearly reveal that over
the years I have favored decentralization
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of the Federal agencies. As far back as
the 86th Congress I voted for the Coal
Research Laboratory to be located in the
coal fields where it properly belonged.
Some years later I supported the decen-
tralization of laboratories having to do
with research into the mode of treat-
ment for water pollution. Yes, decentrali-
zation is not only desirable but one day
in the not too distant future, it may be-
come inevitable. Before I leave this point,
it may be appropriate or perhaps neces-
sary to mention that HR. 2 does provide
for decentralization of facilities when
the time should become necessary.

For the time being, it would be unfor-
tuitous and nearsighted if we were
not to make use of the present, existing,
and I might add unique educational and
training resources that are presently
concentrated in the Washington, D.C,,
area. It is my judgment that all Mem-
bers are indebted to the gentlemen from
Missouri (Mr. HaLl) for bringing these
facts to our attention.

It should be clearly understood that
the bill, as reported by the committee,
does not prevent later decentralization of
facilities when such is appropriate. Sec-
tion 2116 of the bill specifically provides
for reports to Congress of follow-on
studies on the possibility of establishing
similar institutions at other locations in
the United States. The language of that
section is as follows:

The Secretary of Defense shall report to the
Committee on Armed Services of the Senate
and House of Representatives on the feasi-
bility of establishing educational institutions
similar or identical to the Uniformed Services
University of Health Sclences at other loca-
tions he deems a.pproprlat.e. The last such re-
port shall be submitted by June 30, 1976.

This provision recognizes that if the
concept of a university of health services
proves as effective an operation as en-
visioned by our committee, similar uni-
versities may prove to be desirable in
other geographical areas of the United
States which would offer the same type
of medical resources and research facil-
ities available in the Washington area.
Therefore, I say that the language of the
bill as reported by the committee is not
inconsistent with the position of those
of us who have long sought a further
decentralization of Government opera-
tions.

In conclusion, let me express my tre-
mendous admiration of the patience, the
skill, and the fortitude which our chair-
man (Mr. Heéserr) has shown for 20
yvears to bring this dream of an Armed
Forces medical institution to fruition.
Today, this idea takes a giant step to-
ward reality, and its eventual reality
will be a monument to the gentleman
from Louisiana.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendments offered by the gentle-
man from Kansas (Mr. SEBELIUS).

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. Harvn) there
were—ayes 22, noes, 43.

TELLER VOTE WITH CLERKS

Mr. SEBELIUS. Mr, Chairman, I de-
mand tellers.

Tellers were ordered.

Mr. SEBELIUS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers with clerks.
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Tellers with clerks were ordered; and
the Chairman appointed as tellers Mr.
HeEserT, Mr. SepeLius, Mr. HaLn, and
Mr. BOLAND.

The Committee divided, and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 148, noes
215, not voting 67, as follows:

[Roll No. 842]

[Recorded Teller Vote]

Abernethy
Alexander
Anderson,

Burleson, Tex.

Byrnes, Wis.
Camp
Carey, N.Y.
Casey, Tex.
Cleveland
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Crane
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Dennis
Devine

Dow

Dowdy
Duncan

du Pont
Edwards, Ala,
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Eyans, Colo.
Findley
Fisher
Flowers
Flynt

Abbitt
Abourezk
Abzug
Addabbo
Albert
Anderson, IIl.
Anderson,
Tenn.
Andrews, Ala.
Annunzio
Arends
Aspin
Aspinall
Belcher
Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Bingham
Boland
Bolling
Brademas
Bray
Brinkley
Brown, Mich.

Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.

AYES—148
Fountain

Frey
Galifianakis
Garmatz
Gonzalez
Gross
Grover
Hanley
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Hillis
Horton
Hungate
Jones, Ala.
Kastenmeier
EKazen
Eeating
Eemp
EKuykendall
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta

Link

Lloyd

Long, Md.
Lujan
McClory
MecCollister
McCormack
McDade
McEevitt
Mann
Martin
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Mayne

Montgomery
Morse
Mosher

NOES—2156

Clawson, Del
Clay

Collins, 1.
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Culver
Danlel, Va.
Daniels, N.J.
Dellums
Denholm
Dickinson
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Downing
Drinan
Eckhardt
Edmondson
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell

Fish

Flood

Foley

Ford, Gerald R.
Ford,

Willilam D.
Forsythe
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Fulton, Tenn.
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Gibbons
Goldwater
Goodling

Murphy, N.Y.
Nelsen
Obey
O'Konski
Patten
Peyser
Pickle
Poage
Powell
Price, Tex.
Quie
Railsback
Reuss
Riegle

Bchwengel
Sebelius
Seiberling
Shoup
Shriver
Slack
Smith, Calif.
Smith, Towa
Snyder
Steele
Steiger, Arlz.
Stephens
Taylor
Thompson, Ga.
Thone
Vanik
Veysey
Wampler
White
Williams
Winn
Wright
Wydler
Yates
Zwach

Grasso
Green, Oreg.
Griffin
Griffiths
Gude
Hagan
Haley
Hall
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Harrington
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hébert
Heckler, Mass.
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash.
Hogan
Hosmer
Hull
Hunt
Hutchinson
Jacobs
Johnson, Calif.

Johnson, Pa.
Jonas

Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Earth

Eing
Eluczynski
Eoch

Kyl

Kyroa
Leggett
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Poff

Preyer, N.C.
Price, 11
Pryor, Ark.
Pucinski
Quillen
Randall
Rangel
Rarick
Reld, N.Y.
Rhodes
Rodino
Rogers
Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Rousselot
Roybal
Runnels
Ruth

Ryan

S5t Germain
Nedzi Sarbanes
Nichols Satterfield
Nix Scheuer
O'Hara Scott
Passman Shipley
Patman Sikes
Pepper Sisk
Perkins Spence
Pettis Springer
Pike Staggers
Pirnie Stanton,
Podell James V.

Lennon
Lent
McCloskey
McCulloch

McEKinney
McMillan
Madden
Mahon
Mailliard
Matsunaga
Meeds
Metcalfe
Mikva
Miller, Calif.
Mills, Ark.
Minish
Mitchell
Myers
Natcher
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Steed
Stelger, Wis.
Stratton
Stubblefield
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Tiernan
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vigorito
Waldle
‘Ware
Whalen
Whalley
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.
Wolff
Wyatt
Wylie
Wyman
Yatron
Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zion

NOT VOTING—67

Dulski
Dwyer
Edwards, La.
Frenzel
Fuqua
Gallagher
Gray

Green, Pa.
Gubser
Halpern

Adams
Ashbrook
Badillo
Baker
Baring
Barrett
Biester
Blanton
Boggs

Bow

Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Cabell

Celler

Helstoski
Holifield
Howard
Ichord
Jarman
Eee
Keith
Long, La.
MecClure
McEwen

Hansen, Wash.

Mollohan
Moorhead
Morgan

Moss
Murphy, 111
O'Neill
Pelly
Purcell

Rees
Robison, N.Y.
Roe

Skubltz
Smith, N.Y.
Stanton,

J. William
Stokes
Stuckey
Teague, Calif.
Terry
Waggonner
Wiggins

Macdonald,
Mass.
Mink

So the amendments were rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment in the nature
of a substitute.

The committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. DorN, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 2) to establish a Uniformed Serv-
ices University of the Health Sciences,
pursuant to House Resolution 644, he re-
ported the bill back to the House with
an amendment adopted by the Commit-
tee of the Whole.

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

The question is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

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

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

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

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, on that I Postenkowiil

demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 352, nays 31, not voting 46,

as follows:

Abbitt
Abzug
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson, I1l.
Anderson,
Tenn.
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Ashley
Aspin
Aspinall
Begich
Belcher
Bell
Bennett
Bergland

Blackburn
Blatnik
Boggs

Boland
Bolling

Bow
Brademas
Brasco

Bray
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Buchanan
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.

Cederberg
Celler
Chamberlain
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy

Clark

Clay
Cleveland
Colller
Collins, I11.
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Coughlin
Culver
Daniel, Va.
Daniels, N.J.
Davis, Ga.
Delaney
Dellenback
Denholm
Dent
Devine
Dickinson
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn

Dow
Dowdy
Downing
Drinan
Duncan

du Pont

[Roll No. 343]
YEAS—852

Eckhardt
Edmondson
Edwards, Callf.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Findley

Fish

Fisher

Flood

Fole;

Leggett
Lennon
Lent
Link
Lloyd
Long, Md.
McClory
MecCloskey
McCollister
McCormack
MeCulloch
MecDade
McDonald,
Mich.
McEwen

v
Ford, Gerald R. McFall
Ford,

William D.
Forsythe
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frey

McEay
McKevitt
McEinney
McMillan
Madden
Mahon
Maflliard
Martin

Fulton, Tenn.
Galifianakis
Gallagher
Garmatz
Gaydos

Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoli
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Michel
Mikva
Miller, Calif.
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Ark.
Mills, Md.
Minish
Mink
Minshall
Mitchell
Mizell
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morgan
Morse
Mosher

Green, Oreg.
Griffin
Griffiths
Grover
Gude
Hagan
Haley
Hall
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanna

Hansen, Idaho

Mathias, Calif.

Rousselot
Ro

¥
Roybal
Runnels
Ruth
Ryan
St Germain
Bandman
Barbanes
Batterfield
Saylor
Scheuer
Schneebell
Schwengel
Bcott

Sebelius
Belberling

Smith, Iowa
Snyder
Spence

Anderson,
Calif,
Burke, Fla.
Byrnes, Wis.
Crane
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Dennis

Edwards, Ala.

Flowers
Flynt

Abernethy
Abourezk
Adams
Ashbrook
Badillo
Baker
Baring
Barrett
Biester
Blanton
Broyhill, Va.
Cabell
Colmer
Cotter
Danlelson
Davis, S5.C.

Springer
Staggers
Stanton,
James V.
Steed
Steele
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Callf.
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, Ga.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Tiernan
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik

NAYS—31

Fountain
Gibbons
Gross
Hungate
Landgrebe
Lujan
Mann
Mathis, Ga.
Monagan
Patman
Pickle

Dellums
Derwinski
Diggs
Dulski
Dwyer
Edwards, La.
Frenzel
Fugua
Green, Pa.
Gubser
Halpern
Jarman
Jonas

Eee

Long, La.
MeClure
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Veysey
Vigorito
Waldie
‘Wampler
Ware
Whalen

Whitehurst
Widnall
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H,
Winn
Wolff
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zion

Rangel
Rarick
Reuss
Roncalio
Ruppe
Scherle
Schmitz
Shoup
Whitten
Zwach

NOT VOTING—46

Macdonald,

Mass.
Murphy, Il
O'Neill
Peyser
Purcell
Rees
Robison, N.Y.
Skubitz
Smith, N.¥.
Stanton,

J. William
Stokes
Terry
Waggonner
Wiggins

Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha

Harvey
Hastings
Hathaway
Hawkins

Hays

Hébert

Hechler, W. Va.

Heckler, Mass.
Helstoski
Henderson
Hicks, Mass,
Hicks, Wash.
Hillis

Hogan
Holifield
Horton
Hosmer
Howard

Hull

Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jacobs
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn,
Earth
Eastenmeler
Kazen
Eeating
Eeith

Eemp

King
Klucazynski
Eoch
Eurvkendall
Kyl

Kyros
Landrum
Latta

Preyer, N.C.
Price, I11.
Price, Tex.
Pryor, Ark.
Pucinski
Quie
Quillen
Railsback
Randall
Reid, N.Y.
Rlodes
Riegle
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Rodino

Roe

Rogers
Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal

So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

Mr. O'Neill with Mr. Robison of New York.

Mr. Waggonner with Mr. Jonas,

Mr Abernethy with Mr, Ashbrook.

Mr. Davis of South Carolina with Mr, Baker.

Mr. Fuqua with Mr. McClure.

Mr. Green of Pennsylvania with Mr. Blester.

Mr. Purcell with Mr. Frenzel.

Mr Macdonald of Massachusetts with Mr.
Peyser.

Mr. Cabell with Mr. Broyhill of Virginia.

Mr. Barrett with Mrs. Dwyer.

Mr Blanton with Mr. Derwinski.

Mr. Adams with Mr Smith of New York.

Mr. Cotter with Mr. Skubitz.

Mr. Danielson with Mr. Gubser,

Mr Dulski with Mr. Halpern.

Mr. Gray with Mr. J. William Stanton.

Mr. Rees with Mr. Diggs.

Mr. Badillo with Mr. Dellums.

Mr. Colmer with Mr. Terry.

Mr. Jarman with Mr. Wiggins,

Mr. Baring with Mr. Stokes.

Mr. Abourezk with Mr. Eee.

Mr. Murphy of Iilinois with Mr. Long of
Louisiana.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The title was amended so as to read:
“To establish a Uniformed Services Uni-
versity of the Health Sciences and to pro-
vide scholarships to selected persons for
education in medicine, dentistry, and
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other health professions, and for other
purposes.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table,

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which
to extend their remarks on the bill,
HR. 2.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

HIGHER EDUCATION ACT OF 1971

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
I move the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill (HR. 7248) to
amend and extend the Higher Educa-
tion Act of 1965 and other acts dealing
with higher education.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the bill HR. 7248,
with Mr. WriGHT in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Committee
rose on Thursday, October 28, 1971, it had
agreed that title VIII, ending on page
194, line 24, of the committee substitute
amendment, would be considered as read
and open to amendment.

Are there amendments to title VIII?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ERLENBORN

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, ERLENBORN:
Beginning with line 14 on page 181 strike out
everything down through line 24 on page
194,

And, renumber subsequent titles and sec-
tions appropriately,

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment I have just offered would
strike title VIII from the higher educa-
tion bill we are now considering which
authorizes what has been commonly re-
ferred to as general institutional aid to
institutions of higher education. I have
addressed myself on the floor to this
question before. I made it clear that I
think the case has not been made that
there is a general crisis in the funding
of higher education. I think it is clear
from the hearings of our committee that
to the extent a crisis exists we are not
certain what the causes of crisis are.

But on the basis that we have heard
and read a good deal in the last year
or two about the so-called crisis in fi-
nancing higher education, an attempt is
being made here to change the basic re-
lationship between the Federal Govern-
ment and institutions of higher educa-
tion. In my opinion—and I think you
would share that opinion with me if
you look at the formula contained in the
bill—this is not an attempt to meet a
specific crisis. This is not a temporary
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expedient to get us over a crisis. This
is a change in the basic relationship of
the financing of higher education among
the Federal Government, the States, and
the private sector,

Two major proposals were made in our
subcommittee, one by Mrs. GREeN, which
is a capitation formula and varies with
the student—it is $100 for the lower
division, $150 for the upper division, $200
for graduate students—this is an across-
the-board allowance to every institution
of higher education that meets certain
minimum qualifications. There is no re-
quirement of any specific program to be
instituted on their part, no criteria for
them to follow.

The other approach is called the cost-
of-education allowance, which was sup-
ported by the administration. That pro-
posal was introduced by the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. Quie). This would
at least be tied to some Federal objec-
tives, and that the distribution of these
funds based upon a formula that is de-
termined by the number of other Federal
student-aid funds that go into the in-
stitutions. The justification, which the
administration, through Mr. QuUIE, point-
ed out, is the Federal Government has set
goals. It has established formulas for
these particular national goals that are
embodied in student financial aid pro-
grams, and those institutions that re-
spond to this Federal setting of goals and
trying to implement them have taken on
an extra burden, and that therefore we
should help them through the cost-of-
education allowance.

I feel that neither of these programs
has been justified by the evidence before
us. It is difficult to understand why there
are some institutions in financial trouble.
Mrs. GrReEN would devise a formula which
now contains two-thirds of her original
capitation, and one-third the cost-of-
education, which will spread the funds
to the four winds to every institution of
higher education, whether in financial
difficulty or not.

I think this certainly fits the descrip-
tion that is so often used of its being a
scatter gun shot when a rifle shot is
needed.

There is a provision in this that the
funds may not go to schools of divinity.
They may not support religious educa-
tion per se. But yet church-related in-
stitutions are included as recipients of
this broad, institutional aid.

I think there is a grave constitutional
question as to whether we can put these
Federal funds into the general operating
budget of a church-related institution. A
recent decision of the Supreme Court has
struck down a portion of the Higher Edu-
cation Facilities Act.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Illinois has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. ERLEN-
BORN was allowed to proceed for 5 addi-
tional minutes.)

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
think the recent decisions have made it
clear that the court is going to jealous-
ly guard the provisions that we should
not admix church and state.

The bill does require “maintenance of
effort” and yet it is drawn so that it
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would harm the very institutions that
need help the most—the private institu-
tions whose contributions are falling off
because of the economy, possibly, because
of problems on the campus, so they would
have less funds of their own to expend.
Under the maintenance of effort provi-
sion in this bill, if they did not have as
much as the average expenditure, not per
pupil, but total expenditure in the in-
stitution for the prior 2 years, they
would then be disqualified for the re-
ceipt of these funds. So that those that
are truly in trouble may find themselves
not to be the recipients of this aid.

How about the State institutions? I
think we all know the demands for ed-
ucation are expanding, Enrollments in
State institutions are expanding. There
should be a concomitant additional ex-
pansion of States’ financing for higher
education, more funds flowing into the
State institutions. If this maintenance
of effort provision merely requires that
they spend the same amount on the aver-
age as they did the last 2 years, with
their expanding enrollment and with
increased costs due to inflation, they
could in effect reduce the States’ com-
mitment to financing the public institu-
tions and relying upon instead the new
Federal funds that are flowing in.

If there would be any justification for
the program basically. I would think that
the maintenance of effort provision ought
to be tied to the per student expendi-
ture, so that in the expanding institu-
tion, the State would be maintaining
truly its effort at financing higher ed-
ucation.

We also have the problem of these
funds going to the very small institu-
tions. There are many who question the
viability of those institutions of 500 or
less in student enrollment. Yet under
this formula many of these institutions
will receive a major portion of their
operating budget from this one special
program. I pointed out on the floor last
week that some small institutions may
receive as much as 40 percent of their
total operating budget under this for-
mula. Is it really a national goai to main-
tain small institutions which are not re-
sponsive to the needs of students merely
because they are institutions of higher
education and, therefore, qualified for
these funds, without any other test as to
their responsiveness and the need for
their continuance?

Mr. Chairman, I feel that the case
has not been made for general institu-
tional aid. I believe there are some in-
stitutions that may have—and do have
indeed—financial difficulty. I think more
needs to be known as to the cause of
this difficulty, whether it is receipts or
expenditures, whether it is bad business
practices, or whether it is bad educa-
tional practices and goals. We ought to
know that, so the real cause of the prob-
lem is understood, so the remedy may be
fashioned to relieve those areas that are
the cause of the problem.

Let us not use the scatter gun. Let us
not use the broad spectrum antibiotic
when we have a specific disease that
ought to have a specific remedy. I know
my good friend, the gentleman from Mis-
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souri (Dr. Harr) will understand what
I am talking about when I use that meta-
phor.

Mr. Chairman, I say there are some
institutions that are in need, and Mem-
bers know there are some that are in
dire financial difficulty, and Members
wonder how those institutions will be
by until these studies are completed. I
point to the provision in title 18, which
is not a substitute nor a parallel pro-
gram, nor an alternative, but it can be a
temporary expedient. The gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. STEIiGER) has of-
fered this real and truly emergency aid,
$150 million to be given to those who are
in the direst financial circumstances to
tide them over.

Mr. Chairman, I ask that the amend-
ment be adopted and the broad institu-
tional aid be rejected.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, for those who want to
look objectively at the status of institu-
tions of higher education across the
country I would invite attention to the
material which I placed in the REecorp
last Wednesday when this was under
debate.

The various studies that have been
made on higher education, it seems to me,
prove absolutely that the institutions are
facing the greatest financial crisis they
have ever seen in the United States.

The Jellema report, which was a study
done by the Association of American Col-
leges, said:

Most colleges in the red are staying in the
red. . . . Taken collectively, they will not
long be able to serve higher education and
the Nation with strength unless significant
aid Is soon forthcoming.

Now, the followup study, after the
preliminary one, is even more foreboding.
It says that the crisis is 26 percent worse
than they anticipated a year ago.

The Cheit study says:

This study makes clear that the money
crisis in higher education is Indeed real. Al-
most no school i{s immune from its effects.
For most schools, it will mean serious prob-
lems of retrenchment and readjustment. As
this study has shown, the extent to which
colleges and universities of all types are in
economic trouble is great, and they are gen-
uinely working at reducing their financial
difficulties. But the schools cannot solve the

problem alone.

There was a study done of the land-
grant colleges. Five years ago there was
not a single public university in the
country with an operating funds deficit,
but last year there were 12 that ended
the academic year in the red, and 11 uni-
versities are already predicting they will
finish the year with more expenses than
they have funds to meet.

That is just the land-grant colleges.

I believe the crisis is much greater than
can be shown by looking at the ledger
sheet.

Emergency measures such as the gen-
tleman from Illinois suggests cannot be
continued indefinitely without doing ir-
reparable harm to these institutions.

Let me cite specific examples. For 2
vears Penn State has been forced to go
to private lending institutions for funds
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to meet operating expenses. They have
borrowed $88.5 million, which will cost
the university in excess of $2 million just
in interest.

A study was done of the financial prob-
lems of Massachusetts Private Higher
Education. The study shows a debt level
that had risen from $63.7 million in 1962
to $191.8 million in 1969.

Another study was made of 762 ac-
credited private 4-year institutions.
Twenty-four percent currently are bor-
rowing from endowments, and others are
operating only by deficit financing.

The Commissioner of Education in
October of this year, in a speech to the
American Council on Education, al-
though he opposes the formula the com-
mittee is recommending, said:

We know that the normal financial strain
which is severe enough has become well nigh
unbearable under the 1mpa.ct of the recession,
inflation, and slashed research funds.

One college president said, “The hand-
writing is clearly on the wall unless new
sources of income are found.”

Reference is made to the study of the
Association of American Colleges, in
which it is predicted that if the present
trend continues 365 institutions of higher
education will go under financially with-
in 10 years.

Hundreds of institutions have reported
operating losses, in some instances run-
ning into millions. Many have been
forced not only to curtail their basic pro-
grams but also to wholly cancel many
creative or innovative programs which
are desperately needed in these days.

S0, Mr. Chairman, I would argue that
the crisis is real; it is upon us; it is na-
tionwide; it is not limited to a few iso-
lated instances. It is my prediction that
unless Federal help is given we will find
many of our private colleges closing their
doors.

If this Congress wants only to have in
the United States multiuniversities,
with 40,000 students, that is one thing;
but if we really value a dual system of
education, with private and public in-
stitutions, then we must give some finan-
cial aid.

We have bailed out Lockheed and the
Penn Central Railroad. They have re-
ceived operating funds. It seems to me
it is now in the national interest not to
let the doors of our private institutions
be closed because of a lack of operating
expenses.

Mr. Chairman, let me make a second
point. Having argued that the crisis is
real and nationwide, it seems to me a
very important factor that we have in-
stitutional aid for all of the institutions
so that they can keep their tuitions down.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tlewoman has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mrs. GREEN
of Oregon was allowed to proceed for 3
additional minutes.)

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Listen to this
study that was done in Texas in 1968. It
indicated that if the present trend con-
tinued, by 1985 in constant 1968 dollars
the actual cost per student in major
independent universities in the State of
Texas would be $36,859. The actual cost
per student in the senior colleges in the
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State would be $17,074. If the percentage
covered by the tuition remains about
constant or the same as now—and we
know that tuition does not pay for all
of the cost, it means that a student in
1985 would have to pay in the private
universities in the State of Texas $17,-
000 per year for tuition and in the public
colleges $10,000 per year.

I think it is in the national interest
to provide assistance, so that we can
help institutions to keep their tuitions
down. I suggest that the group who will
need help the most, more than anybody
else, if the tuition increases to the ex-
tent that the Texas study shows, will be
the middle-income students. They do not
have any special financial assistance pro-
grams at all, They are dependent on their
own savings, their own earnings, and the
help of their families. They would be the
ones who would not be able to attend
these institutions. What we would be
doing is providing more funds in the way
of student financial aid to send the very
poor to the colleges. It is essential that
we make it possible for the middle-
income and the low-middle-income
group to be able to continue in the col-
leges and universities. The only way to
do it is by some kind of institutional aid
that will keep tuition fees down.

Mr. Chairman, there is one final argu-
ment. If the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Illinois would carry, we
would go to a conference committee
meeting with the Senate where they
would have institutional aid tied exclu-
sively to EOG, work study, and NDEA
funds. This is the most unstable formula
that we could have. We would have no
chance in the House to go to that con-
ference committee and present an alter-
native solution.

So I urge that the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Illinois be de-
feated and title VIII providing Federal
funds for institutional aid remain in the
bill.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I rise, I must admit, with
some reluctance to support the Erlenborn
amendment to strike institutional aid
from this legislation. I say that, because
I feel very deeply about the problems
facing American institutions of higher
education. I am persuaded that there is
a serious situation facing some institu-
tions and in the committee I supported
the cost of education concept.

Let me say at the outset that I was
intrigued by the argument used by the
gentlewoman from Oregon that, because
the Congress moved to help Lockheed
and Pe: n Central we should now vote for
aid to institutions.

I voted against both the Lockheed and
Penn Central aid, but worse, I suggest
to the gentlewoman from Oregon and to
the Members of the House, are we not
really talking about the establishment
of a very serious precedent that may lead
to the nationalization of railroads in this
country if we follow the Penn Central
logie, and do we want to move toward the
nationalization of college education in
the United States through beginning an
institutional aid program?

I think that is one of the dangers that
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we do have to face. I do not think the
Committee on Education and Labor has
as yet seriocusly begun to think through
this problem in terms of the ramifica-
tions of our actions.

Mr. Chairman, let me say three things.

No. 1, I do not think there is as yet
sufficient evidence to indicate that we
should go to an across-the-board pro-
gram of institutional support. Of course,
those studies that have been done by
organizations or institutions will indicate
that there are varying degrees of finan-
cial crises facing some of these insti-
tutions. But, I do not think any of us—
I do not think the committee, I do not
think the Congress, I do not think
the gentlewoman from Oregon and
I do not think any other Member has
attempted to assess institution by in-
stitution what kind of crisis is facing
each kind¢ of institution. Yet the remedy
proposed is an across-the-board Federal
program that will apply to all institutions
no matter what kind of financial crisis
they are faced with. I think that, in and
of itself, is a very serious mistake.

Second. I think we are also going to
have to be wary of something which I
think has been overlooked to a great
degree but which ought to be called to
the attention of the members of the
committee, and that is the Carnegie Com-
mission on Higher Education’s recom-
mendations with reference to Federal
support for colleges and universities. For
the purposes of this debate let me just
read a portion of the preliminary draft
report to the members of the committee:

State and private involvement in higher
education in the United States has resulted
in there not being a natlonal system of
higher education as exists in most nations.
In the 19th century, when the need for pub-
lc institutions rose, it was the States that
established universities and colleges. It is
true that Federal Government grants facili-
tated their establishment, but it was the
States that accepted and continued to exer-
cise responsibility for their operation, With-
out a single national system we have avoided
these disadvantages often characteristic of
such systems; national personnel systems
for faculty and staff with uniform salary
scales and manning formulas; single source
of funding accompanied by single source of
control; inevitability of political involvement
at the national level for the whole system;
problems of any unit of the system being
easlly escalated to a national political con-
cern; rigidity and inflexibility of a large com-
plex system; homogeneity of institutions in
the system.

Once adopted, a national system is diffi-
cult or impossible to eliminate, It would be,
for the United States, an irreversible deci-
sion. If undertaken, it should be only after
thorough exploration of alternatives and
careful thought as to the consequences.

Mr. Chairman, I would suggest to the
members of the Committee that the
House of Representatives today is not
prepared to have to make this kind of
careful analysis and exploration into the
ramifications of the alternatives that
exist in attempting to meet the problems
that different institutions have with
reference to financing higher education.

Let me also call the attention of the
Committee to a point that ought to be
made, but which has no yet been made
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very well as to what we are doing in an
across-the-board program.

I suggest that wvarying institutions
have varying needs. No one has yet de-
fined “institutional crisis.” Is it debt; is
it tuition as compared to other sources
of revenue; is it that State institutions
are facing reductions from the State
legislatures; is it that Federal research
funds have not been maintained at the
same level? I would argue that all of
those questions, and others, are some of
the reasons that some of these problems
came into being.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr, STEIGER
of Wisconsin was allowed to proceed for
3 additional minutes.)

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin, As a re-
sult of that, I think Congress ought to
give very careful consideration to a point
which the Carnegie Foundation makes
and that is this:

But higher levels of Federal funding for
higher education are needed. These can be
accomplished, however, without any major
reallocation of funding responsibilities. Fed-
eral funds can be assigned for those programs

and concerns which already constitute major
national priorities.—

With which I agree—

In previous sections we have noted several
of these. Here we wish to stress three: (1)
Federal responsibility for meeting institu-
tional costs arising from efforts to achieve
equality of educational opportunity; (2) Fed-
eral responsibility for graduate education In
general;, and (3) Federal responsibility for
education in the health sclences.

We belleve that the first priority for any
program of Federal aid to higher education
should be accomplishment of a baslc level of
equality of educational opportunity. Increas-
ingly it is through equal access to education
that equality of opportunity in American
life becomes possible, but financial barriers
and deprivation by locatlon, by ethnie
groups, by age, and by inadequacy of pre-
college education will still prevent many
American citizens from developing their full
potential,

Thus, I think the point they are mak-
ing, and one which I share with them, is
that we might well acknowledge that ex-
isting programs of aid to education that
the Congress has previously authorized
but may not have funded to the level
necessary ought to be explored before we
look into the question of the Federal role
in higher education.

Mr. Chairman, the Erlenborn amend-
ment to strike title VIII, difficult as that
is, in my judgment is the only sound and
proper policy that the House today can
undertake because we do not know the
extent of the crisis because there is no
clear criteria or basis for judging that all
institutions are having the same problem.
And, further, because I do not believe the
Congress has given sufficient thought to
the question of whether or not we are
prepared at this point to undertake this
dramatic, new kind of relationship with
higher education, and all of the ramifi-
cations that could flow from it.

I urge the adoption, regrettably, of the
Erlenborn amendment in an effort to try
to see if we cannot meet the needs of the
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institutions on a sounder basis than is
proposed in title VIII.

In the earlier debate I have called the
attention of the committee to the analysis
of institutional aid done by Dr. Alice
Rivlin, by Dr. Ben Lawrence of WICHE,
by Clark Kerr of the Carnegie Commis-
sion, and others, all of whom have raised
troubling questions on this matter.

There are, in addition, Mr. Chairman,
some specific questions and comments
which can be asked. For example:

Many witnesses expressed the fear that
State legislatures would simply pull back
on their own support of higher education
if the Federal Government assumed op-
erating costs. Everyone agreed a strong
maintenance of effort provision was
necessary.

The bill requires each institution—
public or private—to expend during the
yvear of the grant for “all educationally
related programs” at least as much as
the average expenditure the previous 2
years. This is not related to per stu-
dent—so colleges with increasing enroll-
ments are in good shape; those with de-
clining enrollments in bad shape.

The Commissioner may waive this re-
quirement for any institution if “he
determines such waiver would promote
the purposes of this part.”

Here are some problems:

First. If this title is addressed to “an
emergency condition” then the above
provision would tend to eliminate those
in the greatest financial need.

Second. Some schools expend less be-
cause of declining enrollments, drop in
giving, decrease in State appropriation,
and so forth. But other schools hopefully
will discover ways of spending less while
keeping enrollment static. All of these
institutions would be penalized.

Third. The Commissioner will either
have to waive requirement for all insti-
tutions; not waive it for any; or find
some way of determining which institu-
tions are in the greatest need or some-
how deserve special treatment. He would
not even have the congressional guid-
ance for making such decisions as that
which appears in title XVIII.

Furthermore the bonus money for the
first 300 students results in some ques-
tionable policy matters. Few people think
that institutions of less than 500 can be
run efficiently and still provide quality
programs.

According to the latest figures, there
are 487 eligible institutions with less
than 500 students. Although these in-
stitutions account for 21 percent of all
institutions, they enroll only 2 percent of
the students. Yet the bill would give them
45 percent of the money. Some such
colleges would get a grant—under full
funding—equal to 40 percent plus of
their operating budget.

In addition, Mr. Chairman, H.R.
7248 requires every public and private
institution to maintain a level of ex-
penditures no less than average of the
previous 2 years;

First. Does this mean that, if legisla-
ture decides to emphasize some other
type of institution or other institutions,
that a State college could be disquali-
fied under this bill?
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Second. If a private college suffers a
decrease in enrollment of 10 to 20 stu-
dents, thereby requiring a smaller
budget, would that institution be denied
institutional aid?

Third. If a large research university
has a sharp cutback in Federal research
money would that college then be dis-
qualified under this bill?

Fourth. In order to maintain its budget
expenditures, would not many institu-
tions be tempted to raise tuition—the
only factor it can really control—if its
resources would not otherwise meet the
bill's requirement?

Fifth. Is not the real effect of this
maintenance-of-effort provision to dis-
qualify those institutions which may
need the Federal aid the most? So we
cannot say that this title addresses it-
self in any way to the so-called emer-
gency in higher education.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin, I yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from Wis-
consin for yielding.

I would like to take this time, Mr.
Chairman, to express my full support
for the inclusion of the provisions in this
bill creating the National Student Loan
Marketing Association.

This section of the bill, which is simi-
lar to legislation I introduced in both
the 91st and 92d Congresses, will create
a secondary market for student loans.
This proposal will increase and greatly
improve the liguidity of lending institu-
tions and the student loan market, thus
expanding the number of students who
can be assisted by private sector finance
institutions.

“Sally Mae"” embodies my own person-
al philosophy that I feel should be the
basis for educational assistance pro-
grams—that is, to provide each student
with the opportunity plus an equity in
his own education.

By assisting a student in earning
his education, we also increase his moti-
vation toward obtaining his degree.

The Congress should make clear in de-
termining higher education policies that
we insure the creation of educational
programs which will make certain that
educational opportunities, in fact, exist
for all Americans, and that students
assume a fair share of the responsibility
for their own educational opportunities.

The critical issues appear to be the
need to increase, substantially, lender
participation, the need to make long-
term educational financing feasible for
the finaneing institutions, and the need
to induce students to take full advantage
of the benefits of any such program. The
challenge is to find realistic, effective
answers to these issues at the most rea-
sonable cost to the Federal Treasury, the
taxpayer, and the students themselves.

Guaranteed loans supplemented by
“Sally Mae” and, hopefully, tax credits
for the costs of higher education can
meet this challenge.

It has been my pleasure to have worked
with the gentleman from Illinois (Mr,
ERLENBORN) in the beginning stages of
the SLMA formulation meetings.
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We met with the Chairman of the
President’s Task Force on Higher Educa-
tion, staff member from the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare, stu-
dent assistance specialists from lending
institutions, and financial aid officers and
counselors from colleges and universities
in 1968 and 1969 to work out the details
of this program.

Sally Mae would operate as a Govern-
ment sponsored, privately financed cor-
poration. It would raise its initial oper-
ating funds through the sale of stock and
its continuing capital requirements
through the sale of Government guar-
anteed bonds bearing the same rate of
interest as that of other Government
guaranteed securities in the secondary
market sector.

Lenders of insured student loans—
banks, credit unions, savings and loan
associations, and colleges—would sell
their student loan paper to Sally Mae,
thus making available new capital to
make additional loans.

The sale of Government bonds and
preferred stock will permit the participa-
tion of large investors—pension and re-
tirement funds, insurance companies,
and the like—who, understandably, have
been reluctant to participate at the pri-
mary lending level, because of their
liquidity problems.

This is one of the most dramatic fi-
nancing concepts that has come forward
in the field of educational assistance. I
am very excited and optimistic about its
potential. Would the gentleman from
Wisconsin comment on the impact of this
provision as it relates to the college and
university financial problems?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. In my
judgment, that alone is not enough——

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. That is right;
I agree with the gentleman.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. It is not
enough to meet the problem confronting
our institutions and our students. The
fact is that we really have to talk about
an arsenal of weapons approach, if I can
borrow from collective bargaining, in
terms of alternative solutions.

Mr, DON H. CLAUSEN. I agree with
the gentleman.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr, Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I suppose that no title
of the bill under consideration has been
more difficult for the committee to re-
solve than institutional aid. Various
points of view were expounded as com-
mittee members sought in good con-
science to wrestle with the implications
of alternative approaches for providing
aid to our colleges and universities.

I think it is probably not inaccurate
to say that the final product is not one
with which any member of the commit-
tee would be in 100 percent accord, but
the title that was produced is a reflection
of a good deal of effort on the part of
the members of the subcommittee and
the full commitiee over a period of some
time. I would hope, therefore, that the
Committee of the Whole House this af-
ternoon would not undo all of that ef-
fort—which would be the effect of Mr.
ErLENBORN's amendment—and simply
hold out no helping hand whatsoever to
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the institutions of higher learning in our
country.

As my good friend, the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. StEicer) knows, I am
not unsympathetic with some of the
types of argument that he makes with
respect to institutional aid, but at the
same time, Mr. Chairman, I am not pre-
pared to say that if we cannot have per-
fection with respect to the shape of an
institutional aid program, we should turn
our backs on all forms of assistance to
the colleges and universities in this
country.

I think it is also fair to point out, Mr.
Chairman, that we have had a tradition
in the subcommittee chaired by the dis-
tinguished gentlewoman from Oregon
(Mrs. GREEN) —at least, since I have been
on the subcommittee—of bipartisan sup-
port for higher education legislation. I
hope very much, therefore, that the vote
this afternoon on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Illinois will
win opposition from both the majority
and the minority sides of the aisle.

I might say finally, Mr. Chairman, that
I believe the gentlewoman from Oregon
was correct when she said that it would
not be appropriate for us on the House
side to go into conference with Mem-
bers of the other body without our hav-
ing expressed our judgment on the sub-
stance of the institutional aid program.

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me most un-
fortunate that we should on this subject
or indeed on any other subject go to con-
ference and find ourselves in a situation
with the Senate where we have either
to take what they give us or take noth-
ing. The institutional aid title in the bill
is the product of an effort to accom-
modate varying points of view. It is a
forward stride of great significance for
higher education in our country. I would
hope very much that the gentleman’s
amendment is rejected.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr, Chair-
man, I move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment offered by my good friend
and colleague from Illinois (Mr. ERLEN-
sorN). I harbor no illusions about the
financial condition of many of our col-
leges and universities; indeed, it was in
recognition of their financial plight that
I introduced the Higher Education Gift
Incentive Act of 1971, to provide indi-
vidual and corporate income tax credits
for charitable contributions to our insti-
tutions of higher learning. And I regret
that the rules pertaining to jurisdiction
preclude me from offering my bill as an
alternative approach today. That is not
to say that some form of Federal insti-
tutional aid might not be in order; in-
deed, I had hoped that those writing
the dissenting views to the committee
report would offer their cost of education
approach as an alternative to the sweep-
ing approach taken in title VIII. But in
the absence of any such viable alterna-
tive, I think we are left with no alter-
native but to strike the institutional aid
formula now contained in the committee

bill.
I came to this conclusion after care-

fully studying the committee bill—and
believe me, there is no greater indict-
ment against the general grant approach
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than the language of the bill itself. Part
A of title VIII says an emergency condi-
tion has arisen which threatens the con-
tinued existence of some schools, there-
fore, the Federal Government should
provide assistance to all schools. Now
there is a non sequitur if ever I saw one.
That is like saying that, because some
people are sick, we should give medicine
to everyone.

But read on, if you will. Part B of title
VIII says we need to study the impact of
past and present support for higher edu-
cation so that we may determine the ap-
propriate level of future support. It goes
on in subsection (B) to confess that we
need to assess the dimensions and extent
of the financial crisis confronting our
institutions, and that we need to study
various alternative solutions to this
problem, giving special attention to their
costs, advantages, and disadvantages
and the extent to which they would pre-
serve the diversity and independence of
such institutions. To assess the extent
and dimensions of the problem and to
study various alternative solutions, part
B establishes a high level “National Com-
mission on the Financing of Postsec-
ondary Education” to be comprised of
four Members of Congress and 13 persons
appointed by the President. The Com-
mission is to report back to the President
and Congress by June 30, 1973.

But let us not stop there, Mr. Chair-
man. Let us turn to title XVIII on page
256 of the bill—the title dealing with
temporary relief for institutions of high-
er education in financial distress. Sec-
tion 1801 says Congress finds, and I
quoete:

Some institutions of higher education are
in gerious finaneial distress, and there is in-
sufficient information as to the nature and
causes of such financial distress and as to
the appropriate means of dealing with It.
And to underscore this point, section 1806
authorizes the secretary to undertake an
analysls of alternative ways of supporting
higher education.

Can there be any question, Mr. Chair-
man, from these findings and the two
studies authorized in this bill that we do
not know the nature and extent of the
financial crisis in higher education and
that we do not know how best to cope
with it?

Then how can we possibly justify jump-
ing in with both feet at this time with
comprehensive institutional assistance
program authorized under title VIII? If
I might return to my medical metaphor,
we find ourselves in the most untenable
position of peddling pills before we have
even properly diagnosed the ailment, let
alone considered who should be treated
and how.

In prescribing a universal dosage of
Federal dollars for our colleges and uni-
versities, we are risking the most danger-
ous form of institutional dependency—
an addiction to Federal support which
could seriously undermine the diversity,
integrity, and independence of our aca-
demic institutions. That is not a remote
possibility. The language of this bill
states unequivocally that we just do not
know what impact new forms of assist-
ance might have on these institutions,
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or on the sources of support, for that
matter. All this requires further study,
and that is provided for in this bill. In
the meantime, those institutions which
are in dire financial straits will be bene-
fited by the emergency fund authorized
under title XVIII. I, therefore, urge pas-
sage of the Erlenborn amendment.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I am
pleased to yield to my colleague the
gentleman from California.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from Illi-
nois for yielding to me at this time.

It is unfortunate, Mr. Chairman, that
we are unable to include in this bill the
proposal I have coauthored with Mr.
ANDERSON and several of our colleagues
to allow a tax credit for the costs of
higher education.

This is part of the educational legis-
lative package I feel should be enacted
to insure an opportunity for everyone to
reach his full educational potential.

My support for this type of program
reflects my desire to work for programs
that will avoid establishing a trend to-
ward total nationalization of educational
assistance programs and the consequent
Federal control that results from Federal
funding.

Because I believe the Congress has both
a moral and constitutional responsibil-
ity to maintain a decentralized system
of education in this country and to avoid
harnessing education with a large and
unmanageable administrative process, I
shall support the Erlenborn amendment
to remove the provisions for direct insti-
tutional assistance. This new departure
deserves much more careful evaluation
and study because of the very sensitive
constitutional questions involved plus the
fact that there are alternate methods of
financing education that can be ad-
vanced and implemented.

The Erlenborn amendment deserves
our support not only because it would
prevent what could be a major step to-
ward federalization of education but also
because it will prevent the enactment of
a program for which a need has admit-
tedly not been fully justified and for
which an unrealistic and unfair alloca-
tion formula has been proposed that
bears no relationship to the critical needs
of many collegzes and universities of
American higher education, which pro-
viding assistance to institutions that do
not have a demonstrated need.

I want to see programs enacted which
would give students a greater say in
determining the policies which determine
the quality of their education. A national
system of general institutional aid would
have the effect of perpetuating existing
policies which many, if not most, stu-
dents consider to be irrelevant and in-
effective, in many instances.

The young people are trying to tell
America, please treat me as an individual,
help me as an individual but please do
not institutionalize me.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from

Tllinois is recognized.
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Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment, bat be-
fore I speak on that subject I would like
to inform the House, since so many
Members have inquired, that I have sent
to the desk an amendment which will be
offered as title XXI at the conclusion
of the bill, which will incorporate the
emergency school bill with amendments.
We have included in the amendments a
total and complete prohibition against
busing, which now makes the proposed
title very similar to the bill we passed
by a vote of 2 to 1 last December.

I merely point this out, because I do
not intend to offer any amendments on
this subject prior to completing action
on the remainder of the bill. I hope that
that answers the question that Members
have been asking.

As far as the amendment before us
is concerned, I have listened to the gen-
tlewoman from Oregon in our subcom-
mittee detail very thoroughly the need
for this title. I believe my colleagues will
agree that Mrs. GREEN is one of the Na-
tion’s outstanding authorities on the
needs of higher education. No one knows
the subject better than she does as chair-
lady of this committee. She has made a
very careful study. No one can call her
a “big spender.” Yet she realizes the
extreme need of these schools.

I have listened with great interest to
her statements of deep conviction in sup-
port of this title. There have been state-
ments made here about additional
studies being needed. You do not need
more studies in your congressional dis-
triet. You know that every institution
of higher education in your congressional
district is strapped with a financial erisis
unprecedented in our history, and all the
studies in the world will not change that
situation one way or the other.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield for a
question?

Mr. PUCINSKI. Not now. It seems to
me that we certainly ought to take the
recommendation of the distinguished
chairlady of this subcommittee on this
subject. She has made a very clear and
thorough study of it.

I appreciate why the gentlewoman is
striving so hard for this program. When
we work our way out of the present reces-
sion we are in—and I am sure we will—
this Nation will be headed for a $2 trillion
gross national product, probably by the
end of this decade. We will have a labor
force of 100 million people. We will need
these institutions to train the kind of
people that will be needed in America to
provide the kind of skilled knowledge
that will be needed to meet the changes
that lie ahead.

As you look down range on the growth
of this Nation in the next 100 months,
the enormous changes that confront us
boggle the imagination.

The gentlewoman says that we have to
help these schools now. We have to
preserve them. We cannot bring them
back. Anyone who has talked to school
administrators knows what a tremendous
task it is to try to recreate an institution
of higher learning by bringing back its
faculty, staff, and professional people
and attempting to put together again an
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institution that will meet the educational
needs of that community.

So it seems to me if we are going to err,
I would rather err on the side of the
gentlewoman from Oregon, who has
made an honest and sincere study of this
subject, and who has persuaded me, as a
member of this committee that we
ought to stand behind her in trying to
get this title through. On balance, you
will be preserving institutions that
desperately need help, and if they do not
get this kind of help, may very well go
down and never come back.

The needs of the country are enormous,
and I would just as soon take my chances
standing with the gentlewoman from
Oregon on this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, following is the amend-
ment to be offered as title XXI to the
Higher Education Act:

AMENDMENT TO H.R. 7248

On page 282 after line 3 insert a new Title
XXI as follows:

“TITLE XXI—EMERGENCY SCHOOL AID

“Segc. 2101. This title may be cited as the
‘Emergency School Ald Act of 1971",

PURPOSE AND POLICY

“SEc. 2102, (a) The purpose of this title is
to provide financial assistance—

“(1) to meet the special needs incident to
the elimination of raclal segregation and dis-
crimination among students and faculty in
elementary and secondary schools, and

“(2) to encourage the voluntary elimina-
tion, reduction, or prevention of racial isola-
tion in elementary and secondary schools
with substantial proportions of minority
group students.

“(b) It is the policy of the United States
that guidelines and criteria established pur-
suant to this title shall be applied uniformly

in all regions of the United States in dealing
with conditions of segregation by race in the
schools of the local educational agencies of
any State without regard to the origin or
cause of such segregation.

“APPROPRIATIONS

“Sgc. 2103. (a) There are authorized to be
appropriated for carrying out this title not
in excess of $500,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1972, and not in excess of
$1,000,000,000 for the succeeding fiscal year.

*(b) Punds appropriated under subsection
(a) shall remain available for obligation for
one fiscal year beyond that for which they
are appropriated.

“(e) From the sums appropriated under
subsection (a) for each fiscal year there shall
be reserved to the Secretary an amount equal
to not less than 4 per centum of the sums
so appropriated for the purpose of carrying
out bilingual education programs in accord-
ance with section 2105 (e).

“ALLOTMENTS AMONG STATES

“Sec. 2104. (a) From the sums appropri-
ated pursuant to section 2103 (a) for carry-
ing out this title for any fiscal year, the Sec-
retary shall allot an amount equal to 80 per
centum among the States by allotting to
each State $100,000 plus an amount Which
bears the same ratio to the balance of such
90 per centum of such sums as the aggregate
number of children aged five to seventeen,
inclusive, in the State who are Negroes,
American Indians, Spanish-surnamed Amer-
icans, or members of other raclal minority
groups (such as Orienfals, Alaskan natives,
and Hawallan natives) as determined by the
Becretary, bears to the aggregate number of
such children in all of the States. The re-
mainder of such sums (other than sums re-
served under section 2103(c) may be ex-
pended by the Secretary as he may find nec-
essary or appropriate (but only for activities
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described In sectlon 2106 and in accordance
with the other provisions of this title) for
grants or contracts to carry out the purpose
of this title stated in section 2102(a). The
number of such children in each State and in
all of the States shall be determined by the
Becretary on the basis of the most recent
avallable data satisfactory to him.

“(b) (1) The amount by which any allot-
ment to a State for a flscal year under sub-
section (a) exceeds the amount which the
Secretary determines will be required for
such fiscal year for programs or projects with-
in such State shall be available for reallot=-
ment to other States in proportion to the
original allotments to such States under sub-
section (a) for that year, but with such pro-
portionate amount for any such other States
being reduced to the extent it exceeds the
sum the Secretary estimates such State needs
and will be able to use for such year; and the
total of such reductions shall be similarly
reallotted among the States whose propor-
tionate amounts were not so reduced. Any
amounts reallotted to a State under this sub-
section during a fiscal year shall be deemed
part of its allotment under subsection (a)
for such year.

“(2) In order to afford ample opportunity
for all eligible applicants in a State to submit
applications for assistance under this title,
the SBecretary shall not fix a date for reallot-
ment, pursuant to this subsection, of any
portion of any allotment to a State for a fiscal
year which date is earlier than sixty days
prior to the end of such fiscal year.

“(3) Notwithstanding the provisions of
paragraph (1) of this subsection, no portion
of any allotment to a State for a fiscal year
shall be avallable for.reallotment pursuant
to this subsection unless the Secretary de-
termines that the applications for assistance
under this title which have been flled by
eligible applicants in that State for which a
portion of such allotment has not been re-
served (but which would necessitate use of
that portion) are applications which do not
meet the requirements of this title, as set
forth in sections 2106, 2107, and 2108, or
which set forth programs or projects of such
insufficient promise for achleving the pur-
pose of this title stated In section 2102(a)
that their approval is not warranted.

ELIGIBILITY FOR FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

“SEc. 2105. (a) The Secretary shall provide
financial assistance by grant upon applica-
tion therefor approved in accordance with
this title to a local educational agency—

*(1) which is implementing a plan—

*(A) which has been undertaken pursuant
to a final order issued by a court of the
United States, or a court of any State, or
any other State agency or official of com-
petent jurlsdiction, and which requires the
desegregation of raclally segregated students
or faculty in the elementary and secondary
schools of such agency, or otherwise requires
the elimination or reduction of racial iso-
lation in such schools; or

“(B) which has been approved by the
Secretary as adequate under title VI of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964 for the desegrega-
tion of raclally segregated students or
faculty in such schools;

*(2) which, without having been required
to do so, has adopted and is implementing,
or will, if assistance 1s made avallable to it
under this title, adopt and implement, a
plan for the complete elimination of raclal
isolation in all the racially isolated schools
in the school district of such agency;

**(3) which, without having been required
to do so, has adopted and is implementing,
or will, if assistance is made available to it
ulndar this title, adopt and implement, &
plan—

“(A) to eliminate or reduce raclal isolation
in one or more of the raclially isolated schools
in the school district of such agency,

“(B) to reduce the total number of Negro,
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American Indian, or Spanish-surnamed
American children, or children of other
racial minority groups as determined by the
Becretary under section 2104(a), who are
in raclally isolated schools in such district,
or

“(C) to prevent racial isolation reasonably
likely to occur (in the absence of assistance
under this title) in any school in such dis-
trict in which school at least 10 per centum,
but not more than 50 per centum, of the
enrollment consists of such children;

“(4) which, without having been required
to do so, has adopted and is implementing,
or will, if assistance is made avallable to it
under this title, adopt and implement a plan
to enroll and educate in the schools of such
agency children who would not otherwise be
eligible for enrollment because of nonresi-
dence in the school district of such ageney.
where such enrcllment would make a signifis
cant contribution toward reducing racial iso-
lation in one or more of the school districts
to which such plan relates; or

*“(56) which, upon a determination by the
Secretary—

“(A) that more than 50 per centum of the
number of children in attendance at the
schools of a local educational agency is Negro,
American Indian, or Spanish-surnamed
American children, or children of other racial
minority groups as determined by the Sec-
retary under section 2104(a), and

“(B) that such local educational agency

has applied for and will receive at least an
equal amount of assistance under subsection
(b),
“has established or will establish one or
more stable, quality, integrated schools. For
the purposes of this paragraph, an integrated
school shall be a school with (1) an enroll-
ment in which a substantial proportion of
the children is from educationally ad-
vantaged backgrounds, and in which the
Secretary determines that the number of
children who are not in groups described in
clause (A) constitutes that proportion of
the enrollment which will achieve stablllity,
in no event more than 70 per centum there-
of, and (il) a faculty which is representative
of persons who are Negroes, American In-
dians, or Spanish-surnamed Americans, or
members of other racial minority groups as
determined by the Secretary under section
2104(a) and persons who are not members of
such groups in the population of the larger
community in which it is located, or, when-
ever the Secretary determines that the local
educational agency concerned is attempting
to increase the proportions of racial minority
group teachers, supervisors, and administra-
tors in its employ, a faculty which is repre-
sentative of the racial minority group and
nonminority group faculty employed by the
local educational agency.

“(b) The Secretary is authorized to make
grants to local educational agencies, which
are eligible under subsection (a)(6), for
unusually promising pilot programs or proj=
ects designed to overcome the adverse effecta
of racial isolation by improving the academic
achievement of children in one or more
racially isolated schools, if he determines
that the local educational agency had & num-
ber of Negro, American Indian, or Spanish-
surnamed American children, or children of
other racial minority groups as determined
by the Secretary under section 2104(a) en-
rolled in its schools, for the flscal year preced-
ing the fiscal year for which assistance is to
be provided, which is at least 15,000.

“(c) In cases in which the Secretary finds
that it would effectively carry out the pur-
pose of this title stated in section 2102(a),
he may assist by grant or contract any pub-
lic or private nonprofit agency, institution,
or organization (other than a local educa-
tional agency) to carry out programs or
projects designed to support the develop-
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ment or implementation of a plan or ac-
tivity described in subsection (a).

“(d) (1) No local educational agency shall
be eligible for assistance under this title if it
has, after the date of enactment of this
title—

“(A) transferred (directly or indirectly by
gift, lease, loan, sale, or other means) real
or personal property to, or made any services
available to, any nonpublic school or school
system (or any organization controlling, or
intending to establish, such a school or
school system) without prior determination
by such agency that such nonpublic school
or school system (i) is not operated on a
racially segregated basis as an alternative
for children seeking to avoid attendance in
desegregated public schools, and (ii) does
not otherwise practice discrimination on the
basis of race, color, or national origin in the
operation of any school activity;

“(B) had in effect any practice, policy, or
procedure which results in the disproportion-
ate demotion or dismissal of instructional
or other personnel from racial minority
groups in conjunction with desegregation or
the implementation of any plan or the con-
duct of any activity described in this section,
or otherwise engaged in discrimination based
upon race, color, or national origin in the
hiring, promotion, or assignment of employ-
ees of the agency (or other personnel for
whom the agency has any administrative
responsibility);

“{C) in conjunction with desegregation or
the implementation of any plan or the con-
duct of any activity described in this section,
had in effect any procedure for the assign-
ment of children to or within classes which
results in the separation of racial minority
group from nonminority group children;

“(D) had in effect any other practice, pol-
icy, or procedure, such as limiting curricular
or extracurricular activities (or participa-
tion therein by children) in order to avoid
the participation of racial minority group
children in such activities, which diserimi-
nates among children on the basis of race,
color, or national origin;

“‘except that, in the case of any local
educational agency which 1is ineligible
for assistance by reason of clause (A),
(B), (€), or (D), such agency may make
application for a walver of ineligibility, which
application shall specify the reason for its
ineligibility, contain such Information and
assurances as the Secretary shall require by
regulation in order to insure that any prac-
tice, policy, or procedure, or other activity
resulting in the ineligibllity has ceased to
exist or occur and include such provisions as
are necessary to insure that such activities
do not reoccur after the submission of the
application.

“{2) All determinations pursuant to this
subsection shall be carried out In accordance
with criteria and investigative procedures es-
tablished by regulations of the Secretary for
the purpose of compliance with this subsec-
tion.

“(3) All determinations and walvers pur-
suant to this subsection shall be in writing.

*{e) (1) The Secretary shall carry out a
program to meet the needs of children who
are from an environment in which the domi-
nant language is other than English and
who, because of language barriers and cul-
tural differences, do not have equality of
educational opportunity. From the amount
reserved pursuant to section 2103 (C) the Sec-
retary is authorized to make grants to and
contracts with—

“(A) private nonprofit agencies, institu-
tions, and organizations to develop curricula,
at the request of one or more local educa-
tional agencles which are eligible for assist-
ance under this section, designed to meet the
special educational needs of children who
are from environments in which the domi-
nant language 1s other than English for the
development of reading, writing, and speak-
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ing skills in the English language and in the
language of their parents or grandparents,
and to meet the educational needs of such
children and their classmates to understand
the history and cultural background of the
groups of which such children are mem-
bers;

“(B) local educational agencles eligible for
assistance under this section for the pur-
pose of engaging in such activities;

“(C) local educational agencies eligible

for assistance under this section for the
purpose of carrying out activities authorized
under section 2106 of this title to implement
curricula developed under clause (A) or
(B) or curricula otherwise developed which
the Secretary determines meets the needs
described in clause (A).
In making grants and contracts under this
paragraph, the Secretary shall assure that
sufficient funds from the amount reserved
pursuant to section 2103(c) remain available
to provide for grants and contracts under
clause (C) of this paragraph for implementa-
tion of such curricula as the Secretary deter-
mines meet the needs described in clause (A)
of this paragraph. In making a grant or
contract under clause (C) of this paragraph,
the Secretary shall take whatever action is
necessary to assure that the implementation
plan includes provisions adequate to insure
training of teachers and other ancillary edu-
cation personnel.

“(2) (A) In order to be eligible for a grant
or contract under this subsection—

“(1) alocal educational agency must estab-
lish a program or project committee meeting
the requirements of subparagraph (B), which
will fully participate in the preparation of the
application under this subsection and In the
implementation of the program or project
and join in submitting such application; and

“(i1) a private nonprofit agency, institu-
tion, or organization must (I) establish a
program or project board of not less than ten
members which meets the requirements of
subparagraph (B) and which shall exercise
policymaking authority with respect to the
program or project and (II) have demon-
strated to the Secretary that it has the ca-
pacity to obtain the services of adequately
trained and qualified staff.

“{B) A program or project committee or
board established pursuant to subparagraph
(A) must be broadly representative of par-
ents, school officlals, teachers, and interested
members of the community or communities
to be served, not less than half of the mem-
bers of which shall be parents and not less
than half of the members of which shall be
members of the group, the educational needs
of which the program or project Is intended
to meet.

“(3) All programs or projects assisted un-
der this subsection shall be specifically de-
signed to complement any programs or proj-
ects carried out by the local educational
agency under this section. The Secretary shall
insure that programs of Federal financial as-
sistance related to the purposes of this sub-
section are coordinated and carried out in a
manner consistent with the provisions of this
subsection, to the extent consistent with
other law.

“AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES

“Sec, 2106. Financlal assistance under this
title shall be available for programs or proj-
ects which would not otherwise be funded
and which involve activities designed to carry
out the purpose of this title stated in section
2102(a), including—

“(1) remedial and other services to meet
the special needs of children (including
gifted and talented children) in schools
which are affected by a plan or activity de-
scribed In section 2105 or a program de-
scribed in section 2109(2), when such serv-
ices are deemed necessary to the success of
such plan, activity, or program;

“(2) the provision of additional profes-
sional or other staff members (including staff
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members specially trained in problems in-
cident to desegregation or the elimination,
reduction, or prevention of racial isolation)
and the training and retraining of staff for
such schools;

*“(3) comprehensive guldance, counseling,
and other personal services for such chil-
dren;

“(4) development and employment of new
instructional techniques and materlals de-
signed to meet the needs of such children;

“(6) educational programs using shared fa-
cilities for career education and other spe-
cialized activities;

“(8) innovative interracial educational pro-
grams or projects Involving the joint par-
ticipation of Negro, American Indian. or
Spanish-surnamed American children, or
children of other racial minority groups as
determined by the Secretary under section
2104(a), and other children attending dif-
ferent schools, including extracurricular ac-
tivities and cooperative exchanges or other
arrangements between schools within the
same or different school districts;

“(T7) repalr of minor remodellng or altera-
tion of existing school facilities (including
the acquisition, installation, modernization,
or replacement of equipment) and the lease
or purchase of mobile classroom units or
other mobile educational facilities;

“(8) community activities, including pub-
lic education efforts, in support of a plan or
activity described in section 2105 or a pro-
gram described in section 2109(2);

“(9) special administrative activities, such
as the rescheduling of students or teachers,
or the provision of information to parents
and other members of the general public, in-
cident to the implementation of a plan or
activity described in section 2105 or a pro-
gram described in section 2100(2);

“(10) planning and evaluation activities;
and

“(11) other speclally designed programs or
projects which meet the purpose of this title
stated in section 2102(a).

“CRITERIA FOR APPROVAL

“Spgc. 2107. (a) In approving applications
submitted under this title (except for those
submitted under section 2105(e) and 2109
(2)), the Secretary shall apply only the fol-
lowing criteria:

“(1) the need for assistance, taking into
account such factors as—

“(A) the extent of racial isolation (includ-
ing the number of raclally isolated children
and the relative concentration of such chil-
dren) in the school district to be served as
compared to other school districts in the
State,

“(B) the financial need of such schook
district as compared to other school dis-
tricts in the State,

“(C) the expense and difficulty of effec-
tively carrying out a plan or activity de-
scribed in section 2105 in such school dis-
trict as compared to other school districts
in the State, and

“(D) the degree to which measurable de-
ficiencies in the quality of public education
afforded in such school district exceed those
of other school districts within the State;

*“(2) the degree to which the plan or ac-
tivity described in section 2105, and the
program or project to be assisted, are likely
to effect a decrease In racial isolation in
racially isolated schools, or in the case of
applications submitted under section 2105
(a) (8) (C), the degree to which the plan
and the program or project, are likely to
prevent racial isolation from occurring or
increasing (in the absence of assistance un-
der this title);

“(3) the extent to which the plan or ac-
tivity described in section 2105 constitutes
a comprehensive district-wide approach to
the elimination of racial isolation, to the
maximum extent practicable, in the schools
of such school district;
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“(4) the degree to which the program or
project to be assisted affords promise of
achieving the purpose of this title stated in
section 2102(a);

*“(5) that (except in the case of an appli-
cation submitted under section 2108(1)) the
amount necessary to carry out effectively the
program or project does not exceed the
amount avallable for assistance in the State
under this title in relation to the other ap-
plications from the State pending before
him; and

“(8) the degree to which the plan or ac-
tivity described in sectlon 21056 involves to
the fullest extent practicable the total edu-
cational resources, both public and private,
of the community to be served.

*(b) The¢ Secretary shall not give less
favorable consideration to the application of
& local educational agency (including an
agency currently classified as legally desegre-
gated by the Secretary) which has voluntar-
ily adopted a plan qualified for assistance
under this title (due only to the voluntary
nature of the action) than to the application
of a local educational agency which has been
legally required to adopt such a plan.

“ASSURANCES

“Sgc. 2108. (a) An application submitted
for approval under this title shall contain
such information as the Secretary may pre-
scribe and shall contaln assurances that—

“(1) the appropriate State educational
agency has been given reasonable opportu-

nity to offer recommendations to the appli-
cant and to submit comments to the Secre-

“(2) the applicant has adopted effective
procedures, including provisions for such ob-
jective measurements of educational and
other change to be effected by this title as
the Secretary may require for the continuing
evaluation of programs or projects under this
title, including their effectiveness in achiev-
ing clearly stated program goals, their impact
on related programs or projects and upon
the community served, and their structure
and mechanisms for the delivery of services,
and including, where appropriate, compari-
sons with proper control groups composed of
persons who have not participated in such
programs or projects;

*“{3) the applicant will provide such other
information as the Secretary may require to
carry out the purpose of this title stated in
section 2102(a);

“(4) the applicant is not reasonably able
to provide, out of non-Federal sources, the
assistance for which the application is made;
and

*(6) staff members of the applicant who
work directly with children, and professional
staff of such applicant who are employed on
the administrative level, will be hired, as-
signed, promoted, paid, demoted, dismissed
or otherwise treated without regard to their
membership in a racial minority group, ex-
cept that no assignment pursuant to a court
order or a plan approved under title VI of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, or otherwise
adopted under section 2105, will be con-
sidered as being iIn violation of this sub-
section.

“(b) An application for assistance under
this title submitted by a local educational
agency shall, in addition to meeting the re-
quirements of subsection (a), contain satis-
factory assurances that—

“(1) to the extent consistent with the
number of children, teachers, and other edu-
cational staff in the school district of such
agency enrolled or empioyed in private non-
profit elementary and secondary schools
whose participation would assist in achiev-
ing the purpose of this title stated in section
2102(a) or, in the case of an application
under section 2105(e), would assist in meet-
ing the needs described in paragraph (1) (A)
of that subsection, such agency (after con-
sultation with the appropriate private school
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officials) has made provisions for their par-
ticipation on an equitable basis;

“(2) such agency has not reduced its fiscal
effort for the provision of free public educa-
tion for children in attendance at the schools
of such agency for the fiscal year for which
assistance is sought under this title to less
than that of the second g fiscal year;

*(3) the current expenditure per pupil (as
defined In section 2111(a)) which such
agency makes from revenues derived from its
local sources for the academic year for which
asslstance under this title will be made avail-
able to such agency is not less than the cur-
rent expenditure per pupil which such agency
made from such revenues for (A) the
academic year preceding the academic year
during which the implementation of a plan
or activity described in section 2105 or in
section 2109(2) was commenced, or (B) the
third academic year preceding the academic
year for which such assistance will be made
available, whichever, is later;

“(4) the plan with respect to which such
agency is seeking assistance (as specified
in section 2105(a) (1) ) does not involve free-
dom of choice as a means of desegregation,
unless the Secretary determines that freedom
of choice has achieved, or will achieve, the
complete elimination of a dual school system
in the school district of such agency;

“(6) for each academic year for which
assistance is made avallable to the applicant
under this title, such agency has taken or
is in the process of taking all practicable
steps to avail itself of all assistance for which
it is eligible under any program administered
by the Commissioner of Education;

““(8) such agency will not institute or have
in effect any practice, policy, or procedure
prohibited by clause (B), (C), or (D) of sec-
tion 2106(d) (1);

*(7) such agency will not engage In a
transaction described in clause (A) of sec-
tlon 2105(d) (1); and

“(8) such agency will carry out, and com-
ply with, all provisions, terms, and conditions
of any plan or activity as described in sec-
tion 2106 or section 2109(2) upon which a
determination of its eligibility for assistance
under this title is based.

“(¢) The Secretary shall not finally dis-
approve in whole or in part any application
for funds submitted by a local educational
agency without first notifying the local
educational agency of the specific reasons for

hig disapproval and without affording the
agency a reasonable time to modify its
application.

“(d) The Secretary may, from time to time,
set dates by which applications shall be
filed.

“(e) In the case of an application by a
combination of loeal educational agencies
for jointly carrying out a program or project
under this title, at least one such agency
shall be an agency described in section 2105
(a) or (e) or section 2109 and any one or
more of such agencies joining in such ap-
plication may be authorized to administer
such program or project.

“SPECIAL PROGRAMS

*“Sec. 2109. From the funds available to him
under the second sentence of section 2104(a)
the Secretary is authorized to make grants—

*(1) to eligible local educational agen-
cles to carry out model or demonstration pro-
grams related to the purpose of this title
stated in section 2102(a) if in the Secre-
tary’'s judgment these programs make a spe-
cial contribution to the development of
methods, techniques, or programs designed
to eliminate raclal segregation cr to elimi-
nate, reduce, or prevent racial isolation in
elementary or secondary schools; and

“(2) to local educational agencies to carry
out programs for children who are from
environments where the dominant language
is other than English and who, (A) as a re-
sult of limited English-speaking ability, are
educationally deprived, (B) have needs sim-
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ilar to the needs of other children participat-
ing in programs or projects assisted under
this title, and (C) attend a school in which
they constitute more than 50 per centum of
the enrollment.

“PAYMENTS

“Sgc. 2110. (a) Upon his approval of an
application for assistance under this Act, the
Secretary shall reserve from the applicable
allotment (including any applicable reallot-
ment) avallable therefor the amount fixed
for such application.

“(b) The Secretary shall pay to the ap-
plicant such reserved amount, in advance or
by way of reimbursement, and in such in-
stallments consistent with established prac-
tice, as he may determine.

“{e)(1) If a local educational agency in
a State is prohlbited by law from providing
for the participation of children and stafl
enrolled or employed In private nonprofit ele-
mentary and secondary schools as required
by paragraph (1) of section 2108(b), the
Becretary may waive such requirement with
respect to local educational agencies in such
State and, upon the approval of an applica-
tion from a local educational agency within
such State, shall arrange for the provision
of services to such children enrolled in, or
teachers or other educational staff of, any
nonprofit private elementary or secondary
school located within the school district of
such agency if the participation of such
children and staff would assist in achieving
the purpose of this title stated in section
2102(a) or in the case of an application un=-
der section 2105(e) would assist in meeting
the needs described in paragraph (1) (A).
The service to be provided through arrange-
ments made by the Secretary under this
paragraph shall be comparable to the serv-
ices to be provided by such local educational
agency under such application. The Secre-
tary shall pay the cost of such arrange-
ments from such State's allotment or, in the
case of an application under section 2105(e),
from the funds reserved under section 2103
{c), or in case of an application under sec-
tion 2109, from the sums available to the
Becretary under the second sentence of sec-
tion 2104(a).

“(2) In determining the amount to be paid
pursuant to paragraph (1), the Secretary
shall take into account the number of chil-
dren and teachers and other educational staff
who, except for provisions of State law, might
reasonably be expected to participate in the
program carried out under this title by such
local educational agency.

“(3) If the Secretary determines that a
local educational agency has substantially
falled to provide for the participation on an
equitable basis of children and staff enrolled
or employec in private nonprofit elementary
and secondary schools as required by para-
graph (1) of section 2108(b), he shall ar-
range for the provision of services to children
enrolled in, or teachers or other educational
staff of, the nonprofit private elementary or
secondary school or schools located within
the school district of such local educational
agency, which services shall, to the maxi-
mum extent feasible, be identical with the
services which would have been provided such
children or staff had the local educational
agency carried out such assurance. The Secre-
tary shall pay the cost of such services from
the grant to such local educational agency
and shall have the authority for this pur-
pose of recovering from such agency any
funds paid to it under such grant.

“{d) After making a grant or contract un-
der this {itle, the Secretary shall notify the
appropriate State educational agency of the
name of the approved applicant and of the
amount approved.

“(e) The amount of financial assistance
to a local educational agency under this
title may not exceed those net additional
costs which are determined by the Secretary,
in accordance with regulations prescribed by
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him, to be the result of the implementation
of a plan or activity described in section
2105 (a), (b), or (e), or of the operation
of a program under section 2109(2).

“DEFINITIONS

“Sec. 2111. As used In this title, except
when otherwise specified—

“(a) The term ‘current expenditure per
pupil for a local educational agency means
(1) the expenditures for free public educa~
tion, including expenditures for administra-
tion, instruction, attendance and health
services, pupil transportation services, opera-
tion and maintenance of plant, fixed charges,
and net expenditures to cover deficits for
food services and student body activities, but
not including expenditures for community
services, capital outlay and debt service, or
any expenditures made from funds granted
under such Federal of assistance as
the Secretary may prescribe, divided by (2)
the number of children in average dally at-
tendance to whom such agency provided free
public education during the year for which
the computation is made.

“(b) The term equipment’ includes ma-
chinery, utilities, and bullt-in equipment
and any necessary enclosures or structures
to house them, and includes all other items
necessary for the provision of education serv-
ices, such as Instructional equipment and
necessary furniture, printed, published, and
audiovisual instructional materials, and
other related material.

“{e) The term ‘gifted and talented chil-
dren’ means, in accordance with objective
criteria prescribed by the Secretary, children
who have outstanding intellectual ability or
creative talent.

*“(d) The term ‘local educational agency'
means a public board of education or other
public authority legally constituted within a
State for elther administrative control, or
direction, of public elementary or secondary
schools in a city, county, township, school
district, or other political subdivision of a
State, or such combination of school dis-
tricts or counties as are recognized In a State
as an administrative agency for its publie
elementary or secondary schools, or a com-
bination of local educational agencies; and
includes any other public institution or
agency having administrative control ana
direction of a public elementary or second-
ary school; and where responsibility for the
control and direction of the activities in
such schools which are to be assisted under
this title is vested In an agency subordinate
to such a board or other authorlty, the
Secretary may consider such subordinate
agency as a local educational agency for pur-
pose of this title.

“(e) The term ‘nonprofit’ as applied to
an agency, organization, or institution means
an agency, organization, or Institution owned
or operated by one or more nonprofit cor-
porations or assoclations no part of the net
earnings of which inures, or may lawfully
inure, to the benefit of any private share-
holder or individual.

“{f) The terms ‘raclally isolated school’
and ‘raclal isolation’ in reference to a
school mean a school and condition, respec-
tively, in which Negro, American Indian, or
Spanish-surnamed American children, or
children who are members of other racial
minority groups as determined by the Secre-
tary under section 2104(a), constitute more
than 50 per centum of the enrollment of a
school.

“(g) The terms (‘elementary and second-
ary school' and ‘school’ mean a school
which provides elementary or secondary edu-
cation, as determined under State law, ex-
cept that it does not include any education
provided beyond grade 12.

“(h) The term ‘Secretary’ means the Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare.

"(i) The term ‘State educational agency’
means the State Board of education or other
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agency or officer primarily responsible for the
State supervision of public elementary and
secondary schools, or, if there is no such
officer or agency, an officer or agency desig-
nated by the Governor or by State law for
this purpose.

“(§) The term ‘State’ means one of the
fifty States or the District of Columbia, and
for purposes of section 2109, Puerto Rico,
Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin Islands,
and the Trust Territory of the Pacific Is-
lands shall be deemed to be States.

“EVALUATION

“Sgc. 2112. Such portion as the Secretary
may determine, but not more than 1 per
centum, of any appropriation under this
title for any fiscal year shall be available
to him under the second sentence of section
2104(a) for evaluation (directly or by grant
or contract) of the programs, activities, and
projects authorized by this title.

“JOINT FUNDING

“Sec. 2113. Pursuant to regulations pre-
scribed by the President, where funds are
advanced by the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare and one or more other
Federal agencies for any program, project, or
activity funded in whole or in part under this
title, any one Federal agency may be desig-
nated to act for all in administering the
funds advanced.

“NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL

“Bec. 2114, (a) There is hereby established
a National Advisory Council on Equality of
Educational Opportunity, consisting of fif-
teen members, at least one-half of whom
shall be representatives of racial minority
gﬁoups. appointed by the Presldent, which

“(1) advise the Secretary with respect to
the operation of the program authorized by
this title, Including the preparation of regu-
lations and the implementation of the cri-
teria for the approval of applications;

“(2) review the operation of the program
(A) with respect to its effectiveness in achiev-
ing the purpose stated in section 2102(a),
and (B) with respect to the Secretary's con-
duct in the administration of the program;

"(3) meet not less than four times in the
period during which the program is au-
thorized and submit through the Secretary
to the Congress at least two interim reports,
which reports shall include a statement of its
actlvities and of any recommendations it may
have with respect to the operation of the
program; and

“(4) not later than December 1, 1973, sub-
mit to the Congress a final report on the
operation of the program.

“(b) The Commissioner shall submit an
estimate under the authority of section 401
(c) and part C of the General Education
Provisions Act to the Congress for the ap-
propriations necessary for the Council creat-
ed by subsection (a) to carry out its func-
tions,

“REPORTS

“Sec. 2115. The Secretary shall make pe-
rlodic detailed reports concerning his activi-
ties in connection with the program author-
ized by this title and the program carried
out with appropriations under the paragraph
headed “Emergency School Assistance™ in the
Office of Education Appropriations Act, 1971
(Public Law 91-380), and the effectiveness
of programs and projects assisted under this
title in achieving the purpose of this title
stated in section 2102(a). Such reports shall
contain such information as may be neces-
sary to permit adequate evaluation of the
program authorized by this title, and shall
include application forms, regulations, pro-
gram guides, and guidelines used in the ad-
ministration of the program. The report shall
be submitted to the President and to the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare of
the Senate and the Committee on Educa-
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tlon and Labor of the House of Representa-
tives. The first report submitted pursuant to
this section shall be submitted no later than
ninety days after the enactment of this title.
Bubsequent reports shall be submitted no
less often than two times annually.

“GENERAL PROVISIONS

“Sec. 2116. (a) The provisions of parts B
and C of the General Education Provisions
Act shall apply to the pi of Federal
asslstance authorized under this title as if
such program were an applicable program
under such General Education Provisions
Act, and the Secretary shall have the au-
thority vested in the Commissioner of Ed-
ucation by such parts with respect to such
program.

“{b) Section 422 of such General Educa-
tlon Provisions Act is amended by inserting
‘the Emergency School Ald Act of 1971;"
after 'the International Education Act of
19686,".

“PROHIBITION AGAINST BUSING

“8Ec. 2117. No funds appropriated pursuant
to this title may be used to acquire or pay
for the use of equipment for the purpose
of transporting children to or from any
school, or otherwise to pay any part of the
cost of any such transportation.

““NEIGHEORHOOD SCHOOLS

“Sec. 2118. Nothing in this title shall be
construed as requiring any local educational
agency which assigns students to schools
on the basls of geographic attendance areas
drawn on a racially non-discriminatory basis
to adopt any other method of student as-
slgnment whether or not the use of such geo-
graphic attendance areas results in the com-
plete desegregation of the schools of such
agency."

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the necessary number of words.

Mr. Chairman, what figures did the
gentleman from Illinois place on the
gross national product?

Mr. PUCINSKI. $2 trillion by 1980.

Mr. GROSS. $2 trillion?

Mr, PUCINSKI. Yes. That boggles the
gentleman’s imagination, does it not? But
it is true.

Mr. GROSS. It might boggle my imag-
ination——

Mr. PUCINSKI, This country will have
ag$2 trillion gross national product by
1980.

Mr. GROSS. A lot of things boggle my
imagination, and one of them is the fact
that you cannot spend money in the bil-
lions through foreign aid to educate and
wet-nurse everybody around the world,
wkich is what the gentleman has been
voting for, instead of taking care of edu-

ation in this country, Something else
that might boggle the gentleman’s imag-
ination is that by the end of this year
there will be $2 trillion of public and
private debt in this country. Does the
gentleman know why the people of this
country do not have money to spend on
their schools in their States, counties,
and local school districts?

It is because funds have been for too
long siphoned off and brought to Wash-
ington to be spent for too many ill-
conceived programs such as some people
in this House have been voting for all
through the years. That is why the people
over the country do not have the money
to spend on their schools and run them
as they see fit.

Mr. PUCINSKI. I believe the gentle-
man got lost on his trillions. It will not
be a $2 trillion deficit.
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Mr. GROSS. I said nothing about a
deficit. I said there will be a public and
private debt of $2 trillion. It was more
than $1 trillion $800 billion at the start
of this year, I will tell the gentleman.

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

Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. Pucinsk1) has indicated, at
a later point in this bill an amendment
will be offered to include the President’s
proposal for aid to school districts which
are desegregating.

The amendment, as he has said, will
not be exactly in the form in which H.R.
2266—the emergency school aid bill—
was reported by our committee.

It will have been revised to reflect the
objections made to the bill when it was
considered under suspension of the rules
on Monday, and I hope and believe that
it will be approved by the House.

It will be very close to the bill which
this House approved under a regular open
rule by a two-thirds majority late last
Year.

I thought that this proposal should
never have been brought up under a sus-
pension of the rules which prohibited
amendments, but obviously this deecision
was beyond my control.

This is a measure which the House
should have an opportunity to amend.

Now they will have that opportunity.

The amendment will have removed
from it provisions which invaded the
jurisdiction of other committees of the
House.

It will have an absolute prohibition
against the use of funds for busing.

It will have a provision which makes
it clear that the House supports the con-
cept of neighborhood schools, so long as
school attendance zones are drawn on
racially nondiscriminatory lines.

I think this amendment will be an im-
provement in at least some respects over
the bill that was before the House on
Monday and I shall support it.

This program is long overdue and ur-
gently needed, and it will provide assist-
ance for school districts which are mak-
ing an honest attempt to end racial
segregation and racial isolation in their
schools.

The President has requested this legis-
lation.

He has budgeted the funds for it.

Who are already supplying limited as-
sistance to schools under a legal com-
pulsion to desegregate, but this is under
a continuing resolution which expires
November 15 and it will not be renewed.

The only remedy available will be the
amendment to be offered by Mr. Pucin-
sk1 and I strongly urge its adoption.

Mr. WILLTAM D. FORD. A point of
order, Mr. Chairman.

I am making a point of order not on
the fact that the gentleman will not yield
for a question, but I am making the point
of order that the gentleman is not speak-
ing on a matter now before the House.

The gentleman has indicated there
is some sort of package that someone
has put together that will be presented
to us as an amendment. Will the gentle-
man indicate to us whether the group
that has put this together has reduced
it to writing so that other members of
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the committee who have not had the
opportunity will have an opportunity to
see it aad study it?

Mr. BELL. I believe it is available now.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, wil: the gentleman give me a copy?

Mr. BELL. Yes. I will give the gentle-
man a copy. I have one over there.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. I thank the
gentleman.

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words,
and I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I think all of us could
agree that the program presented in title
VIII for financing schools and colleges
and universities is not an ideal program.
It is not a program with which we would
all wish to sink or swim through the
ages, But I think we have documented
almost ad nauseum that colleges and
universities in this country are in deep
and serious trouble. We have tried over
the last few months to come up with
some kind of program that would target
on specific needs and would give us some
kind of specific and detailed criteria of
need—all to no avail.

So what title VIII presents is admit-
tedly an interim solution.

We know the colleges have the variety
of needs that our distinguished col-
league from Wisconsin described. We
know that colleges under finanecial pres-
sures react in different ways. They do
not all go into the red. Some of them
defer necessary maintenance. Some of
them reduce faculty size. Some of them
cut down on planned enrollment enlarge-
ment. Some of them cut out the enrich-
ment courses which produce excellence
in our universities—the small classes, the
seminars, the support of visiting profes-
sors and other enrichment programs.

We know that the evidence of financial
need comes in many ways and that col-
leges react in many ways which reduce
education excellence in order to avoid go-
ing into the red.

But it is absolutely unquestionable that
colleges are under desperate financial
pressure these days. So what we have
today is an interim answer to meet those
needs until Congress can acquire the
information and statistical analyses
needed to come up with specific, finely
targeted programs to meet detailed needs.

We have heard the warnings of Federal
control. I have suggested before, and I
suggest again, that if anybody looked at
the experience of the land grant colleges,
where there have been Federal contribu-
tions over a period of a century, he would
agree that the Nation would never stand
for Federal control following the Federal
dollar. The Congress would never stand
for it. I believe there would be as much
distaste and unhappiness on the Demo-
cratic side of the aisle as on the Repub-
lican side at any attempt to intrude
Federal control of higher education
where the Federal dollar support goes.

But I believe it is important to realize
that this is a Federal intervention that
probably will be a permanent one. If we
have any doubt that we are passing over
a major divide today, as we did 5 or 6
years ago with the passage of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act,
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that would be a mistake. I agree with
my colleague from Wisconsin that this
is a new precedent. Just as we got into
the subsidy and support of elementary
and secondar,” education institutions on
a general basis, so here today we are get-
ting into the general business of support-
ing higher education. If any Member is
against that he probably ought to vote
for this amendment; in fact, he could
vote to scuttle this bill in its entirety.

But I believe it is obvious that institu-
tions of higher education need help and
it is obvious we do not have detailed
information to give them categorical pro-
gram assistance. We do have a study
commission that in another year or two
will give us the specific knowledge which
will enable us to shove off at that time a
general program of assistance and sub-
stitute for it a highly refined specialized
program of assistance. I believe we ur-
gently need that time to produce that
kind of knowledge and to keep our in-
stitutions going so that they can survive
to the day we can help them more
adequately.

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

Mr. Chairman, I suggest that the
House ought to realize that it is being
asked to do a very important thing here
under this title of the bill, which is
pointed up by this particular amend-
ment.

I should like to suggest further that,
not for the first time around here, we are
going at an important thing in the wrong
way. By that I mean that in title VIII,
which is a complete and new departure
for the Federal Government in the field
of higher education, and a most impor-
tant and significant departure, we are
taking a new and important step which
ought to be, if we had a respectable ap-
proach—if I may use that word—a sepa-
rate piece of legislation.

I am tired of being asked to accept or
to reject packages around here. The other
day we had an amendment offered by
my good friend, the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. BrRADEMAS) to another bill
which was an absolutely sweeping pro-
gram of child care. It came in as an
amendment with no hearings or consid-
eration or anything else. This is not quite
as strong a case as that because this is a
title of a bill, but it is a complete new
departure for the Federal Government.
We ought to be able to consider it on its
own merits. It should not try to carry
itself on the shoulders of student aid, for
instance, which most of us, in one form
or another, would probably like to vote
for, although maybe we do not want to
vote for direct institutional assistance. I
certainly do not.

If I may just make one suggestion:
This is a most important philosophical
departure. We have a great deal of Fed-
eral aid to education already. I am not
one who is equipped to discuss the for-
mulas or the technicalities.

However, we do not have a situation
as yet where the Federal Government is
supporting the operating budgets of our
colleges and universities, for their gen-
eral operating budgetary use, until we
pass this bill with this title in it.

Mr. ERLENBORN suggested that in
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some cases some of these colleges will
have to depend for as much as 40 per-
cent of their budgets on what they get
under this title. My distinguished col-
league, the gentlewoman from Oregon,
says that this is the only way to save pri-
vate education. I suggest to you that it
will not make very much difference, be-
cause if you save it in this way and if it
is the only way in which you can save it,
then there will not be any private educa-
tion; it will all be public education, and
in a few more years it will all be nation-
al education and private college educa-
tion will be a thing of the past. I fear it
may in any case. At least, there is a good
chance that it will be so if we start down
this road. It will grow like impact aid has
grown. I do not think there is anyone in
this House who does not know that that
is true.

Now, Mr. Chairman, if I may be per-
mitted a personal reference briefly here,
I spent many years in the house of my
father during a large portion of the pe-
riod when he was, for 17 years, the presi-
dent of a small church-related college.
This was the period of the depression.
We had a tough time getting money
then, By careful management, however,
we managed to get through, and that
college is still alive and thriving today.
That is the way it ought to be done.

So, Mr. Chairman, I support the Erlen-
born amendment.

Mr. DELLENBACK. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, would the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. DELLENBACK. I am glad to yield.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I wonder if we
can take this time to see if we can reach
an agreement en the length of the de-
bate. I ask unanimous consent that all
debate on this amendment close in 25
minutes.

The CHAIRMAN., Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Oregon?

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, I think the
gentleman from Indiana just a moment
ago made a very valid point. This title
ought to be out on this floor as a sepa-
rate bill. I do not think it is right to
shut off debate on a matter that is prob-
ably the most important part of the bill
at this time. So I am constrained to
object.

Mr. DELLENBACK. Mr. Chairman, I
am persuaded there is real need for in-
stitutional Federal aid to higher educa-
tion, not only in the immediate crisis
situation, but also in the long run. At the
same time, I want to make it clear from
the outset that I am not endorsing the
formula for institutional aid now con-
tained in H.R. 7248; what I do endorse is
the concept of Federal general institu-
tional aid.

The reports of a crisis in higher educa-
tion financing are not empty rhetoric. We
have been thoroughly warned. The suc-
cinet conclusion of “The Red and the
Black,” special preliminary report on the
financial status, present and projeted,
- of private institutions of higher learning
by William W. Jellema, executive asso-
ciate and research director of the Asso-
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ciation of American Colleges, brings
home the crisis in higher education:

Private colleges and universities are appre-
hensive and they have reason to be. Most col-
leges in the red are staying in the red and
many are getting redder, while colleges In the
black are generally growing grayer. Taken
collectively, they will not long be able to
serve higher education and the nation with
strength unless significant aid is soon forth-
coming.

American society has traditionally de-
manded a great deal of higher educa-
tion. We have always expected quality
and in recent years we have demanded a
vast increase in gquantity without any
sacrifice in quality. To be specific, enroll-
ments in our Nation's colleges and uni-
versities have tripled in the past 15 years.
There are about 815 million students en-
rolled in institutions of higher education
throughout the country. And the Nation
has demanded that colleges and univer-
sities accommodate these students dur-
ing a time when the cost of education per
student was steadily rising. The real
pressure has been that our society—
rightly so—will not tolerate any lessen-
ing of academic excellence.

By authorizing student assistance pro-
grams making it possible for a greater
number of disadvantaged students to at-
tend college, Congress has in a sense ag-
gravated the financial problems of higher
education. It follows then that it is our
responsibility to help them out of the
crunch we helped get them into in the
first place. As the Carnegie Commission
on Higher Education pointed out in their
1968 report, “Quality and Equality: New
Levels of Federal Responsibility for
Higher Education”:

The proposed expansion of financial ald
programs to make it possible for more stu-
dents to attend universities and colleges will
add to the present financial problems of
these institutions. The full costs of education
are not met through tuition payments. More-
over, the increase in numbers of disad-
vantaged students will tend to ralse per-
student instructional costs, because many of
these students will need special educational
assistance such as tutoring, counseling, and
perhaps remedial training in special areas.

The Carnegie Commission, in its 1968
report, recommended that the Federal
Government utilize a cost-of-education
allowance approach, and, as I have indi-
cated previously, for a number of rea-
sons, I believe this approach is the best
alternative at this time.

This approach would complement ex-
isting national priorities and help target
money to at least some of those institu-
tions most in need. It would be clearly
characterized as a temporary emergency
program and would leave us free, as soon
as the study data is in hand, to switch to
a formula which would be soundly based
and permanent.

The formula included in H.R. 7248 as
reported by the Education and Labor
Committee would allocate two-thirds of
general assistance funds to institutions
on the basis of their total full-time en-
rollment and the remaining one-third on
the basis of students receiving Federal
finaneial aid. I believe the formula now
in HR. 7248 is a serious mistake. It
would virtually lock in a system of gen-
eral aid which is not based on priorities
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or on sound and thorough background
data.

Furthermore, I believe the formula
now in H.R. 7248 would have a punitive
effect on private institutions. Because
these institutions have a shrinking pro-
portion of total student enrollment in
institutions of higher education through-
out the country, they would necessarily
face a decreasing share of general as-
sistance. Finally, I fear the effect of this
formula on State support for institutions
of higher education. In my opinion, Fed-
eral general assistance should supple-
ment rather than supplant State support.

I feel strongly that Federal aid to edu-
cation—at any level—can be most effec-
tive when it is directed to broad purposes
rather than distributed through nar-
row, single-purpose programs. Obviously
it would be naive to debate the beneficial
effects of categorical aid to higher edu-
cation, and I do not intend to challenge
the fact that categorical aid has been
helpful and will continue to be. But I
believe it should be and must be aug-
mented and strengthened by a program
of general aid.

The provisions in the Senate bill on
this point are superior to those now in
H.R. 7248. It is my personal hope that
in conference the provisions of this title
gﬁl be improved drastically over H.R.

8.

But it would be a mistake for this
House today to take the flat stand against
institutional aid that is here involved in
the vote on this amendment. I oppose the
amendment of my good friend, the very
highly esteemed gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. ErLENBORN) and I hope it will be
defeated.

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

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

Mr. Chairman, previously the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. ANDERSON) de-
manded to know how many private col-
leges were destined for oblivion because
of the immediate financial crisis with
which they are faced.

Let me read to the members of the
committee a few paragraphs on page 45
of the report on higher education. I think
the members of the committee should
be very interested in these figures, be-
cause I am sure the figures listed here,
Mr., Chairman, will no doubt take into
consideration the problems many Mem-
bers have experienced in their own States
and districts:

The cost-price squeeze has had particular
effect on the small private Liberal Arts col-
lege. Information available to the Commit-
tee Indicates that in 1937-38, institutions
enrolling under 500 students constituted 44
percent of the colleges and universities in
the country and enrolled 18 percent of the
students. Thirty years later they constituted
27 percent of the institutions and accounted
for 2 percent of the students.

Studies made by Dr. Willlam W. Jellema
for the Assoclation of American Colleges in-
dicate that, unless immediate ald is forth-
coming, 365 of the nation's private colleges
and universities may be closed in this dec-
ade. Two hundred of them wlill have ex-
hausted their liquid assets within a year.
Stated another way, of the private accred-
ited institutions, 50 percent of four year in-
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stitutions and 45 percent of those offering
master's degrees in no more than three fields,
37 percent of those offering masters degrees
in four or more fields, and 48 percent of the
Ph.D, granting institutions, can be expected
to fail within ten years.

The problem is not limited to private col-
leges. Of 99 state universities and land grant
colleges, five years ago none had an operat-
ing deficit. Last year a survey of 78 showed
12 In the red., Of 278 state colleges and uni-
versities, 75 percent say financial difficulty is
their major problem.

Mr. Chairman, if we do not want
200 of our private colleges to be
eliminated completely, then I would sug-
gest that we vote down the amend-
ment offered by my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. ERLENBORN).

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

Mr. SCHERLE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I would
ask the gentleman from Iowa if it is not
also true that as a result of the problem
we will simply compound the trend of
establishing vast educational factories
which are developing with the massive
enrollments at State universities across
the country.

Mr, SCHERLE. The gentleman is emi-
nently correct, and I appreciate his
statement.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment. The
Members should understand that we are
now dealing with an amendment which
strikes at the very heart of the com-
mittee bill. Acceptance of this amend-
ment would make a mockery of the com-
mittee effort. And it would indicate that
the Congress has no concern for the fu-
ture of American higher education.

Mr. Chairman, over 1,000 printed pages
of testimony this year and over 1,000
printed pages of testimony last year
provide compelling documentation and
justification for the program of institu-
tional assistance which this amendment
now proposes to be deleted. The record
shows that the crisis is not in certain
categories of institutions nor in isolated
instances. It is present in all types of
institutions and at all levels.

I know there is a deep concern in this
Congress particularly for the plight of
the small private college. This title will
provide approximately $335,000,000 in
authorizations for institutional assist-
ance to private colleges and universities.

There has traditionally been a deep
concern and interest for the junior col-
lege movement here in the Congress.
This title recognizes that interest. It rec-
ognizes that the junior college move-
ment is also affected by the crisis and
proposes $158 million for these types of
institutions. Because the basic factor in
the formula is enrollment, as the junior
college movement expands, so too will the
allocation of funds to these institutions.

There is a concern too for the col-
leges and universities serving student
bodies which are predominantly black.
This title will provide $52.5 million to
these institutions.

Mr. Chairman, the crisis is not only
in private education and in the 2-year
movement. Of 278 State colleges and uni-
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versities, 75 percent cite financial diffi-
culty as their major problem. For the
land grant institutions, for State col-
leges and universities, and for other pub-
lic institutions, $627 million is authorized.

Mr. Chairman, clearly there has been
considerable controversy over the for-
mula to be used for the allocation of in-
stitutional assistance funds. As I have
stated earlier, the formula contained in
title VIII is the most equitable formula
presented to the committee.

Nevertheless, I can understand the
concerns of some but I cannot under-
stand the position of those who support
this amendment, for it does not deal with
how funds are to be allotted. In clear
and simple English, it denies that there
is a financial crisis in higher education.
It says to institution after institution
that the Congress does not care whether
enrollments must be curtailed, or depart-
ments dropped, or that they must close
their doors.

The amendment says to parents and
students, regardless of income, that the
Federal Government has no interest in
helping to finance the staggering costs
of higher education. And it will mean to
needy students—the continuing and
foremost concern of this Congress—that
higher education will be even further re-
moved. Tuition increases, which will cer-
tainly result without the institutional as-
sistance being proposed in the bill, will
fall hardest on those families and those
students who are least able to pay for a
college education.

Members should consider what this
title will mean to colleges and univer-
sities and parents and students in their
States. Take one example: Public insti-
tutions in Florida will receive $17,255,000
and private colleges and universities will
receive $8,970,000. Our record shows a
financial erisis with institutions in Flor-
ida and in every other State. I know we
have a financial crisis existing in higher
education in Kentucky. The time is long
overdue for giving some minimum—and
I am using the word “minimum"—assist-
ance to our colleges and universities.

What the committee has done—and
what the Green proposal does—is not to
ostracize or leave out any group. All in-
stitutions are included. I do not know
of any college in my State that is not
in dire need and that is not in a financial
crisis. All of the institutions—all of the
colleges and universities in the Com-
monwealth of Kentucky are confronted
with a financial crisis. I am convinced
that the same situation exists through-
out America. This has been well docu-
mented.

Mr. Chairman, I urge that the gentle-
man’s amendment be overwhelmingly
defeated.

Mr, ESCH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op-
position to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, first I would like to
indicate my strong concurrence with the
distinguished ranking member of the
Higher Education Subcommittee, the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. DELLEN-
Back) and the remarks of the gentle-
man from Iowa (Mr. ScHErRLE) who ex-
pressed very well the need to support
title VIII today in this House.
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Then I would like to suggest to the
Members that this concept of institu-
tional aid is a concept whose time has
come. I would concur that the particu-
lar formula as outlined in title VIII is not
a satisfactory formula. It is not satisfac-
tory, because we do not as yet even know
the total dimensions of the problem. I
would hope that in the course of the con-
ference this title and this concept could
be greatly improved.

While supporting this title VIII on
institutional aid, I think that there are
some other questions that should be
raised for further discussion.

First, as yet we really do not know
what is the most effective channel
through which to funnel aid. The higher
education community in general, the Of-
fice of Education, and we on the com-
mittee have not completed the research
needed to know at this particular point
what the most effective channel for aid
should be.

Second, the other problem that this
raises, especially in relation to the private
independent colleges, is how may we pro-
vide Federal aid and yet retain autonomy
at the local level to maintain freedom?
Hopefully, this amendment will not en-
croach upon the freedom of the inde-
pendent colleges, but I think we would be
less than honest with ourselves if we do
not recognize that as dollars flow, con-
trol will also, and that this raises a se-
rious question about the “accountability
in the higher education community and
in colleges and universities generally. I
am hopeful that our committee in the
next year might look into this question
of accountability at all levels as it re-
lates to institutional aid.

Then there is another question raised
by title VIII and that is, How can we im-
plement title VIII and fund it and still
not have it interfere with other sources,
both in terms of private contributions
and State sources for financing? Title
VIII in its present formula does not ad-
dress itself to that question as effectively
as it might, and this is another question
that needs our direct attention and con-
cern. It is for these reasons that I am
reluctant to support title VIII, but I am
convinced that given the financial situ-
ation that exists, especially within our
independent colleges, that we must pass
title VIII as it now exists. That is why I
oppose the amendment.

I am hopeful that during the course of
the legislative process in conference we
can contifiue to improve it.

I would also indicate to the member-
ship that, because of this I am hopeful
we can put an amendment through pro-
viding that we will not have a 5-year
program under title VIII but only a 2- or
3-year program under that title, so that
in the interim period, as the studies that
are now becoming available to us can be
utilized, we might develop answers to the
questions I have raised to other queries
made elsewhere.

So it is on this bhasis, recognizing that
institutional aid is a concept whose time
has come, but also suggesting to Mem-
bers, and not only to this House but the
higher education community, that we
must next move forward to develop a
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more effective delivery system in the com-
ing years.

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

I think it is unfortunate that we are
faced with the name “institutional aid,”
because that term has a very cold and
calculating sound. A lot of people figure,
‘Well, this is another one of those pro-
grams and maybe we should not go along
with it.” We are really dealing here with
the training ground of the future for
young Americans, and we are taking the
chance today, if we were to support this
kind of amendment, of seeing the oppor-
tunity for young Americans to face the
world that is coming up in the 1970’s
and the 1980’s and to have a quality edu-
cation to meet that world, either at a
private or public level, be eliminated.

It has been stated here today that the
private institutions no longer be pri-
vate—independent institutions if we
give this aid. The one statement we can
make for sure is that if we do not give
this aid, there will not be any private or
independent institutions within the next
5- to 10-year period—unless they are
institutions that are serving either the
very wealthy or the very poor. I think
we have to take action today, and the
formula that has been devised, which is
known as the Green formula under this
bill, is a formula that I do support.

It is & compromise formula. I think we
should understand that. The gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. Quie) is the rank-
ing minority member on this committee.
His talent and work in this area have
been certainly a great help, and he has
devised a cost of education program that
is now part of this formula.

So two-thirds of this formula really
is Mrs. GrREEN’s program and one-third
is Mr. Quig's. I think it is a fair type of
formula that represents the best inter-
ests of everybody concerned.

I think there is a real concern for
community colleges and this concern is
very much answered by this bill as pre-
sented by the committee.

Finally, I think we have to realize that
the whole program of higher education
in this country is in the balance today
as to what action we take. Colleges are
using their endowments, those few col-
leges which have endowments, to oper-
ate. The funds are not being replaced
today in the way the alumni used to re-
place them, because the operational costs
have grown too high. So I urge Mem-
bers to support the total bill and the in-
stitutional aid and I hope they will de-
feat this amendment which would elimi-
nate this kind of help.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words,
and I rise in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I had not really ex-
pected to speak on this subject here
today, because usually we have our say
as a member of the Health, Education,
and Welfare Subcommittee on Appropri-
ations, but it seems to me we are break-
ing some brandnew ground in title VIII
and that is the reason I take the floor to
make a few observations.

I wish to make it unmistakably clear
that I support the gentleman from Illi-
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nois in his amendment to strike this title.
I cannot personally think of any institu-
tion of higher learning in this country
that would not like to have another
source of money. My own privately en-
dowed alma mater in Peoria, Bradley
University, will run a deficit this year of
about $300,000. This title would undoubt-
edly help this privately endowed insti-
tution and others in my district. From a
personal and selfish point, I should prob-
ably support this proposition, but I have
to take a much broader view as to
whether the principle of general insti-
tutional assistance is proper. I don’t
think it is.

What we are doing here today is only
the beginning. If is a point of departure.

We can call it a measure to meet an
emergency situation, but all Members
know as well as I do that this is not a
temporary program. We are embarking
today on something that will be a per-
manent part of the fabric of higher edu-
cation in this country. There is no getting
around it.

Take the old Bankhead-Jones Act
when we established the land-grant col-
leges. It was just a little piddling sum of
$10 million or $12 million one time many
years ago. We carried that item in our
appropriation bill for years and years,
only because no one had the intestinal
fortitude to say that we were going to
cut it out—even though it had outlived
its usefulness. None of the Members could
face up to that. They could not take that
much heat.

Some may say we can limit this to a
3- or 4- or S-year emergency program,
but let us not kid ourselves. It will be a
continuing permanent program. I ask
you seriously: How many of you would go
back to your home institutions or your
home States and say that you are going
to cut this program out once it has
begun? I daresay the number of you who
could stand up to that kind of pressure
could be counted on my 10 fingers.

I say again, Mr. Chairman, what we
are doing here will become a permanent
program of assistance.

Aside from the fact that we do not have
the information and the facts we need
here upon which to base a good, sound
formula of distribution, I would point out
that, so far as I know, no consideration
was given to those institutions around
the country which are already getting
much aid through other Federal pro-
grams. Some of the most prestigious in-
stitutions in the country, such as Yale,
Princeton, and Harvard, are receiving
nearly one-third of their operating in-
come from Federal sources. One can say
this is a good argument for enactment of
this bill. Let us give them another assist,
but I say any assist on our part ought to
be much more finely targeted to meet
specific needs rather than under this
program of general across-the-board
assistance.

Mr. Chairman, I have got to express
some concern over the amount of money
this program will eventually cost us. The
gentlelady from Oregon says something
in the neighborhood of $800 or $900 mil-
lion the first year. Dividing that among
some 2,500 or 2,600 institutions would
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give each something like $300,000 or
$400,000. I can just feel the pressure
building for double and triple that
amount in a year or two—and we will
hear from some that $5 or $10 billion
could easily be spent for such a laudable
purpose as higher education.

A few weeks ago we passed a so-called
tax bill that will actually result in a loss
of billions in Federal revenue in the next
few years.

For those of you who think we will
have all kinds of money to play with
after all the boys are home from Viet-
nam, let me remind you that we are
already mortgaging ourselves over and
beyond those reductions in war spending
with highflying spending programs al-
ready on the books.

The deficit this fiscal year will be $30
billion. We cannot afford to continue
along this road of deficit financing. It
is treacherous and the resulting inflation
is probably contributing more to the
problems of our colleges than anything
else

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

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

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding. I ap-
preciate the gentleman’s contribution on
this new impacted aid question, because
this is going to be impacted aid for
higher education.

I should like the members of the com-
mittee to know I have in my hand a let-
ter from Secretary Richardson of HEW
in which he says:

As you know, the Administration has
serious reservations about Title VIII of HR.
7248, the pending Higher Education bill,
which would establish a new program of gen-
eral assistance to colleges and universities
based in large part on the number of students
enrolled and, to a lesser extent, on the
amount of Federal student financial aid ad-
ministered by the institution. The Adminis-
tratlon supports instead a formula based
solely on the latter factor, which would target
scarce Federal funds on institutions which
undertake a Federal responsibility.

The Administration has consistently op-
posed any formula which, even in part, would
compute assistance on a flat capitation basis.
We believe that a program based on capita-
tion would result in the automatic dispersal
of scarce Federal resources among institu-
tions, many of which are not in financial dis-
tress. The adoption of this random formula
approach in Title VIII could result in sharp-
1y reduced commitment by State and local
governments, which have had the basic gov-
ernmental responsibility in the past, for the
support of higher education. If this were the
result, institutions could be left in no better
financial condition than they claim today.

We are also concerned that enactment of
Title VIII might create expectations among
college and university administrators that
nearly one billion dollars, the authorization
level specified in that title, would become

avallable. In fact, we anticipate that far less
than that sum could be either requested by
the President or approved by the Committee
on Appropriations, in view of severe budget-
ary constraints.

Perhaps of greatest concern is the lack of
hard information available at this point
about the severity, complexity and causes of
the “crisis” facing higher education. We are
of the opinion that not enough is known
about the “crisis” to permit any intelligent
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judgment now on this subject by either the
Congress or the Executive.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Illinois has expired.

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that the gen-
tleman may proceed for 5 additional
minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, reserving the right to object, can
we reach some agreement on time here?
I do not know how many others want to
speak on this, but it seems to me we
should not continue for another hour or
s0. Can we close debate on this amend-
ment at 3 o’clock? I ask unanimous con-
sent to do so.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Oregon.

Mr. ERLENBORN. If the gentlewoman
from Oregon would make that 3:15, that
would be agreeable.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I do not see
that many Members standing.

Mr. QUIE. I believe three additional
Members want to speak.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. We do not
need 25 minutes for three Members.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Oregon ?

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, reserving the
right to object, the time would have to go
to 3:05 to give time to the three of us who
want to speak.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chairman,
I ask unanimous consent that, instead of
3 o’clock, all debate on this amendment
close at 3:05.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Oregon.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right to object, I am trying to fig-
ure out which three Members want to
speak. I see six standing.

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

Mr. COLLIER. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. QUIE, It is my understanding that
the gentlewoman from New York and the
gentleman from Illinois and I are the
three who want time, who have not
spoken before. I assume the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. MiceHEL), the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. ERLENBORN), and
the gentlewoman from Oregon (Mrs.
GreeN) are not seeking time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
that under the general rules of the House,
whenever debate is limited, those who
theretofore have spoken on the amend-
ment may speak again under the unani-
mous-consent agreement limiting debate.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, since we have taken almost 5 min-
utes on this already, I ask unanimous
consent that all debate on this amend-
ment close in 20 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman from
Oregon?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN., It is the unanimous
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consent request of the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. ERLENBORN), that the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr, MICHEL), may
proceed for an additional 5 minutes. Is
there objection to that request?

There was no objection.

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

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois, so that he may conclude
reading the letter.

Mr. ERLENBORN. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

To conclude the reading of the letter
from Secretary Richardson, he goes on
to say:

I understand that during general debate
on the Higher Education bill, you indicated
your intention of moving to delete Title VIII
from H.R. 7248. I am fully prepared to sup-
port your efforts to delete that title.

Mr. MICHEL. I thank the gentleman
for reading that very important commu-
nication into the Recorp at this point. I
would like to make another observation,
also.

The good chairman of the Committee
on Education and Labor (Mr. PERKINS),
said that this will be a minimum level of
assistance. We know, as is the case with
minimum wages, that they serve as a
base or a benchmark from which every-
thing flows above that. So it will be for
this program.

The other day I ran across a few sta-
tistics of what we are doing in my home
State of Illinois. I would like to continue
the progress that we are making there,
under the leadership of our great Gover-
nor Richard B. Ogilvie. In the last 3 years,
for example, we have gone up from $36
million to $112 million in scholarships,
an increase of 211 percent, in my home
State of Illinois. For junior colleges we in-
creased the appropriated funds from $65
million to $143 million, which is an in-
crease of 120 percent. For universities we
have gone from $764 million to $1,164
million, which is an increase of 52 per-
cent. That is what we have done in my
own home State of Illinois, not with
somebody else’s money but with money
which we raised ourselves from income
taxes in order to do these things to take
care of our own people. In my book that
represents a strong and determined com-
mitment of the taxpayer’'s funds to the
future of the young people in our college
system.

I must confess that I am really con-
cerned about our moving over this
threshold today. I believe the principle is
wrong and beyond that I have to raise
again the question of where the money
is coming from. Surely in a year or two
we'll be asked for $2 billion or $4 billion,
and then it may be multiplied by 5 be-
fore too long.

So, as a member of the committee
which will eventually have to vote what-
ever money you authorize here or at least
a fraction thereof, I do have to raise these
concerns here today.

Mr. ERLENBORN. Will the gentleman
yield to me?

Mr. MICHEL. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. ERLENBORN. The gentleman
made a very valid point about the level
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of effort in our own home State of Illi-
nois. The gentleman is aware, of course,
that the formula under this bill would
require our State to continue that. I have
no objection to it, but those States that
are not at an adequate level of support
will be free to stay at the inadequate level
and still get the Federal funds.

Mr. MICHEL. That is why I think the
formula is inequitable in that we do not
get credit for what we have been doing,
and I believe that if we take this general
assistance route we should get credit for
having taken this initiative on our own.

Mr, RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment of the
gentleman from Illinois which would
strike out everything beginning at line
14 on page 181 all the way through line
24 on page 194 and renumber subsequent
titles and sections appropriately. In other
words, the gentleman seeks to strike out
the entire content of title VIII which
now stands out as a very helpful and
most important effort to amend the
Higher Education Act of 1965.

I was not privileged to listen to all the
arguments of those who would knock
out this type of assistance. Yet, I have
advanced the argument that it is not a
good investment to put large sums of
general aid into as many as 600 colleges
nationwide that may have an enrollment
somewhere between 500 and 1,000 stu-
dents. Some may be impressed that it is
a valid argument that we should deny as-
sistance to institutions of higher educa-
tion simply because they do not have
at least 1,000 students.

On the contrary, with a little bit of
reflection the presentation of this argu-
ment against assistance to small col-
leges can very well be turned around
from an argument against them to an
argument in their favor.

How many times have we heard our
sons and daughters complain that in a
great university where there are between
20,000 to 30,000 students they feel they
are no longer a student with a name but
only a number. I distinctly recall my
daughter when she attended the great
university of my State of Missouri com-
plained that No. 12286 was the principal
feature of her identification, and that
her name was not important.

How can we forget the advantages of
the face to face relationship between a
teacher and a student? How can there
ever be found a substitute for a professor
who is willing to take some time to ex-
plain an intricate subject matter to a stu-
dent? This kind of thing is possible only
in the small colleges which are now criti-
cized for being too small. Mr. Chairman,
let us hope the time may never arrive in
which the manner of instruction shall be
limited to conditions where our college
students go to a room and sit and listen
to some type of closed circuit television.
Then maybe one day a week after this
canned exposure they have the doubtful
privilege to have the benefit of the great
wisdom of some graduate student to try
to answer a few of their questions in a
weekly quiz session.

No, if the true purpose of title VIII is
to fund some of these small colleges we
should all be for it and oppose the
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amendment of the gentleman from Illi-
nois, If the amendment of the gentleman
prevails, of course, there would be no
money available to help sustain these
small private colleges. By a private col-
lege we mean those endowed from private
subscription such as donations, legacies,
and gifts provided for in the last will and
testament of former graduates who be-
lieved this type of higher education was
worthwhile. Some of these colleges may
be partially supported by church orga-
nizations. Many or perhaps most of them
are not. Those which are church affiliated
do not close their doors to students that
happen to be affiliated with some other
religious denomination, Moreover, there
is no serious problem of admission be-
cause enrollments in most instances are
not beyond the plant capacity or the
academic capacity of these small schools
to accommodate new enrollees.

Perhaps the author of the amendment
to strike title VIII is worrying about the
so-called federalization of our colleges.
Well, at the rate we are going unless title
VIII is included in this bill, there is not
going to be any source of worry for very
long because according to the report
which accompanies H.R. 7248 at page 45
unless immediate aid is forthcoming 365
private colleges and universities will be
closed in this decade. This is only 9 years
away. Someone has provided the infor-
mation that 200 of these smaller colleges
went out of existence this past year
alone.

True, these private institutions have
raised tuition. They have done so reluc-
tantly, while trying to mitigate the im-
pact of this raised tuition upon their
students who are already suffering from
inadequate personal resources to get
through the school year. As it is, many
of these institutions of higher education
in order to avoid the slide into deficit
operation have had to make difficult de-
cisions that adversely affected the quality
of education. There have already been
faculty and staff freezes and cutbacks all
across the country. There are reports of
deferment of needed maintenance in or-
der to avoid further deficits.

I have no way of predicting the out-
come of the vote on this amendment but
of all the amendments that have been
offered to any section of H.R. 7248, this
amendment should be defeated by the
kind of a vote that will express the con-
fidence of the Members in this House in
our smaller institutions of higher learn-
ing across our land. Let us tell them by
the defeat of this amendment that they
have not been forgotten. Let the word
go forth that we think they remain an
important part of our system of higher
education, and that they will be federally
assisted in order that they can continue
their valuable contribution to higher
education.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. CoL-
LIER).

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment offered by my
colleague from Illinois (Mr. ERLENBORN).

I do so because I believe that the alter-
native is establishing a program that will
grow and grow under polifical pressures
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which this body will not have the courage
to halt. I do not think there is a Mem-
ber of this House who, facing the reality
of what is in title VIII, can disagree with
that. I think this title is the first major
step to the total federalization of higher
education; and the day will come when
we will regret this action unless the Er-
lenborn amendment is adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentlewoman from New York
(Mrs, CHISHOLM) .

Mrs, CHISHOLM, Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

I think, first of all, we have to recog-
nize the fact that the preservation and
conservation of our human resources in
this Nation is the most important item
that should be given topnotch priority
on our agenda. I think we ought to recog-
nize that all over the country today, in
terms of employees, staff cutbacks, and
in terms of the high cost of living, that
the private institutions and other inde-
pendent institutions cannot compete with
the New York City University which is
free from the standpoint of tuition and
cannot compete with the New York State
University campuses whose basic tuition
is $400.

Mr. Chairman, in my opinion we can-
not tell these institutions that we are not
going to be able to continue to have the
kind of educational system of which this
country has been so very proud.

It is also interesting to note the fervor
with which many oppose these educa-
tional programs when you talk about dol-
lars while on the other hand one sees a
kind of fervor that is very distressing
which we do not witness when we talk
about the military-industrial complex in
this Nation.

Mr. Chairman, in my opinion we have
to recognize the fact that the alumni are
not contributing as they have done here-
tofore. We have to recognize the fact that
the colleges are using up their endow-
ments.

Mr. Chairman, it is our responsibility
to realize that the Federal Government
is going to have to become a third part-
ner in this effort.

I remember back in the late 1930’s and
early 1940’s, although of a still tender
age—so well how many people were
screaming in order to get the State gov-
ernment to become the second partner
in the educational process and State gov-
ernments realized their role although
reluctantly at first.

Mr. Chairman, the importance of this
partnership will benefit our youth and
our children. I think the time has come
that we must place this matter on a very
high priority listing.

The CHATRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. ERLEN-
BORN).

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, we
have heard some facts and figures on
the floor of the House today, mostly from
those institutions or association of in-
stitutions who stand to benefit as a result
of the passage of this particular provi-
sion.

I earlier called to the attention of the
members of the committee the commu-
nication which I received from the Sec-
retary of the Department of Health, Ed-
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ucation, and Welfare which I think is
not in that category.

I would like to call attention to a letter
which was addressed to the Honorable
JoHN R. DELLENBACK and signed by Al-
fred B. Fritt of Yale University in which
he writes in connection with this legisla-
tion the following:

The first has to do with Federal financial
ald to institutions. The Senate bill channels
that ald through students in the form of a
“cost-of-instruction allowance” for each fed-
erally-alded student enrolled, while the
House version for the most part bases in-
stitutional aid on the total number enrolled.

While the Senate version is clearly su-
perior, both involve an assumption which 1
think plainly incorrect, namely, that there is
a Federal responsibility to help preserve all
colleges and universities, no matter their
actual financial condition or how wretched
their programs, how limited their appeal to
students or how wastefully they are
managed.

Remember, this is from an official at
Yale University, one of those that would
stand to gain if this provision is enacted.

Once such a responsibility is assumed, I do
not see how it can be gotten rid of. It would
be far better if the Congress enacted no in-
stitutional aid proposal at this session and
took another year to think through how best
the Federal Government can bring rationality
and fairness and adequate resources to the
financing of higher education, The delay can
do no harm, since there is no reasonable
prospect that general institutional aid, even
if authorized, will be funded this fiscal year.

I would call the attention of the Mem-
bers of the Committee to one other in-
dependent study and from one which
would not benefit from this provision
and that is the cost of college study re-
cently completed by the Columbia Re-
search Association which takes these
statistics and relates them to Federal
student aid and which states that it is
the utilization of income and resources
that is faulty in these institutions and
not a lack of income.

Mr. Chairman, this information sup-
ports my amendment and I hope it will
be adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentlewoman from Oregon
(Mrs. GREEN).

Does the gentlewoman from Oregon
desire to be heard at this time?

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, I would prefer, if it is possible, to
close the debate on this particular
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr.
PERKINS) .

(By unanimous consent, Mr. PERKINS
yielded his time to Mrs. GreeN of Ore-~
gon.)

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota, Mr.
QUIE.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, may I first
make a parliamentary inquiry?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, my parlia-
mentary inquiry is this: There was a
Ilimitation of time of 20 minutes. Will the
slightly more than 2 minutes for each
Member who has talked, and for the
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two remaining speakers, use up the en-
tire 20 minutes?

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. WRiGHT). The
Chair will state to the gentleman from
Minnesota that there were seven Mem-
bers who were observed standing at the
time the 20-minute limitation was es-
tablished. This would, equally divided,
provide exactly 214 minutes per Member.
The Chair will further state to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota that the Chair
has attempted to be considerate and
lenient in these matters. The Chair will
recognize the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. Quie), for slightly more than 2
minutes.

Mr. QUIE. I would say further, Mr.
Chairman, that the reservation on time
was made at 11 minutes to 3, and it is
now 3 o’clock, so it would seem to me
that only 11 minutes have been used up.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, a further
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr., HALL. Mr. Chairman, is not this
time now coming out of the allotted time
ageed to by the unanimous consent?

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. WRicHT). The
Chair will state that any time engaged in
on parliamentary inguiries must per-
force come out of that time.

Mr. HALL. I thank the Chairman.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I would say
tn_ my colleague, the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. HALL) , that when one finds
himself one-third in favor of a title, and
two-thirds in opposition, he might just
as well dispose of his time in parliamen-
?ﬁy inquiries rather than discussing the

itle.

But before I even get into the title, I
want to say that I am pleased that the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. PUCINSKI)
has announced that he is going to offer
the emergency school aid bill, with some
changes, as title XXI of this bill. I am
hopeful that the gentleman will place
that amendment in the Recorp today so
that the Members can examine it, be-
cause I doubt that we will be able to
reach it until tomorrow.

I also want to say that this new
amendment provides an absolute prohi-
bition against money being used for bus-
ing. When the matter was before the
House recently those who wanted to pro-
hibit money being used for busing could
not offer an amendment. Now it will be
possible to offer amendments, so that
those who wanted to have the money
used for busing can support an amend-
ment offered by someone to that effect.

I just wanted to let the Members know
that, in my opinion, this is the best way
to proceed in getting this legislation be-
fore us.

As far as title VIII is concerned, as I
indicated, I am one-third in favor of it
because of the fact we have provided
for cost-of-education allowances. The
Senate-passed bill adopted this ap-
proach. However, I believe that the way
in which we have provided for cost-of-
education allowances is more attractive
and provides a better package than does
the Senate language. So to that extent
I would like to see it in this title as a
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means of going to conference to work out
a compromise.

The approach of giving aid to institu-
tions based on the number of students is
an approach I oppose. I had an open
mind on this when it was first talked
about, but since then I think that it
would be unwise to go this route. I think
it would have us assume a State respon-
sibility that should not be assumed by
the Federal Government.

All institutions are not in a finanecial
crisis, although there are some that are.
This per capita approach would treat all
institutions alike with respect to the
amount of Federal aid. Some private in-
stitutions have more difficulty, but they
would be treated the same as public in-
stitutions. Also in this bill is the assump-
tion that there is a difference in costs
between lower and upper divisions, by
providing $100 per lower division stu-
dent and $150 per upper division student.
But we know that occupational educa-
tion in the first 2 years many times is
much more expensive than even upper
division programs and some graduate
school programs in the liberal arts area.
So I think that these differing dollar
amounts are extremely unwise.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentlewoman from Oregon
(Mrs. GREEN) .

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, this is a new departure. This is
probably one of the most important parts
of the higher education bill.

Some people have stated on the floor
that they prefer the cost of education
approach which is the Senate alterna-
tive.

Let me read to you what Secretary
Richardson had to say about this on
March 2 of this year when he testified
before the subcommittee., Secretary
Richardson said:

We do not believe the proposals that have
been presented, for example, a cost of edu-
cation grant attached to student assistance,
represents anything more than very shallow
common denominators of proposed support
for Institutions of higher education.

So the Secretary does not favor the
cost of education allowance that has
been advocated on the Senate side.

Mr. Chairman, let me again reiterate
that the institutions of higher education
in this country are facing a grave finan-
cial crisis and that crisis is nationwide.

It is interesting to note that the very
few people in higher education who are
opposed to title VIII are from institu-
tions like Yale which has $485 million in
endowments. If every single one of the
2,600 institutions in this country had an
endowment of $485 million, then they
might agree with the people at Yale that
we should not propose this kind of insti-
tutional aid.

The former president of Harvard is op-
posed to institutional aid. We find some
other prestigious institutions that are op-
posed to it, but they are the only ones.
Every association of higher education in
this country favors this program of in-
stitutional aid.

I might also add that the prestigious
universities are the institutions which
have been getting all of the funds up to
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this time. The gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. MicHEL) has made reference to the
fact that less than 100 prestigious uni-
versities have been getting 69 percent of
all of the Federal funds for higher edu-
cation in this country. The other 2,500 in-
stitutions, the ones for whom I am ap-
pealing, hardly receive anything. They
have been carrying the burden for the
Federal Government in the training of
civilian leaders.

As I said the other day on the floor of
the House, on six military institutions in
this country we are spending this year
over $200 million in operating grants to
train military leaders. I am not opposed
to that because it is a Federal responsi-
bility. But it seems equally important and
equally in the national interest that we
spend funds that will allow institutions
to keep their doors open and train civilian
leaders.

It has also been said that we ought to
devise some kind of formula that would
identify the most needy institutions. First
of all, the need is nationwide. It is not
confined to 10 or 15 institutions, as the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. SCHERLE)
pointed out. There are hundreds of insti-
tutions that remain open today only as
a result of deficit financing or by dipping
into their very limited endowment funds.
They do not have the endowment funds
that Yale has.

So I would hope that the Members of
this House would look at the total need
and look at the burden that these institu-
tions have been carrying in educating
civilian leaders. I urge that we vote down
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois.

The CHATRMAN. All time has expired.

The question is on the amendment of-
fered Dby the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr, ERLENBORN) .

TELLER VOTE WITH CLERKS

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
demand tellers.

Tellers were ordered.

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
demand tcllers with clerks.

Tellers with clerks were ordered, and
the Chairman appointed as tellers Mr.
ERLENBORN, Mrs., GrReeN of Oregon and
Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin and Mr. PERr-
KINS.

The Committee divided, and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 84, noes
310, not voting 36, as follows:

[Recorded Teller Vote]
[Roll No. 344]

AYES—84

Cleveland
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Coughlin Jonas
Crane Eing
Davis, Wis. Kuykendall
Dennis Kyl
Landgrebe
MecClory
McDonald,
Mich.

Anderson, I11.
Archer
Arends
Belcher
Betts
Blackburn
Bow
Broomfield
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Byrnes, Wis.
Cederberg
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,

Don H.
Clawson, Del

Harvey
Hosmer
Hunt
Hutchinson

Devine
Dowdy
Erlenborn
Findley
Pisher
Flynt
Forsythe
Frelinghuysen Michel
Mills, Md.
Mizell
Nelsen
Poage
Poff

Goldwater
Goodling
Gross
Grover
Heall*




Abbitt
Abernethy
Abourezk
Abzug
Adams

Batterfield

Bteiger, Ariz.

NOES—310
Ford, Gerald R.
Ford

Wwilliam D.
Fountain
Fraser

Frey
Fulton, Tenn.
Fuqua
Gal.
Gallagher
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffin
Griffiths
Gude
Hagan
Haley
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
H Wash.

Carey, N.¥.
Carney
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Celler
Chamberlain
Chisholm
Clark

Clay
Collins, Il.
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Culver
Daniel, Va.
Daniels, N.J.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Dellums
Denholm

Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg

Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell

Harrington
Harsha
Hastings
Hathaway
Hawkins

Hays

Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Helstoskl
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash.
Hillis

Hogan
Holifield
Horton

Hull

Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Earth

Kastenmeler
Kazen
Keating
Keith

Kemp

McEevitt
McEinney
Madden
Mailliard
Mann
Mathias, Callf.
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoll
Meeds
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Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif.
Te:

Steiger, Wis.
Teague, Tex.
Ware
Whalley
Widnall
Wiggins
Young, Fla.

Melcher
Metcalfe
Mikva
Miller, Calif.
Miller, Ohio

Nichols
Nix

Obey
O'Hara
O'Konski
Passman
Patman
Patten
Pelly
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle
Pike
Pirnie
Podell
Powell
Preyer, N.C.
Price, I11.
Price, Tex.
Pryor, Ark.
Pucinski
Purcell
Quie
Quillen
Rangel
Reid, N.Y.
Reuss
Rodino
Roe
Rogers
Roncalio
Rooney, N.Y.

Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe
R;

yan
Bt Germain
Sarbanes
Baylor
Scherle
Scheuer
SBchneebell
Schwengel
Seiberling
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Sikes
Bisk
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Spence
Springer
Staggers
Stanton,

James V.
Bteele
Stephens
Stratton
Btubblefield
Stuckey
Sullivan
Symington

Veysey Wolft
Vigorito Wright
Waggonner Wyatt
aldie Wydler
Wrylie
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zion
Zwach

Ty
Thompson, Ga. Wampler
Thompson, N.J. Whalen
Thomson, Wis. White
Thone Whitehurst
Tiernan Whitten
Udall Williams
Ullman Wilson, Bob
Van Deerlin Wilson,
Vander Jagt Charles H.
Vanik Winn

NOT VOTING—36
Edwards, La. Murphy, Il
Frenzel O'Neill

Gubser Randall
Halpern Rees
Hanna

Riegle
Hébert Robison, N.Y.
Jarman Bkubitz
Eee Stanton,
Lennon J. William
Long, La. Steed
McClure Btokes
McMillan
Dulski Macdonald,
Dwyer Mass,

So the amendment was rejected.
The . Are there further
amendments to be proposed to title VIII?
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, QUIE
Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment. The amendment appears on

page 186.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Quie: Page 186,
line 10, after “1204.” insert “(a) .

On page 186, at the end of line 22, insert
“and”, and strike out lines 23 through 26.

On page 187, strike out lines 1 through 4;
in line 5, strike out “(C)" and insert “(B)";
and strike out lines 12, 13, and 14.

Page 187, after line 14, insert the follow=-
ing:

's'(b) (1) The Commissioner shall not make
a grant under this part for any fiscal year
to any public institution of higher educa-
tion in a State which receives at least 20%
of its general operating budget from such
state unless he has determined that the ad-
Jjusted per student effort of the State for
public higher education for the most recent
fiscal year for which satisfactory data are
available (hereinafter referred to as the ‘base
year') is not less than its average per student
effort for public higher education for the
three fiscal years preceding the base year.

“(2) A Btate's adjusted per student effort
for higher education for a base year shall
be deemed to be the State's per student
effort for higher education (determined
under paragraph (3)) for such year less a
percentage thereof which is equal to the
percentage (if any) by which the price index
for the base year exceeds the average level
of such index for the three fiscal years pre-
ceding the base year.

“(3) A State's per student effort for high-
er education for a fiscal year shall be deemed
to be the quotient obtained by dividing (A)
the total current expenditures of funds in
the State for support of public institutions
of higher education, as determined by the
Commissioner for such fiscal year by (B)
the number of full-time students (includ-
ing the full-time equivalent of the number
of part-time students) enrolled in public
institutions of higher education in the
State, as determined by the Commissioner
for such fiscal year.

“(4) For purposes of this section, the
term ‘current expenditure of funds for sup-
port of public institutions of higher educa-
tion' includes expenditure of funds derived
from State resources for the operation of
public institutions of higher education, other
than—

“(A) the payment of principal and interest

Anderson,
Tenn,
Aspinall
Baker
Baring
Barrett
Blanton
Broyhlll, Va.
Colmer
Cotter
Derwinski
Diggs
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on debt obligations the proceeds of which
were used for capital outlays by public in-
stitutions of higher education; and

*(B) capital outlays for construction pro=
grams at public institutions of higher ed-
ucation, with respect to which no debt ob-
ligations were issued.

Mr. QUIE (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the amendment may be considered as
read and printed in the Recorp.

The CHAIRMAN., Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, what this
would do is to put a different mainte-
nance of effort requirement in title VIII
than is presently there.

To state it simply, presently there is
a8 maintenance of effort requirement of
each institution. What my amendment
would do would be to require each State
to maintain its effort in higher educa-
tion. I believe it is only the State that
has the ability to maintain its effort.
They can raise the revenue in order to
maintain this effort.

Let me point out to you some of the
problems that exist when you require
each institution to maintain its effort.
At least those of you who have served
in the State legislatures before and many
of you who, because of your interest in
education, have observed their operation
find that one type of institution in a
State may not have the blessing of the
legislature and another type or other
types of institutions in a State do.

An example is in my own State this
year community colleges and State col-
leges were fairly well tazen care of but
not the university itself because there
was a feeling that evidently they had
given enough to the university in the
years before.

But, aid would be available to that in-
stitution, that State University, that had
not fared as well by the State legislature.
As long as the State appropriated totally
the amount at least which they had for
the last 3 year overage.

Mr. Chairman, in my opinion the main
interest we should have here is to see that
the State legislatures continue to appro-
priate as much money for higher educa-
tion as they have before.

Also, if a private college suffers from
an increase in enrollment of 10 to 20
students, thereby requiring a smaller
budget, would not the institution then be
denied institutional aid? Or, if a large re-
search university had a sharp cutback
in its Federal research money, would it
not be disqualified under this title?

In order to meet its budget expendi-
tures would not the institution be tempt-
ed to raise its tuition, that being the only
factor it could control if sources were not
otherwise met by the bill’s requirements?

Also, is not the real effect of the main-
tenance of effort provision that is in the
title to penalize those institutions whose
need for Federal aid is the most urgent?

So, it seems to me that we cannot say
that the title addresses itself directly to
the so-called emergency higher educa-
tion institutions because it does not ad-
dress itself to the institution that has
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an emergency of finanecing its program
to be able to be assisted by this institu-
tional grant program.

Take, for instance, some private in-
stitutions which to a great extent are de-
pendent upon the stock market because
of certain benefactors and suppose that
the stock market is going down, then that
private institution’s contributors are not
able to provide funds to the institution
that are necessary to keep it going at
the rate that is necessary as defined in
title 8.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chairman,
would the gentleman from Minnesota
yield to me at that point?

Mr. QUIE. Yes, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Oregon.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. In reading
the amendment, let us take a State like
the State of California which has three
boards of education as I understand it—
and I hope the California Members will
speak to this point—as I understand it
there is a State board for community col-
leges, there is a State board for the State
colleges and there is a State board for
the universities.

Now, suppose that one of those levels is
keeping up the maintenance of effort but
one of them is not. Then do I under-
stand the gentleman’s amendment cor-
rectly that if one of the three boards
of higher education has not made the
maintenance of effort that you require,
that no single institution in California
would receive any funds at all under this
bill? Am I correct in that statement?

Mr. QUIE. No, that is not correct. It
only requires that the State of California
maintain the effort it had maintained
for education at the average of the last
3 preceding years. If they want to have
a different mix so that the community
colleges are not receiving as much as
they had in previous years, then the
State of California could appropriate
funds for education as against all other
branches of the higher education system
and then that branch that had its per
student amount reduced would not be
penalized.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr, Chairman,
if the gentleman will yield further, the
State money comes as a result of the de-
cision that these boards make, and if one
of the boards has decreased its main-
tenance of effort, then they are penal-
ized?

Mr. QUIE, The State has to meet its
efforts of expenditures for higher educa-
tion for all its institutions.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I am talking
about the State. The State boards decide
the budget and present it to the legisla-
ture.

Mr. QUIE. If the State legislature did
not provide as much money totally as
they had previously for the 3 preceding
yvears, they would all lose, but if the
State maintained its effort as I think
they should all this will do is to sup-
plant State funds, and I do not see how
that helps higher education. Under your
language the California board which did
not maintain its effort would be denied
grants unless a waiver was obtained from
the Commissioner,
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HAWKINS AS A
SUBSTITUTE FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY
MR, QUIE

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment as a substitute for the
amendment offered by Mr. QuIE.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HAWKINS a8 &
substitute for the amendment offered by Mr.
Quie: Beginning with line 23, on page 186,
strike out everything down through line 4 on
page 187, and insert the following:

*(B) current operating support from non-
Federal sources for educationally-related pro-
grams of the institutions has not been re-
duced in anticipation of funds to be received
under this part.

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. Quie) relates to a
section which pertains only to institu-
tions, and yet he attempts to relate this
to a State’s support, and what may occur
provided a State reduces its support.

My amendment is not a very difficult
one to understand in that it simply re-
lates to institutions rather than to States.
Although as the Quie amendment it pro-
vides for maintenance of effort. It is in-
tended to place the responsibility on that
institution to maintain its effort regard-
less of what a State does.

Obviously if a State does not, then
there may be an instance in which the
institution does continue to maintain its
support. But it is possible under the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Minnesota for a State to increase
its assistance and for the institution not
to maintain its ordinary current operat-
ing budget.

It is also possible, even if a State re-
duces its support, for certain institutions
within that State to maintain their ef-
forts. So that we have not placed under
that approach the responsibility on that
institution. I believe that by placing the
responsibility on the institution and sim-
ply carrying forward the language which
is already contained in the bill with this
very, very simple change, that this will be
more desirable.

I think the gentlewoman from Oregon
did point out the inconsistency of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. QUIiE). And cer-
tainly as it relates to California it would
be thoroughly unworkable. And I would
assume that situation prevails in other
States in which it cannot really be deter-
mined what that State effort is. In that
way we do not place the responsibility on
the institution which is the applicant.

Certainly the institutions themselves
have thoroughly endorsed the concept
which is contained in the amendment
which I have presented.

The amendment is supported by the
National Council of Independent Col-
leges and Universities, by the Associa-
tion of Jesuit Colleges and Universities,
by the Association of American Univer-
sities, the American Association of State
Colleges and Universities, and by all of
the higher education communities that
I know about.

I would suggest that this places the re-
sponsibility on the institution which
makes it more consistent and logical with
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the thrust of the higher education bill.
And I believe that it certainly should re-
ceive the approval of this Committee.

Mr. DON H, CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAWKINS. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman has mentioned in
his remarks that this would be unwork-
able in California, and having served in
the legislature I wonder if the gentleman
can amplify briefly how the gentleman
thinks it would be unworkable in Cali-
fornia.

Mr. HAWKINS. Actually, it makes
very little difference to an institution
where it maintains its support in antici-
pation of Federal funds. What I am say-
ing is that all non-Federal support which
is available to that institution should be
considered.

If a State has reduced its support in
anticipation of possible action of this
Congress, then this obviously could dis-
qualify every institution in that State.
What I am saying is that in spite of that
there may be some institutions, private
or public, that still could maintain their
effort, but which would be disqualified
on a blanket basis. And this has hap-
pened and is happening to some extent
in California today. So that every insti-
tution, Stanford, UCLA, and others, the
effect could be that if the State reduces
its support the University of Southern
California might still maintain its effort.
But under the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. QUIE)
they would be disqualified on a blanket
basis.

In other words, there is a rigidity in
that amendment which is offered which
is not present in my amendment. My
amendment has flexibility by placing the
responsibility on the institution, and not
altogether upon what happens else-
where.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from California has expired.

(At the request of Mrs. GReeN of Ore-
gon, Mr. HAwkiNs was granfted 2 addi-
tional minutes.)

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman from California
yield?

Mr. HAWKINS. I yield to the gentle-
woman,

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. 1t seems to
me that everybody here in the House
wants our colleges and universities to
maintain the effort that they have main-
tained in preceding years.

We have a provision in the bill which
in my judgment gives sufficient assur-
ance that Federal funds would not sup-
plant State funds, but rather would sup-
plement them.

The gentleman from California point-
ed out the difficulties in his State. In
my judgment, we would have the same
difficulty in the State of Oregon where
we have a board of higher education, and
then we have another board which has
some responsibility for the community
colleges.

So, Mr. Chairman, I would hope that
the substitute amendment offered by the
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gentleman from California (Mr. HAWK-
INs) is approved.

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, I quite
agree with the gentlewoman from
Oregon.

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

Mr. HAWKINS. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. QUIE. You say in your amend-
ment that the point at which funds
would be cut off would be when they re-
duced expenditures “in anticipation” of
receiving this money.

How are you going to prove that the
legislature did that “in anticipation” of
receiving money under title VIII? Can not
there be any other reason for cutting
back the money?

So this is not really a maintenance
effort provision at all. The legislature
could say, “we are hard up or we have
other purposes for which we have to
provide money—for health needs and
welfare needs and all kinds of needs.

Mr. HAWEKINS. For the purpose of es-
tablishing the intent of the amendment,
may I read this statement in support of
the substitute amendment:

It will be presumed that non-Federal sup-
port has been so reduced if the amount of
such support to be expended per student for
current operations, during the academic year
for which the grant is sought, for all educa-
tionally-related programs of the institution
is less than the average amount expended
per student during the two years preceding
the year for which the grant is sought, ad-
justed for changes in prices as measured by
the cost of living index.

In this manner we will assure that the
institutional assistance grants will in fact

aid the affected institutions to improve their
financial condition,

I think that is clear enough in order
to establish the formula on which as-
sistance would be determined.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California has again
expired.

(At the request nf Mr. Quie, Mr. Haw-
KINS was granted 2 additional minutes.)

Mr. QUIE. Then, as I understand
from the language you read for the
purpose of establishing legislative in-
tent, that if a State legislature reduced
its appropriation for higher education,
the institution then would have to in-
crease its tuition in order that it could
qualify for aid under title VIII. Is that
correct?

Mr. HAWKINS. That is one possibility.
But I would point out that under the
amendment you have offered that would
disqualify them automatically. That
institution would automatically be dis-
qualified, whereas under the substitute
amendment, as I view it, there would
still be this possibility.

Mr. QUIE. I would say to the gentle-
man that he misinterprets my amend-
ment.

What my amendment does is only to
require that the State maintain an ef-
fort. It does not put a requirement on
each institution because the institu-
tions or the State boards are not going
to appropriate the money; the State
legislature appropriates the money.

What your amendment does is really to
create a hardship especially for private
institutions that do not have the money
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or find themselves short of money for
one reason or another.

Indeed, in the last couple of years I
know that many private institutions
have found themselves in great difficulty
when there is a slight recession and the
stock market goes down. There is no
protection for them and they are the
ones who are most severely handi-
capped.

Under the language of the bill and the
substitute amendment, therefore, the
ones that are going to need the help the
most are not going to get the help.

Mr. HAWKINS. I can only answer the
gentleman by saying that the private
institutions did participate in the con-
ference which supported this substitute
amendment.

As I indicated, the American Council
on Education and the National Council
ol Independent Colleges and Universities
and other groups participated in sup-
port of the substitute amendment. The
University of California also endorsed it
as well as Stanford and USC and I as-
sume public and private institutions in
other States that also support it.

Mr. DELLENBACEK. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. QUIE).

The CHAIRMAN. The
from Oregon is recognized.

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

Mr. DELLENBACK. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. QUIE. I thank the gentleman for
yielding. I merely wished to make one
last comment about the private institu-
tions of higher education. In this whole
effort to write higher education legisla-
tion, the attitudes of the private insti-
tutions have been difficult for me to un-
derstand, because public institutions are
in here demanding a formula that gives
them the most money and the private
institutions are coming in and saying,
“Do not give us any more than you give
the public institutions. Do not try to pro-
tect us.”

Here again the private institutions
want to have the same kind of require-
ments in relation to maintenance of ef-
fort. They are the one that have the
need. They are the ones who have diffi-
culty in maintaining their effort. I rec-
ognize that private institutions are try-
ing to give themselves their 30 lashes. I
guess that is up to them but I cannot
understand why.

Mr. DELLENBACEK. Mr. Chairman, I
do not really know whether we are lost
in the complexities of this subject. I do
not know whether the Members are
really understanding what it is that has
been proposed by the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. Quie). Some of us are
very much concerned that, as we who ap-
prove Federal institutional aid move
forward by increasing the amount of
Federal dollars available for this pur-
pose, some of the States—not all of them,
but some of the States—in anticipation
of getting those Federal dollars are go-
ing to say, “We are going to reduce the
State contribution.” The amendment
which is in the bill at the present time,
I would submit to anyone who has read
it carefully, does not protect adequately

gentleman
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against that, and it can create a very
dangerous situation for an institution
which may not be able to control for it-
self how much non-Federal money it is
going to get.

All Mr. Quie's amendment is propos-
ing is to state that you must be certain
that the State cannot reduce its effort.

As does my colleague from Oregon, I
come from a State where we have a sit-
uation where a board of higher educa-
tion deals with most of our higher educa-
tion institutions. The board of education
in the State of Oregon deals with com-
munity colleges. I say to my colleagues
that what the board of education may do
or what the board of higher education
may do in relation to community colleges
or other higher education institutions
is 1irrelevant. The Quie amendment
makes clear that if the State, which
means the State legislature, should pro-
ceed to reduce appropriations, then un-
der those circumstances the institutions
would be in difficulty, as indeed they
should be. The effort of the Quie amend-
ment is to make sure the State will not
follow that road, and that when we ap-
propriate Federal tax dollars for this
purpose, it gives no State a back door out
of which it can slip to reduce education-
al appropriations in that State. I would
suggest that the language of the esteemed
gentleman from California is loaded
with some dangerous weasel words.

When you deal with “in anticipation
of,” you are getting at motive and in-
tent, and you are not striking toward a
real maintenance of effort.

I would urge this body to reject the
amendment of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia and adopt the amendment of the
gentleman from Minnesota, if we really
mean to have maintenance of effort by
States.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite num-
ber of words.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from Oregon is recognized.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I would like
to point out one additional difference in
the two amendments that have been of-
fered. Under the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Minnesota, if I un-
derstand his amendment correctly, the
Commissioner would not be able to waive
the maintenance of effort requirements
in exceptional cases. Last week the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. SCHWENGEL) of-
fered an amendment which provided that
under unusual circumstances the mainte-
nance of effort might be waived by the
Commissioner in regard to student aid.

It seems to me that this is an addi-
tional reason for supporting the substi-
tute amendment offered by the gentle-
man from California.

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

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I yield to the
gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. QUIE. The reason why I dropped
the provision which would permit the
Commissioner to waive the requirement
of maintaining effort because my amend-
ment is limited to the State maintain-
ing its effort and not each institution.
I see no reason for exempting any State
legislature. I understand the reason why
that provision remains in the bill, or will
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if the Hawkins language is adopted since
States will not -be required to maintain
their effort. Many institutions would not
be eligible without the waiver.

However, you are going to put no re-
quirement on the State Ilegislatures
under the Hawkins amendment. I find
you have not only permitted the waiver
for some institutions but in effect you
would exempt the State legislatures who
decide the amount of all State-appro-
priated money.

My amendment would exempt the in-
stitutions and put the State fundraising
body under a maintenance of effort pro-
vision.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, I would say to my colleague that I
think we are not in disagreement on the
goal we want to reach. We want the
States to maintain at least their effort
of previous years. It seems to me unfair
however, in a State, for instance, where
our education institutions may come un-
der several boards, to penalize all insti-
tutions, because the board responsible
for one group of those institutions did
i‘lot lmaintain its effort at the required

evel.

At least from my standpoint, as I see
it, the substitute which the gentleman
has offered is too rigid in its require-
ments and might do great damage. I pre-
fer that the right of waiver be given to
the Commissioner.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from California (Mr. HAWKINS) as a
substitute for the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
QuUIE),

The question was taken; and the
Chairman being in doubt, the Committee
divided, and there were—ayes 66, noes
68.

TELLER VOTE WITH CLERKS

Mr. HAWKINS, Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers.

Tellers were ordered.

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers with clerks.

Tellers with clerks were ordered; and
the Chair appointed as tellers Mr. Haw-
KINs, Mr. Quie, Mr. GreeN of Oregon,
and Mr. ERLENBORN.

PARLTAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr, GERALD R, FORD. A parliamen-
tary inquiry, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chairman,
is the vote on the Quie amendment or
on the Hawkins substitute amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will advise
the gentleman that the vote is on the sub-
stitute amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HAWKINS).

The Committee divided, and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 210, noes
182, not voting 38, as follows:

[Roll No. 345]
[Recorded Teller Vote]
AYES—210

Ashley
Badillo
Begich
Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Biaggi
Bingham

Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Brinkley
Brooks

Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Byrne, Pa.
Byron
Cabell
Carey, N.Y.
Carney
Celler
Chisholm
Clark

Clay
Corman
Culver
Daniels, N.J.
Danlelson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Dellums
Denholm
Dent
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn

Dow

Dowdy
Drinan
Eckhardt
Edmondson
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Evins, Tenn.

Fulton, Tenn,
Galifianakis
Gallagher
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Grasso

Gray

Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Grifin
Griffiths
Hagan
Haley
Hamilton
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Hathaway

Abbitt
Abernethy
Anderson, T11.
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,
Dak.

Archer
Arends
Ashbrook
Aspin
Belcher
Betts
Bevill
Biester
Blackburn
Bow
Bray
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Byrnes, Wis.
Caffery
Camp
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland

Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Helstoski
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash.
Hogan
Horton
Hosmer
Howard

Hull
Hungate
Jacobs
Johnson, Calif.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Earth
Kastenmeler
Eazen
Kemp
Eluczynsk]
Eoch

Eyros
Leggett
Link

Long, Md.
McCormack
McFall
McEKay
McMillan
Macdonald,
Mass,

Madden
Mailliard
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mikva
Miller, Calif.
Minish
Mink
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moorhead
Morgan
Moss

Murphy, Il
Murphy, N.X.
Nedzi

Nix

O'Hara
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Pickle

Pike

Poage
Podell

NOES—I182

Collier
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conte
Coughlin
Crane
Daniel, Va.
Davis, Wis.
Delaney
Dellenback
Dennis
Devine
Dickinson
Downing
Duncan
du Pont
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Fish
Fisher
Flowers
Flynt
Ford, Gerald R.
Forsythe
Frelinghuysen
Frey
Fuqua
Goldwater
Goodling
Gross
Grover
Gude
Hall
Hammer-
schmidt

Preyer, N.C.
Price, I11.
Pryor, Ark,
Pucinski
Purcell
Randall
Rangel
Reuss
Roberts
Rodino
Ree
Rogers
Roncallo
Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush
Rousselot
Roybal
Ryan
St Germain
Sarbanes
Saylor
Scheuer
Seiberling
Shipley
Sikes
Bisk
Slack
Smith, Towa
Smith, N.¥.
Staggers
Stanton,
James V.
Stephens
Stratton
Btubblefield
Sullivan
Symington
Taylor
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, N.J.
Tiernan
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Veysey
Vigorito
Waldie
Whalen
Wiggins

Zablocki

Hansen, Idaho
Harsha

Harvey
Hastings
Heckler, Mass.
Hillis
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Jones, Ala.
Eeating
Keith
King
Kuykendall
Kyl
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta
Lent
Lloyd
Lujan
McClory
McClloskey
MecCollister
MecCulloch
McDade
McDonald,
Mich.
McEwen
McKevitt
McKinney
Mahon
Mann
Martin
Mathias, Calif.
Mayne
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Michel
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Ark.
Mills, Md.
Minshall
Mizell
Monagan
Montgomery
Morse
Myers
Natcher
Nelsen

Rarick
Reid, N.Y.
Rhodes
Robinson, Va.
Roy
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
Sandman
Satterfield
Scherle
Schmitz
Schneebell
Schwengel
Scott
Sebelius
Shoup
Shriver
Snyder
Spence
Springer
Steed
Steele
Steiger, Ariz.
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Stelger, Wis.
Stuckey
Talcott
Teague, Calif.
Terry
Thompson, Ga.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
‘Waggonner
Wampler
Ware

Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Williams
Winn

Wylie
Wyman
Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.
Zion

Zwach

NOT VOTING—38

Diggs Mosher
Dulski O'Neill
Dwyer Powell
Edwards, La. Rees
Frenzel Riegle
Gubser Robison, N.¥.
Skubitz
Smith, Calif.
Stanton,

J. William
Stokes
Vander Jagt

Alexander
Anderson,
Tenn.

Aspinall
Baker
Baring
Barrett
Blanton
Broyhill, Va.
Collins, 111
Colmer
Conyers
Cotter Long, La.

Derwinski McClure

So the substitute amendment was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question recurs
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. QUIie) as
amended by the substitute amendment
offered by the gentleman from California
(Mr. HAWKINS) .

The amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MEEDS

Mr, MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MeEps: Page
183, strike out everything after “in the” in
line 7, and lines 8 and 9 and insert the
following:

“first two years of post-secondary educa-
tion at the institution,”

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MEEDS. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Oregon.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chairman,
this is an amendment which both the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. QUIE)
and I have seen. In my judgment it cor-
rects what I think is an error in print-
ing in putting the bill together. It makes
certain that the courses that are offered
at community colleges for vocational,
technical and occupational education
would be counted in computing the in-
stitutional aid.

From my standpoint it is a good
amendment, and I believe that it ought
to be accepted.

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

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

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I find my-
self in complete agreement with the
gentlewoman from Oregon, and the gen-

Holifield
Jarman
EKee
Lennon




39084

tleman from Washington on this amend-
ment.

Mr. MEEDS. Mr, Chairman, very
quickly, this is an amendment which is
a clarifying amendment. It clarifies and
meakes certain that all of the vocational,
technical education people and occupa-
tional people in the first 2 years of an
institution of higher education will be
counted for the purpose of establishing
the institutional aid.

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

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

Mr, PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I com-
mend the gentleman from Washington
for offering his amendment. I had a
similar amendment at the desk which I
had intended to offer. I want to make sure
that we are in agreement. Are we in
agreement that what this really means
is that these funds will remain available
to community and junior colleges for
students enrolled in the first 2 years in
courses leading to something other than
a baccalaureate degree? In other words,
they do not have to be studying for a
baccalaureate degree in order to qualify
for this program to be recognized in the
plan for the community and junior col-
leges; is that correct?

Mr. MEEDS. That is correct.

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

Mr. MEEDS. I yield to the gentleman
from Washington.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I
believe that the questions I had have al-
ready been answered by the previous
speakers. However, I do want to say that

I wish to associate myself with the re-
marks of the gentleman in the well, and
with those of the previous speakers.
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. MEEDS) .
The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PUCINSKI

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment,
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. PUCINSKI: on
page 185, line 3 strike the comma affer in-
stitution and insert: *“plus the amount at-
tributable to veterans In such institution as
determined under subsection (3),”

And on page 186, after line 8 insert:

“(3) The amount attributable to veterans
for purposes of paragraph (1) of this sub-
section shall be determined, in the case of
each institution of higher education, by mul-
tiplying the number of veterans enrolled in
such institution who have not completed one
full academic year at an institution of higher
education and who—

(1) served on active duty in the Armed
Forces for at least one hundred and elghty
days after August 4, 1964, and

"(2) are recelving an educational assist-
ance allowance under section 1682 of title 38,
United Btates Code, or are recelving voca-
tional rehablilitation under section 1502 of
such title,
by an amount equal to (A) 40 per centum of
the educational assistance allowance which
would be pald them if they had no depend-
ents, in the case of veterans recelving pay-
ments under section 1682, or (B) the amount
of tultion and fees pald on their account in
the case of veterans being furnished voca-
tional rehabilitation under section 1502.
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Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment provides an opportunity to
assist a very important part of our pop-
ulation—the Vietnam era veterans. It
is supported by the chairman of the
Vietnam Affairs Committee, the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr, TEAGUE) and other
members of the Veterans Committee on
which I serve.

H.R. 7248 now provides that one-third
of the institutional aid will be allotted
according to a percentage formula based
on the dollars received by colleges from
educational opportunity grants, work
study payments, and national defense
student loans.

My amendment would add GI ed-
ucation benefits to this list. The amend-
ment adds nothing to the cost of the
bill,

Passage of this amendment will pro-
vide finaneial incentives to institutions
of higher education to go out and re-
cruit veterans; for every new veteran
recruited, will mean additional Federal
funds to the institution from the one-
third allotted to schools in direct ratio to
their Federal participation.

We have all heard the staggering
statistics on the extent of unemployment
among veterans. The rate for those vet-
erans 20 to 29 years of age is now at
8.3 percent. That figure is up from 6 per-
cent a year ago. The rate for veterans
age 20 to 24 is even higher—11.2 percent
of that group are unemployed. Currently,
there are more than 320,000 Vietnam
era veterans unemployed.

Congress has passed significant im-
provements in the GI bill under the dis-
tinguished leadership of Chairman
TEAGUE. As a member of the Veterans’ Af-
fairs Committee, I have witnessed the
magnificent contributions made by Mr.
TEAGUE.

We have the GI bill. We must now
do all we can fo see that its benefits are
made available to as many veterans as
possible,

Eighty percent of Vietnam era vet-
erans have not gone beyond high school.
Many are not college oriented. Many do
not see college as a key to their future.
lMany think they cannot succeed at col-
ege.

This amendment serves to bridge the
gap that separates veterans from high-
er education.

I think that all Members agree veterans
should receive special attention and as-
sistance. This amendment does that.

Our goal is to encourage schools to
actively recruit veterans. A school will
receive funds for each newly recruited
veteran.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment adds
no new costs to the bill; yet it does pro-
vide additional opportunities to millions
gif Vietnam era veterans. I urge its adop-

on,

I am pleased to read to the House a
telegram in support of this amendment
which I received from the National Legis-
lative Commission of the American
Legion through its director Harold E,
Stringer.

I should like now to read Mr. Stringer’s
telegram in support of this amendment.
The telegram reads as follows:

November 3, 1971

Novemseer 3, 1971.
Hon. ROMAN C. PUCINSKTI,
House of Representatives,” 2104 Rayburn
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.

As you know, The American Legion strong-
ly supports those programs which provide
incentives to colleges and universities de-
signed to motivate veterans to enroll in and
pursue courses in institutions of higher
learning.

Institutional Aid Provisions of the Higher
Education Act of 1971, HR 7248, would pro-
vide that one-third of the funds for direct
ald to colleges shall be distributed on the
basis of the dollars they receive from des-
ignated programs of federal filnancial
assistance,

Although the Act enumerates Educational
Opportunity Grants, Work Study, and Na-
tlonal Defense Loan Programs as federally
assisted, no mention is made of veterans GI
educational assistance under Chapter 34,
title 38, United States Code—one of the larg-
est federal scholarship programs for veterans
in college.

Since veterans in general are not from
education-oriented families, and since col-
leges and universities fall to actively recruit
or enroll veterans, we support your proposal
to amend HR 7248 to include in the enu-
meration of federally assisted students those
veterans receiving educational assistance
based on service after August 4, 1964.

1

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

Mr. PUCINSKI. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. QUIE. When the gentleman says
that this will not increase the cost of
the program; is this because the deter-
mination of the authorization is based
on the formula for which two-thirds of
the money will be allocated, the capita-
tion formula counting the number of
students in the institution of higher edu-
cation; is that correct?

Mr. PUCINSKI. The gentleman is cor-
rect. It merely permits the university or
the institution of higher learning to com-
pute in those Federal moneys which flow
to that institution for educational oppor-
tunity grants, work study grants, na-
tional defense student loans, and the ad-
ditional category of benefits for veterans
under the GI bill.

This does not effect any additional
outlay of money. What it merely means
is that one-third will be distributed in
a different way. Those universities that
do recruit veterans will obviously be en-
titled to more of a share of that one-
third set aside for this purpose.

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

Mr. PUCINSKI. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. QUIE. What this does then is to
reduce the amount of money which will
go to an institution based on the num-
ber of students who receive EOG, work
study, and NDSL funds.

Mr. PUCINSKI. If I understood the
gentleman correctly, that is correct.

I might say that the American Legion,
through Harold E. Stringer, director of
the National Legislative Commission, has
very strongly endorsed the inclusion of
those drawing GI benefits in the alloca-
tion of funds.

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

Mr. PUCINSKI. Yes,




November 38, 1971

Mr. QUIE. You have changed the
amendment from the way you have pro-
posed to offer it prior to today by striking
out the language “have not previously
enrolled for credit at an institution of
higher education.”

As the amendment was originally
drafted, it was to help to provide some
money to institutions so as to induce
them to go out and encourage veterans
to attend an institution of higher educa-
tion since fewer of the Vietnam veterans
are attending than the veterans of World
War II and the Korean war. This will go
to reduce that effort, because you count
veterans already in the institution.

Mr. PUCINSKI, That is correct. You
would now count them instead of as pre-
viously contemplated—which was lim-
ited to those who had not been previ-
ously enrolled for credit. You broaden the
base.

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

Mr. PUCINSKI. I yield to the gentle-
man,

Mr. QUIE. I think perhaps the Mem-
bers might agree with that, so I am not
going to make any objection to it.

Mr. PUCINSKI. I thank the gentle-
man,

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word and rise in
support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, it is inconceivable to
me that veterans, eligible for assistance
under the GI bill, have been excluded
from the formula that bases institutional
aid on the number of educational oppor-
tunity grants, work study, and national
defense student loan program recipients
in attendance at a college or university.
Indeed, it should be obvious that veter-
ans, as a class, merit even greater Fed-
eral consideration than members of any
of the three benefited categories.

I do not propose to demean the mem-
bers of those groups or to deny their im-
portance to the Nation. They are, by
definition, in need of assistance. More-
over, the granting of such assistance
should enhance not only their oppor-
tunities to lead productive lives, but the
welfare of their country as well.

But veterans are also, by and large, in
need of additional assistance. About 80
percent of the 1 million veterans dis-
charged annually have only a high school
education or less, and the massive GI bill
program that followed World War II ade-
quately demonstrated the beneficial im-
pact that education of large groups of
veterans can have on the Nation.

The obvious difference between veter-
ans and these other groups is that no one
can doubt that veterans have earned a
right to assistance. While we can con-
clude that institutions should receive
additional assistance to benefit partiei-
pants of other Federal programs, I think
we must conclude that veterans are owed
such assistance. They have paid their
dues. Their service to the Nation was
thankless and often dreary or dangerous,
but they did their job. The question is
whether or not we will now do ours.

Unemployment is a serious problem,
particularly among the young. But, un-
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employment is higher among veterans
than nonveterans in every age bracket.
Significant numbers of veterans with a
high school education or less fail to use
the GI bill to go to college. There are
several reasons for this, but one of the
most important is that colleges and uni-
versities have neither the resources nor
inclination to recruit and enroll these
veterans. They are often from education-
ally disadvantaged, nonacademically
oriented families, and are perceived—in
most cases wrongly—as having drug or
emotional problems.

Perhaps they are even the hapless vic-
tims of sentiment against a war that they
did not promote. Their obligation to serve
may have even been the result of educa-
tional deferments granted to those with
the economic resources and background
to have higher education as a real option
to military service. And, the tragic irony
is that all too often veterans are now
being deprived of the educational oppor-
tunities their service was supposed to
provide them.

We can begin to change that by pro-
viding the resources that will enable col-
leges and universities to do more for
those veterans who have had no previous
higher education experience. This
amendment deserves the support of all
of us, regardless of our views on the con-
flict in Indochina.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. PUCINSKI).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. QUIE

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, Quie: Page 182,
line 6, after “1202."” insert "“(a)", and after
line 16 insert the following:

“{b) The authorization of appropriations
set forth in subsection (a) shall terminate
in the event that any institution or group or
class of institutions of higher education
which otherwise would be eligible for assist-
ance under this part is denied such assistance
after a final determination that such assist-
ance to such institution or group or class of
institutions violates the Constitution of the
United States, and no further appropria-
tions shall be made for grants under this
part after such termination of the authoriza-
tion contained in subsection (a).”

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Minnesota is recognized in support of his
amendment.

Mr. QUIE. Mr, Chairman, in June of
this year the Supreme Court ruled on a
higher education case, Tilton v. Rich-
ardson. The court ruled 5 to 4 that the
Higher Education Facilities Act is con-
stitutional, but it struck down a provi-
sion that the Federal interest stop at the
end of 20 years, as is provided in that
legislation. In that decision they indi-
cated that one reason for the plurality
vote was that construction grants and
loans were in the form of one-shot grants
to the institutions.

Now, the institutional grant program
is not a one-shot assistance program.
This program would continue on year af-
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ter year. There is a possibility that the
Supreme Court would decide it uncon-
stitutional for a church-related institu-
tion of higher education to receive insti-
tutional grants. What this amendment
provides is that in the event that does
happen, the authorization will not per-
mit appropriation for any of the other
institutions. The reason I want to do this
is that I think it would be grossly unfair
to church-related institutions of higher
education if this vast program of Fed-
eral institutional grants was made avail=
able only to public and other private in-
stitutions that were not church-related.
There is already too much pressure right
now on church-related institutions to
make their programs more homogenous
and drop their church affiliation and drop
their instructional programs that in any
way relate to the church. There is con-
stant pressure in that direction, and I do
not think it is wise.

The institutional grant program that
was drafted is an effort to provide assist-
ance to all institutions, but not make it
available for schools or eolleges of divin-
ity or for the the religious instruection in
the colleges. However, the court might
find that this program may result in en-
tanglement, and it might even find to
that extent that it was unconstitutional.
I would then be unhappy to see, as a re-
sult of the institutional grant program
in title VIIT, church-related colleges drop
their church affiliation.

I believe the strength of our higher
education institutions today has been its
diversity, and it is important to the moral
and value education of our citizenry that
those institutions be respected in what
they are attempting to do.

I believe that as we draft this legis-
lation, it is anticipated in the minds
of all who favor title VIII that the legis-
lation is constitutional. We have taken
an oath that we will uphold the Con-
stitution. So we believe it is constitu-
tional. But if the court should find that
we are wrong and declares that it is un-
constitutional as it applies to a group or
class of institutions, I feel it would be
wholly inequitable if we permitted the
aid to continue to be available to others.
To that extent we ought to try to come
back and draft legislation to aid all
institutions. One which would be com-
pletely equitable.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield for a
question?

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

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. It is my
understanding that there are 2,000 or
more institutions of higher learning in
this country. Does the gentleman know
how many of that number would be
classed as church related, and therefore
might be excluded in the event of such
an adverse Supreme Court interpre-
tation?

Mr. QUIE. I believe about two-thirds
of the institutions are private, and I do
not recall the number right now, but I
recall there are about 800 church-
related institutions of higher education.
There are 2,600 institutions in all, about




39086

two-thirds are private, and about 800 are
church related.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the con-
cern of my friend, the gentleman from
Minnesota, to protect the integrity of the
programs of Federal assistance to higher
education that would include support for
private, church-related institutions as
well as public institutions, and I am sure
he is well aware of that. Indeed, in my
own congressional district there are lo-
cated the University of Notre Dame, St.
Mary's College, Goshen College, and
Bethel College. With all these church-
related institutions in my own distriet,
I should not like to do anything that
would be detrimental to them because,
as the gentleman from Minnesota has
suggested, we want to maintain the fabrie
of diversity in our system of higher
education.

But, Mr. Chairman, I have looked at
the Supreme Court decision to which
the gentleman from Minnesota made
reference, and although I am not a law-
yer, I would not want to describe it as
the most lucid, clear declaration with
respect to Federal policy in the higher
education field that has ever been penned
by a judiecial body in this century. It is,
as I think most observers of these mat-
ters would agree, a rather murky de-
cision.

Certainly, therefore, I do not think the
gentleman would want to pin his amend-
ment—although perhaps he intends to—
solely to that statement in that Supreme
Court decision which, in justifying Fed-
eral aid to a church-related institution
for construction of academic facilities,
declared that it was, to quote the gen-
tleman from Minnesota, a “one-shot ex-
penditure.” That was indeed one of the
points the court made, but the court
made other points as well by way of rul-
ing that legislation constitutional.

I am particularly distressed, Mr. Chair-
man, about the effect of the gentleman'’s
amendment as I understand it, to wit,
that if one grant from the Federal Gov-
ernment to one church-related institu-
tion of higher learning were held to be
unconstitutional, then the entire pro-
gram of assistance to all colleges and
universities, public and private, would
come crashing down. That would, I
think, be most unfortunate.

Finally, Mr, Chairman, while I would,
as they say in these matters, yield to
no man or, on this occasion, to no wom-
an in my understanding that morals and
values are taught at church-related in-
stitutions, I hope my friend, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota, would not sug-
gest that it is impossible to learn morals
and values at public institutions as well.
Do we not support a public elementary
and secondary school system through tax
dollars?

So while I appreciate the good inten-
tion of the gentleman from Minnesota
in offering this amendment, I feel that
its results could be most mischievous and
could work great harm to our institu-
tions of higher learning, both public and
private, including church-related ones.
I hope it is rejected.
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Mr, QUIE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BRADEMAS. Of course, I yield
to the gentleman from Minnesota,

Mr. QUIE. The gentleman is saying
that if the private institutions, including
the private institutions in the gentle-
man’s district, would not receive the aid,
he. would like to see the State institu-
tions continue to receive the aid? They
have a great advantage over the private
institutions now, but that is under-
standable in that the State assumes re-
sponsibility only for public installations
in most States. But the gentleman would
want the Federal Government to pro-
vide great amounts of aid for the first
time in history to only non-church-re-
lated institutions of higher education, if
the courts rule against such grants for
church-related institutions.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Of course, I would
not want to see either form of institu-
tion denied aid, which is the whole point
of my observation, but the way the gen-
tleman’s amendment would work, as I
understand it, is that if we had such a
ruling as he has suggested, he would then
want to end all assistance to institutions
both public and private? That would be
most unfortunate. Then it would be up
to us in Congress to redress the griev-
ance the court has worked and not sim-
ply bring the whole program of Federal
aid to colleges and universities crashing
down.

The CHAIRMAN., The time of the gen-
tleman from Indiana has expired.

(On request of Mr. Quig, and by unan-
imous consent, Mr. BRADEMAS was allowed
to proceed for 1 additional minute.)

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

Mr. BRADEMAS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. QUIE. I believe the gentleman
would recognize it would be presumed
that if one church-related institution
which was taken to court and found it
was unconstitutional to receive institu-
tional grants, then it would become un-
constitutional for other church-related
institutions. We do not know how the
court would decide on the question of the
extent of church relationship to various
colleges and universities.

There is also the possibility the court
would strike down the entire title, be-
cause we have no provision of sepa-
rability on this title, as we often do.

The question really comes, then, for
the Members: Do they want the aid then
to go just to some institutions of higher
education and not to others, or do they
want it to come back to us before aid is
granted?

Mr. BRADEMAS. I hope the gentle-
man's amendment will be rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Indiana has again expired.

(On request of Mrs. GReEN of Oregon,
and by unanimous consent, Mr. BrRADE-
Mmas was allowed to proceed for 2 ad-
ditional minutes.)

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BRADEMAS. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Oregon.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I take this
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time to ask my friend from Minnesota a
question with regard to the statement he
just made. If one institution were to be
declared ineligible to receive aid it would
not follow automatically that it would be
unconstitutional, for all other church-
related institutions to receive assistance.
There might be a great control at one in-
stitution by a religious body, but that
does not mean all other church-related
colleges would have that same degree of
control.

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

Mr. BRADEMAS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. QUIE. As I say, if one church-re-
lated institution had aid declared un-
constitutional I would say other similar
church-related institutions would have
the prospect. As I stated, there is no in-
dication as to how far that would go, to
the extent of church relatedness. Judg-
ing from the decisions decided hereto-
fore, I would not be too confident if they
declared one with complete church rela-
tionship that they might not go quite a
long way.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BRADEMAS., I yield to the gentle-
woman from Oregon.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Let me ask
the gentleman another question. I believe
the gentleman answered the one. Per-
haps it would be true for certain
categories.

The court in the Connecticut case said
the 20-year limitation was not sufficient.
If the case had been brought against a
particular institution, that institution
would not have been eligible for aid. Un-
der the gentleman’s amendment all in-
stitutions in the United States would no
longer be eligible for aid.

It seems to me the best thing to do is
to come to the Congress. Indeed, we made
the change in that legislation this year
and removed that 20 years and made it
for the duration. It seems to me that is
the way, to take legislative action if the
courts rule in a particular matter, rather
than to bring the entire program to a
halt.

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

Mr. BRADEMAS., I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. QUIE. In this case, of course, we
have higher education legislation pend-
ing, so under the test of the amendment
it would apply to all of them. If the 20-
year requirement were only limited to
private institutions or church-related in-
stitutions that would not be harmful be-
cause the Federal interest would be con-
tinued. Here it would be no denial of
aid entirely, with permission of aid to go
only to the public schools in the Higher
Education Academic Facilities Act.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. QUIE).

Mr. CAREY of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that the
amendment may be read again.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the Clerk will reread the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Minnesota.
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There was no objection.

The Clerk reread the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. QUIE).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

TELLER VOTE WITH CLERKS

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, on that I
demand tellers.

Tellers were ordered.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I demand
tellers with clerks.

Tellers with clerks were ordered; and
the Chairman appointed as tellers Mr.
SteEicer of Wisconsin, Mrs. GrEen of
Oregon, Mr. BrRapEMAS; and Mr. ERLEN-
BORN.

The Committee divided, and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 119, noes

264, not voting 47, as follows:

[Roll No. 348]

[Recorded Teller Vote]

Abbitt
Anderson, Ill.
Archer
Ashbrook
Belcher

Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Burke, Fla.
Camp
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Collier
Conable
Coughlin
Crane
Daniel, Va.
Davis, Wis.
Dennis
Devine
Dickinson
Duncan
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Esch

Evins, Tenn.
Findley
Ford, Gerald R.
Forsythe
Frelinghuysen
Frey

Abernethy
Abourezk
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Albert
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson,
Tenn.
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Annunzio
Ashley
Aspin
Badlillo
Begich
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Blaggl
Bingham
Blackburn
Boggs
Bolana

AYES—119

Glaimo
Goldwater
Goodling

Hansen, Idaho
Harvey
Hastings
Hechler, W. Va.
Hillis

Hogan
Horton
Hutchinson
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Keating
Eing

Kyl
Landgrebe
Lloyd

Lujan
McClory
McCollister
MecCulloch
McEwen
McEevitt
Mathias, Callf.
Mayne
Mazzoll
Michel

Mills, Md.
Mizell
Monagan
Nelsen

Pelly

Pettis

Poff

Quie
Rallsback

NOES—264

Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Brinkley
Brooks
Broyhill, N.C.
Buchanan
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis.
Byron

Cabell
Caffery
Carey, N.Y.
Carter

Casey, Tex.
Chisholm
Clark

Clay

Collins, I11.
Collins, Tex.
Conte
Conyers

Rhodes
Robinson, Va.
Ruppe

Ruth
Sandman
Satterfield
Saylor
Schmitz
Schneebell
Schwengel
Scott
Sebelius
Smith, Calif.
Smith, N.Y.
Spence
Springer
Staggers
Steed

Steele
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Taylor
Teague, Calif.
Terry

Thone
Vander Jagt
Veysey
‘Wampler
Ware
Whalley
Whitehurst
Widnall
Wiggins
Wilson, Bob
Winn
Wydler
Wyman

Zion

Zweach

Corman
Culver
Daniels, N.J.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Dellums
Denholm
Dent
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn

Dow

Dowdy
Downing
Drinan

du Pont
Dwyer
Eckhardt
Edmondson
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Eshleman

Evans, Colo.
Fascell

Fish

Fisher
Flood
Flowers
Flynt

Foley

Ford,
William D.
Fountain
Fraser
Fulton, Tenn.
Fuqua
Galifianakis
Gallagher
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gettys
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Grasso
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffin
Griffiths
Gude
Hagan
Haley
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hays
Heckler, Mass.
Helstoski
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash.
Holifield
Hosmer
Howard
Hull
Hungate
Hunt
Jacobs
Johnson, Calif.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Earth
Kastenmeier
Eazen
Eeith

Leggett
Lent
Link
Long, Md.
McCloskey
MeCormack
McDade
McDonald,
Mich.
McFall
McEKay
McEKinney
McMillan
Macdonald,
Mass.

Madden
Mahon
Mailliard
Mann
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mikva
Miller, Calif.
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Ark.
Minish
Mink
Minshall
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moorhead
Morgan
Morse

Moss
Murphy, Ill.

Perkins
Peyser
Pickle
Pike

Poage
Podell
Powell
Preyer, N.C.
Price, I11.
Price, Tex.
Pryor, Ark.
Pucinskl
Purcell
Quillen
Randall
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Rangel
Rarick
Reid, N.Y.
Reuss
Roberts
Rodino
Roe
Rogers
Ronecalio
Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush
Rousselot
Roy
Roybal
Runnels
Ryan
8t Germain
Sarbanes
Scherle
Scheuer
Seiberling
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Sikes
Sisk
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Snyder
Stanton,
James V.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Thompson, Ga.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Tiernan
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Vigorito
Waggonner
Waldie
Whalen
White
Whitten
Willlams
Wolft
Wyatt
Wylie
Yates
Yatron
Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki

NOT VOTING—47

Alexander
Arends
Aspinall
Baker
Baring
Barrett
Biester
Blanton
Blatnik
Broyhill, Va.
Carney
Celler
Clausen,
Don H.
Colmer
Cotter
Derwinski

Diggs
Dulski
Edwards, La.
Frenzel
Gray
Gubser
Halpern
Hébert
Ichord
Jarman
Eee
EKuykendall
Landrum
Lennon
Long, La.
MecClure
Martin

Montgomery
Mosher
Murphy, N.¥.
O'Neill
Pirnie

Rees

Riegle
Robison, N.Y.
Skubitz
Stanton,

J. William
Stokes
Teague, Tex.
Wilson,

Charles H.
Wright

So the amendment was rejected.
Mr. CAREY of New York. Mr. Chair-

man, I move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I would hope that I
could have the attention of the gentle-
woman from Oregon, the chairman of
the subcommittee, so that we may have a
colloquy which I hope will resolve some
of the confusion, the unfortunate con-
fusion, that might have been engen-
dered by the quick consideration of the
amendment which has just been de-
feated.
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I voted against the amendment. I
think it was a proper vote on a good
constitutional ground, that we carry with
every act of Congress a clear-cut pre-
sumption of the constitutionality of our
own acts. That is a cardinal principle,
a principle validated by the courts again
and again that we act within the Con-
stitution when we legislate in committee
and in the House and in the Congress
for the general welfare.

The gentleman’'s amendment as draft-
ed, and I must say I appreciate his con-
cern in this regard, but as drafted, in my
opinion and as presented to the commit-
tee with little debate and little discus-
sion, would have in a sense created an
open season—an invitation to the court
to be selective—to raise up and/or to
shoot down institution after institution,
by an act of Congress, according to the
predilection of the court.

We all know the way our Constitution
is defended and protected. When a per-
son or an organization or an individual
feels that there has been a possible vio-
lation of the first amendment, as may
be contended here, he has grounds on
which to go to the court specifically with
regard to an act of Congress to invite
the attention of the court to the wording
of the act of Congress which allegedly
violates his constitutional rights. The
court after the process of constitutional
review, which is available to every citizen
now, will find as to the constitutionality
of the entire act of Congress in specific
degree.

If we begin today to say to the courts,
“You can play bingo with an act of Con-
gress and pick this one and drop that
one,” then we are legislating in an at-
mosphere in which we say that we are
unsure of our own ground and we are
unsure of our own prerogative and we
are asking the court to look at our act
and take what you will and leave out
what you will and even come back for
a second bite and a third until an act
of Congress might look like a motheaten
garment.

It is a bad constitutional precedent
for this House to do that, and I think
we should be sure of ourselves when we
legislate. That is why I voted against the
amendment.

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

Mr. CAREY. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, I am dis-
turbed, because I think the gentleman
and I are trying to accomplish the same
thing and, yet, we both voted differently
here on this amendment.

I think there may be some confusion in
my mind and perhaps in the minds of
ofhers. It seems to me that we are pass-
ing a massive assistance bill for higher
education and I think it is the intent of
all of us to assist all educational institu-
tions—public, private, denominational,
and nondenominational.

Mr. CAREY of New York. Thatis why I
submit to my colleague, with the affirma-
tion of the distinguished gentlewoman
from Oregon who has been through this
fleld many, many times since I have
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worked with her for over a decade—this
is a key principle and I think her intent
and the intent of the committee here to-
day is to give aid to all institutions that
are qualified under the language of the
bill without going into irrelevant and in-
ternal questions as to what is going on in
those institutions academically according
to the language of the bill as we see it.

In other words, this is an aid program
directed to public and private institutions
as they qualify under the language of the
law and the bill. To attempt, then, to
say that there may be some institutions
in here that may become unqualified goes
further than the intent of the bill and
creates, if I may, a very bad snare and
entanglement that the court might re-
gard as a cue to write law that we have
not enacted.

I trust that I have correctly stated the
committee position, have I not. I would
like to yield to the gentlewoman from
Oregon, the chairman of the subcom-
mittee, to answer that question.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I thank the
gentleman for yielding. Let me make
clear, first, that never in the history of
the Congress have we treated private
colleges differently from public colleges.
That history dates back to the establish-
ment of the land grant colleges under the
Morrill Act of 100 years ago, the act
that Abraham Lincoln signed.

At that time Brown University, which
was a Baptist church-related college, was
made a land grant institution and as
such received Federal funds. There was
another church-related college in the
South, the name of which I have forgot-
ten, which was also closely tied to a
church, much more closely than most of
our institutions today are.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from New York has expired.

(On request of Mrs. GREEN, Mr. CAREY
of New York was recognized for an addi-
tional 5 minutes.)

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CAREY of New York. I yield to
the gentlewoman from Oregon.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. This other
college which was church-related was
also made a land grant college and as
such, received Federal funds. Never in
any legislation that has come before this
Congress since that time have we treated
the private colleges differently than pub-
lic colleges. It is my judgment that the
strength of higher education is in the dual
system of private and public colleges. I
think it would be disastrous if we had
programs that forced the private colleges
to close their doors.

If the gentleman will yield further, in
terms of constitutionality, I think the
gentleman has stated it very persuasively
and very succinctly. We do proceed on
the basis that legislation we have passed
has been considered very carefully from
the constitutional angle. We had a spe-
cial panel of lawyers appear before the
subcommittee, lawyers who had appeared
before the Supreme Court in the Con-
necticut, Rhode Island, and Pennsylvania
cases. We questioned them at some length
as to the Supreme Court decisions that
were rendered in those three cases. It is
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my judgment that we did act very care-
fully and, that we did act within the
framework of the Constitution. I sup-
port the comments the gentleman has
made that we would invite suit if we
had adopted the amendment.

Mr. CAREY of New York. I thank the
gentlewoman for her clear-cut explana-
tion as to what the problem was.

Let me cite an example of why I be-
lieve the amendment was wrong and
what the committee did was right. What
the committee did was to look at the
dicta of the recent Supreme Court de-
cision and state, “If you feel there may
be a question in the future as to the 20-
yvear-life of the institution, then there
may be, in a sense, a concern as to the
constitutionality of that yardstick. We
will obliterate that concern. We will make
the Federal interest survive for the du-
ration of the institution. And avoid even
a prospective residual benefit to a church
or religious institution.

In a sense the committee has cleaned
up whatever the court suggested in terms
of the constitutional debris that may
have existed in the old law. The com-
mittee has gone as far as needs to be
gone in terms of cleaning up the law
with which the court had any concern.
Now, to go further and say, “If you in
that court think you would like to take
a second hite at the apple, then go ahead
and do so, and if you knock off the Bob
Jones institution, or if you knock off
Notre Dame we will come back and write
something else,” you know we have never
done that. We have never suggested that
the court second guess our judgment of
constitutionality in Limine. That is why
I think the amendment, although it may
be well motivated in terms of the zeal
of my dear friend from Minnesota, it
would create a constitutional diversity
in the thinking of our own body. Does
the gentleman not agree?

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

Mr. CAREY of New York. I yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. QUIE. I would disagree with you
100 percent. We have voted many times
for legislation which has contained an
antiseverability provision should por-
tions of legislation be knocked down.
But this is the first time that the ques-
tion has arisen in respect to higher
education.

Mr. CAREY of New York. By citing
my record, the gentleman has led me to
a proper distinction. What you say is
correct. We did consider an antisever-
ability clause in our legislation in the
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act to protect the principle of the pre-
sumption of constitutionality when we
legislated in that new field. Why did we
do it? We said we intended to aid all
children, not institutions, but all chil-
dren, not some or many but all. We
found when we had achieved that, in
constitutionally acceptable terms we did
not need severability, and hence did
not adopt it.

If we are going to allow the court to
knock down any part of this act, if we are
going to reverse our field and proclaim
our uncertainty, it would be most unfor-
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tunate. The gentleman’s amendment sug-
gests if any institution is denied, then
the whole act falls. I never supported that
principle in terms of severability, that
is why this amendment would not be the
kind which I would support and vote for
and speak for now or then. When I was
talking about severability in 1965 in terms
of classes of citizens. I opposed any dis-
tinction. There is no difference between
my attitude toward severability then and
the gentleman’s attempt to introduce it
here in terms of institutions in higher
education public, private or church re-
lated. That is where we disagree.

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

Mr. CAREY of New York. I yield to the
gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. QUIE. The gentleman knows, how-
ever, in the case of the Supreme Court
decisions of 1954 on the school desegrega-
tion, they did not limit it to just one in-
stitution’s program.

Mr. CAREY of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I do not yield further.

As the gentleman knows, the whole
theory and thrust of the Brown decision
did not proceed on the ground of Federal
aid, but on an entirely different principle,
which does not relate to this at all.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from New York has expired.

Mr. CAREY of New York, Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that I may pro-
ceed for 1 additional minute.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

Mr. RUTH, Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object, are the remarks
of the gentleman from New York
directed to an amendment or pending
amendment?

Mr. CAREY of New York. I would
answer my colleague that my hope is that
by the colloquy we have just engaged in
with the distinguished gentlewoman
from Oregon, we are constructing a
legislative history which I hope will be
useful in preserving the principle of
presumption of the constitutionality of
acts of Congress.

Mr. RUTH. Am I to assume that the
gentleman said no, he is not directing his
remarks to an amendment on the fioor
or a pending amendment?

Mr. CAREY of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I had moved to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. RUTH. I understand that. Is the
gentleman directing his remarks to a
pending amendment?

Mr. CAREY of New York. I am direct-
ing my remarks to a pending bill.

Mr. RUTH. Is the gentleman directing
his remarks to an amendment which was
just voted on?

Mr. CAREY of New York. I am direct-
ing my remarks to the requisite number
of words in the appropriate title.

Mr. RUTH. I am aware of that. I am
listening to that. I want to know if the
gentleman is addressing his remarks to
one amendment?

Mr. CAREY of New York,. I hope the
gentleman will agree I am not misdirect-
ing my remarks to anyone.

I am directing my remarks to a pro
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forma motion to strike the requisite
number of words.

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

Mr. Chairman, I did not intend to take
the floor again on this amendment after
it had been voted on, but when the gen-
tleman from New York raised the ques-
tion, I felt I ought to give some com-
ments in regard to the expressions he
made.

The Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act was absolutely new legisla-
tion. We had never tried it before. But
remember, title 8 is absolutely new legis-
lation which has never been tried before.
The institutional grants of this nature
have never been enacted by Congress be-
fore. There is a difference between the
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act and this legislation at the present
time.

The history to that date was that the
only aid which was made available to
public elementary and secondary school
children. The gentlewoman from Oregon
said we had never in the past limited our
higher education aid to public institu-
tions which is true. Now we have the pos-
sibility of a piece of legislation, title 8,
being adopted with the intent of all
Members of Congress that if the aid is
made available, that it be available to all
institutions of higher education. And if
the court—and it is possible the court
can, because it has in the past—decides
that for church-related institutions of
higher education aid is unconstitutional,
I think we ought to determine now
whether the aid should be made avail-
able only to public institutions. The
House decided that in the event the
courts strike title 8 aid down for private
church-related institutions, the Congress
wants the aid to continue to go to other
institutions.

I believe that is what we have to op-
erate on, unfair as it is.

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

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

Mr. GIAIMO. I envision a situation
where a court may knock down one
religious school and after that the Office
of Education or the Federal agency may
forthwith strike out assistance to all
religious schools. In that instance the
amendment would say assistance to
everyone—religious, nonreligious, pub-
lic and private—stops, and we come back
for remedial legislation. Is that the
situation?

Mr. QUIE. That is correct, except that
when the court rules it is unconstitution-
al that the aid be made available to one
institution it would be the decision for
that class of institution, and therefore
more than just the one would be
affected.

Take, for instance, the case of Tilton
against Richardson. I believe the situa-
tion would be the same as in that case,
where the 20-year provision applied.

Mr. GIAIMO. That is what I am say-
ing. If the court rules against assistance
to one institution we may well find our-
selves where the Office of Education or
the Federal agency administering the
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program may stop assistance to all
religious institutions.

Mr. QUIE. They would be required to
by the court.

Mr. GIAIMO. In which case we would
find ourselves, in this new program of
assistance to higher education, in the
position where we are assisting public
institutions but not assisting private
denominational institutions. This I be-
lieve is something many of the Members
who voted against the amendment did
not want to see happen.

Mr. QUIE. I believe the same thing.

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

Mr. QUIE. I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. DENT. Are we discusing an
amendment that has already been de-
bated and voting on? What is before us?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Minnesota has the floor. Permit the
Chair to state that the Chair operates
under the assumption that the gentle-
man from Minnesofa is addressing his
remarks to the subject of his amend-
ment, which, as the Chair recalls, was to
strike out the last word.

Mr. QUIE, Mr. Chairman I will re-
lease the floor as soon as I can, but I
promised to yield to the gentleman from
New Jersey.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. In
the colloquy with the gentleman from
New York (Mr. Carey) there was talk
about a separability clause in the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act.
I do not have that act in front of me
now, but I distinctly feel that there is no
separability clause in that act, and, in
fact, the genesis of that is the so-called
Thompson amendment, which defines
the uses to which the supplemental edu-
cational moneys could be put.

Mr. QUIE. I would say to the gentle-
man from New Jersey, I did not bring
up the separability provision of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act.
The gentleman from New York did.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to see if we can agree to con-
trol the time on title VIII. Are there other
amendments to title VIII?

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all debate on title VIII be con-
cluded by no later than 5:25 p.m.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Oregon?

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, do we know
how many amendments are at the desk?
I know I have one.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
that there are at the desk four amend-
%ts which would be directed to title

Mr. BUCHANAN. I object, Mr. Chair-
man.

The CHATIRMAN. Objection is heard.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that all
debate on title VIII conclude in 25
minutes.
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The CHAIRMAN., Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman frm
Oregon?

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, a parliamen-
tary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. QUIE. What is the provision of
the rules of the House now on an amencd-
ment submitted at the desk, permitting
5 minutes of debate on each side? Is that
the day before?

The CHAIRMAN. The amendments
have not been offered, and the Cnair
does not know whether they will be of-
fered and cannot make a presumption.
The Chair merely reports there are jour
amendments at the Clerk’s desk.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr, Chairman, I ob-
ject.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

MOTION OFFERED BY MRS, GREEN OF OREGON

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, I move that all debate on title VIII
and all amendments thereto conclude in
30 minutes.

The question is on the motion offered
by the gentlewoman from Oregon.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. BUCHANAN)
there were—ayes 88, noes 66.

So the motion was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BUCHANAN

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BUCHANAN: Page
187, strike out line 25, and insert the
following:

“Sec. 1205. (a) No grant shall be made
under this part to any institution of higher
education which is substantially controlled
by an institution of religion or which receives
& major part of its support (other than that
provided by tuition) from an institution of
religion.
to" (b) No grant under this part may be made

, or

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, as is
apparently the case with other Members
with amendments at the desk, both the
author of the pending amendment and
other interested Members have been
denied the opportunity for debate on
this serious issue.

This is true notwithstanding the fact
that I showed the courtesy to both the
majority and minority sides of the House
Education and Labor Committee to pre-
sent a copy of the pending amendment
well in advance and they well knew it
would be proposed when the limitation
of time was sought.

Having thus been robbed of my time,
my first remark in defense of my amend-
ment is that I am not a member of the
House Education and Labor Committee.

Mr. Chairman, I have seen many sorry
spectacles since I have come to this Con-
gress but during the 7 years I have been
here this is the sorriest. We have all
listened patiently as this committee has
sought to write and rewrite legislation
on the floor of the House.

This committee has brought legisla-
tion with a major new thrust in this title
8 to the Committee of the Whole House
for debate. It has sought to cut off none
of the voices back and forth of the Mem-
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bers who serve on the committee but it
has now limited debate so that no one
can make a case for consideration of the
serious constitutional questions raised in
this title. Mr. Chairman, I deplore this
action on the part of the House Educa-
tion and Labor Committee.

As to this provision, which my amend-
ment would modify, there is here a real
constitutional guestion involved. We are
through this title providing direct gen-
eral support to sectarian institutions. I
would say that the voices which have
been raised in a great clamor concern-
ing the proposed prayer amendment,
and men of good will can disagree over
the question as to whether there is go-
ing to be the wrong kind of prayer being
said in the public schools should the
prayer amendment prevail next Mon-
day, might very well address themselves
to this question of direct funding from
the Federal Treasury of sectarian insti-
tutions.

Mr. Chairman, I well recall in 1965 a
statement by Sargent Shriver, then Di-
rector of the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity, to the national convention of the
AFI-CIO in San Francisco when he
said:

Three or four years ago it was practically
impossible for a Federal agency to give direct
grants to a religious group. Today we have
glven hundreds without violating the prin-
ciple of separation of Church and State.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Alabama has expired.

For what purpose does the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. ERLENBORN) rise?

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
seek recognition on my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Do other Members
desire to address themselves to the
amendment which is pending before the
committee? Does the gentleman from
Illinois desire to be heard at this time?

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
desire recognition at this time so I can
yield to the gentleman from Alabama.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Illinois is recognized for approximately
2 minutes.

Mr. ERLENBORN. I thank the Chair-
man and I yield to the gentleman in the
well.

Mr. BUCHANAN. I thank the gentle-
man from Illinois for yielding and, in
view of that fact, I modify my earlier re-
marks with reference to what I said about
this committee, to the extent of whatever
percentage of the committee he repre-
sents.

1 filled the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD with
specific instances of direct grants to
churches and other religious institutions
under the poverty program and fought
a losing battle to prohibit it while hard-
ly a voice in the religious community was
raised in defense of the first amend-
ment on that issue. I, again, would chal-
lenge the religious leaders and others
concerned about the first amendment to
speak out on this amendment because
here again we have a clear constitu-
tional question or one at least calling
into doubt the constitutionality of such
aid to institutions of higher education.
Where are those who would defend the
first amendment to the Constitution?
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Mr. Chairman, it is difficult for me to
see how a citizen of the United States
can by force of law have money taken
from him by the Federal Government
and given to an institution of higher
learning, that is, a sectarian institution,
which may be in violation of his con-
science, without this constituting a viola-
tion of the first amendment of the Con-
stitution of the United States. How can
such Federal assistance fail to be a vio-
lation of the establishment clause of the
first amendment?

Mr. Chairman, may I echo the earlier
remarks of the gentleman from Minne-
sota who in effect stated that you may
be building the entire institution of high-
er education at this time as a house of
cards and on the shifting sands, and
after you have these institutions relying
upon Federal funding, then there well
may come a court order, as has already
happened in the past year in the Lemon
case, which strikes it down.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there other
Members on the list who desire to ad-
dress themselves to the amendment
which has been offered by the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. BUCHANAN) ?

For what purpose does the gentleman
from New York (Mr. CAREY) rise?

Mr. CAREY of New York. Mr. Chaijr-
man, I rise to use my time in opposition
to the amendment.

Mr. CAREY of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. BUCHANAN) .

Mr. Chairman, I think the Buchanan
amendment of 1971 deserves the same
fate that the Buchanan amendments of
1965, 1967, and 1969 received. His amend-
ment has been offered before. His
amendment has been defeated in the
committee before. It never became a part
of the law. The acts of this Congress
have now gone before the court absent
the language of the Buchanan amend-
ment, and the court has found that these
acts are constitutional with regard to
selective, carefully controlled, designed
aid to institutions of higher education,
public and private. The gentleman
would have us traverse ground on
which the court has already sided with
the Congress. The court only saw fit to
recommend by dicta that we clean
up one of our acts with regard to
the term of limitation of grants. That
has been done in this bill. But the
Buchanan amendment would open up a
sepulcher that has been closed.

It is no better amendment than it was
when it was rejected by the House in
previous years.

We have not only agreed on this, those
of us who served in this body, but the
court has held that our act on higher
education is constitutional without this
amendment.

I am pleased to hear the gentleman
speak up so strongly for the first amend-
ment, but I am wondering also as to
whether on Monday the gentleman
would seek to vote down the prayer
amendment, or whether on Mcnday he
will seek to dilute the first amendment
while today the gentleman seeks to help
preserve the first amendment.
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Mr. BUCHANAN. If the gentleman
will yield, may I say that I am going
to reinforce the free exercise clause of
the first amendment to the Constitution
by voting for the prayer amendment.

Mr, CAREY of New York. I think the
Reverend BucHANAN from Alabama seeks
on Monday to dilute the first amend-
ment, and today to distort it

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from California (Mr.
ROUSSELOT).

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
BUCHANAN) .

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

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Alabama.

Mr. BUCHANAN, Mr, Chairman, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. CAREY)
has said what is not so. What the court
did in the case which the gentleman cited
had to do with the Federal funding of
the construction cost of buildings to be
used for nonsectarian purposes in sec-
tarian institutions of higher education.
I offered no such amendment concerning
this program. I might take issue with the
court as to whether its position is correct
in permitting Federal underwriting of
column A of a sectarian institution’s
budget and as to how this could be done
without strengthening column B as well,
and the whole of the treasury of that in-
stitution hence violating the establish-
ment clause of the first amendment, it
has, however, so ruled concerning the
construction of buildings in sectarian in-
stitutions for nonsectarian purposes.
There has, however, been no court ruling
on the poverty program, to which my
earlier amendments were directed. No
court has said its funding of churches is
constitutional. This has not been deter-
mined.

The recent decision against teachers’
salary supplementation in Pennsylvania
and Rhode Island parochial schools
would cast a cloud of doubt over the con-
stitutionality of this new act, and the
constitutionality of this proposed act
has obviously not been decided by the
Supreme Court.

Isay you are building your educational
system on shifting sands, and are doing
a disservice to sectarian and nonsectar-
ian institutions alike by including sec-
tarian schools in this title. How can such
a program be implemented without the
“excessive involvement” of Government
with a sectarian institution which the
court indicated in the Lemon case was a
key test determining unconstitutionality.

May I say my amendment will not
knock down private schools that are
nonsectarian, it will not damage public
schools it will only reach those which are
substantially supported or controlled by
sectarian or religious institutions.

It would seem to me that if you would
protect our schools that need help today
that one good way to do so would be by
removing this cloud, and the only area
where it could apply would be to a di-
rectly supported sectarian institution.

So, Mr. Chairman, I would urge the
adoption of my amendment for the
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avoidance of this constitutional cloud,
and the possible educational erisis which
this House can well avoid if it will have
the wisdom today to adopt this amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. BUCHANAN).

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. CaArRey of
New York) there were—ayes 21, noes 87.

So the amendment was rejected.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ANDERSON OF

ILLINOIS

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ANDERSON of
Illinois: Page 191, line 14, after the word “in-
stitutions” insert *“and the feasibility of
Federal and State Iincome tax credits for
charitable contributions to postsecondary
institutions.”

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, the amendment which I am offer-
ing is quite simple and noncontroversial,
and I shall, therefore, be brief in my
explanation of it. Section 1214(2) of the
committee bill mandates the new Com-
mission to study alternative solutions to
the financial crisis in higher education,
giving special attention to Federal, State,
local and private participation in such
programs. This includes, in subsection
(2) (D), “the level of endowment, pri-
vate sector support and other incomes
of postsecondary institutions.”

My amendment would simply amend
subsection (2) (D) by adding the words,
“and the feasibility of Federal and State
income tax credits for charitable con-
tributions to postsecondary institutions.”

By way of explanation, Mr. Chairman,
earlier this year I was joined by 45 House
cosponsors in introducing H.R. 4905,
“The Higher Education Gift Incentive
Act of 1971,” which would provide full
Federal income tax credits for chari-
table contributions to institutions of
higher learning—up to $100 for individ-
uals, and up to $5,000 for corporations.

I think this proposal has a great deal
of merit in terms of expanding the base
of private sector support for our colleges
and universities and pumping urgently
needed new resources into these institu-
tions. I might point out that the State
of Michigan already has this tax credit
option in its State income tax code, and
it has been working quite well.

It is, therefore, my hope that the Com-
mission authorized under this title will
give specific consideration to the feasi-
bility of income tax credits for dona-
tions to postsecondary institutions, both
at the State and Federal levels. My
amendment is, therefore, offered to as-
sure that the Commission does make
such a feasibility study and report back
on this in its final report. I urge adop-
tion of this amendment.

Mrs, GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois, I yield to
the gentlewoman.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, there is no reason why this amend-
ment should not be adopted. It is part of
the national study that would be made

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

and I think it would be very helpful to
the Congress to have the report.

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

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, this is an
excellent amendment and I agree with
the gentleman that it should be adopted.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I thank my
colleague.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. ANDERSON).

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
DenT) for approximately 2 minutes.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr, Chairman,
will the gentleman yield for a parlia-
mentary inguiry?

Mr. DENT. I yield to the gentlewoman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from Oregon will state the parliamentary
inquiry.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chairman,
would it be in order to inquire if there
are other amendments that are going to
be offered by any Member during this
half-hour period?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
that an assumption cannot be made as
to whether or not amendments are going
to be offered. There has been placed at
the Clerk’s desk one additional amend-
ment that would apply to the section.
But the Chair does not know whether
any of the amendments will be offered.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. DeENT) is recognized for approxi-
mately 2 minutes.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, you say that
there will be an amendment offered?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is not
able to state that with certainty.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to offer my time to the person who
has an amendment. I would like to hear
it. If it is not going to be offered, I will
vield back my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Pennsylvania yields back the balance of
his time.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr., PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
believe one of the amendments to title
VII is one that has already been disposed
of through the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Washington (Mr.
MEEDS) .

So I believe if that is my amendment
to title VIII, it has already been disposed
of.

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment
that is at the Clerk’s desk is authored by
the gentleman from Illinois.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. EscH).

PARLTAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN., The gentleman will

state the parliamentary inquiry.
Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman,
would it be in order to ask unanimous
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consent that we pass to the next item if
there are no further amendments to this
title?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
have to advise the gentleman that the
committee has already determined that
there be a limitation on debate. Those
Members who were standing and seeking
recognition at the time are entitled to
recognition if they wish to use their
time and it is their privilege to do so.

Mr. ESCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield back
the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. PucIin-
SKI).

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I take
this time to ask a question of the man-
ager of the bill, the gentlewoman from
Oregon. I understand that we have eight
amendments at the desk. There are still
12 titles after we dispose of the pending
title. There is an amendment in the na-
ture of an additional title. I know it is
late in the afternoon. I also know that
on Thursday afternoon there is pressure
for adjournment because of airplane
schedules and various other pressures. I
just wondered if the gentlewoman would
indicate what the plans are and how
much of this bill can we hope to dispose
of today and how much would we expect
to leave for tomorrow?

I presume it is our intention to try
to consider the entire bill before we ad-
journ tomorrow.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield ?

Mr. PUCINSKI. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Oregon.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I would hope
that we would be able to proceed as
rapidly as we can with the amendments
to the various titles, and at 6:30 review
the situation and see how far along we
are. If there is any chance of finishing
the amendments, except for the amend-
ment the gentleman from Illinois desires
to offer, then I think we could work an-
other couple of hours and finish. But if
there is no chance of doing that, then I
would consult the leadership on the time
to consider the remainder of the bill. I am
sure the gentleman and others would
like to work later tonight than to be
kept here late Thursday night when the
Members want to get away.

In response, let us move ahead and
see how rapidly we can proceed.

Mr. PUCINSKI. I appreciate the gen-
tlewoman’s explanation. I would hope
that we could work later tonight rather
than crowd ourselves tomorrow.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
STEIGER) .

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I yield back my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. THOMPSON) .

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. I yield
back my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
DELLENBACK) .

Mr. DELLENBACEK. Mr. Chairman, I
yield back my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
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nizes the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. QUIE) .

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I yield back
my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentlewoman from Oregon
(Mrs. GREEN) .

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to title VIII? If notf, the
Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE IX—INTERNS FOR POLITICAL
LEADERSHIP

“Spo. 901. Title IX of the Higher Educa-
tion Act of 1965 is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new part:

“parT D—INTERNS FOR POLITICAL LEADERSHIP

“PROGRAM AUTHORIZED

“Sgc. 031. The Commissioner is authorized
to plan, develop, and carry out an Iintern-
ship program under which students will be
provided practical involvement with elected
officials in the performance of their dutles at
all levels of government through internships
in their offices. Such internship program shall
be carried out through arrangements with
such nonprofit agencies as are appropriate,
with institutions of higher education, and
with State and local governments. Under
such program the interns, who are full-time
students at any institution of higher educa-
tion, will be assigned dutles in offices of
State or local elected officials upon the re-
quest of such officials, which will give them
an insight into the problems and operations
of the different levels of government, as well
as an opportunity for research and for in-
volvement in the policymaking process. Such
arrangements shall provide for cocrdination
between the on-campus educational pro-

of the persons selected and their ac-
tivities as interns, with commensurate credit
given for thelr work and achievement as
interns. Such internship program shall also
provide opportunities for students who have
participated in the internship program at
State and local levels to become interns in
the offices of Members of Congress, who wish
to particlpate, for up to one year, but under
special circumstances the Commissioner may
waive this requirement for prior participa-
tion at State and local levels.

“SELECTION OF STUDENTS FOR PARTICIPATION

“Sec, 932. The students who are to par-
ticipate in the internship program provided
for in this part shall be selected from among
students whose names are proposed by par-
ticipating institutions of higher education.
Internships shall be distributed among the
States so that insofar as practicable the
number for each State bears the same ratio
to the total number as the number of
Members of Congress from that State bears
to the total number of Members of Con-
gress.

“CLEARINGHOUSE ON INTERN PROGRAMS

“Sec. 933. The Commissioner shall provide
for a national clearinghouse on intern pro-
grams to gather and make avallable for dis-
tribution pertinent information on the es-
tablishment, management, and results of
intern programs throughout the country, as
well as to provide information to individuals
seeking intern opportunities or information
about the awvalilabllity of or eligibility re-
quirements for such programs.

“FEDERAL SHARE

“Sec. 934. The Federal share of the cost of
carrying out the program provided for in this
part may not exceed 50 per centum.
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“ADMINISTRATION

“Sec. 935. The Commissioner shall pre-
seribe the stipends to be pald to the interns
participating in the program provided for in
this part, and the duration and other terms
and conditions of such internships. The cost
of administration of a program may be paid
by the Commissioner.

“APPROPRIATIONS AUTHORIZED

“Sec. 936. There is authorized to be ap-
propriated to carry out this part the sum
of 810,000,000 for the fiscal year 1972 and for
each of the four succeeding fiscal years.

“DEFINITION

“Sgc. 937. Notwithstanding section 1601(a)
or section 921(a), the term ‘State’ as used in
this part means the fifty States, Puerto Rico,
the District of Columbia, the Virgin Is-
lands, and Guam. For purposes of the dis-
tribution of internships among the States,
in determining the number of Members of
Congress for purposes of section 932, the
District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, the Virgin
Islands, and Guam shall each be considered
to have one Member of Congress, and interns
in the offices of Members of Congress, a
Delegate, or Resident Commissioner shall be
attributed to the State of the Member, the
Delegate, or the Resident Commissioner in
whose office they are serving, and interns
from the Virgin Islands or Guam shall be
attributed to the Virgin Islands or Guam.”

Mrs, GREEN of Oregon (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that title IX be considered
as read, printed in the REcorp, and open
to amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman from
Oregon?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to title IX of the committee
substitute?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the necessary number of words.

I should like to ask the gentlewoman
from Oregon what title IX is all about.
Why should we spend $10 million on
interns for what is described as political
leadership?

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. Of course.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. The purpose
of this title is based on the fact that
we now have an 18-year-old vote for
the first time. There are many young
people who want to participate in Gov-
ernment. This title was designed so that
it would give students, and especially
the younger students who are in college,
a chance to participate in a structured
program at a college or university. They
would select the interns to work in elee-
tive offices. I am persuaded that a great
deal of the alienation today among our
young people is because they do not
really know how Government works. It
seems to me it would be healthy for this
country if we gave these people an op-
portunity to work in elective offices, and
it would be completely under the control
of the institutions of higher education.
I am aware of the difference of opinion
in regard to interns, and especially con-
gressional interns.

While I support the intern program
in Congress, I must also say that I was
greatly concerned and upset about 3
years ago at some of the efforts that

November 3, 1971

were made by the interns. But on the
whole I think this is a good program. I
think it will serve the purpose and help
to let young people know what Govern-
ment is all about and how it is actually
working, instead of reading out of po-
litical science textbooks a good many
times things “that ain’t so.”

Mr. GROSS. How many 18-, 19-, and
20-year-olds are there, and how many
of them would know all about politics
through this process?

I learn something about politics every
day in this body, something, new, strange,
and sometimes startling. Can the gentle-
woman give us any idea how many hun-
dreds of millions it would cost to give
every 18-, 19-, and 20-year-old instruc-
tion in internship, in so-called political
leadership? They would all like to be
leaders, would they not, but I wonder
how much all this would cost.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chairman,
if the gentleman will yield, this is on a
50-50 matching basis. The institution
would have to put up 50 percent of the
money. The amount of the Federal au-
thorization is $10 million.

Mr. GROSS. And then we would have
a bunch of educated political leaders in
this country. Is that right?

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I would hope
they would have a more accurate under-
standing of how the Government does
work, yes. I hope that would be the case.

Mr. GROSS. I hope there are instruc-
tors in the colleges who know how we
operate, because it is not always easy
to discern by one who is right here.

This title ought to be stricken from
the bill and the taxpayers saved
$10.000.,000.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROOKS

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Brooks: Page
195, strike out lines 8 through 24, and page
196, strike out lines 1 through 8, and insert
the following:

“See. 931. The Commissioner is authorized
to plan, develop, and carry out an intern-
ship program under which students will be
provided practical political involvement with
elected officials in the performance of their
dutles at the State and local levels of govern-
ment through internships in their offices.
Such internship program shall be carried
out through arrangements with such non-
profit agencies as are appropriate, with insti-
tutions of higher education, and with State
and local govemments. Under such Program
the interns, who are full-time students at
any institution of higher education, will be
assigned dutles in offices of State or local
elected officlals upon the request of such
officials, which will give them an insight into
the problems and operations of the different
levels of government, as well as an oppor-
tunity for research and for involvement in
the policymaking process. Such arrangements
shall provide for coordination between the
on-campus educational programs of the per-
sons selected and their activities as interns,

with commensurate credit given for their
work and achlevement as inhterns.”

Page 197, strike out lines 16 through 28,
and page 198, strike out lines 1 through 3,
and insert the following:

“Sec. 937. Notwithstanding sectlion 1601(a)
or section 821(a), the term ‘State’ as used In
this part means the fifty States, Puerto Rico,
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the District of Columbia, the Virgin Islands,
and Guam. For purposes of the distribution
of internships among the States, in determin-
ing the number of Members of Congress for
purposes of section 932, the District of Co-
lumbia, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and
Guam shall each be considered to have one
Member of Congress.”

Mr. BROOKS (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment be considered as
read and printed in the Recorp. I would
hope to be able to explain it briefly.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. BROOKS., Mr. Chairman, this
amendment does one thing. It removes
from title IX the provision whereby the
HEW would administer an intern pro-
gram for the Congress of ihe United
States. I do not believe we want to have
HEW administer and run a program for
interns when there are considerable in-
tern programs now operating within this
country and within this Congress. It is
my judgment that interns in Congress
under the existing program, under the
Ford Foundation program, and under
various other agencies that finance in-
tern programs are adequate.

Under our own intern program, we
have a fairly workable arrangement. I
have had interns for many summers my-
self. The congressional program is one
that is useful to Members. I think if we
should have interns we should provide
for them ourselves and not, through this
indirect route, attempt to acquire addi-
tional interns.

I have some doubts about the re-
mainder of the legislation, but if the
House wants to have interns for the
agencies and for local governments un-
der the HEW, that is, of course, their
privilege. I know the House of Repre-
sentatives though would be better off
without an intern program run by some-
body else that might bring discredit to
us and maybe no help whatsoever for
ourselves and our constituents.

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

Mr. BROOKS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Louisiana.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, do
I understand the gentleman’s amend-
ment would not just remove the admin-
istration from HEW for the whole intern
program, but would abolish the program?

Mr. BROOKS. It would abolish that
part of the program which applies to the
Congress of the United States, yes, sir.

Mr. WAGGONNER. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I would
ask adoption of the amendment.

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

Mr. BROOKS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, what is left
after the amendment? Would the State
and local governments have their in-
terns?

Mr. BROOKS. As I read the title, that
is correct. Plus the fact—and nobody
would object to it—there is a coordinat-
ing agency set up in section 933 which
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provides for a coordination of inferns
within HEW.

Mr. QUIE. A clearinghouse?

Mr. BROOKS. A clearinghouse opera-
tion.

Mr. QUIE. And who would actually
administer the program?

Mr. BROOKS. The Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare would
operate it. The program is set up for a
5-year program. The first 2-year opera-
tion is about $10 million, with the re-
maining part of the $50 million en-
visioned to be spent in the next 3 years.

Mr. QUIE. And the State and local
governments would have to make ap-
plications to HEW to get the interns
under this?

Mr. BROOKS. I believe as the gentle-
woman from Oregon explained the op-
eration, that students from various in-
stitutions and colleges would apply to
HEW and those institutions would pick
up half the stipend which was agreed
upon for those students to serve in local
governments or State governments.

I assume that would be agreed to by
those local and State governments.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BROOKS. I am pleased to yield
to my friend from Wisconsin.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Would the
gentleman clarify a point I am frankly
unclear on? Is the gentleman saying by
virtue of the amendment that in title
IX we would have a State and local in-
tern program through HEW but not one
applicable to the Federal Government,
though the Federal Government would
pick up the tab for that program?

Mr. BROOKS. That is absolutely cor-
rect. The existing legislation provides for
an intern program in all governments;
local, State and National and congres-
sional. This amendment would eliminate
the congressional application of that pro-
posal.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I thank
the gentleman for his answer.

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WHITE
FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRE. BROOKS

Mr, WHITE. Mr. Chairman, I offer a
substitute amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WHITE a5 &
substitute for the amendment offered hy Mr.
Brooxs: Strike title IX from H.R. T248.

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, I believe
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. BROOKS)
has a fine amendment, but as I look at
this particular section I wonder why it
is in the bill at all.

Next year, 1972, is an election year.
While this is a well-intended program,
are we foisting on the American public
an army of young politicos, activists, who
will be going throughout the entire
country and who may forget the initial
purpose of this bill and become politically
active in the campaigns of 1972?

No. 2. Why should we single out
political science students, those taking
political science education in college?
Why not include other students as well?
Why not include other fields? Are we not
being discriminatory against other fields.

No. 3. At a time when we are
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searching for economy in Government, is
this the proper place to expend $10 mil-
lion?

Those are the three points I should like
to present to the Members today who are
considering striking title IX. We can
consider such an intern program at an-
other time and amend a pending bill,
but we should not include this title in this
bill.

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

Mr. WHITE. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. ASHBROOK. I appreciate the
gentleman’s yielding. I have great re-
spect for my colleague from Oregon, buf
I believe the gentleman from Texas is
making very good sense. I join with him,
and I suggest we do strike out this sec-
tion:

Mr. WHITE. I thank the gentleman.

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

Mr. Chairman, I believe it is very
clear that the issue has now settled down
as to whether or not we should have an
intern program. I speak strongly in favor
of an intern program and an opportunity
to coordinate the existing intern pro-
grams into a more meaningful and co-
ordinated system.

There has been discussion, and ques-
tions have been raised in recent years
about the problem of our young peoble
and their opportunity to contribute with-
in the system. There have been questions
raised by distinguished gentlemen, in
this House and I respect their judgment,
as to how and in what way we might in-
volve individuals within the system.

I would suggest to those gentlemen
who oppose this title that if you examine
it carefully, the provisions state that the
purpose is to encourage our young peo-
ple to work within the system; to use the
best of those young minds to educate and
train them in the world of practical poli-
tics and everyday work experience in
order that we might improve on the daily
tasks that we perform.

There has been a great deal of discus-
sion about the cost of this program, but
I would suggest to you that this is prob-
ably a minute cost in relationship to the
total expenditures of this Federal Gov-
ernment.

If you are afraid of developing a po-
litical intern program, then, it seems to
me in effect you are afraid of encourag-
ing the young people to come in aggres-
sively, actively, and constructively into
Government activity at all levels.

I, for one, believe otherwise. I believe
strongly in our young people and want
to give them an opportunity to partici-
pate constructively. I think this title will
do that.

Mr. GROSS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ESCH. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Yes. At a cost of $10 mil-
lion. But what system is the gentleman
talking about that he wants these 18-,
19-, and 20-year-olds to work in? What
is this great system that he is talking
about?

Mr. ESCH. I will say to the gentleman
that I would welcome young people
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working at the local level with councils
and mayors on a constructive basis and
in the State at the gubernatorial offices.
And I think this House should welcome
many more interns on a constructive
basis relating to them.

It is indeed unfortunate that the dis-
sident few have so biased so many minds
at the expense of those many millions
of young people who want to contribute
constructively to good government.

That is what this intern program is all
about. I urge the membership to defeat
the substitute and support the intern
program.

The future of this country belongs to
our young people. Let us give them a
chance.

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

I do not think it is necessary to take
5 minutes to discuss the amendment,
but I want to make one point.

Everybody in this body in one way or
another, I am sure, has encouraged young
people to participate in politics. I know I
have. But I do not know where we ever
got the idea that we have to pay them
to participate in politics. I have had hun-
dreds of young volunteers and have en-
couraged them to work in many ways.
Where did we ever get the idea that we
had to give them paid scholarships or
make them a part of paid programs in
order to get them to participate in pol-
itics? Most of the good volunteers I have
ever seen worked for nothing. We do not
have to pay them to do it. It is a specious
argument, and we can encourage people
to come into political activity without
handing out a stipend, grant, or paid fel-
lowship or internship. I reject the whole
idea that you have to pay people in order
to have a dialog with them, bring them
in to constructively get them to partici-
pate in politics or keep them from feel-
ing alienated by the system.

I support the amendment.

Mr. HAYS. Will the gentleman yield
to me?

Mr. ASHBROOK. 1 yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr, HAYS. The genfleman is exactly
right. Of course, you compound the in-
sult here, as I understand it, unless this
amendment is adopted, because you will
bring this under HEW to administer.
That to me is the last straw. I am for
young people getting in the system and
working within it, but when you get it to
the department of very little health, al-
most no education, and too much wel-
fare, it seems to me you are putting the
program down the drain before it ever
gets off the ground.

I ask every Member of this body to
ask yourself a question: Do you want
HEW running your office staff? If you
do, then, do not vote for the amendment.
However, if you do not want HEW run-
ning your office staff, you ought to vote
either for the substitute or the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Texas.

Mr. ASHBROOEK. I thank the gentle-
man for his statement.

Ifr. QUIE. Will the gentleman yield to
me?
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Mr. ASHBROOK. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. QUIE. It seems to me the question
ought to be whether you want HEW to
be running an intern program for your
local community or your State govern-
ment. I do not think they ought to be
doing that. The clearing house will not
do that much for this intern program.
We have many intern programs working
well now, and we do not need this.

I support the substitute.

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

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

Mr. Chairman, there are a number of
intern programs. I have had girls from
Wellesley and Vassar in my office. I have
had young people from Stanford Uni-
versity in my office. I have had interns
from other institutions. The only people
at the present time, however, who can
work in our offices under the individual
institutional programs, are the students
who can afford to participate.

Mr. Chairman, I suggest that some of
the people who really need to know how
the Government works are the young
people who cannot afford to work as
volunteers.

Mr. Chairman, I support this title be-
cause it seems to me we might have a
chance to do something about the alien-
ated youth in the country. We might be
able to really tell them how government
does work.

I want to give to the members of the
committee an example which had more
to do with my support of this program
than anything else. About 2 years ago
I participated in a panel at a college in
Washington, D.C. There were four of us
on that panel. There was no agreement
among the four of us on Vietnam and na-
tional priorities and what we ought to be
doing. However, there was a professor
from George Washington University who
said to this audience that if this country
would spend on the poor in 1 year what
we spend in 1 week in Vietnam, $700
million, we would have a different kind
of country in which to live. All of these
college students applauded and thought
it was great. When it came my turn, I
said, “Let us analyze what he said.”

The professor said if we would spend
$700 million in 1 year on the poor we
would have a great world in which to
live. What are the facts? The facts were
that that year when I was participating
in the panel, which was 2 years ago, we
were spending not $700 million; we were
spending $42 billion on programs exclu-
sively designed for the poor and in which
the middle income and lower-middle in-
come could not participate. We were
spending $27.5 billion in Federal funds,
over $14.5 billion in State and local funds
and $2.5 bhillion in voluntary contribu-
tions above taxes.

I said to the group, *“It seems to me that
there is just no excuse at all for any per-
son who is in a position of responsibility
to act in such an irresponsible fashion as
to tell you people who are in college that
this is the way the government works.”

I think through an intern program
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we could bring in some of these alienated
young people, the youngsters who think
this government is all bad; that all of
us in this Congress have a 5-hour day;
that we goof as soon as it is 4 o’clock and
do not want to do anything else for the
rest of the week. However, if they would
work in an office at the Federal level, the
State level or the local level, the county
level, they would be able to understand
what government is all about. I think
we would remove a great deal of aliena-
tion. That is really what this title is
about.

Mr. Chairman, I have been unhappy
about the congressional intern program
and I was especially unhappy with it 3
years ago. But I do not think that doing
away with internship programs will be
doing anything about the alienation of
the young people.

This program is not going to be ad-
ministered by HEW; this is an institu-
tional program for interns at colleges
and universities and a program for
elected officials at the local or State or
Federal level. It will permit those who
want to participate to participate. No one
has to participate in it at all.

If you want to correct something, let
me give you a suggestion. In our elected
offices in Oregon we have the following
people working: New York City volun-
teers under the War on Poverty, legal
aid officers under the War on Poverty
program, and VISTA volunteers. I sug-
gest that the people who have been work-
ing under the legal aid program, who
have been working under the VISTA pro-
gram and the New York City program
serve at times to represent that very
small minority of our young people who
are hostile to our political system. I
would much prefer to have interns,
participating in a structured program,
working in our Government offices. Let
us have such a program so that our
young people may learn what is really
happening. No one has to participate
who does not wish to participate. It is
designed for poor and alienated young
people who are questioning our Govern-
ment. They do not really know anything
about government except what they hear
from some other youngster who does not
think our country is any good. Let us
teach them that this is a great country.

In regard to this panel discussion the
geptleman from Arkansas (Mr. MiLLs)
said that the $42.5 billion includes wel-
fare, but it does not include social se-
curity. And he further told me that if
we included soecial security for the peo-
ple who live at the poverty level, or be-
low, that we would be spending between
$65 billion and $70 billion on the poor.

This is not a record of parsimony or
neglect. It is the record of an extraor-
dinarily compassionate Nation. Let us
have our young people learn the truth
about our Government. Let us give them
the opportunity to see our Government
at first hand.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words,
and I rise in opposition to the substitute
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to concur with
the excellent presentation of the gentle-
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woman from Oregon, and to add that
there are many poor people, there are
many youngsters in the universities who
are not alienated, who would like to come
to Washington.

And you do not have to be mad at the
system to want to know what is hap-
pening in our Government.

So I would second the gentlewoman’s
remarks, and include and emphasize
that all of the young people of all eco-
nomic backgrounds who want to come
here should have the opportunity.

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

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, I
simply want to indicate my support of
what the gentleman from Michigan has
said, and my opposition to the substitute.

Over the years I have had many young
people in my office serving as interns.
They have been hard workers, and con-
scientious, and I would like to think that
they go away more willing to, as we like
to say, work within the system, than
might have been the case without that
experience.

So I hope the substitute is rejected.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I appreciate the gentleman
yvielding. I want to associate myself with
the remarks of the gentlewoman from
Oregon. We have some differences on
this committee, and I think this is an
instance in which there can be some
agreement that this type of program
makes sense.

Let me go at it in a little different way.
One of the things that appeals to me
about the intern program proposed in
title IX is the fact that it was designed
to be, as the gentlewoman from Oregon
put it, a structured program. We have
heard some of the problems that the
present substitute may present, we have
heard from both sides of the aisle, having
to do with people who pay too much
atiention to the Federal Government,
and I am convinced from this fact, that
too many young people have set their eyes
on Washington at the expense of Madi-
son and Oshkosh. What this amendment
tends to do is to curtail the emphasis
on Washington and takes in the State
and local governments, because the Fed-
eral system today involves so much, and
it seems to me a terrible oversight to say
that we can operate a Federal program
and not involve young people in a mean-
ingful fashion at the State and local
levels that are so important in serving
the people across this country. So I hope
the amendment to strike this title is not
adopted.

Mr. CONYERS. I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words,
and I rise in support of the substitute.

Mr, Chairman, we are talking here this
afternoon about our concern for the
young people. I have two of my own, and
when my sons were 3 and 5 years old,
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they were campaigning for my predeces-
sor, the Honorable Ben F. Jensen.

We have in the Republican Party an
organization known as TARS—Teen-Age
Republicans. We also have the Young
Republicans, plus the parent organiza-
tion.

I cannot justify a $10 million expen-
diture of taxpayers’ money to teach our
young people about politics. If we as
Members of Congress do not feel that
we have a responsibility to teach our
students what politics is all about, in
college or outside of college, then we are
derelict in our duty as legislators.

You talk about working in the organi-
zation, or within the system, ringing
dnorbells and stuffing envelopes for teen-
agers is a good beginning. Why saddle the
veople of this Nation with a tab of $10
million to teach them the game of poli-
tics? It is almost automatic as they
progress through the elementary and sec-
ondary education, and on into college;
it is normal. Their political education will
develop through their own interest—
why do we have to pay them to learn
about party organizations how their gov-
ernment operates? This should not be
necessary—personal desire should be
sufficient.

Previous members expressed their con-
cern about militant organizations like
NYC, Legal Aid, and VISTA. I have a
solution for that—abolish them all—
that is what I would vote to do.

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

Mr. SCHERLE, I yield to my colleague,
the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my colleague for yielding because
I would like to address my comments to
my colleague, the gentlewoman from
Oregon (Mrs. GREEN) .

The precise point she made is what
concerns many of us. She was at the
meeting and there was a panel. The per-
son who made the wildest statement was
not the gentlewoman from Oregon. It was
a responsible person, If she were running
the program, if she were making the de-
cisions, I would be for it. It was some pro-
fessor who made the statement that she
had to address herself to,

This is precisely what concerns most
of us. What is to prevent the same type
of people being called to run these pro-
grams? That is what concerns us, What
will be taught—are they going to be
dealing with these same ideas? What is
the safeguard? If you are going to have
a program of internship where they are
dealing with this same kind of ideology,
I think that is defeating our purpose.
That is the precise example she gave and
that is one of the reasons I am concerned
about this program.

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

Mr. SCHERLE. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, when the
membership votes on this amendment,
the first substitute, I would point out that
they must consider whether or not they
want HEW to fan out to every Member's
district in 1972, an election year, and
politically activating young people who
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may or may not fulfill the purposes of
this bill.

When you consider what has happened
in the past and what use has been made
of other programs, you are going to have
some of the same problems.

Mr. SCHERLE. I think we can simplify
the whole thing simply by adopting the
substitute of the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. Warre), and not by saddling the
taxpayers of this country with another
extravaganza of $10 million to teach our
young people the procedure of politics.

I think as responsible Members of
Congress, we should bring these young
people into our own party organizations
and give them the opportunity to learn
by doing. Let them grow up and you can
be sure they will be better politicians
than if we set up an agency of the Gov-
ernment to teach them how to vote and
how to understand or this extravaganza
would be intolerable.

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

Mr., SCHERLE. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, confrary
to what the gentlewoman from Oregon
says about the selection of these interns,
the bill itself says that the participating
institutions of higher education would
select them. This does not mean that
they are going to go out on the highways
and byways or in the streets and back
alleys to get them. They are going to be
people who are picked by professors and
others in the various institutions.

Mr. SCHERLE. I thank my colleague
for his comments.

Mr. Chairman, I have the greatest re-
spect in the world and the greatest ad-
miration for my colleague, the gentle-
woman from Oregon. But I cannot sup-
port this legislation and ask that the
Members of the House support the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. WHITE).

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SCHERLE. I yield to the gentle-
woman.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank my colleague for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, the only thing I tried
to point out was that institutions would
choose the interns. This is a structured
program and I think we would have a
better chance of getting young peobple to
understand what government is about in
this kind of a structured program than
the three which I mentioned.

If the $10 million concerns people, at
the first opportunity, and I have tried it
a couple of times in this House, I would
make it illegal to have the Legal Aid
officers, VISTA and NYC working in
elective offices.

I do not think that was ever the con-
gressional intent. It seems to me it is
much better to have this kind of struec-
tured program so that these young people
would learn about government.

I would remind my colleagues that we
have teacher interns and doctor interns.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word and rise in sup-
port of the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Texas.

Mr. Chairman, I want to make it per-
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fectly clear that I am not against an in-
tern program per se. As a matter of fact,
this past summer I had four interns on
the Committee on House Administra-
tion—four boys from four different uni-
versities. All of them turned out to be
very fine, hard working young people.
One of them did the research for my
presentation on the strip mining bill to
the Committee on the Interior. Another
one of them turned out to be very pro-
ficient in French and when the French
parliamentarians visited here a few
weeks ago, I talked to his professor at
the university he is attending and got
him a week’s leave of absence to come
down here and act as interpreter. He did
a terrific job. So I am not against the
program because I am against interns.
I very much believe in that.

But the thing that bothers me is that
if I have any interns working for me, I
would like to know something about who
they are and I do not want them to send
anybody willy-nilly or anything else.

If the university is going to send down
a folio of information about 20 different
people and you can hire from among
them, that is one thing. But I do not
want HEW and I do not want some uni-
versity professor or some university dean
or anybody else picking who is going to
come to work for my committee, because
they might not be the kind of people I
want, No. 1; they might not have the
background, No. 2; and they might not
have the educational qualifications we
need, No. 3.

For example, I cannot imagine hav-
ing one of these boys work on the so-
called election reform bill. I cannot
imagine having a fellow who is a major
in chemistry working in the House Ad-
ministration Committee. This is one of
the things that bothers me.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the gentlewoman
from Oregon.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. The gentle-
man has described very accurately what
would happen. It is purely a voluntary
program. Nobody in Congress would be
forced to take it. I agree with the gen-
tleman. I would not want someone who
was not qualified.

Mr. HAYS. Then what is wrong with
the amendment of the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BROOKS) ?

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I am not op-
posing the amendment offered by Mr.
Brooks. I am opposing the amendment
offered by Mr. WHITE.

Mr. HAYS. I am speaking for Mr.
Brooxs’ amendment. I think it will do
something to cure this. Let me say to
you the thing that bothers me—and I
must admit I did not hear all the de-
bate, for I came into the Chamber when
somebody told me that HEW was going
to administer the provisions of the title—
I just think, you know, the more we can
leave bureaucracy, which already has its
fat hand on too much around here, out
of it, the better the program will work,
if we have a program. That is one of
the things I object to.

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

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.
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Mr. CONYERS. Would the Brooks
amendment preclude interns from com-
ing to the Congress?

Mr. HAYS. Perhaps the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. Brooks) would answer
that question. He knows more about the
amendment.

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

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. BROOKS. Will the gentleman re-
peat his question?

Mr. CONYERS. Does the amendment
preclude Congress from receiving interns
under the amendment?

Mr. BROOKS. My amendment would
eliminate the intern program in the title
as it applies to the Congress of the United
States. We will retain our existing pro-
grams from foundations and that which
we follow ourselves. If we want a pro-
gram for Congress, we can vote the
money for it and we will run it and not
have HEW run it. That is the hard, sim-
ple fact.

Mr, CONYERS. Would not the gentle-
man accept the terms under which we
understand the program would be run,
that we would have the option of reject-
ing anyone who is sent?

Mr. HAYS. I was sure it did, but Mr.
Brooks makes it perfectly clear.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, would the gentleman yield so I
might ask the gentleman from Texas a
question?

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Your amend-
ment strikes out that part of the provi-
sion as it pertains to Members of Con-
gress. Your amendment does not strike
out the part relating to State and local
governments; is that correct?

Mr. BROOKS. The gentleman is stat-
ing the case exactly.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. As the provi-
sion remains in, as far as local and State
governments are concerned, HEW still
controls the State and local government
parts of the program?

Mr. BROOKS. 1 did not think we could
cure all the world's problems in one
amendment.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I would ask
the gentleman if, in his inimical fashion,
he would be willing to comment on the
benefits those millions of young Ameri-
cans would have under this intern pro-
gram who did not have the privilege of
attending a college or university.

Mr. HAYS. Well, obviously, they would
not have any benefits. But let me say
this to you. I can hardly go into the
courthouse in my district that I do not
find a lot of young people of high school
or college age or thereabouts who are
working in all the county offices, and
some of the county officers say, “We are
hard put to find something for them to
do.” So I think there is plenty of op-
portunity, as far as that is concerned.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I have
a substitute amendment at the desk.

The CHAIRMAN, A substitute is now
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pending. The gentleman from Texas
(Mr. Brooks) offered an amendment
and the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
WHITE) has offered a substitute to that
amendment; so a further substitute at
this point would not be in order.

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

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from
Illinois is recognized.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, if this
amendment fails, it is my intention to
offer an amendment on page 196, line
13, to add a provision. The language
now says:

The students who are to participate in
the internship program provided for in this
part shall be selected from among students
whose names are proposed by participating
institutions of higher education.

It is my intention to add to that lan-
guage:

Or requested by a Member of Congress
or any State or local agency.

The purpose of this language would
be to not limit the candidates for intern-
ship in a congressional office to the judg-
ment and decision of someone in the
university. For instance, a college stu-
dent may come to a Member of Congress
and say, “I would like to work as an in-
tern in your office for a year and do
the following research, and these are
my capabilities.” He may be a very ca-
pable youngster that one might find very
valuable, as the gentleman from Ohio
mentioned a moment ago. It seems to
me if we are going to have an intern
program, that a Member of Congress
who is going to take an intern for a
year, or a local or State agency which is
going to have an intern for a year ought
at least to have the right to request this
particular individual if he or she other-
wise qualifies.

The language in the bill now merely
provides that the institution is going to
decide who are the interns who are going
to be placed on an eligibility list, and
we are going to have then to draw from
that list presented to us by the universi-
ty. I think the gentlewoman made a
very cogent argument and I agree with
her whole presentation, but we ought
to have this program, it seems to me,
so the hiring agency ought to have some
opportunity to specifically request a stu-
dent or an internee, rather than have
it say we have got to take only those
who are going to be placed on the eligi-
ble list by the university itself, because
very often the very people for whom the
gentlewoman has shown the greatest
concern may be the youngsters who may
be specifically excluded. It may be we
have some gifted student at a university
who can do a specific job for us, and we
may want to bring that internee into
our office, and we ought to have the
right if there is any validity at all to this
program, an individual Congressman
ought to have the right to have the
young man or young woman he would
like to have in his office as an internee.

Under the parliamentary situation I
am unable to offer this amendment now,
but I do hope I will have the opportu-
nity to offer this amendment, because
then the discretion as to whom one is
going to have in his office will be left to
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our own judgment instead of some uni-
versity or agency that is going to make
up the list, and perhaps literally discrim-
inate against many youngsters who
would otherwise be eligible.

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

Mr. PUCINSKI. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. CONYERS. To get to the gentle-
man’s amendment, does that not require
that we vote down the substitute amend-
ment and the pending amendment?

Mr. PUCINSKI. I am inclined to think
that would probably be correct.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words, and
I just want to point out again what this
amendment and title provide. It starts
out:

The Commissioner is authorized to plan,
develop, and carry out an internship pro-
gram—

And the whole title provides that the
Office of Education will do it. But if we
read further in the amendment and the
bill, the internship program, even under
the Brooks amendment, is not limited
just to the State and local government
agencies, but includes nonprofit agen-
cies as are appropriate, and the Com-
missioner of Education determines what
non-profit agencies are appropriate.

I think we are bringing much more
into this title than you ever have ex-
pected to or wanted to, and I think the
only safe way is to support the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. WHITE) to strike it, and then
if somebody can devise an acceptable
program, later on, that is the time to
take it up.

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

Mr. Chairman, I do not apologize for
taking this 5 minutes. This is a bill which
concerns education, and we should
spend a little time talking about educa-
tion in a bill of this nature.

First, so that my own credentials may
not be misunderstood, may I note that
since I have been a Member of this body
I have had more than 150 high school
students in Washington for a week at a
time. I have paid for the housing and
the food for those youngsters who were
here for that week at a time. We ar-
ranged most frequently for transporta-
tion for them, so that the poor could
participate. We have never had any des-
ignation of politics. We select these peo-
ple the same way we select our academy
appointees, without any regard for poli-
tics.

In addition to that, we have had six
interns each summer. In addition, we
have other programs. At the present
time, I have two youngsters from Iowa
colleges working in the office on college
related programs. They are here for a
semester each.

One of the things which has bothered
me about the business of ecology, just to
cite a parallel situation, is that I have so
many teachers saying, “Why can we not
get some Federal funds so that I can buy
material to teach environment fo my
students?”

Any sociology, biology, botany, or
chemistry teacher who is worth his salt
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has been teaching environment all these
years. Any teacher of government, if he
is worth his salt, should be able to teach
something about government.

BSad to relate, as the gentlewoman
from Oregon says, too many of these
instructors do not know anything about
the Government or even the textbook
from which they teach. I have thought
perhaps I may have accomplished more
with this kind of program if I had had
the instructors for a month or a semester
at a time rather than having students,
because we touch so few even though we
keep the office filled with these people.

I am a teacher. I have a master's de-
gree in education, a permanent profes-
sional certificate to teach.

We tried to arrange a study program
with a pretest and a posttest, and I
know these youngsters learn something
about government when they are here
for a week or a month or a semester.
But it seems very foolish from an educa-
tional or pedagogical standpoint to say
that we are going to spend $10 million
to have some department of Government
select youngsters who are going to work
at various levels.

There is nothing in the world which
precludes a teacher in a town anywhere
in the United States from taking her
class to the council meetings, to the pub-
lic meetings on issues that exist, or from
taking classes to the court room when
there are court cases pending. All those
things can be done easily and free. We
have, as Members know, buses in almost
every school district in the country to-
day to transport students back and forth
to the city offices and county offices. Most
of the States have some kind of program
to bring students to the State capital.

What I am trying to say is this: I
believe in educating the young in gov-
ernment. We would merely exert a pin
prick with this effort we are talking about
here this afternoon in what has to be one
of the poorly considered sections of the
bill.

It is a big program. It is the shortest
title in the bill, I believe. We ought to
devise a program which will reach more
people, which will seek to have these
teachers utilize the facilities that are
available without cost.

One of the tragedies of all this Federal
aid is that teachers are getting to the
point that any teacher thinks we cannot
do anything educationally unless we get
Federal funds to do it. I believe we stifie
a lot of initiative which should be in-
volved in these programs.

I am totally sold on an intern program,
but I am also totally opposed to this
hastily considered title in this bill. I
will vote for the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Texas.

So that I will not take other time later,
I should like to make a little legislative
history with the gentlewoman from
Oregon regarding a title which is coming
up later.

We have some small colleges which
are worrying because they have dormi-
tory space for both men and women.
Sometimes they must go out and recruit
more men because they have more rooms
available in the men’s dormitories than
in the women’s dormitories. Can we make
a little legislative history here which
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would say to the agency that we are not
going to bring up the matter of sexual
discrimination if this little college tries
to fill its dormitories or to otherwise op-
erate in a sensible manner in this re-
gard?

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. KYL. Of course I yield to the gen-
tlewoman.

Mr. GREEN of Oregon. Maybe we
should have some political interns to
work on this program. It is my under-
standing that most of the domitories
arounc the country are going coeduca-
tional, anyhow, so I do not think that
would be a major factor in the con-
sideration of title X,

Mr. KYL. But I have had some college
presidents contact me—today, as a mat-
ter of fact—worrying about it. They say
sometimes they have a block of rooms
available in this dormitory, the first
president who spoke to me said that he
was operating a church-related school
and they do not have coeducational
dormitories.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. The only thing
I can say is I hope institutions would ad-
mit students on the basis of their educa-
tional qualifications and what they can
learn in the institution rather than on the
number of dormitory rooms available of
one kind or another.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the White substitute.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
substitute amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. WHITE) and the
amendment offered by my good friend
from Texas (Mr. BROOKS).

Mr. Chairman, I have been in Congress
for a long time and I have supported each
and every educational measure that has
ever been here. I have during my career
been a strong supporter of Federal aid to
education, general Federal aid to educa-
tion, and have actively and vigorously
supported and voted for a host of pro-
posals such as this every time they come
to the Congress. In the Commerce Com-
mittee where I sit I have been an active
supporter of education legislation where
it deals with health and medical facilities.

I think there may be some merit to the
section we are now addressing ourselves
to, title IX, but I would point out that
first of all there were no reports on the
title here before us. The departmental
agency never communicated with the
Congress on this. There were no hearings
whatsoever.

I have had interns in my office, and
my experience with them has been a very
happy one. I have had fine young people
who have come home to my district and
are well satisfied that the Government is
a good one and that it serves the people
well. They have participated and contrib-
uted valuably to the affairs of my office.

But I think there is something that
ought to be before this body at this par-
ticular time_ We have a very large bill
here. Literally hundreds of millions of
dollars are authorized in it. We have to
recognize, however, the amount of money
that is available for expenditure inside
the Federal Government for education is
far less than that which is really needed.
For the major portions of this bill we
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have to recognize that most of them are
going to be funded less than the amount
authorized and most will be funded less
than the amount of the true need. Most
of them indeed are going to have signifi-
cant cuts, Some will be eliminated from
the budget in their entirety before it
comes to the Congress and after it leaves
the Congress. Even after we have appro-
priated most or a large portion of the
funds, many sections of the bill will be
diminished significantly or eliminated
altogether. We have to look at the ques-
tion of priorities here.

There is a need for interns, but we
ought to establish that need before we
proceed. We ought to look at the content
of the bill to see what the program is
going to be and how it will function.

I think there is something else, and
that is the real point to which I arose
today. We should give very serious con-
sideration to the intern program title in
relation to the other sections of the bill—
the sections dealing with the NDEA, the
national defense scholarships, and the
other programs of assistance to needy
scholars; the program to assist our
higher education facilities.

I think we ought to wonder whether
or not, in fact, we are slicing a rather
too small salami much thinner than it
really should be sliced by the ineclusion
of this $10 million.

Mr. Chairman, I have the idea that the
young people who are covered in other
parts of this bill will derive much more
benefit than we would give to those who
would receive benefits under the interns
for political leadership section.

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

Mr. DINGELL. Of course I yield to my
colleague from Michigan.

Mr. CONYERS. I want to make sure
that I understood the gentleman cor-
rectly when he stated that he has sup-
ported all bills that have come out of the
Education and Labor Committee.

Mr. DINGELL. I cannot remember vot-
ing against one.

Mr, CONYERS. What about the Emer-
gency School Aid Act which was under
consideration in the House just 2 days
ago?

Mr. DINGELL. I can tell the gentle-
man my reasons for opposing that bill,
which are about the same as they are
here. We do not need specific aid for
specific programs that may or may not
serve the entire interest and purpose of
this country.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, has not my
friend had any unpleasant experience
with the intern program?

Mr. DINGELL. No; I have had a de-
lightful experience with my interns and
feel that they have done a good job.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the substitute amendment offered by the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. WHITE) for
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. BROOKS) .

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

TELLER VOTE WITH CLERKS

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers.
Tellers were ordered.
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Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers with clerks.

Tellers with clerks were ordered; and
the Chairman appointed as tellers Mr.
WHITE, Mr. BrRooks, Mr. EscH, and Mrs.
GREEN of Oregon.

The Committee divided, and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 229, noes
149, not voting 52, as follows:

|Roll No. 347]
[Recorded Teller Vote]
AYES—229

Fuqua
Galifianakis
Gaydos
Gettys
Glaimo
Goldwater
Goodling
Gray
Griffin
Gross
Grover
Gude
Hagan
Haley
Hall
Hammer-
schmidt
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha
Hastings
Hays
Henderson
Hicks, Wash.
Hillis
Hogan
Hosmer
Hull
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Johnson, Calif,
Johnson, Pa,
Jonas
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn,
Kazen
Keating
Eeith
Kemp
Eing
Euykendall
Kyl

Abbitt
Abernethy
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Archer
Arends
Ashbrook
Ashley
Belcher
Bell
Bennett
Betts
Bevill
Blackburn
Bow
Bray
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Byrnes, Wis.
Cabell
Caflery
Camp
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Conable
Coughlin
Crane
Danlel, Va.
Davlis, Ga.
Davis, S5.C.
Davls, Wis.
Delaney
Dellenback
Dennis
Devine
Dickinson
Dingell
Dorn
Dowdy
Downing
Dulski
Duncan
Dwyer
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Eshleman
Fascell
Findley
Pisher
Flowers Murphy, I11.
Flynt Myers
Ford, Gerald R. Natcher
Forsythe Nelsen
Frelinghuysen Nichols
Frey O'Eonski
Fulton, Tenn, Passman

NOES—149
Aspin
Badillo
Begich
Bergland
Biaggl
Bingham
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Brademas

Pelly

Pettis
Peyser

Pike

Poage

Poff

Powell
Price, Tex.
Quie
Quillen
Randall
Rarick
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Rogers
Roncalio
Rousselot
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth

8t Germain
Sandman
Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Schmitz
Schneebeli
Schwengel
Scott
Sebelius
Shoup
Shriver
Slkes

Sisk

Bmith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Spence
Springer
Btaggers
Steed
Stelger, Ariz.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefisld
Stuckey
Sullivan
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif.
Terry
Thompson, Ga.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner
Wampler
Ware
Whalley
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wigeins
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Winn
Wyatt
Wydler
Wyman
Yatron
Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.
Zion

Zwach

Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta
Lennon
Lent

Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
MecCollister
McCulloch
McEwen
McFall
McKevitt
McMillan
Mahon
Mallliard
Mann
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Mayne
Michel
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Md.
Minshall
Mizell
Monagan
Morse

Abourezk
Abzug
Addabbo
Albert
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif,
Anderson,
Tenn.
Annunzio

Brasco
Burke, Mass.
Burton
Byron
Carey, N.Y.
Chisholm
Clay

Collins, I11.
Conte
Conyers
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Holifield
Horton
Howard
Jacobs
Karth
Kastenmeier
Kluczynski
Eoch

Kyros

Corman
Culver
Daniels, N.J.
Danielson
de la Garza
Dellums
Denholm
Dent
Donohue
Dow

Drinan

du Pont
Eckhardt
Edmondson
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg

Esch

Pickle
Podell
Preyer, N.C.
Price, 111.
Pryor, Ark,
Pucinski
Rallsback
Rangel
Reid, N.Y.
Reuss
Rodino
Roe
Rooney, N.Y.
Rostenkowski
Roush
Roy
Roybal
Ryan
Sarbanes
Scheuer
Seiberling
Shipley
Stanton,
James V.
Steele
teiger, Wis.
Symington
Thompson, N.J.
Tiernan
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Waldie
Whalen
Wilson,
Charles H.
Wolft
Wrylie
Yates
Zablocki

MecCormack
McDade
McEay
McKinney
Macdonald,
Mass,
Madden
Matsunaga
Mazzoli
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mikva
Miller, Calif.
Minish
Mink
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moorhead
Morgan
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, N.XY.
Nedzi
Nix

Evans, Colo.
Fish

Flood

Foley

Ford,

Willlam D.
Gallagher
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Grasso
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Hamilton
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Wash.,
Harrington
Harvey
Hathaway Obey
Hawkins O'Hara
Hechler, W. Va. O'Neill
Heckler, Mass. Patten
Helstoskl Pepper
Hicks, Mass. Perkins

NOT VOTING—52

Fountain
Fraser
Frenzel
Garmatz
Gubser
Halpern
Hébert
Jarman
Eee
Lloyd
Long, La.
Long, Md.
McClure
McDonald,
Mich.
Martin
Mills, Ark.
Montgomery

Adams
Anderson, I11.
Aspinall
Baker
Baring
Barrett
Biester
Blanton
Blatnik
Broyhill, Va.
Byrne, Pa.
Carney
Celler

Cotter
Derwinski
Diggs
Edwards, La.
Evins, Tenn.

Patman
Pirnie
Purcell

Rees

Rhodes
Riegle
Robison, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Calif.
Stanton,

J. Willlam
Stokes
Teague, Tex.
Vander Jagt
Wright

So the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. WHITE) as a
substitute for the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
Brooks), was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. BROOKS) as
amended by the substitute offered by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. WHITE) .

The amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 198, line 4:

TITLE X—PROHIBITION OF SEX
DISCRIMINATION

Sec. 1001. No person in the United States
shall, on the basis of sex, be excluded from
participation in, be denied the benefits of,
or be subjected to discrimination under any
educational program or activity receiving
Federal financlal assistance, except that this
subsection shall not apply—

{1) in the case of an educational institu-
tion in which substantially all the students
are of the same sex,

(2) for seven years from the date an edu-
cational institution begins the process of
changing from being an institution which
admits only students of one sex to being an
institution which admits students of both
sexes, but only if it is carrying out a plan
for such change which is approved by the
Commissioner of Education, or
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(3) to an educational institution which
is controlled by a religious organization and
where the application of this subsection
would not be consistent with the religious
tenets of such organization.

Sec. 1002. Each Federal department and
agency which is empowered to extend Fed-
eral financial assistance to any education
program or activity, by way of grant, loan, or
contract other than a contract of insurance
or guaranty, is authorized and directed to
effectuate the provisions of section 1001 with
respect to such program or activity by issuilng
rules, regulations, or orders of general applic-
ability which shall be consistent with
achievement of the objectives of the statute
authorizing the financial assistance in con-
nection with which the action is taken. No
such rule, regulation, or order shall become
effective unless and until approved by the
President, Compliance with any requirement
adopted pursuant to this section may be ef-
fected (1) by the termination of or refusal
to grant or to continue assistance under such
program or activity to any recipient as to
whom there has been an express finding on
the record, after opportunity for hearing, of
a failure to comply with such requirement,
but such termination or refusal shall be
limited to the particular political entity, or
part thereof, or other recipient as to whom
such a finding has been made and, shall be
limited in its effect to the particular program,
or part thereof, in which such noncompliance
has been so found, or (2) by any other means
authorized by law: Provided, however, That
no such action shall be taken until the de-
partment or agency concerned has advised
the appropriate person or persons of the
fallure to comply with the requirement and
has determined that compliance cannot be
secured by voluntary means. In the case of
any action terminating, or refusing to grant
or continue, assistance because of fallure to
comply with a requirement imposed pursu-
ant to this section, the head of the Federal
department or agency shall file with the
committees of the House and Senate having
legislative jurisdiction over the program or
activity involved a full written report of the
circumstances and the grounds for such ac-
tion. No such action shall become effective
until thirty days have elapsed after the
filing of such report.

Sec. 1003. Any department or agency action
taken pursuant to section 1002 shall be sub-
Ject to such judicial review as may otherwise
be provided by law for similar action taken
by such department or agency on other
grounds. In the case of action, not otherwise
subject to judicial review, terminating or
refusing to grant or to continue financial
assistance upon a finding of failure to comply
with any requirement imposed pursuant to
section 1002, any person aggrieved (includ-
ing any State or political subdivision thereof
and any agency of either) may obtain judi-
clal review of such action in accordance with
chapter 7 of title 5, United States Code, and
such action shall not be deemed committed
to unreviewable agency discretion within the
meaning of section 701 of that title.

Sec. 1004. Nothing contained in this title
shall be construed to authorize action under
this title by any department or agency with
respect to any employment practice of any
employer, employment agency, or labor orga-
nization except where a primary objective of
the Federal financial assistance is to provide
employment.

Sec. 1005. Nothing in this title shall add to
or detract from any existing authority with
respect to any program or activity under
which Federal financial assistance is extended
by way of a contract of insurance or
guaranty.

Sec. 1006. (a) Clause (1) of section 701
(b) of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 is
amended by inserting after “thereof” the
followlng: “(except with respect to employ-
ees of a State, or a political subdivision there-
of, employed In an educational institution)".
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(b) Section 702 of title VII of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 is amended by the inser-
tion of a perlod after “religious activities"
and the deletion of the remainder of the
sentence.

Sec. 1007. Paragraph (1) of subsection (a)
of section 104 of the Civil Rights Act of
1957 (42 U.S.C. 1976¢c(a) ) is amended by in-
serting immediately after “religion,” the fol-
lowing: “sex,” and paragraphs (2), (3), and
(4) of subsection (a) of such section 104 are
each amended by inserting Immediately
after “religlon"” the following: *, sex".

Sec. 1008, Section 13(a) of the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 is amended by the
insertion after the words “the provisions of
sections 6” of the following: *“(except sec-
tion 6(d) in the case of paragraph (1)).”

Sec., 1009. (a) Subsection (1) of section 3
(r) of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938
is amended by the deletion of the words “an
elementary or secondary school” and the in-
sertion of the words “a pre-school, ele-
mentary or secondary school.”

(b) SBection 3(s)(4) of such Act 1Is
amended by deleting “an elementary or sec-
ondary school” and inserting “a pre-school,
elementary or secondary school”.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that title X be considered
as read, printed in the Recorp at this
point, and open for amendment at any
point.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Oregon?

There was no objection.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chairman,
I move that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. WricHT, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Commit-
tee, having had under consideration the
bill (H R. 7248), to amend and extend the
Higher Education Act of 1965 and other
acts dealing with higher education, had
come to no resolution thereon.

TO COMMEND THE INTERGOVERN-
MENTAL COMMITTEE FOR EURO-
PEAN MIGRATION FOR SUCCESS-
FULLY PERFORMING VALUABLE
HUMANITARIAN WORK ON THE
OCCASION OF ITS 20TH ANNIVER-
SARY

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, I offer
House Concurrent Resolution 417 and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the concurrent resolu-
tion as follows:

H, Con. REs. 417

Whereas upon the initiative of the Con-
gress of the United States of America the
Intergovernmental Committee for European
Migration was established on December 5,
1951, for the purpose of making arrange-
ments for the resettlement in countries over-
seas which offer opportunities for orderly
immigration, consistent with the policies and
the laws of the countries concerned, of Euro-
pean refugees who fled from persecution be-
cause of their religious bellefs, race, or na-
tionality, and of other emigrants from Euro-
pean countries;

‘Whereas the foundations for the establish-
ment and the development of the Inter-
governmental Committee for European Mi-
gration were lald by the Congress in the Dis-
placed Persons Act of June 16, 1948, in the
Economic Cooperation Act of 1850, in the
Mutual Security Act of 1951, and in the
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Refugee Relief Act of 1953, and the cur-
rent membership of the United States in the
Intergovernmental Committee for European
Migration is authorized pursuant to section
2(a) of the Migration and Refugee Assist-
ance Act of 1962;

Whereas thirty-one governments with a
demonstrated interest in the principle of
free movement of persons between coun=
tries, which is embodied in the United Na-
tions Declaration of Human Rights, presently
constitute the membership of the Intergov-
ernmental Committee for European Migra-
tion and share in the costs of its operations;

Whereas in the course of its existence the
Intergovernmental Committee for European
Migration has assisted over one million eight
hundred thousand men, women, and chil-
dren, one-half of whom were homeless ref-
ugees, to reach new homelands and recon=
struct their lives in freedom from fear and
oppression while contributing by their skills
and toil to the development and welfare of
the countries which offered them hospitality;
and

Whereas the Intergovernmental Commit-
tee for European Migration will celebrate the
twentieth anniversary of its creation in
December 1971: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That the Inter-
governmental Comimittee for European
Migration has successfully discharged the
humanitarian task imposed upon it by its
constitution and by the governments of the
countries who exercise thelr membership
rights in the Committee, and, in order that
this gravely needed humanitarian work may
go on, the United States will continue to give
the Intergovernmental Committee for Euro-
pean Migration full support and assistance.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
Jersey?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
reserving the right to object, may I ask
the distinguished gentleman from New
Jersey, has this concurrent resolution
been cleared with the ranking Republi-
can Member, the gentleman from Ohio?

Mr. RODINO. Yes, it has been.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I withdraw my reservation of objection.

Mr, RODINO. Mr. Speaker, it is par-
ticularly fitting that the Congress of the
United States commend the Intergovern-
mental Committee for European Migra-
tion on the ocecasion of its 20th anniver-
sary. For, it was at the initiative of the
Congress, that this international com-
mittee, now with 31 member nations, was
established in 1951 outside of the frame-
work of the United Nations. This orga-
nization, independent of the United Na-
tions and its Iron Curtain country par-
ticipants, was thus able to approach the
task of resettling over 1 million dis-
placed persons, refugees, and escapees
left in European camps in the aftermath
of World War II. Something had to be
done to alleviate the suffering of these
unfortunate victims of war and ICEM,
as the Intergovernmental Committee for
European Migration is known, quickly,
after its founding, met the challenge,
and I am most pleased to say successfully
performed the humanitarian task of re-
setting hundreds of thousands of persons
who could not help themselves.

As refugees, escapees, and national mi-
grants from the overpopulated areas of
Europe were resettled in new lands of
opportunity, the question arose whether
ICEM had outlived its usefulness and per-
haps could be disbanded. However, the
fluctuating times of the last decade dem-
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onstrated that it was more evident than
ever that ICEM has an important role
to play in world harmony and was and
is looked upon by its member nations as
a very necessary instrument to alleviate
pressures within certain areas, to lend a
helping hand to refugees, and to relocate
skilled persons to countries which could
not reach their potential in development.

Today, the existence of ICEM is as vital
and necessary as it was during the years
when displaced persons from the refugee
camps in Europe were being resettled.
ICEM was there in 1956 to offer all types
of assistance to the refugees from Hun-
gary. More recently ICEM was there to
help those refugees from Czechoslovakia
who were able to escape from the crush-
ing pressure of communism resulting
from the Russian intrusion inte that
country.

It is a fact of life that political, social,
and economic upheavals have and will
continue to create new groups of people
who look to a better life in different parts
of the world. On completion of its 20th
year, ICEM will have assisted over 1,800,-
000 persons in their resettlement, mainly
from Europe to overseas countries.
Among them were close to 900,000 refu-
gees. ICEM is certainly to be congratu-
lated for its great contribution to the
free world and for the orderly and pro-
fessional way it has carried out its pur-
pose on this 20th anniversary of its
creation.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, I am
particularly pleased to join in support of
House Concurrent Resolution 417—a
tribute to the Intergovernmental Com-
mittee for European Migration upon the
occasion of the 20th anniversary of its
creation in December 1971.

Historically the United States of
America has ever responded to the needs
of refugees from all lands with com-
passion, with understanding and with
sympathy. I think it is important that
all Americans should know of the leader-
ship the United States provided for ICEM
in its inception and in its 20 years of
service to unfortunate refugees.

The late great Tad Walter and the
late great Chauncy Reed, as Members of
the Congress of the United States, were
instrumental in writing the constitution
for ICEM in 1951. Since that date, with
the continued support of this body, ICEM
has compiled a tremendous record of
humanitarian service to homeless ref-
ugees and victims of oppression. More
than 1,800,000 men, women, and children
have been assisted in finding new homes
and new lives free from fear and op-
pression by this splendid international
organization.

1 congratulate ICEM upon its splendid
record of achievement and wish for it
continued success in the service of all
mankind.

The SPEAKER. Is there cbjection to
the request of the gentleman from New
Jersey?

There was no objection.

The concurrent resolution was agreed
to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on House Concur-
rent Resolution 417.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
Jersey?

There was no objection.

——— =

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

(Mr. ROUSSELOT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, on
Monday, November 1, I was detained in
the Loz Angeles area on official business.
It was necessary for me, on behalf of
my Post Office and Civil Service Com-
mittee, as ranking minority member of
the Subcommittee on Census and Sta-
tistics, to meet with the officials of the
Regionai Office of the Bureau of Census.
Had I been here, I would have voted as
follows:

On rollcall No. 329, the Emergency
School Aid Act (H.R. 2266), I was paired
against and would have voted “no.”

On rollcall No. 330, Federal credit
union insurance (H.R. 9961), I would
have voted “aye.”

On rollcall No. 331, prison drug treat-
ment (HR. 8389), I would have voted
uaye-u

On rollcall No. 332, temporary assign-
ment of U.8. magistrates (HR. 9180), I
would have voted “no.”

On rollcall No. 333, amending the Nar-
cotic Addict Rehabilitation Act (H.R.
9323), I would have voted “aye.”

On rollcall No. 335, amending the Small
Reclamation Projects Act (H.R. 7854), I
would have voted “aye."”

On rollcall No. 336, The Farm Credit
Act of 1971 (H.R. 11232), I would, have
voted “no.”

On rolleall No. 338, I would have helped
to defeat the motion to adjourn as there
was still other important legislation that
the House should take the time to
consider.

PRAYER AMENDMENT
CONTROVERSY

(Mr. SCHWENGEL asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to take this opportunity to
call to the attention of my colleagues an
excellent letter to the editor in today's
Washington Post. The letter was written
by Charles L. Black, Jr., luce professor
of jurisprudence at the Yale Law School.
His letter constitutes one of the most
astute analyses of the prayer amend-
ment controversy which I have seen to
date., I urge all of you to read it. I will
insert it in today’s Extensions of Re-
marks.
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GALLAGHER INTRODUCES RESOLU-
TION URGING THE EXEMPTION
OF CANADIAN IMPORTS FROM
THE 10-PERCENT SURCHARGE

(Mr. GALLAGHER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend his
remarks and include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to introduce a ‘“‘sense of the House"”
resolution to preserve and strengthen the
historic friendship between the United
States and Canada by exempting Cana-
dian imports from the 10-percent sur-
charge. I am very pleased that this meas-
ure has drawn bipartisan support and
I now list my colleagues who have co-
sponsored the resolution:

Hon. BerLrAa Aszuc, Democrat of New
York, Hon. JoHN DuNcAN, Republican of
Tennessee, Hon. DoNALD FRASER, Demo-
crat of Minnesota, Hon. FRANK HORTON,
Republican of New York, Hon. Lioyp
Meeps, Democrat of Washington, Hon.
WiLLiam RANDALL, Democrat of Missouri,
Hon. HENrRY SMmiITH, Republican of New
York, Hon. SAMUEL STRATTON, Democrat
of New York, Hon. VERNON THOMSON,
Republican of Wisconsin, and Hon. Sip-
NEY YATES, Democrat of Illinois.

Mr. Speaker, the President's August 15
announcement imposing a 10-percent
surcharge on all imports into the United
States set off shock waves of consider-
ably greater magnitude in our neighbor
to the north than any of the anticipated
effects of the forthcoming Amchitka
nuclear blast. A wave of resentment
swept Canada, and Canadian leaders
gave powerful expression to the feelings
of their people.

I believe the resentment in Canada
over including their exports to the
United States is justified. The resolution
I introduce today sights the long and
close friendship with Canada, the in-
creasingly close social and culfural ties
between the citizens of our two sovereign
nations, and the irritant nature of the
surcharge, This feeling is widely shared,
of course, in other nations of the world,
but I contend that our relations with
Canada are unique, and thus should lead
our Government to take special and un-
usual actions in exempting Canada from
that surcharge. My reasons are several.

First, those cultural and social ties of
which the resolution speaks are made
startlingly clear by the fact that almost
90 percent of the Canadian population
lives within 100 miles of the American
border. When one considers the free and
easy passage over that border by citizens
of both nations, we can see that 90 per-
cent of the Canadian population has had
close contact with Americans. We do not
only share a common border, but, in a
very real sense, the people of Canada and
the people of the United States share a
common destiny, and any unnecessary
irritant can only rebound unfavorably to
the United States.

Second, the trade relations with Can-
ada are unique. A remarkable fact is that
Canada’s annual purchases from the
United States approximate the com-
bined annual American exports to Ja-
pan, Great Britain, France, and West
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Germany. There seems to be a widely
held misconception that Japan is Amer-
ica’s largest customer; the fact is that
Canada alone bought twice as much in
1970 from the United States than did
Japan. In 1970, Canada bought $9.1 bil-
lion, Japan $4.6 billion. Canada takes
one-fourth of all American exports, and
so we see that Canadian prosperity is
essential to American prosperity. Again,
we are forced to the conclusion of the
uniqueness of the relations between our
two countries and we must recognize
that any action by the United States
which threatens Canadian prosperity
must adversely affect our own pros-
perity.

Third, it is a fact that Canada’s pros-
perity is threatened by the surcharge.
Canadian exports to the United States
represent two-thirds of all Canadian ex-
ports to the nations of the world. Those
exports account for one-fifth of the Ca-
nadian gross national product. Even be-
fore the imposition of the surcharge,
Canada had the highest unemployment
rate of any industrialized nation, and
the surcharge struck particularly heav-
ily at the manufacturing sector which
accounted for much of that unemploy-
ment.

Fourth, Canadian security and Amer-
ican security are inextricably inter-
twined. We must ask ourselves what the
impact on the American national de-
fense would be if Canadian pro-Amer-
icanism would be replaced by anti-
Americanism. Naturally, Canada has its
own view of its own national security,
but it is a partner in NATO and the
NORAD system is a vital component of
our own defense.

Canada is now a Pacific power and an
Alaskan power, in addition to its tradi-
tional emphasis on Europe. The Cana-
dian view of its own national interests
can never be taken for granted by the
United States and this is as it should
be in relations between equals. The
emerging expressions of Canadian na-
tional identity makes it imperative, in my
view, that our leaders recognize the great
mutuality of interests and any unneces-
sary irritant, such as the surcharge, de-
means the unigue position Canada oc-
cupies in any sophisticated and informed
view of American national interests.

Fifth, the entrance of Britain into the
Common Market undoubtedly will force
both the United States and Canada to
reassess some of their trading relations
with our mutual English friends. It is
not unreasonable to suggest that the pos-
sibility of losing at least some of the
British market will make the mutual
trade between Canada and the United
States even more important than it is
today. We must also not overlook an
additional event which occurred with the
last few weeks. The trip of Soviet Pre-
mier Kosygin to Canada, while it is too
early to know the full impact, must be
regarded by America’s leaders as some-
thing which may jeopardize the close re-
lations between Canada and the United
States. To continue the imprudent and
unwise surcharge at a time when such
great flexibility is now being offered to
all the leaders of the world is an example
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of American insensitivity to situations
which possibly could run to its own na-
tional interests.

Mr. Speaker, I have had the privilege
to lead the House delegation to the Can-
ada-U.S. Interparliamentary Group for
the past 11 years and during that time I
have made close and lasting friends
among members of the Canadian Parlia-
ment. Many outstanding addresses have
been given at our yearly meetings, but
last year I was privileged to hear per-
haps one of the finest speeches of my life.
It was given by the Honorable Michael
Grattan O'Leary of the Canadian Senate,
and I would like to conclude my remarks
today with Mr. O'Leary’s wise and elo-
quent words:

And now I want to say something about
Canada, about our relations with our own
great land. The people of Canada, llke the
people of the United States, are basically
North Americans, inheritors of the thoughts
and traditions of Europe, but also the chil-
dren of geography, products of the environ-
ments, the emotions, the driving forces, the
faith, the dreams and the forms of expres-
sion of the North American Continent. Yet
there is a difference—a difference I plead
with you to not forget. For while Canada
and the United States may have the same
basle cultures, they each at the same time
have domestic and other tasks and prob-
lems—political, social, and economic—which
differ widely. Canada’s particular responsi-
bilities, her government, her constitutional
structure, her ideals and aspirations, her
memories and milestones, even her discords,
are facts in her existence which cannot be
approached understandably or usefully by
another country even though that country
be as friendly as yours. Only Canadians can
know and resolve such things, and we are
determined to resolve them in our own way,
in the indispensable way of a sovereign so-
ciety. A bit of this continent, from earth
to sky, we want to call our very own.

Wanting that, resolved to have it, we need
not be enemies, but will pray always that as
God has made us nelghbors, justice must
make us friends.

Measured by human history, yours is a
young country. Yet standing at the cockcrow
and the morning star, you are at a pinnacle
of power, with an awesome accountability to
history. If in discharge of that responsibility
you seek peace, we as an ally and friend
will walk with you always. For if peace be but
a pause to identify the next enemy, if our
world be unable to find a moral equivalent
for the hydrogen bomb, then despair will
have the last word, death’s pale flag be again
advanced, and this planet will cease to be
the abode of men. I end, then, with the invo-
cation Vive Canada! and God bless and save
America!

Mr. Speaker, truly, God has made us
neighbors with Canada and I am intro-
ducing the resolution today to exempt
Canadian imports from the 10-percent
surcharge in the hope that justice will
continue to make us friends. At this point
in the Recorp I include the text of my
resolution:

RESOLUTION

Whereas Canada and the United States
have shared a common border marked by
peace for more than a hundred and fifty
years; and

Whereas ninety percent of the Canadian
population lives within one hundred miles
of the United States; and

‘Whereas increasingly close cultural and
social ties have developed between the
citizens of both countries; and
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Whereas the prosperity of both countries
depends upon the maintenance and growth
of economic relations between them; and

Whereas measures in either country that
impair these relations affect adversely the
prosperity of both countries and provide an
irritant in their continued close association;
and

Whereas the annual purchases of Canada
from the United States approximate the
annual combined purchases from the United
States of Japan, Germany, Great Britain and
France; and

Whereas the Canadian Government has ex-
pressed its deep concern about the impact
on its economic well-being and continued
close relations with the United States as a
result of the surcharge levied on Canadian
exports to the United States: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the House
of Representatives that Canadian products
be exempt from the application of the im-
port surcharge levied by the President of the
United States.

LET US FREEZE GOVERNMENT TOO,
1971 AIRCADE MEETINGS OF
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from
Georgia, (Mr. BLACKBURN) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, on
Friday, November 5, in my home city of
Atlanta, business and community leaders
from throughout the southeastern area
will attend one of the 1971 Aircade meet-
ings which the Chamber of Commerce of
the United States is holding in 15 cities
across the country.

One of the highlights of the meeting
sessions is the display of a copy of a full
page advertisement which was placed by
the national chamber in the Washing-
ton Post, the Washington Evening Star,
and the Washington Daily News.

The heading of the advertisement re-
flects the content of the national cham-
ber’s message. It says: “Let’s freeze gov-
ernment too."”

The purpose of the national chamber’s
Aircade meetings is to inform citizens on
the important legislative issues pending
before the Congress, and to answer ques-
tions from these concerned citizens on
these issues—including questions regard-
ing the prospects of our Nation's economy
under the coming phase II of the eco-
nomic stabilization program.

The meetings, and the advertisement
message, are gaining attention, not only
from those attending the meetings, but
from the news media as well.

Members of the Congress should an-
ticipate communications from constitu-
ents who have participated in these
worthwhile Aircade sessions. For your
information, these regional meetings be-
gan October 25 in Albany, N.Y., and the
rest of the schedule includes the follow-
ing:

October 26, New York City; October
27, Indianapolis; October 28, St. Paul,
Minn.; October 29, Omaha; November 1,
Portland, Oreg.; November 2, San Fran-
cisco; November 3, St. Louis; November
4, Dallas; November 5, Atlanta; Novem-
ber 8, New Orleans; November 9, Tampa,
Fla.; November 10, Winston-Salem, N.C.;
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November 11, Lansing, Mich., and No-
vember 12, Cleveland.

Spokesmen for the national chamber
are flying from city to city by chartered
aircraft to put on these meetings.

Mr. Speaker, I include in the RECORD
the content of the national chamber's
advertisement, and also copies of an edi-
torial from the St. Louis Globe-Demo-
crat commenting on it, and news stories
from the New Rochelle, N.¥., Standard-
Star and the St. Louis Post-Dispatch
concerning the message:

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 21, 1971]
LeEr Us FrEeZE GOVERNMENT, Too

A MESSAGE ADDRESSED TO THE FPRESIDENT AND
MEMBERS OF THE CONGRESS

Under the current program of controls and
freezes, you are:

Asking working men and women to make
sacrifices In holding down wage demands.

Asking businessmen to make sacrifices in
holding down prices.

What sacrifices will government make?
Government surely doesn’t want to ask others
to make sacrifices it isn't prepared to make
itself. If your program to control inflation is
to succeed, government must do two things:

1. Cut federal spending.

2. Restrain the creation of money through
the Federal Reserve System.

It is unfair to control the economlic de-
cisions of people—while letting federal
spending run rampant. Government must
do its part—it, too, must show self-discipline.

To halt inflation federal government

spending must be frozen—better yet—ocut,
and the money supply restrained. Economic
controls deal with the results of inflation.
Frozen or reduced spending is one sure way
to reduce inflationary pressures. As wage and
price increases are deferred, so too should
new federal programs be

spending for
deferred.

It is also time for Congress and all agen-
cies of government to evaluate existing pro-
grams by their measurable results and get
rid of the deadwood programs that have a
proven record of ineffectiveness. Congress too
seldom reviews the need for legislation pre-
viously enacted.

Will you, Mr. President and Members of
Congress, face up to these needs?

Only you have the authority to inves-
tigate, hold hearings, ask questions and sit
in judgment of these spending questions.

If you don’t know where and how to stop
spending, then you should set up the proper
mechanism to find the answers.

If the citizens of the United States must
struggle under economic controls then gov-
ernment should, in all equity, restrain its
own actions, with emphasis on reduced
spending and a restrained money supply.

It is time for government to cooperate with
the American taxpayer in this fight agalnst
inflation.

Mr. President and Members of Congress,
the responsibility is yours.

This advertisement is sponsored by the
Chamber of Commerce of the United States
as a means of informing the American people
of the absolute need for reduced government
spending. It is hoped that other concerned
groups will sponsor similar ads in newspapers
throughout the nation.

[From the 8t. Louls (Mo.) Globe-Demoecrat,
Oct. 22, 1971]
Now Ler Us PrREEZE FEDERAL SPENDING

In all of the pronouncements about Phase
2, President Nixon and his advisors have been
curiously silent on one very important part of
our economy—federal spending.

The national Chamber of Commerce on
Thursday gave the Administration a not-
very-subtle reminder of this omission as it
ran full-page ads in three Washintgon news-
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papers saylng “Now let’s freeze federal spend-
ing,"” or, better still, cut the national budget.

This was aimed at Congress as well be-
cause its members have consistently voted
more funds than President Nixon asked for—
at last count about $4 billion to $5 billion
more in the current year.

It will be interesting to see if members of
Congress can be restrained in their spending
in the year before the general election. It
probably would take tremendous pressure
from the public to prevent politicians from
voting huge amounts for their favorite fed-
eral projects.

The President and Congress should be put
on notice by the public that it won't tolerate
further deficit spending.

The big deficits are one of the principal rea-
sons the Nixon Administration was unable to
contain inflation without resorting to a
freeze and controls.

Phase 2 definitely should include a strin-
gent blueprint for balancing the federal
budget. Just as the battle against inflation
should have been started years ago, the fight
to balance the budget has been delayed far
too long.

The myth that the deficit is useful to
stimulate the economy has been exploded. It
simply hasn't done the job. There is no good
reason why the federal budget can't be bal-
anced if waste and excessive spending are
eliminated.

The trouble is that no one, from the Presi-
dent on down, has had the fortitude to cut as
drastically as must be done to achieve this
balance.

We suspect, however, that public pressure
will grow for such cuts as more and more
Americans recognize how futile and damaging
federal deficit-spending has been.

[From the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, Oct. 21,
1971]

Urces FrREeEzE oN U.S. BPENDING

WasHINGTON —The United States Chamber
of Commerce placed full-page advertisements
in all three Washington newspapers today
under the caption, “Let's freeze government

The text is a public message addressed to
the President and Congress, urging that fed-
eral spending “be frozen—better yet, cut,”
and and that growth of the money supply be
halted.

The advertisement notes that government
is asking sacrifice of workers in restraining
their wage demands and of business in hold-
ing down prices.

“What sacrifices will government make?
. . . It i1s unfair to control the economic de-
cisions of people—while letting federal spend-
ing run rampant. Government must do its
part—it, too, must show self-discipline,” it
SaYS.

%‘he chamber's executive vice president,
Arch N, Booth, said 12,000 copies were being
reprinted for distribution across the country
in the chamber’s 16-day series of meetings on
the economy with businessmen in 15 cities,
starting Monday. Booth said local business-
men would be urged to place similar adver-
tisements.

[From the Standard-Star, New Rochelle
(N.Y.), Oct. 22, 1971]
You TicHTEN BELT, C. oF C. TELLS UNITED
STATES
(By Peter Behr)

WasHINGTON.—The U.S. Chamber of Com=~
merce is telling the federal government to
tighten its own belt if it expects the rest of
the nation to sacrifice.

“What sacrifices will government make?”
asked the chamber, in full-page advertise-
ments Thursday in Washington’s three daily
newspapers. “It is unfalr to control the eco-
nomic decisions of people—while letting
federal spending run rampant.”

The chamber intends to distribute the
message nationwide.
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Until the mid-August freeze began, the
only voluntary federal government economic
sacrifice of note in recent years was Housing
Secretary George Romney's refusal to accept
a 822,000 pay raise last year.

Even the high minded Romney gave in and
took the full $60,000 this year when none of
his fellow cabinet members saw fit to emulate
his gesture.

But with the freeze came several presi-
dential decisions intended to show that the
federal government was willing to push itself
away from the table, too.

President Nixon sald he was ordering a 85
billion cut in federal spending, to balance
the tax cuts he sought to stimulate consumer
spending.

This cut nicked federal white collar work-
ers and the military most directly. A six
per cent pay increase waiting for 1.2 million
federal employes on Jan. 1, 1972 has been
deferred until July 1, saving $1.3 billlion.

And the federal payroll would be trimmed
by 100,000 jobs by next July, mostly through
attrition, Nixon ordered. When fully effective,
this decision would save $800 million a year,
the administration said. Another $600 mil-
lion would be saved in various housing, for-
eign ald and pollution programs.

But the administration seemed to have
its tongue in its cheek when it listed the
rest of the savings,

The President sald he was “deferring” the
start of revenue-sharing and welfare reform,
thus “saving” a total of $2.2 billlon. Few in
Congress believed that either of those pro-
grams would have passed this year.

Some congressmen—especially those with
federal installations in thelr districts—
howled In protest over the delayed federal
pay railses. Why single federal employes out
for a special sacrifice, they asked?

Others noted that raises since 1960 in-
creased federal salaries 76 per cent overall
compared to a 43 per cent Increase for pri-
vate white collar workers, and Congress up-
held Nixon's decision.

These sacrifices do not satisfy the chamber,
however, nor the conservatives who are ap-
palled by the flow of federal red ink.

The federal budget should be cut and the
growth of the money supply should be sharp-
ly restrained, urged the chamber.

Conservatives lost their argument for a
balanced federal budget a year ago, when
President Nixon junked that old Republican
concept in favor of defielt spending—which
he counted on to generate more consumer
spending, more employment and a faster
economic recovery.

The Democratic-controlled Congress saw
Nixon's bid and raised him $4.2 billion over
the current federal budget so far, to be
precise.

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. Hocan) is recognized for
5 minutes.

AUDIT OF HEW

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, I have sent
the following letter to the Honorable
Elmer B. Staats, Comptroller General:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., November 3, 1971.
The Honorable ELMER B, STAATS,
Comptroller General, General Accounting
Office, Washintgon, D.C.

Dear Mn. Staats: I would like to request
that the General Accounfing Office under-
take an audit of the administrative proce-
dures of the Department of Health, Educa-
tion and Welfare's enforcement of Title VI
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as well as
provisions of the Emergency School Act pro-
gram applicable to discrimination.

My request arises from information fur-
nished me regarding the negotiations be-
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tween the staff of the Title VI section of
the Department of Health, Education and
Welfare and the Prince Georges County
School Board.

In addition, I would like to request that
the General Accounting Office review the
transeript of the hearing record of Oectober
18th, 1971, between HEW and Prince Georges
County as part of the procedural method-
ology of HEW. There exists a strong possi-
bility that the administrative remedy be-
ing applied by HEW in such matters In-
volving respondent school districts may be
a denial of due process of law and may con-
stitute bhoth Intimidation and harassment
through the threat to deny funds appro-
priated by Congress. You should be aware
that Prince Georges County Board of Edu-
cation has filed a complaint for Injunctive
Relief in Federal District Court, Baltimore,
Maryland. I have enclosed a copy for your
information,

I fully understand that the General Ac-
counting Office may not be able to proceed
in a matter currently before the courts.
Nevertheless, I feel that the procedures them-
selves as presently applied by HEW are such
that failure to investigate immediately would
result in injustices to other school districts
not now in litigation.

Although I am interested in a general
broad review of HEW procedures in imple-
menting desegregation plans and in the with-
holding of funds for non-compliance, I am
particularly concerned with the following
questions:

1. Are exactly the same guldelines and
procedures in effect throughout the entire
nation and are they being enforced uni-
formly?

2. Do HEW procedures take into full ac-
count the real exigencies of long-range
budget planning required of school boards,
including existing teacher contracts?

3. Are school boards, in effect, surprised
or hamstrung by last-minute changes in the
granting of HEW funds they had every rea-
son to expect?

4, Does HEW initiate non-compliance ac-
tions which depend for thelir validity on in-
formation not on hand at the time of the
initial action?

5. Are the non-compliance procedures of
HEW, as currently executed, tantamount to
treating the school boards as if they are
guilty until proven innocent?

8. Are there ways the execution of non-
compliance procedures could be improved
to provide better service to assist the school
boards in complying?

I urge that the General Accounting Office
undertake a general review of the Depart-
ment of Health, Education and Welfare's
policies and procedures at the earliest pos-
sible date and expeditiously report its find-
ings to the Congress.

Sincerely,
LawRENCE J. HOGAN,
Member of Congress.

I have asked that the Comptroller Gen-
eral take this step because I am con-
vinced that the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, through its ad-
ministration of the law, is acting in a
manner which is arbitrary, capricious
and biased.

Recently, the Board of Education of
Prince Georges County, Md., was singled
out by HEW as being in violation of title
VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. I
might add that in 1969 the Board took
the steps required of it by HEW in order
to integrate the facilities which HEW
specified at that time as being the only
ones in violation of the act.

Upon receipt of HEW's letter alleging
violation of title VI, the school board
responded by asking HEW to specify how
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they were in violation or which schools
within the system offended the law or to
suggest procedures to remedy the prob-
lem.

HEW officials refused to respond fo the
request for specific information and ini-
tiated a noncompliance action without
scheduling an administrative hearing. It
would appear that HEW in its voracious
appetite to implement social experiments
is willing to forgo due process of law.

The issue here is not race, it is not even
busing. It is whether or not the Federal
Government can violate its own regula-
tions in its attempts to administer acts
of Congress—and that issue affects every
schoolchild in the Nation.

Mr. Speaker, it is ridiculous for a
school board to be forced to resort to the
Federal Courts because an agency of the
Federal Government violates its own ad-
ministrative regulations. Congress must
investigate this matter and, if it is found
that HEW is systemadtically and deliber-
ately ignoring established principles of
law, those responsible must be dismissed
from the Government of the United
States and the Congress must act to in-
sure proper administrative procedure.

I request permission here to insert the
Complaint for Injunctive Relief filed by
the Prince Georges County School Board
for my colleagues to study. ;

[In the United States District Court, for the
District of Maryland, Civil Actlon No. 1
Boarp oF EpucaTioN OF FPRINCE GEORGES

CounTY, MARYLAND, UPPER MARLBORO,

Mp. 20870, PramntiFFp vs. Eirror L.

RICHAERDSON, SECRETARY, U.S, DEPARTMENT

oF HeEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 330

INDEPENDECNE AVENUE S.W., WASHINGTON,

D.C., DEFENDANT

COMPLAINT, FOR INJUNCTIVE RELIEF

Plaintiff, Board of Education of Prince
George's County, Maryland, alleges as
follows:

1. This is an action for Injunctive relief
brought against an officer of the United
States Code, Annotated, as amended, Section
1391 (e).

2. Jurisdiction of this Court is founded
upon Title 28, United States Code, Annotated,
as amended, Section 2201. The matter in con-
troversy, exclusive of interest and costs, ex-
ceeds the sum of value of §10,000.00 and
arises under the Constitution and laws of the
United States.

3. That the Plaintiff, Board of Education of
Prince George's County, Maryland, is a body
corporate and politic, existing under and by
virtue of the laws of the State of Maryland
and is charged with establishing and main-
taining the educational policles affecting the
public education of 163,000 school pupils in
sald County.

4, That the Defendent, Elliot L. Richard-
son, as Secretary of the United States De-
partment of Health, Education and Welfare,
is an official of the United States of America,
having under his Immediate jurisdiction the
United States Office of Education and the
Office for Civil Rights, among others, and in
such capacity has control and supervision
over Federal financial assistance granted an-
nually to Plaintiff in the course and conduct
of its operation of a public school system, as
aforestated.

5. That the Plaintiff, Board of Education of
Prince George's County, Maryland, presently
operates under an approved annual budget
of approximately $154,900,000.00, of which
sum Federal financial assistance in the ap-
proximate amount of $14,000,000.00, in vari-
ous segments under varying programs, is
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dispensed by those Departments, agencies
and offices as are under the jurisdiction of
Defendant, Elllot L, Richardson, as afore-
stated.

6. That absent specific directions ensuing
from the Defendant, his officers and agents,
Plaintiff has indicated an unwillingness to
summarily and arbitrarily shift and trans-
port thousands of its public school students
at great cost and expense to the fiscal levy=-
ing authorities of Prince George’s County as
well as to the hardship and discomfort of
such public school students involved, solely
for the purpose of achieving racial balances.
neither designated nor defined by Defend-
ant, In such of its predominantly minority
race populated schools as may have resulted
from recent population shifts within Prince
George's County.

7. That as a result thereof, Defendant,
pursuant to the provisions of Sectlon 80.8(b)
of Title 45 C.F.R., through J. Stanley Pottin-
ger, Director, Office for Civil Rights, issued on
August 20, 1971 a letter to Plaintiff, inform=-
ing Plaintiff that the Department operated
by Defendant has, on its lowest administra-
tive level, determined that Plaintiff was not
in compliance with Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, advising Plaintiff that
saild matter was referred to the Office of
General Counsel, further informing Plaintiff
that administrative enforcement proceedings
would be initiated against Plaintiff.

8. That, resulting from the issuance of
the letter aforesaid and pending the outcome
of administrative proceedings, commitments
for Federal financial assistance for all new
activities would be deferred.

9. That on or about August 23, 1971 De-
fendant instituted administrative proceed-
ings against Plaintiff and others, designat-
ing same as No. S-25 with the Administrative
Proceeding Sectlon under the jurisdiction of
Defendant and titling same as a “Consoll-
dated Compliance Proceedings Pursuant to
Section 602 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
and Implementing Regulations issued as Re-
quired Thereunder.”

10. That the docketing of such proceedings
was instituted with a Notice of Opportunity
for Hearing which was mailed to Plaintiff
timely and in proper form.

11. That pursuant to the rights vested in
Plaintiff under Section 81.56 of Title 45
C.F.R., Plaintiff filed with Defendant on or
about September 8, 1971 a Request for More
Definite Statement in order that Plaintiff
could properly answer the charges brought by
Defendant.

12. That, contrary to the rules and regu-
lations issued by Defendant, In proceedings
of this nature, on or about September 16,
1971, Defendant filed as a Response to a Re-
quest for More Definite Statement a refusal
to supply Plaintiff with the particulars de-
manded by Plaintiff, asserting and alleging
instead that Defendant is not obligated to
furnish Plaintiff with particulars required
by Plaintiff before Plaintiff can file an answer
in said administrative proceeding.

13. That as of the date of the filing of the
instant proceedings Defendant has failed to
appoint a Hearing Examiner to hear and
decide the preliminary issues between Plain-
tiff and Defendant, to wit: whether or not
Defendant is obligated to furnish Plaintiff
with particulars of the allegations made in
the Notice of Opportunity for Hearing.

14. That on or about September 20, 1971,
Defendant, through its Office of Education,
notified Plaintiff that Plaintiff was in viola-
tion of Item F of Part V of the Assurances
given by Plaintiff to Defendant under the
Emergency School Assistance Program, Part
181, Title 45 C.F.R., notifying Plaintiff simul-
taneously that an Administrative Hearing
was scheduled for October 1, 1971.

15. That within four days of the Notice
referred to immediately hereabove, Defend-
ant issued an Order of Designation appoint-
ing a Hearing Examiner for the purpose of
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conducting an Administrative Hearing to de-
termine whether or not Plaintiff was in fact
in violation of the Assurances allegedly given
under Item F, Part V of the Emergency
School Assistance Program.

16. That pursuant to Plaintiff’s claim that
the lack of statutorily required time between
the Notice for Hearing and the Hearing itself
prevented Plaintiff from properly preparing
a defense of this particular proceeding, the
Hearing Examiner, on October 1, 1871, con-
tinued sald proceeding until October 18, 1971.

17, That an evidentiary Hearing was held
on October 18, 1971 at which time Defend-
ant filed with said Hearing Examiner 27
different exhibits for the purpose of proving
Defendant’s case against Plaintiff.

18. That simultaneous to the pendency of
all other matters, Defendant, on or about
September 28, 1971, through Lloyd R. Hen-
derson, Director, Educationa] Division, Office
for Civil Rights, ordered Plaintiff to furnish
Defendant, on or before November 1, 1971,
with at least 11 different items of voluminous
and detalled information, dating back to the
year 1054 in some instances, sald request
being made by Defendant under the aegis
of Sectlon 80.6 of Title 45 CF.R.

19. That Plaintiff alleges that Section 80.6
of Title 45 C.F.R. is inapplicable to Plaintiff
at this time as sald Section clearly relates
to the right of Defendant to “ascertain com-
pliance”; and Defendant having already made
an initial and preliminary determination
that Plaintiff is not in compliance, Defend-
ant may resort only to his rights of discovery
under Sections 81.76 et seq. of Title 45 C.F.R.

20. That Defendant’s hesitation to appoint
a Hearing Examiner to permit Plaintiff a pre-
liminary administrative determination on
Plaintifi’'s Demand for Particulars coupled
with the simultaneous issuance by Defend-
ant of a Demand for Information pursuant
to Section B0.6 aforesaid, when taken in light
of Defendant's immediate and spontaneous
determination of charges made under the
Emergency School Assistance Program as re-
ferred to In Paragraphs 14, 15, 16 and 17
hereabove is arbitrary, capricious, illegal and
an abuse of the discretionary powers vested
in Defendant by virtue of Defendant’s own
published rules and regulations guaranteeing
due process in the conduct of any hearing.

21. That the Defendant, through his offi-
cers and agents, Is resorting to corollary and
ancillary administrative procedures and tac-
tics for the sole purpose of harassing and
intimidating Plaintif and seeking by im-
proper means information required by De-
fendant to sustain Defendant’s original alle-
gation of non-compliance as referred to In
Paragraph 9 hereabove.

22. That the burden of proving the allega-
tions asserted by Defendant is upon the De-
fendant and Defendant’s resorting to multi-
ple charges of non-compliance, through the
different arms and agencies of Defendant,
when in fact but one issue is involved, is an
illegally constituted procedure to avold De-
fendant’s own administrative rules and regu-
lations pertaining to the conduct of hearings.

23. That Defendant has advised Plaintiff
that unless Plaintiff furnishes Defendant
with the voluminous information requested
allegedly pursuant to Section 80.60, Title 45
C.F.R. as referred to in Paragraph 18 here-
above on or before November 1, 1971, De-
fendant would immediately cause a cessation
of all existing funding to Plaintiff, institut-
ing against Plaintiff yet another administra-
tive proceeding.

24, That Plaintiff stands itself ready, will-
ing and able to defend Defendant’s allega-
tions of non-compliance brought pursuant
to Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
provided that Defendant, his officers and
agents, conduct themselves in the prosecu-
tion of these charges in a manner entitling
Plaintiff to full due process under law and
strictly in accord with rules and regulations
related to same as promulgated by Defendant.
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25. That Defendant Instead is denying
Plaintiff his right to an Administrative Hear-
ing in full accord with established rules and
regulations related to due process, and by
continually threatening Plaintiff with corol-
lary unrelated issues for the sole purpose of
seeking evidence from Plaintiff is illegal, con-
stitutes continuing harassment and denial
of due process and an abuse of the discre-
tionary powers vested in Defendant.

Wherefore, Plaintiflf demands:

1. That this Court permanently enjoin and
restrain Defendant, Elllot L. Richardson, his
officers and agents, from conducting any
further corollary or ancillary proceedings, or
threats and Intimidations thereof, until De-
fendant has conducted a full Hearing in ac-
cordance with established administrative
procedures set forth in Defendant’s own pub-
lished rules and regulations pertaining to
Administrative Hearings on allegations of
non-compliance under Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964.

2. That, pending the final determination of
the issues ensuing in the Consolidated Com-
pliance Proceeding against Plaintiff, as filed
by Defendant as Docket No. 8-25 on August
23, 1971, as aforesaid, this Court permanently
enjoin and restrain Defendant, Elliot L.
Richardson, his officers and agents, from pro-
ceeding against Plaintiff, Board of Education
of Prince George’s County, Maryland, in any
manner other than that prescribed for under
Sections 81.51 through 81.107, both Inclusive,
of Title 45 C.F.R.

3. That this Court permanently enjoin and
restrain Defendant, Elllot L. Richardson, his
officers and agents, from proceeding agalnst
Plaintiff, Board of Education of Prince
George's County, Maryland, in any manner
whatsoever related to an alleged violation of
any of the assurances given under Federal
financlal assistance programs supervised by
Defendant, until first a Hearlng Examiner
has been appointed in the Consolidated Com-

pliance Proceedings against Plaintiff, as

Docket No. 8-25 on August 23, 1971, and
Plaintiff, Board of Education of Prince
George's County, Maryland's preliminary
motions have been disposed of.

4. For such other and further relief as this
Honorable Court might deem just and proper
to enable Plaintiff, Board of Education of
Prince George's County, Maryland, full ad-
ministrative relief.

Respectfully submitted,
Paur M. NussBaUM,
Attorney jor Plaintiff.

VIETNAM—WAS IT WORTH IT?

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. KEmp) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, the families
of American prisoners of war and Ameri-
can soldiers missing in North Vietnam
formed, some time ago, an organization
dedicated to securing the release of their
relatives and to getting better treatment
for them by the Communists.

The name of the organization is the
National League of Families of American
Prisoners and Missing in Southeast Asia.
Not long ago this group elected the 15
persons who will serve as its board of
directors for 1971-72.

The new board is as follows:

Col. Edwin L. Brinckmann, 620 Hamilton
Drive, Newport News, Va. 23601.

Mr. George Brooks, 168 Cresthaven Drive,
Newburgh, New York 12550.

Mr. Robert Brudno, Apt. A1428, 3600 Chest-
nut St., Philadelphia, Pa. 19104.

Lt. Col. (Ret.) Paul J. Burns, 5021 Joe
Herrera, El Paso, Texas 79924,
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Mr. John B. Coker, 618 Erudo St., Linden,
New Jersey 07036.

Mr. Harry Dunn, 303 W. 19th, Hutchison,
EKansas 8T7501.

Mrs. Evelyn Grubb, 307 Nozwood Drive,
Colonial Heights, Virginia 23834.

Captain Robert D. Hagerman, 4951 Nest-
meoreland, Dayton, Ohio 45431.

Mrs. Carole Hanson, 24112 Birdrock
Toro, California 92630.

Mrs. Patricia Hardy, 649 Matchwood Place,
Azusa, California 91702.

Mrs. Iris Powers, 905 6th St., SW., Apt. 104,
Nashington, D.C. 20024,

Mrs. Barbara Rausch, 34 Idlewood Ave.,
Hamburg, New York 14075.

Mrs. Sybil Stockdale, 547 A Avenue, Coro-
nado, California 92118.

Mrs. Sallle Btratton, 8801 Woodcastle Drive,
Dallas, Texas 75217.

Mrs. Joan Vinson, 2607 Chillds Lane, Alex-
andria, Virginia 22308,

Mrs. Carole Hanson was elected chair-
man of the board and Mr. George Brooks
was elected vice chairman.

One of the issues was whether the
league would go into politics in its effort
to get the prisoners turned loose or
whether it would remain “humanitarian”
in its activities. This, generally speaking,
meant trying to bring pressure on the
Communists through a campaign of pub-
lic education, and not getting involved in
how the war would be ended. Hanoi has
deliberately refused to abide by the
Geneva. Convention for the humane
treatment of prisoners of war. Further-
more, there is evidence that American
prisoners have been physically and men-
tally tortured. The Communists have
kept gifts and letters from them and
have refused to give out information
about missing Americans, who are
known to be in captivity.

The proposal to become active politi-
cally included some members of the
league who simply feel that the present
program will not get results. I think also
that it included others who are fervent
doves and want to make any concession
which will end the war and get the pris-
oners released, even if this means sur-
render to the Communists by both the
United States and South Vietnam.

Overwhelmingly, however, the league
members voted to remain “humanitari-
an.” I think this is the right course for
a variety of reasons, some of which I
will outline.

In the first place, Hanoi spokesmen
have been insisting that all that was
necessary to get the prisoners turned
loose was for the American Government
to fix a date for the removal from Indo-
china of all American soldiers.

The propaganda line began to be ped-
dled after President Nixon said several
months ago that he would not remove
American troops from Indochina while
the Communists continued to hold and
abuse American POW's.

Mr. Speaker, an outery arose imme-
diately from dovish elements that the
prisoners would be freed if only a date
for getting American troops out of Indo-
china was fixed in 1971.

For example, on July 11, Clark M.
Clifford, Secretary for Defense for sev-
eral months under President Johnson,
said he had reliable information that
such a swapout could be arranged. He
did not give the names of his informants,

x., El
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but Mr. Clifford evidently believed that
they spoke for the government in Hanoi.
He was backed up by Averell Harriman,
who has a long and distinguished public
service career and who headed the Amer-
ican delegation in Paris when the thus
far barren peace negotiations began with
Hanoi representatives. Either Mr. Harri-
man had assurances similar to those
given Mr. Clifford by Communist spokes-
men, or he was convinced by what the
former Secretary of Defense had told
him.

Only a short time before Mr. Clifford
said he believed that the prisoners would
be released in return for an official
promise to get American troops out of
Vietnam in 1971, Anthony Lewis, of the
New York Times, had written a story
which made the former Defense Secre-
tary’s statement sound very convincing.

Under a Paris dateline, Mr. Lewis said
that a “high ranking North Vietnamese
leader—Le Duc Tho, Hanoi member of
the Politburo—says that the new Com-
munist offer to return American prison-
ers of war if American forces are with-
drawn by end of 1971 is not dependent
on a political settlement in South Viet-
nam.”

Then on September 11, 1971, Senator
GeorGE McGoverN, of South Dakota,
stated that he had been told, by official
Hanoi spokesmen, that the question of
the release of the prisoners in return for
fixing a date for American troops to leave
Vietnam would be separated from other
points in a T-point, very hard line peace
proposal made by the Hanoi delegation
in Paris on July 1, 1971. Senator Mc-
GoverN, who has announced his can-
didacy for the Democratic nomination
for the Presicency, and who is one of
the country’s leading doves, made it very
plain that he believed the prisoner re-
lease and troop withdrawal would be a
deal which would stand on its own bot-
tom. The South Dakota Senator said he
had talked for 6 hours with Xuan Thuy,
the top Hanoi negotiator, and Dinh Ba
Tri, deputy Vietcong delegation chief.

The evidence that the return of the
prisoners could be affected by announc-
ing a date to bring the troops back this
vear had piled up at this point. To many,
including some of the families of the
POW'’s, the swapout began to sound sim-
ple and desirable.

In reality, the Communists would have
gained a great advantage, since undoubt-
edly they would have insisted that their
deal must include the return of all our
military personnel, among them airmen,
and technical and advisory personnel.

Such a transacton at this point prob-
ably would result in a South Vietnamese
defeat. All the sacrifices made by this
country to preserve the freedom of the
South Vietnamese and independence of
Southeast Asia, would have been com-
pletely in vain. There are those who scoff
at the domino theory, the argument that,
for example, the fall of South Vietnam
would be followed by the Communist
conquest of the other countries of Indo-
china. To me, this conquest seems quite
logical. If we desert the South Vietnam-
ese before they can defend themselves,
I see no reason to doubt that the Com-

munists will have little difficulty in tak-
ing over the rest of Indochina. The whole
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balance of power in the Mideast would
be altered. By way of illustration, let me
say that I have always felt that the fact
that we fought communism in South
Vietnam led to the downfall of pro-Com-
munist Sukarno in Indonesia and the
consequent elimination of almost all
Communist influence in that nation. We
have fought to preserve the freedom of
the South Vietnamese, but, as I see it,
we have primarily fought in our own in-
terest. I wish that I could believe that
Communist designs for further conquests
had been abandoned but I see no proof
that they have been.

But, suddenly and for reasons which
are unfathomable to me, Hanoi made it
plain that it had no intention of turn-
ing the prisoners loose in return for our
fixing a date for troop withdrawal.

Mr. Speaker, the Communists han-
dled the matter crudely indeed, so crude-
ly that it seemed that they not only
wanted to refute Senator McGoOVERN, Mr.
Clifford, Mr, Harriman, and others who
had been taken in by the swapout pro-
posal, but wanted to humiliate them
as well.

As I have already stated, Senator Mc-
Govery made his announcement on
September 11. Only 5 days later, on
September 16, 1971, the Hanoi delegation
in Paris officially announced that it stood
by all the terms of the tough seven point
peace proposal made on July 1. The
Hanoi spokesmen emphasized that
among the two most important points
were the dismantling of all our Viet-
namese military bases and that President
Thieu, of South Vietnam, must be
thrown out of office. This meant, of
course, that the North Vietnamese were
demanding a Communist-dominated re-
gime in South Vietnam. This would be
the prelude to a mass murder of South
Vietnamese supporters which would ap-
pall the world, including some of those
in this country who now argue that we
should surrender no matter what the
conseguences.

As I recall, Senator McGovern did not
try to explain why Hanoi had let him
down, nor have I read any comment from
Mr. Clifford and Mr. Harriman, although
those mentioned were by no means all
those who were taken in.

There was some press comment on the
Communist propaganda switch, but I
have seen no satisfactory explanation
for the turnabout. Hanoi had a good
thing going, Why it was thrown away
continues to puzzle me for, whatever may
be said about them, the Communists, all
things considered, are among the most
skillful propagandists in the world.

I do not think my interpretation of
the rebuff given Senator McGovern and
other doves is farfetched. In this connec-
tion, a Washington Post story by
Jonathan C. Randal under a Paris date-
line of September 16 said in commenting
on the sudden toughening of the Com-
munist stance on peace terms:

Nguyen Thanh Le, Hanol's press spokesman
at the stalemated peace talks, drove home
the change by insisting the Vietcong’s seven
point peace proposal “forms a whole” and
that it was “indispensable to reach agreement
on the whole” package program.

More optimistic impressions voiced by an-
tiwar Senator George McGovern (D.-S5.D.)

39105

and a hitherto unquestioned statement by
Le Duc Tho, a Hanol Politburo member, were
left in shreds. (Emphasis supplied.)

In all likelihood, Hanoi’s inexplicable
abandonment of the pretense that it
would let the prisoners go in return for
fixing a date for the return of American
troops figured in the vote by the families
of the POW’s not to go political.

In all probability also, league members
during their struggle to get their kins-
men home, have learned a lot about the
Communists.

They have learned that the Commu-
nists have a long and consistent history
of breaking agreements. Just by way of
reminder, do you recall the vigorous and
successful campaign to persuade the
United States to halt the bombing of
North Vietnam. In so many words, the
doves told us that, if the bombing were
only halted, it would be a long, long step
toward peace. A solemn agreement to
halt was made. We kept our part of the
bargain. The Communists broke theirs
and quickly. I think peace is nearer than
it was, not because we halted the bomb-
ing, but because the war in Indochina
has been going against Hanoi.

I think we can get our prisoners back
but only if we are realistic and only if
we make the Communists realize that
they cannot have peace—and they must
be war weary indeed—unless they stop
flouting the Geneva Convention and un-
less they return the prisoners we know
they are holding. They must also return
those who are listed as missing, but are
held as captives and they must account
satisfactorily for other Americans who
are missing in Indochina, or as satisfac-
torily as they can.

Mr. Speaker, I think it is appropriate
at this point, to include the article by
Walt Rostow appearing in the September
21, 1971, issue of Look mazagine:

VieTNaMm: Was It WorTH IT?
(By Walt W. Rostow)

“If we mindlessly walk away . .
make sure it was not worth it."”

The costs to us of the struggle in South-
east Asia make sense only if you agree with
the last six American Presidents that the
United States will be endangered if a po-
tentially hostile power gains control of Asia,
and that control over Southeast Asia is eriti-
cal to the fate of all Asia.

Southeast Asia contains nearly 300 mil-
lion people—as many as Africa or Latin
America. It commands the sea routes of
the South Pacific and the eastern Indian
Ocean. It is a buffer area separating the two
giants, China and India. If any single pow=-
er attempts to seize control of Southeast
Asia, the other major powers must Instinc-
tively react.

America, for example, passively stood by
while the Japanese took over Manchuria in
1831 and then seized the major cities of
China. But in 194041, the Japanese moved
into Indochina and toward Indonesia. Presi-
dent Roosevelt had every interest at that
time in concentrating American attention
and resources on rearming at home, and on
ald to Britain and, then, to Russia. But he
refused to accept passively the Japanese
take-over of Southeast Asia and the balance
of power in Asia, including control of the
sea routes to Australia, New Zealand and In-
dia. He cut off shipments to Japan of oil and
scrap metal, and he froze Japanese asseis

in the US.
Indochina was at the center of cur diplo-

. we shall
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matic dialogue with Japan right down to
the eve of Pearl Harbor.

For similar reasons, President Truman
threw our resources behind the French in
Indochina at the time of the EKorean War,
despite reservations about the viability of
French colonialism.

The same rationale lay behind President
Eisenhower’s (and the Senate's) support
for SEATO in 1954-55; President Kennedy's
policies in Laos and SBouth Vietnam and his
flat afirmation of the domino theory on
September 9, 1963; President Johnson's ba-
sic Vietnam decisions of 1965; and President
Nixon's insistence that America withdraw
from Vietnam in ways compatible with sta-
ble peace.

Throughout this period of at least 30 years,
it has been U.S. policy to sustain the inde-
pendence of Southeast Asia from potentially
hostile control. But sacrifice for a policy that
cannot succeed 1s meaningless or worse.
What have the sacrifices since 1965 achieved?

Look back and consider the panorama of
Asia in 1965.

South Vietnam was on the verge of defeat
and take-over, as the welight of North Viet-
namese regular-army units, introduced in
1964, was fully felt.

Indonesia was out of the United Nations,
in confrontation with Malaysia, making com-
mon cause with Peking, and eager to com-
plete what both Jakarta and Peking de-
scribed as a pincer movement to envelop
the whole of Southeast Asia, through a
“Jakarta-Phnom-FPenh-Hanoi-Peking-Pyong-
yang Axis"—a concept enunciated on Au-
gust 17, 1965, by President Sukarno himself.

Peking was proclaiming that “Thalland is
next.”

All of Asla knew that Its future hung in
the balance. Robert Menzies, then Prime

Minister of Australia, said if Vietnam fell, it
would be “not so very long” before Australla
would be menaced, And the danger was still
closer and more obvious in the other capi-
tals—as, for example, Macapagal, in Manila,
and Abdul Rahman, in Euala Lumpur, made

clear.

The domino theory was not just a theory
in the first seven months of 1965: every ob-
server of the scene knew the dominoes were
about to fall unless American power was
rushed into the balance.

Then, at the end of July, 1965, President
Johnson moved to commit American forces.

Now, silx years later, there is a different
Asia.

South Vietnam has harvested the greatest
rice crop in its history and is about to con-
duct its second presidential election under a
democratic constitution. Well over 90 percent
of its population live under reasonably re-
liable government administration.

Indonesia is independent and advancing
hopefully In economic and soclal progress,
after the successful defense of its independ-
ence in October, 1965, which, incldentally,
triggered the Cultural Revolution in China.

Asian regional organizations have come
into being; for example, the Asian and Pa-
clfic Council (ASPAC), the Assoclation of
South East-Aslan Nations (ASEAN), the
Asian Development Bank. These offer great
promise that in the future, Asians, working
together, can Increasingly shape their own
destiny.

Japan, now the third industrial power in
the world, is evidently prepared to use lts
expanding economic resources to help others
in the region whose modernization began
much later, but who are now moving forward
with astonishing momentum: South Korea,
Tailwan, Thalland, Malaysia, Singapore.

China is beginning to enjoy economic
progress after a decade of external frustration
and internal violence and is experimenting,
at least, with the idea of normalizing its re-
lations with Asia and the rest of the world.

Without the U.S. effort in Southeast Asia,
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there would now be no Ping-Pong diplomacy
and no presidential visit to Peking planned.

But all this is still precarious and fragile.

As the South Vietnamese assume increas-
ing responsibility for their own defense and
try to make a constitutional system work
(which very few post-colonial nations have
been able to manage), they feel every day
the threat of hasty, total American with-
drawal and the pressure of those who would
cut off all military ald to them in order to
guarantee a Communist victory.

North Vietnamese troops are embedded,
without a shred of legality, deep in Cambodia
and Laos, threatening the Mekong towns and
the Thal border. Not one weapon they carry
or shell they fire was manufactured in North
Vietnam. Putting aside their long-neglected
tasks of economic and social development,
the leaders in Hanol continue to pour young
men into the infiltration pipelines to South
Vietnam in an effort to destroy the process of
Vietnamization.

There Is a decent hope that in the years
ahead an Asla could emerge in which the
North Vietnamese will go back within their
own borders; the independent states will sur-
vive and increasingly work together; rela-
tions with China—and, indeed, North Viet-
nam—will be normalized; and the American
role will continue to diminish, while remain-
ing a relevant force in Asian and Pacific
affairs.

There is also a real danger that all that
has been achleved since 1965 by Aslans and
ourselves will be lost; that a vacuum will
develop in Southeast Asia which Peking, as
well as Hanol, will feel impelled to try to fill;
and that Asia will move from the promise of
stability and progress to chaos or a war far
worse than what we now see in Indochina,

Was 1t worth 1t? Clearly, the outcome of
the common effort is still uncertain, If we
mindlessly walk away from Asia, we shall
make sure It was not worth it. If we pa-
tiently stay the course, the suffering of these
years could be repaid with stable peace and
security for ourselves and the two thirds of
humanity who live in Asla.

What still remains to be done in Asia may
not, if we are wise, involve the use of much
American military force. Asians are now able
to do vastly more to defend themselves than
they were in 1965. And China, with some 50
Soviet divisions on its frontiers, may now be
influenced to move in more peaceful direc-
tions than in the past.

But our resources and our treaty guaran-
tees remain a decisive margin in the Asian
balance of power. We ought to ask ourselves
bluntly: What is likely to happen if we bury
the past and leave Asia to its own devices?

First, the end of Amerlca's commitment in
Southeast Asia would change the debate now
under way in mainland China. Powerful
forces there are working to move China to-
ward the long-delayed concentration of its
energies and talents on the modernization of
life. American withdrawal would inevitably
lead Peking to exploit its new opportunities
to the South. No one can predict the precise
form in which a nuclear China, with its huge
ground forces, would exercise 1ts power in the
vacuum we would create. But I cannot be-
lieve that Peking would remain passive.

Second, the nations of Southeast Asia, cer-
tainly as far as Singapore-—quite possibly as
far as Indonesia—would lose their independ-
ence, as for example, Lee Kuan Yew, Prime
Minister of Singapore, belleves; or they would
be forced into a protracted military or quasi-
military struggle that would force them to
abandon their exceedingly promising eco-
nomic, social and political development.

Third, Burma, in particular, would elither
fall under Communist domination or become
the scene of an Indian-Chinese struggle. For
Burma, not Tibet, is the point of strategle
danger for the Indian subcontinent—a warn-
ing consistently made to me in private by
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high and responsible officials of both India
and Pakistan.

Fourth, Japan and India would quickly
acquire nuclear weapons, and the Nonpro-
liferation Treaty would quite possibly die
elsewhere in the world as well. The willing-
ness of many nations to forego the produc-
tion of nuclear weapons depends on a care-
fully balanced calculation—a calculation
that says the United States can provide
greater security at less risk than going it
alone with a national nuclear capability. An
America that walks away from a treaty com-
mitment, after bringing into the field a half-
million of its armed forces and encouraging
a small ally to fight desperately for its inde-
pendence, would not be regarded as a reliable
ally on such a mortal issue as nuclear deter-
rence in Asia or anywhere else.

There are many, I know, who belleve that,
somehow, the United States can live safely
divorced from the fate of Asia.

I do not.

Thirty years ago, an Asian power, reaching
for Asian hegemony, was able to mount Pearl
Harbor.

There is already one nuclear power in Asla,
now moving to produce ICBM's. If we walk
away from our commitments in Asia, there
are liable soon to be at least three. Having
come in these hard years as close as we now
are to the possibility of stable peace in Asia,
I think it would be disastrous to throw in
our hand and leave future Americans to bear
the inevitable costs of a nuclear-armed Asla.

The more than 50,000 Americans—and the
more than one million Asians—who died in
this struggle for a stable, peaceful Asia de-
serve better of us.

U.5. CATHOLIC CONFERENCE OP-
POSES “PRAYER AMENDMENT”

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. Ropino) is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, next week
the House will vote on House Joint
Resolution 191, a proposed constitutional
amendment relating to the question of
prayer in public buildings. Considerable
controversy has developed on this issue,
so I was pleased today to receive a copy
of a news release which clearly sets forth
the position of the U.S. Catholic
Conference and outlines the conference’s
reasons for opposing the measure. The
conference’s position was announced by
Bishop Joseph L. Bernardin, USCC gen-
eral secretary, and I insert the news re-
lease in the Recorp at this point so my
colleagues may have it available during
their consideration of the proposal:

CaTHOLIC CONFERENCE OPPOSES “PRAYER

AMENDMENT"

WasHINGTON.—The TU.S. Catholic Confer-
ence has gone on record in opposition to the
so-called school prayer amendment, which is
currently before the House of Representa-
tives.

The conference's position was announced
by Bishop Joseph L. Bernardin, USCC Gen-
eral Secretary, who sald:

“I wish to emphasize that the conference
is not opposed to the concept of prayer in
public buildings nor unconcerned about the
vitally important matter of meeting the re-
ligious needs of children who attend public
schools.”

“Our oppesition to this amendment is
based on the conviction that it would ac-
complish nothing on behalf of the goals it
purports to serve and would represent a
threat to the existing legality of denomina-
tional prayer.”
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The text of the proposed constitutional
amendment, on which the House is expected
to vote November 8, states:

“Nothing contained in this constitution
shall abridge the right of persons lawfully
assembled in any public building supported
in whole or in part through the expenditure
of public funds to participate in nonde-
nominational prayer.”

Bishop Bernardin said:

“The subtle implication of the amend-
ment, therefore, is that ‘denominational’
prayer in public buildings is unconstitu-
tional. This is contrary to present law. De-
nominational prayers are used in many pub-
lic ceremonies, and in many parts of the
country public buildings are rented by
churches for denominational services. The
proposed amendment could only serve to
threaten the existing practice and worsen the
present situation.”

“Moreover,” Bishop Bernardin continued,
“the amendment cannot be justified as a
‘school prayer’ amendment. The amendment
does not say anything about state spon-
sorship of prayer in public schools as part
of the regular school day. Yet this was the
very thing the Supreme Court found un-
constitutional in the School Prayer cases.”

“Passage of the amendment,” he added,
“might lead many to think that something
serious has been done about the problem of
religious education of public school children.
In fact, nothing of any moment would have
been achieved.”

EMERGENCY SCHOOL AID ACT OF
1971 —CONGRESS REFUSES AID TO
SCHOOL DISTRICTS ATTEMPTING
TO DESEGREGATE

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. CoNYERS) is recognized
for 60 minutes.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, the de-
feat of the Emergency School Aid Act of
1971 is one of the worst votes of the year
in the House of Representatives. The
House is now on record as opposed to
Federal efforts to assist those school dis-
tricts which are being ordered to over-
come racial imbalances. By this vote, the
Congress has established that it has no
more intention of integrating the schools
than it has of integrating housing.

In spite of the fact that many school
systems are on the brink of collapse due
to lack of funds and of court orders re-
quiring costly changes, we have wit-
nessed the spectacle of Members of Con-
gress refusing to make Federal moneys
available to facilitate an orderly com-
pliance with the Constitution. The Su-
preme Court has declined to review a
Federal lower court’s ruling in the Pon-
tiac, Mich., school desegregation case; so
Pontiac will be forced to continue its
costly busing program to comply with
the Court’s decision. In my own city of
Detroit, a Federal court has found school
officials guilty of de facto and de jure
segregation and has ordered school au-
thorities to come up with a desegregation
plan which would involve both Detroit
and its suburbs. And, as the Washing-
ton Post has recently commented:

Judging from the number of school deseg-
regation cases now pending in lower courts,
it seems safe to predict that a large number
of communities as yet unaffected by court
order or statutory obligation will soon find
themselves in the turmoil that afflicts other
communities—North and South—already
working their way through the conflict, con-
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fusion and expense of rearranging their pub-
lie school systems.

Against this backdrop, it is incredible
that so many in this body seem intimi-
dated and compromised by the shrill
voices of bigotry and have themselves
added to the confusion by failing to come
forward with the leadership necessary to
pacify many of the confused around us.
Even among the members of the Michi-
gan Democratic delegation, known for its
liberalism, there is not a single white
members who supported the Emergency
School Aid bill.

Incredibly, some would prefer an in-
creased local tax burden on the parents
of children whom they profess to protect,
rather than be identified—even mis-
takenly—with a pro-busing position by
voting for this emergency assistance. In
my judgment, this is not only unbecom-
ing conduct, but it is the height of hy-
pocrisy and cowardice working hand in
hand.

You can run, but you cannot hide, Joe
Louis once said. Now the courts in case
after case are saying to this Nation—you
can run but you cannot hide—you might
delay and you might fulminate but equal-
ity will come. No matter what the women
with antibusing slogans emblazoned on
their T-shirts may tell us, equality is in-
evitable and undeniable, and if a racial
balance in our schools is necessary to
achieve that equality, it must come

It is 103 years since the 14th amend-
ment was proclaimed a part of the
U.S. Constitution. It is 75 years since
the Supreme Court established in
Plessy against Ferguson the doctrine of
“separate but equal” for black and white
races in interstate barriers. Yet, even in
this landmark decision, a presage of what
was to come was sounded by the lone dis-
senter, Justice Harlan, when he wrote:

The destinles of the two races, in this coun-
try, are indissolubly linked together, and
the interests of both require that the com-
mon government of all shall not permit the
seeds of race hate to be planted under the
sanction of law.

It is 17 years since Brown against
Board of Education of Topeka reversed
the separate but equal doctrine and es-
tablished that separate education is in-
herently unequal. It is instructive even
now to reread this watershed decision
for it laid the foundation for many sub-
sequent decisions of the Court, a founda-
tion which many of us seem to have for-
gotten or have chosen to ignore. Consider,
for example, these words delivered by
Chief Justice Warren:

In these days, it is doubtful that any child
may reasonably be expected to succeed in
life if he is denied the opportunity of an
education., Such an opportunity, where the
state has undertaken to provide it, is a right
which must be made available to all on
equal terms. . . . We conclude that in the
fleld of publlc education the doctrine of
‘separate but equal' has no place. Separate
educational facilities are inherently unequal.

Yet, we have again allowed ourselves
to be swept away by local passion. We
are told to forget busing as a way to elim-
inate racial barriers and, instead, to
raise the quality in the black schools. In
short, we are told to follow a policy
which guarantees apartheid in our so-
ciety. This policy is clearly unacceptable
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either as a means of achieving equality of
education or of achieving racial har-
mony in our society. The Kerner Com-
mission warned against the creation of
“two separate, warring societies” and
we were apparently not listening nor are
we listening now. Black children and
white children must learn to live and
grow together and that will never be
achieved by a permanent policy of sep-
aration.

The opponents of busing are hiding be-
hind their children to protect themselves
from the truth. Busing is not the issue
and children are not the issue. The real
issue is whether or not this country will
become what it says it wants to be—that
place in the world where freedom and
equality exist for all.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to my friend
and colleague from Maryland.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, I want
to take this opportunity to thank my dis-
tinguished colleague from Michigan for
taking the time to have this special order
in order to bring to the attention of this
body the fact that there is a continuing
failure to right the wrongs of the past.

I have discussed with my colleagues on
the floor the findings of the Louis Harris
poll, the recent poll which disclosed that
more and more black Americans in in-
creasingly large percentages are dem-
onstrating an absolute lack of credibility
in the white dominated institutions of
this country.

That same poll disclosed that more
and more black Americans are willing to
turn to more militant approaches in
order to achieve equality.

When I discuss this with my constitu-
ents they tell me it is your job, Mr. Con-
gressman, to try to restore credibility.
But how in the name of God can you or
I or others restore credibility when we see
this body act as it did on the matter
under discussion and when we see our
liberal friends turn away from us in
terms of this important piece of legis-
lation.

I am deeply grateful that the gentle-
man is taking the time to open this mat-
ter up before this entire body. I think it
must be done. I think we in so doing pro-
vide an answer to those who question
the growing lack of credibility on the
part of the white community in Amer-
ica.

Mr. CONYERS. May I say to the gen-
tleman that the pressures that he sug-
gests they make on us and that many of
us are under from our communities, we
see no real evidence of relief from the
ages of discrimination that have been
visited upon the black people of this
country. We are caught between an in-
tractable administration and a Congress
which is unwilling to appropriate Fed-
eral funds to assist in the solution of
this problem. The gentleman knows and
I know that most of the school districts
in America are susceptible to a court
suit on the same grounds that have been
brought in Detroit and Pontiac, Mich.,
and even in Maryland. Yet, Members of
this body, rather than going on record
as voting for Federal funds, if and when
they are needed in their own districts,
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would rather run the risk of burdening
their own taxpayers by refusing to ac-
cept the Federal relief which was of-
fered in the Emergency School Aid bill
which was under consideration this
week.

I contend most vigorously that that is
not the role of the Michigan Legislature.
This House has to tackle issues as im-
portant and bitterly debated as the slave
question was in this body 110 years ago.

Implicit in the arguments that led to
the Civil War was the question of what
to do with the black people in America.
That question, even with the Civil War,
has not been fully resolved. We are now
here today to ask for a resolution of a
small part of that question. What do we
do in the area of education where we
have to resolve the question of separate
schools that have existed for so long? We
must begin to demonstrate the moral
courage that has been sadly lacking in
so many instances, but most particularly
in the area upon which action was taken
on Monday. The gentleman is totally
correct in the fact that we need to con-
tinue our efforts along this line and that
we must take more special orders and
begin to articulate the argument that is
hidden in the language of hypocritical
rhetoric surrounding this problem.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield further, in the en-
tire long history of the story of the black
Americans to achieve freedom and lib-
eration in this country, from time to
time we have looked at one area of gov-
ernment as a source of relief. At one time
we looked at the administration in the
White House. Obviously, at the present
time that source of relief is not apparent
in the White House. On another occasion
we looked at the Supreme Court seeing
that as the vehicle and the bulwark to
protect our ecivil liberties and our civil
rights. Yet, that Court can no longer be
regarded as a bulwark. Therefore, we
can turn to no other place but this legis-
lative body. The action taken just a few
short days ago was demonstrable evi-
dence of the fact that this body will not
meet its responsibilities insofar as black
Americans are concerned.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

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

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York. =:

Mr. BADILLO. I thank the gentleman
for vielding and I want to commend the
gentleman for having brought about this
special order. I certainly believe that the
defeat of the Emergency School Act of
1971 was one of the worst votes of the
vear in this House.

But I want to call to the gentleman’s
attention, and to the attention of every
Member, that there is another even worse
vote that is in the offing that we will have
to take tomorrow or Friday, because it is
the intention of the chairman of the
subcommittee, the gentleman from IlI-
linois (Mr. Pucinski), not to bring back
the bill as it was approved by the com-
mittee, but to bring back a bill which in-
cludes everything that the committee ap-
proved plus a busing amendment, plus
an amendment to preserve the neighbor-
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hood schools. And that those of us who
defeated those two amendments in the
committee—and I want to make it clear
that those two amendments were brought
up in the committee, and and they were
rejected by the members of the commit-
tee—and now we are facing and will be
faced with a situation where we will be
presented with an amendment that was
already defeated, and we will have no
choice because we are going to have to
vote, if we want to have emergency school
aid—we are going to have to vote for the
neighborhood school amendment and for
the busing amendment.

I am glad to have this opportunity to
bring this out to every Member of the
House. I am glad the chairman of the
subcommittee is here, because I want to
ask the gentleman to reconsider his ac-
tion in presenting this amendment
tomorrow, and instead of bringing up
what the gentleman proposes to present
to the House, to present exactly the bill as
it was approved by the committee. If the
gentleman wants to make a separate
amendment on busing, that is his right.
If the gentleman wants to offer a sepa-
rate amendment on the neighborhood
schools, that is his right too. But at least
let us have a vote on those two things,
and let us have the will of the subcom-
mittee respected. Let the chairman of the
subcommittee present the bill as it was
passed by the subcommittee, Then if he
wants to make amendments, to make
them as his own, so that the rest of the
body may have a vote on this, and so that
we do not have a repetition of what the
gentleman from Michigsn very properly
calls the worst vote yet taken this year.

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

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I believe
the gentleman misstates the case, and
I am sure it is not his intention.

Mr. BADILLO. I hope I do.

Mr. PUCINSKI. The bill reported out
by the subcommittee after a very tortur-
ous mission, through both the subcom-
mittee and the full committee, has al-
ready been disposed of by a very over-
whelming majority of 222 against, to 135
for; albeit all of this happened under
suspension of the rules, the fact of the
matter is that that bill reported by the
full committee has been disposed of.

Now, the chairman of the subcommit-
tee, the gentleman now addressing the
House, in order to bring this very impor-
tant legislation to the floor—because I
believe that we are trying to help chil-
dren, above all—the chairman is now ex-
ercising his own rights, the rights of any
other Member of this Chamber, to offer
an amendment.

And after seeing the result of the vot-
ing last Monday the House was very
specific and decisive on its evaluation of
the bill reported by the full committee.

So I am bringing before the House,
either tomorrow or Friday, as a new
title to the higher eduecation bill, the
Emergency School Aid Act, with such
amendments as in my judgment can
assure passage of this very important
bill.
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The gentleman has stated his case on
many occasions. I appreciate and respect
the gentleman’s views. I respect his com-
plete candor on the subject. The gentle-
man will have ample opportunity, when
we get into the debate under the proce-
dures which will prevail, to offer amend-
ments to strike from this bill any section
or any provision that he does not like,

As a matter of fact, the gentleman has
already advised me that he is going to
add, or at least attempt to add another
section to the bill, a section that has
been twice rejected both by the subcom-
mittee and the full committee. And
again that is the gentleman’s privilege.

So it would be incorrect for the gentle-
man to try to say that somehow or other
the chairman is under some obligation
to bring to the House, under the proce-
dures which we are now following, the
bill that was reported out by the sub-
committee and the full committee.

That vote has already gone. Now the
chairman is trying to save the pieces on
this very important legislation by offer-
ing it in the manner we are. I believe
upon careful examination of this legis-
lation, the gentleman will find it is
worthy of his support. Because while we
may differ here on certain provisions—
and there are some strong feelings in the
House on those provisions—the main
thrust of this bill is to have children,
children who are now caught in the
switches between the courts and the lo-
cal communities and children who find
themselves the innocent victims of the
ideological struggle sweeping the coun-
try, in my judgment it does not seem
proper to deny these children an oppor-
tunity of a good education.

For this reason I hope my colleagues
will support the bill when it comes up on
Thursday or Friday.

Mr. CONYERS. May I point out to the
subcommittee chairman, the gentleman
from Illinois, that the question that is
under discussion goes much further than
trying to help children. There is no Mem-
ber in the Congress and maybe there is
no one in the country who does not want
to help children.

The question we are grappling with is—
will there be Federal assistance to schools
under court orders to desegregate school
systems which have been found to be in-
herently discriminatory and unable to
provide equal education to all of its cit-
izens?

Unless we address ourselves to this
point, we are getting into the kind of
general discussion of being good for chil-
dren, which is something that everybody
in this body is committed to.

We need Federal assistance to help
desegregate the schools that are under
court order. That will help the children
and that is what we are working toward.

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

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
man,

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Speaker, I disagree
with the gentleman from Illinois. We did
not vote en the bill. We voted on the sus-
pension of the rules and if you will go
back and review the debate on Monday.
vou will find that speaker after speaker
got up and objected to the fact that this
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bill was brought up under that kind of
procedure. I can understand why that
was done, Because if this procedure was
followed by every subcommittee chair-
man, it means that you can take a hill
that was passed in the committee where
it did not have certain amendments that
you wanted and bring it up under sus-
pension of the rules and then you can
bring it up again by adding those amend-
ments to it.

The point is, I think the chairman does
have the responsibility as chairman of
the subcommittee to bring up the bill for
debate as it was approved by the subcom-
mittee because there never has yet been
on the floor of this House an opportunity
to debate the bill as such.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker,
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, our
colleague, the gentleman from New York
is somewhat apparently misled as to the
procedures in this House.

The bill that was reported by the full
committee went to the Committee on
Rules. Had the Committee on Rules given
us a rule, that bill in its present form
would have been brought to the House for
action by the House. The chairman of
the subcommittee would have been
bound, as would the chairman of the full
committee, to bring to this Chamber the
bill that was reported by the full com-
mittee, had the Rules Committee given
us a rule.

But the Committee on Rules in its wis-
dom and in its judgment declined to give
us a rule, and we have been told that
there is no chance of getting a rule. So
we went the next route—we went on the
suspension route, hoping that maybe we
could attract two-thirds of those present
and voting.

Again we submitted under suspension,
the bill that was reported by the full
committee, because that was my respon-
sibility as subcommittee chairman—and
that failed by an overwhelming vote.

Now in offering an amendment to the
higher education bill, I am acting as a
free agent. I am no longer bound by
whatever the full committee or the sub-
committee had reported because what-
ever the full committee or the subcom-
mittee had reported is either bogged
down in the Committee on Rules, which
refuses to give us a vote, or has been de-
feated under suspension.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I must
decline to yield further to my colleague,
the gentleman from Illinois. Let me say
to the gentleman that I appreciate his
remarks.

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

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr, QUIE, Mr. Speaker, this has been
recapped pretty well here so I will not go
into that at any length.

First, let me say that on Monday I was
very disappointed that this came up un-
der suspension of the rules because it de-
nies Members an opportunity to offer
amendments.

I was tempted at that time to vote
against it on that same question of sus-
pension of rules, but I felt at that time it

will
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would be misunderstood. I did not think
the bill would get a two-thirds vote, but
I thought it would receive a majority
vote. I thought it would be a bad slap at
the efforts of the Federal Government
now to assist in desegregation.

The Federal Government has never
provided any adequate aid for desegre-
gation. This is the first time an attempt
has been made. Our Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor has never brought out
any legislation to help with the desegre-
gation of schools. This is the first time. I
was hopeful we would have that good
piece of legislation out. In some details I
would have differed with it, but the sub-
stantial efforts are to provide aid for the
court-ordered schools under the HEW
plans and those who wanted voluntarily
to desegregate. There was substantial and
adequate aid to get started on that. It
would provide $1.5 billion.

The gentleman from Illinois is a free
agent. I agree with him. I do not think
there is any chance of getting the Rules
Committee to act now. If they did, it
would be next year, and that would
mean, I think, if the Congress acted next
year we probably would not appropriate
the money until sometime after the
school year begins next fall. We are al-
ready late. I would like to see that the
money that is available in the $1.5 hil-
lion also be available for the busing of
children. I have said that publicly and I
will stick by that.

The proposed amendment would pro-
hibit money to be used for busing. Those
who want to prohibit the use of that
money for busing will attempt to get it
in the legislation. There is nothing to
prevent the amendment from being of-
fered.

I stand here, as I have stood before, in-
dicating my support for amendments
that would return this to the legislation
that came out of the committee. But I
want to make certain the House could
work its will. It could not work its will
on Monday. I want to be sure that when
we go into the committee tomorrow or
the next day there will be ample oppor-
tunity to debate and discuss that.

The gentleman is raising an excellent
point. Too often in the past the House
has found means to prevent debate and
discussion. I think it is regrettable that
you are required to present this today
during special orders, for there is just a
handful of Members present. The gentle-
man from Illinois and I happened to be
here. But all Members will be present
when we come again to consider the
higher education title. That is the time
the House ought to engage in an in-
depth debate which it has not done be-
fore.

I look to the gentleman from Michi-
gan and his colleagues here to keep this
open for that kind of debate. I do not
think it matters if we go into Friday to
debate this question. I think Members
ought to express themselves on the ques-
tion of busing and the other matters that
are involved here. I am certainly will-
ing to do that.

Mr. CONYERS. I appreciate the gen-
tleman'’s contribution.

I yield to my colleague from New York
(Mrs. ABZUG) .

Mrs. ABZUG, Mr, Speaker, I wish to
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commend the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. ConvErs) for raising this important
question. Before I make any comments on
it, I would like to ask a question of the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. PUCINSKI) .
I listened as you said you thought it was
necessary to introduce the Emergency
School Aid Act—as you intended to
amend it—in order to get passage of the
higher education bill. I would like to
know what that means.

The fact is that the emergency school
aid bill which you are going to present
as an amendment to the Higher Educa-
tion Act has in it provisions which would
maintain the segregation that is inchoate
and, in fact, existing in the educational
institutions of this country.

I gather that you are suggesting that

u_w only way in which we can get aid to
higher education is by also voting for
funds for desegregation to carry out the
orders of the courts of this land and the
law of the land. I have no greaf difficulty
with that. But at the same time, we are
told that we must also accept your con-
cept that we have to maintain segrega-
tion as it is, that we have to oppose bus-
ing, and we have to agree that there
should be a neighborhood school plan.
No matter how you want to slice it, my
dear colleague from Illinois, this means
you want to maintain segregation.
_ I know that there are many problems
in the busing of young children. T come
from a comr_nunity that was involved for
many years in the struggle of busing and
integration of schools, in the schools of
New York City as well as the schools of
Westchester. I know exactly what the
problems are. I know full well from my
experiences there that those who fight
the busing are those who are fighting the
integration of our schools, the integra-
tion of our neighborhoods, and the in-
tegration of our society.

I do not understand how you could
stand before this House and say that the
reason you are introducing the Emer-
gency School Act as an amendment with
an antibusing provision and a neighbor-
hood schools provision is to make it pos-
sible fqr us to pass the Aid to Higher
Education Act. That argument seems to
me to be a most questionable one. It
seems to me that what you are saying—
and please correct me if I am wrong—
th_at. unless we agree that we must main-
tain an attitude against busing and
against neighborhood schools, we may
?_ot be able to have aid to higher educa-

ion.

T[_‘he idea that unless we maintain an
attitude toward neighborhood schools,
we may not be able to have aid to high-
er education in this country is the cal-
umny and shame of this House. In 1971,
all of us who are engaged in the business
of upholding the laws of our country,
all of us who are sworn to uphold the
laws and the Constitution of the United
States are bound to take action to elimi-
nate segregation in the schools and in
the Nation as a whole,

The gentleman is now suggesting that
we have to make a commitment against
desegregation in order to get aid to
higher education. I would like the gen-
tleman to clarify how we would help this
aid to higher education bill to pass by
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attaching an amendment which would
prohibit busing and freeze neighborhood
schools.

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

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tlewoman from New York is, as usual,
very well organized in her thinking and,
as usual, has done a great deal of re-
search and homework, so in this in-
stance, I regret she could not be more
incorrect in her conclusions.

The bill I will introduce tomorrow in
the form of an amendment follows al-
most precisely the committee bill except
for four basic changes which I would
be very happy to discuss if time permit-
ted.

Mr. CONYERS. Will the gentleman
enumerate what those changes are?

Mr. PUCINSKI. I would be very
happy to do that, and I believe the gen-
tlewoman ought to know one thing, that
no one is suggesting that the addition of
this title is designed to save the higher
education bill.

Mrs. ABZUG. I thought that was what
the gentleman said.

Mr. PUCINSKI. The gentlewoman
from Oregon is very unhappy that we
are following this route, because she feels
that somehow or other it jeopardizes her
bill, but this is the only option left to us
if we are going to bring some measure of
assistance to the children in schools un-
dergoing integration for whatever the
reason may be,

So we have offered this amendment,
and this is our last opportunity, as the
gentleman from Minnesota stated. If
we do not offer it here, then this thing
is dead for the remainder of this year.

Mrs. ABZUG. If the gentleman will
yield, did the gentleman not say that this
is the only way that we can pass the
higher education bill tomorrow?

Mr. PUCINSKI. I said this was the
only route left for me and those of us who
want to help the children of this country
to have this aid, which is to add this as
an amendment to the higher education
bill, which is already the biggest educa-
tion bill ever passed in the history of this
country. There are many Members who
are very unhappy that we are taking this
route, but we are doing it because we
want to help the children, as the gen-
tleman from Michigan has so eloquently
stated, so I believe the gentlewoman is
incorrect.

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, I have an-
other question. We have an emergency
school aid bill which was reported out
by the Committee on Education and
Labor. No one is attacking that. What I
want to know is why the gentleman
thinks it is so essential to add to the
emergency school aid bill provisions
against busing and protecting neighbor-
hood schools? Why is the gentleman so
anxious to add this antibusing provision
and the neighborhood school provision?

Mr. PUCINSKI. It has been my prac-
tice in all my years never to question an-
other Member’s honesty, sincerity, and
integrity. I would hope the gentlewoman
is not questioning mine.

The fact of the matter is that we
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brought this bill to the floor last Decem-
ber, and we passed it by a 2-to-1 majority
simply because we had a prohibition
against the use of any Federal funds for
busing. We brought more or less the same
bill to the floor last Monday without that
prohibition, and we got our brains beat
out by a staggering vote of 222 to 135.

So the gentlewoman, being a reason-
able Member of this House, must then be
able to draw the conclusion that the only
way you are going to get a program of
assistance to the children who are caught
in this legal vise is to accept the proposi-
tion that Federal funds cannot be used
for busing and then hope that the
amendment will be adopted tomorrow
and we can send it to conference and
ourselves work our will there and bring
back a bill and see whether or not we can
give these children some help.

If you will look at the history of this
complex legislation, you will find the
course that I have prescribed is one
which reflects an honest and sincere de-
sire to help young people in this country
who need help desperately.

That is what we are trying to do. I am
not interested in polemics. The gentle-
man from Michigan put his finger on
it. I am sick and tired of the fair weather
liberals who serve two constituencies,
one back home and one on the shores of
the Potomac. Then when the issue gets
hot they run for some sort of cover.

This bill has had a tough go for 18
months, because we have been caught
in a vise of all kinds of intrigues. It is
my hope that we finally have worked our
way out of it.

I think the gentleman from Michigan
makes a very good point. As I said re-
peatedly, I am unalterably opposed to
busing to overcome racial imbalance.
That is the position that I have taken
for years. I have been out in the open
where everybody can see me and shoot
me down if they wish. I have not altered
my position at all. But I am amazed at
the crawling I have seen here and the
jockeying for position to avoid a con-
frontation on this issue.

I compliment my colleague in the well.

Mrs. ABZUG. Will the gentleman yield
tome?

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
woman.

Mrs. ABZUG. I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Illinois for his explanation.
I disagree with you, particularly on the
last things you said. I hope I can con-
vince you to change your mind, and I
hope tomorrow we can adopt an emer-
geney school aid amendment in the form
reported out by the committee. I hope
that we can pass our Higher Education
Act at the same time.

Mr. PUCINSKI. If the gentleman will
vield further, the gentlewoman will have
an opportunity under the procedures we
are following tomorrow in offering this
bill as an amendment to the Higher Edu-
cation Act. The gentlewoman and all
other Members of this Chamber on both
sides of the aisle will have ample oppor-
tunity to vote on the respective amend-
ments and to register their will, The
House will work its will. There is only
one thing I hope for, and that is that on
tomorrow they do not try to stampede
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us with a limitation of time on this very
important issue before the House.

Mr. QUIE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. QUIE. I want to say once again
to the gentleman from Illinois, while we
do differ on the question of busing, I have
been with him in almost all of his efforts
to get the amendment ready to be offered
tomorrow. While, as I said before, he is
a free agent, he is doing everything he
can to get the hill passed. While we do
differ on busing, I know he believes
strongly in this and he is ready to commit
himself. Therefore, I know he differs with
you. I do not think he is trying to pull any
fast ones at all. He is trying to do the
best he ecan in his judgment.

I want to commend the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. CONYERS. I now yield to my
friend and distinguished colleague from
California (Mr. DELLUMS) ,

Mr. DELLUMS. I thank my friend for
taking this special order. It is very im-
portant.

I listened very carefully to the artie-
ulate nature of the presentation, I will
at this point only associate myself with
the remarks made by the gentleman.

I might add further the vote on Mon-
day in fact does reflect the hysteria, fear,
and anxiety on the part of many of our
colleagues in the Congress with regard to
the entire question of busing.

I am sure that the gentleman in the
well is aware of the fact that some of
our colleagues tomorrow morning when
they read this colloquy will be angry. The
fact of the matter is that they should be
angry at themselves for the lack of the
personal courage and political integrity
which they have to face not only the con-
troversial issue of busing but many other
controversial questions that arise that
should be dealt with and which have gone
by the boards for years. I think both of
us will agree there will be no real justice
on the floor of this House until we fill
these Chambers with people who are
more preoccupied with saving the chil-
dren, babies, and human beings in this
country and in the world than they are
about saving their own jobs in the U.S.
Congress.

I might add further that one of the
major arguments of our expedient lib-
eral friends is, “Do not embarrass me on
the floor of the Congress. You know I
cannot vote on this bill because I must be
reelected. You can understand why I
have to vote against this, because I want
to come back and be reelected and help
you.”

The fact of the matter is we do not
need that kind of help because it is
precisely the expedient liberal far more
than the reactionary and racist people
under the guise of liberality playing
games with the lives of the people of this
country.

Mr. Speaker, I congratulate the gen-
tleman in the well for taking this special
order and it is my hope that we will be
able to force the expedient liberals off the
floor of the House because they are per-
haps even more dangerous than the con-
servatives in view of the fact that they
give the illusion of being friends.
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Finally, the question of hysteria
around the issue of busing is a very in-
teresting question to me because the chil-
dren do not argue about that question. I
come from a district in California where
we have had busing in Berkeley, and once
the adults got over the emotional issue,
they found that the children had no prob-
lem and suddenly everyone came to-
gether around the real issue of quality
education in this country for black and
white, red and yellow. The emotionalism
surrounding busing, until we get past
that issue, the quality of education in
this country irrespective of color, it is
going to continue to be inferior because
there are millions of black children who
are having their brains scrambled in
schools all over the country because of
this issue.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I applaud the
gentleman for bringing this issue before
us where we force our liberal friends to
either put up or shut up.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. CONYERS. I yield further to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr, PUCINSKI. I think the gentleman
from California has made an excellent
point as well as the gentleman from
Michigan, because this very important
historic legislation has got bogged down
in issues and a debate that really do not
belong in this bill.

As I said on Monday, those who

honestly feel very strongly about this -

whole question of busing ought to sign
the discharge petition and work on a
constitutional amendment, because the
cases that are coming down the pike are
constitutional cases being decided by
judges but looking at it we are missing
or we will be missing an opportunity to
take a great step forward in dealing with
this problem if we fail to pass this legis-
lation tomorrow or Friday.

We know that there are enormous
problems connected with the incidents of
suddenly integrating a school. We know
that very often there is a massive flight
of white students from those schools, be-
cause there is a fear that the guality of
education will diminish.

However, for the first time this bill pro-
vides funds for remedial purposes, addi-
tional staffing, the retraining of staffing,
guidance and counseling, new instruc-
tional techniques, repair and moderniza-
tion, construction activities, special ad-
ministrative services, planning and
evaluation and other properly defined
programs.

My subcommittee has held very exten-
sive hearings and we want to find out
what can be done to help during this
transition in the wake of these court
orders. To do nothing is to see the tragic
plight of resegregating our schools. So,
we came in with this bill because it pro-
vides the necessary assistance to local
communities to meet the problems and
fears that very often follow the court
order. What a great tragedy it would be
for this country if we failed to pass this
legislation and give these schools an op-
portunity to cope with this problem and
not get hung up on issues that really are
extraneous to this bill. The further an-
swer lies in this constitutional amend-
ment, the discharge petition which I
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have signed. The answer has to be found
there.

Mr. CONYERS. I thank the gentle-
man from Illinois for his contribution
and while I regret his constant references
to a constitutional amendment that I
find objectionable, I recognize the fact
that the gentleman is bringing to this
discussion a half loaf rather than no loaf
at all. To that extent we thank him for
what he is doing to try to resolve this
problem.

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

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to my friend,
the distinguished gentleman from New
York (Mr. Ryan).

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I should like
to commend my distinguished colleague
from Michigan (Mr. Conyers) for hav-
ing taken this special order, and for hav-
ing highlighted so articulately the issues
which this House must confront. One
issue in a sense is the question of self
examination. I think that is what the
gentleman is urging the House to do.

On Monday the House had an oppor-
tunity to pass a bill which would have
assisted in carrying out the law of the
land, as enunciated by the Supreme Court
in 1954, and in subsequent deecisions, and
vet by catering to hysteria and by caving
in to the backlash, this House not only
failed to pass that bill—but only 135
Members voted for it—that was a trav-
esty.

The Emergency School Aid Act of 1971
(H.R. 2266) would have authorized ap-
propriations of $500 million for fiscal year
1972 and $1 billion for fiscal year 1973 to
aid schools to desegregate, prevent racial
isolation, and maintain quality inte-
grated education.

School districts which would have
qualified for funds include school dis-
tricts ordered to desegregate under Fed-
eral or State court order or by the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare under title VI of the 1964 Civil
Rights Act; school districts voluntarily
integrating; school distriets voluntarily
adopting plans to eliminate, reduce, or
prevent racial isolation, and school dis-
tricts which voluntarily carry out plans
to enroll and educate children who would
not otherwise be eligible for enrollment
because they do not reside in the school
district. Also eligible are those school dis-
tricts which have an attendance of more
than 50 percent minority children and
which have applied for and will receive at
least an equal amount of money for com-
pensatory education under this bill.

Further, this legislation would have
prohibited from receiving funds school
districts which transfer property to a
private segregated school or discriminate
against either minority teachers or
pupils after the date of enactment.

The funds that would have been avail-
able under this bill would be of tremen-
dous advantage to any school distriet en-
titled to use them.

The House should have had an oppor-
tunity to vote on that bill, not under a
suspension of the rules procedure, but
on a straight up and down vote, If it is
to be brought up in connection with the
higher education bill, then I hope that
the gentleman from Illinois will not en-
cumber it with something that he him-

39111

self has described as extraneous. If an
anti-civil-rights amendment is to be of-
fered, then let that come from the floor,
but not from the chairman of the sub-
committee.

In that regard I agree with my col-
league, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. Bapirro) who pointed out that it
would be consistent from the point of
view of maintaining the position of the
subcommittee to bring the subcommittee
bill before the House, and have it stand
on its own. I hope the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. Pucinski) will reconsider
and not bring to the floor an antibusing
provision or any other anti-civil-rights
provisions which he feels are necessary
in order to have it passed. Let the Mem-
bers of the House make that decision.

That a wave of blacklash hysteria
over busing could so blind the Congress
to the advantages of this legislation is
deplorable. But it is in large measure a
consequence of a national leadership
which during the 3 years it has been
in office has been oblivious to the needs of
black Americans and to the cause of
civil rights.

As an editorial in this morning's New
York Times states:

Although Congressional blindness to the
bill’s self-evident benefits is hard to under-
stand, much of the blame rests on the White
House. Mr. Nixon's political exploltation of
antibusing sentiments has markedly helped
give this bill the unwarranted odium of be-
ing a device to increase busing . ..

The President’s failure to pravlde leader-
ship has exposed the bill to suspicion and at-
tack from all directs . . . its (H.R. 2266) de-
feat will hurt education and make the proc-
ess of desegregation more difficult.

I submit that the failure is more than
just a failure of the Nixon administra-
tion to speak out strongly for this legis-
lation. It is the insensitivity of this ad-
ministration to the imperative quest for
equality for all Americans.

This insensitivity was evidenced by the
nomination to the Supreme Court of men
whose records demonstrated such a dis-
regard for the cause of equality that the
Senate which generally exercises great
tolerance of presidential nominees—re-
jected them. And it has been evidenced
further by the well publicized attempts
of the administration to find other can-
didates whose judicial philosophy would
affect adversely the achievement of equal
opportunity.

It was evidenced by the President’s dis-
avowal of what he terms “forced integra-
tion”"—a catchphrase which obscures the
real issue: the continued bars which are
raised to prevent blacks and other mi-
nority group members from obtaining
their full share of our Nation’s oppor-
tunities.

The insensitivity of this administra-
tion to the needs and aspirations of
black people in this country, and to the
needs and aspirations of all minority
groups, is reflected in the administra-
tion's failure to use the full force of
Government and the moral leadership of
the White House to insure the civil rights
of all Americans. In fact, it has done
quite the contrary. Until the administra-
tion provides leadership and until this
Congress assumes its responsibility and
matches rhetoric with reality, we will
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have to continue with pointing up these
issues just as we are doing today.

A century ago, President Lincoln is-
sued the Emancipation Proclamation,
which was in some degree an acf of faith.
We are still redeeming Lincoln’s act of
faith. As a people—North as well as
South—we are still learning by experi-
ence and suffering to live the truth of
racial equality.

We must gather our strength and our
determination to act boldly to lift from
all our citizens the hypocritical burdens
of intolerance, bigotry, and discrimina-
tion.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I want
to express my gratitude to the gentle-
man from New York, and to our many
colleagues who have joined me in this
colloguy. It is extremely important. Per-
haps out of these exchanges we will be
able to carry on a more full, a more
honest and a more forthright examina-
tion of this erucial issue of race relations
and education to a body that will re-
ceive it with more sensitivity than it has
in the past.

Mr. RYAN. I thank the gentleman.

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

Mr. CONYERS. I am happy fo yield to
my friend and colleague, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ) .

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. ConyEers) for yielding me this
time. I want to add my voice to those
who have preceded me in complimenting
the gentleman and to thank him for his
thoughtfulness and his exercise of lead-
ership in pinpointing this issue in this
special order this afternoon.

I share with the gentleman his concern
about the magnitude of the issue. I de-
plore the fact that the issue has been
presented to the House in an untoward
manner. I think we do not have to be
legislative procedural experts to know
that it came up under constrained cir-
cumstance or situation that avoided a
four-square confrontation in the issue.

There is no question that surrounding
this issue there is all manner of inflam-
matory thinking. There were those who
because of the pressure and emotionalism
on the subject of busing reacted in a
certain way There are those who even
today, even if it was presented under dif-
ferent circumstances, who would say that
these moneys are going to school districts
in *he throes of desegregation will really
still mean compulsory busing—because
it merely means that a school district
will utilize other funds for those purposes
rather thap using this particular type
of money for the purposes that the Con-
gress intends.

I share with the distinguished gentle-
man fromn Michigan the feeling that this
type of legislation is indeed an emer-
gency need and is indeed crucial. But I
deplore the fact, I repeat, that it has not
been presented in that way to the House.
I fail to understand why there is such a
ready acceptance of surrender to the
Commitiee on Rules on its refusal to
entertain this legislation.

As T understand it, the Committee on
Rules chairman, has stated explicitly
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that the Rules Committee will consider
only emergency legislation. The very title
of this bill defines it as such. I fail to
understand why we should fold our
hands and just accept this dictum from
the Ruies Committee without a direct
confrontation with the Rules Committee
to undertake serious consideration of this
bill with the view in mind of issuing a
rule for full and complete debate on the
bill as presented by the committee to the
full House. I just fail to understand that.

I am wondering what answer I can get
from the distinguished gentleman from
Michigan—why should we be forced to
also take this up in an indirect fashion
that militates against its successful con-
sideration even tomorrow or the day
after tomorrow?

Mr. CONYERS. May I say to the gen-
tleman that all the information that has
come to me on this subject indicates that
some of our liberal northern friends from
our side of the aisle filibustered the bill
past the deadline. They demanded that
the bill be read line by line so that the
September date, up to which the Com-
mittee on Rules would hear bills to grant
a rule on, would have passed. Then after
that we had a collapse again by our
liberal friends on the question of consid-
ering. the bill.

Now the chairman of the Committee
on Rules has never identified himself as
an exponent of civil rights. The chairman
of that committee has long made his posi-
tion clear on all questions even tangen-
tially involving integration in our so-
ciety, even when it is required under the
laws of the land.

So it was very easy fo predict the kind
of hassle that we would get into. We went
into this same hassle on the Equal Oppor-
tunity Employment bill about 6 or 8
weeks ago. We are constantly faced with
this kind of confrontation. We here, a
small number of Members on this floor
today, are charged with the responsibility
of trying to move 277 Democratic Mem-
bers in this House—a majority. We have
it in our power, because we appoint the
chairman of every standing and select
committee in this body and we have the
absolute power to determine whether we
would end the war or end segregation in
this land or create full opportunity and
take care of all the problems that exist.

This is the bind that the gentleman
from Maryland expressed earlier on this
special order. But more of us are begin-
ning to feel the pressure of an unrespon-
sive system and, yet, are unable to trans-
mit the frustration that is building up in
our communities and in our cities because
of our inability to have a full and honest
discussion under the rules of the House
on one of the most urgent questions of
our times.

Mr. GONZALEZ. I would like to re-
mind the gentleman, however, in that
respect that I would not despair as, in-
deed, I have not. There have been rea-
sons to cause one to tend to despair,
but one must remember that the major-
ity the distinguished Member refers to
on this kind of issue has not indeed been
a majority. I have been in the House
since 1952. Some of us have seen a so-
called coalition between the southerners
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and the conservatives. This is still in
effect a challenge.

But I must remind my distinguished
and respected colleague that even despite
that, it has been overcome, because I
happen to remember the time when we
had the discussions on the Civil Rights
Act of 1964. It took 10 days, but at least
it was done. It was not passed in the form
or shape some of us wanted, but we did
get a chance.

I believe at that time the approach fol-
lowed was one which was calculated to
bring about a decision resulting in a full
bloomed debate. It is true that lead-
ership responded and allowed the pres-
entation of the bill. It is true that this
time it did not. It is true that it came
up in this indirect fashion where it would
have been a miracle if the necessary vote
had been favorable.

Mr. CONYERS. Let me ask my dear
friend from Texas, did he hear any lead-
ership support for the Emergency School
Aid Act of 1971?

Mr. GONZALEZ. That is what I am
saying. I think, therefore, from this dis-
cussion today we can arrive at some ap-
proach that will give us a sense of direc-
tion to keep this alive and kicking, de-
spite these despondent cries about the
Rules Committee closing the door.

Who says the Rules Committee is
bound in duty to close the door? Who
has offered that particular dictum? I do
not think we should have to accept it. I
think we ought to be realistic and expect
a defeat tomorrow or the day after, and
therefore we ought to be taking what
steps we can take even now to make sure
that we do get a rule before a sine die
adjournment or the end of this session.

Mr. CONYERS., I will make a simple
recommendation that we go to the
Speaker and the majority leader of the
House and urge them to attempt once
more—and we have made that march to
the Speaker’s office and the chairman of
the Rules Committee ever since I have
been here—and urge them to get the offi-
cial leadership of the House to say once
and for all for the record on the floor
of this body that it is time the Congress
implement the law of the land that has
been repeatedly demanded in decision
after court decision. The Supreme Court
has said they will hear no more cases on
the subject. They ruled that they would
give certiorari no longer.

We here now are responding to your
question—and I think it is an excellent
question. We must begin to move our dis-
tinguished leadership and ask them to
join us in urging that we resolve this
problem in an honorable and proper way
as national legislators ought.

I cannot go back to the First District
of Michigan and explain to my constit-
uents that this bill came up under a sus-
pension of rules that allowed only 40
minutes of debate and we could not even
get & minute apiece among the Mem-
bers to debate it.

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

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to my friend
from Maryland.

Mr. MITCHELL. I appreciate the gen-
tleman’s yielding to me. because our dis-
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tinguished colleague (Mr. GONZALEZ)
brought up a very important point,
pointing out the progress that has been
made in terms of an increased number
of votes on the floor, new people voting
for legislation. I think this is a serious
error that we have made, and that is
looking around at ourselves in terms of
measuring progress, in terms of the num-
bers of new people added on to favorable
legislation.

While we are doing that, we do not
look at what is happening in the black
community in terms of a curious rage,
anger, and frustration. What we have
done is to create the kind of thing about
which William Blake wrote:

Tiger, tiger, burning bright
In the forests of the night.
What immortal hand or eye
Could frame thy fearful symmetry?

Mr. GONZALEZ. Let me say in com-
ment that we have a responsibility of
not succumbing to either one, because
both of these extreme things are the very
things the history of the 20th cen-
tury particularly reveals have precisely
caused societies, such advanced nations
as Germany, to succumb.

True, we may go back to our district
and sense a feeling of frustration and
violence and all, but that does not re-
move the responsibility from us to dis-
cern the error and the wrong approach
that would bring about the very thing we
do not want. What I am saying is that if
nothing else comes from this discussion
today, we should not give up in despair
and we should thing of an approach. I
will follow the gentleman from Detroit

in going to the Speaker and soliciting
the votes of our colleagues, and say by
whose dictum does the Rules Commit-
tee say it is not going to entertain the
possibility of a rule for this legislation.

Mr. CONYERS. I appreciate the
gentleman's remarks, and I am sure
everyone who is participating in this
colloquy is not speaking out of despair
but out of frustration because of the
rules we have so frequently been forced
to operate under and more precisely
about the inability of this National Legis-
lature to honestly speak to and resolve
the age-old problem of race in America.

Mr. Speaker, I thank all of my col-
leagues from the bottom of my heart for
participating in this special order.

IN DEFENSE OF SUBJECTIVITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Tennessee (Mr. FurronN) is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. FULTON of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, man’s thoughts since the be-
ginning have tended to fall into two
categories—those which can be proved
and those which can only be felt. Dem-
onstrated fact and created opinion. Ob-
jective statement and subjective idea.
And the question arises—“Which should
we consider the more useful, which
should we deem the more important?”

In recent years, perhaps due to the
growing impact and interest in science,
high finance, law, and other pursuits re-
quiring attention to empirical facts, those
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advocates of strict objectivity have
proved most vocal expressing their posi-
tion.

Still, a few maintain that life consists
of more than just cold, often sterile,
though perhaps irrefutable, statements.
They contend that the true essence of liv-
ing is what can and should be, not just
what currently is. With this, I agree.

I ask unanimous consent to include in
the Recorp this thought-provoking
speech, delivered recently by Harvard
professor and TV-film producer Robert
Saudek before the Third State Confer-
ence on the Arts at the University of
Tennessee. It can serve to remind each
of us that the innovator and composer,
along with the researcher and recorder,
provides an important service to our
balanced, vibrant American way of life.

IN DEFENSE OF SUBJECTIVITY
(By Robert Saudek)

I have come to speak in defense of
subjectivity.

Like you, I have devoted my life to the arts
and humanities, And like you, I have suf-
fered the embarrassment, not to say down-
right humility, of admitting it to objJective
people—math teachers, electricians, astro-
nauts, public opinion pollsters, even my den-
tist. They can all be so sure of themselves.

Picture yourselves—a group of fuzzy-
minded subjectivists—having lunch in the
school cafeteria, enjoying a lively debate
about whether Huck Finn was the uncon-
scious prototype for Holden Caulfield, when
all of a sudden one of those overconfident
math teachers—with all of the self-assur-
ance of a true objectivist—comes over and
slts down with you. Zonk! The debate is over.
You are silent; you feel resentful, inferior.
He would naturally demand proof of every-
thing, and you reallze there isn’'t any proof.

There is the problem in a nutshell. What
subjectivists need, then, is a public defender.

Let me define the termis “objective” and
“subjective.”

“Objective’ refers to an object or being
that is thought of, or perceived, as opposed
to that which thinks or perceives.

“Objective” is said to be realistic, as op-
posed to idealistic.

“Subjective,” on the other hand, refers to
the direct experiences of the soul, as joy,
grief, hope, fear. These are purely subjective.

“Subjective” relates to something purely
within the mind: a mountain as a mass of &
certain size, contour, color and materials is
an objective fact. The impression our mind
recelves, the mental picture it forms of the
mountain, is subjective. And when we make
comparisons—when we compare our mental
picture of the mountain with our idea of a
plain, or a river, or the ocean waves, we
exercise subjectivity.

Someone has even been bold enough to
suggest that subjectiviem is the doctrine that
there is no objective measure of truth: that
there is only “relativism.”

Someone else says that objectivism is char-
acterized by neatness; and subjectivism by
disorderliness.

That is name-calling, and not very helpful
to us.

What is useful about this distinction is to
examine the postulates, the foundations, on
which we plan to build our educational
structures, as we approach the beginning of
the third century of our nation's independ-
ence. During its first two centuries there has
been a relentless dynamic tension between
those who believe In knowledge for its own
sake, and those others who believe in “suc-
cess” as a national goal.

During the early years of the Republic, J.
Hector St. John Crevecouer, the French emi-
grant who wrote “Letters from an American
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Farmer,” declared—“Shining talent and uni-
versity knowledge would be entirely useless
here, nay, would be dangerous. It would make
(Americans) more adventurous . .. much less
cautious, and therefore less successful.”

How different is that view of the 1780's
from the attitude recently expressed by the
present U.S. Commissioner of Education, in
saying, a vast majority of American high
school graduates go to college “simply be-
cause they don’t know what career to pursue
and because it's the fashionable thing to
do.”

The Commissioner then proposed as an
alternative for these growing numbers of
college-educated young people a huge *‘ca-
reer education” system aimed at affecting
80% of all our high school students, and in
his words, “designed to prepare students for
the attache case professions as well as lunch-
box occupations.”

Now, Crevecoeur did not have access to
that descriptive expression “attache case pro-
fessions,” but in all other respects the two
men are transmitting the same objective
“vibes,” if I may borrow that word from
our children.

At the same time, a contrasting theme
runs through our history as far back as the
17th century. The Puritans, holding onto the
rocky coastal wilderness of New England, so
respected knowledge for its own sake that,
“dreading to leave an illiterate Ministry when
our present Ministers shall lie in the Dust”—
they opened the Boston Latin School in 1635,
Harvard Colllege in 1636, and within twelve
years the Massachusetts legislature decreed
the establishment of a public elementary
school for each 50 householders in the colony,
and a secondary school for each 100 house-
holders. By the year 1701, English America
already supported three colleges: Harvard
and Yale in the north; William and Mary
in the south.

Indeed, the Puritans so loved learning for
its own sake that Colonial New England had
a higher rate of literacy, and a population
more widely versed in the classics than any
other country in the western world.

So we confront the question—is study for
Its own sake, is subjective creativity as such,
incompatible with “success”? By some ob-
jective tests of “success’ they are certainly
incompatible. Bach had been dead and vir-
tually forgotten for T0 years, and his mon-
umental St. Matthew Passion had lain for-
gotten for nearly a century, before the child-
genius Fellx Mendelssohn, as a 12-year-old
studying in the Royal Library in Berlin, dis-
covered 1t in autograph, and he was so over-
powered by it that he would not rest until
he had glven a private performance of that
massive choral and orchestral work—the first
since Bach’'s death.

What, then, constitutes "“success'? There
must be two kinds—for although he died
poor, although he was an unpopular man in
his community almost to his dying day, and
he supported his sixteen living children by
sheer hard work without recognition beyond
his hometown of Leipzig, there is no doubt
that, in terms of history Bach i5 a success
by any standard. At his death in 1750 no
banker would have considered him a success,
and he might have falled the objective tests
of the pollsters. But they would have been
wrong.

We speak of “objective truths”. We feel
comfortable and secure with them, It is re-
assuring to know that the sun will rise and
set every day; that pluck is more dependable
than luck. “Strive and Succeed” was Horatio
Alger’s formula for success. Just stick to what
is known, don't make waves, and you will
attain fame and fortune.

This, if I may say so, is a road-map lead-
ing to “attache case professions. This range
of objectives, while respectable, presents ra-
ther limited visibllity as the national goal for
80% of our high school students.
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One of the first truths declared by our
Founding Fathers was that all men are cre-
ated equal, Try to measure that truth on
your computer.

For that which is known—and provable by
objective evidence—is not enough. The com-
puter is not enough, the fact-finding expedi-
tion, or in television, the unblinking eye that
looks ever backward at last week's ratings as
the basis for projecting next week’s schedule.
These are not enough. Man is too restless for
that kind of straight-jacket. Man is too filled
with curlosity. Man is not so easily satisfied
that he will accept the past as a substitute
for the future.

The future—the unknown—Iis a risky busi-
ness, an adventure, The future is not an
objective fact, but exists only in man’s
minds. It can be imagined, it can be believed
in, it can be predicted. But it cannot be
known In advance.

The subjective universe holds something
better than the eternal verlities. It i1s filled
with uncertainty, the elation of discovery,
the exhaustion of the creative act. If it were
not for our subjective discoverers dreaming
of what might be true, we would still de-
pend on witch doctors. If it were not for
that great subjectivist, Christopher Colum-
bus, we might all still be living in Europe.
But for those early philosopher-scientists
who speculated and questioned and were
skeptical, we would still be secure in the
certainty that the earth is flat, that it is the
center of the universe, and that thunder-
storms are the punishment meted out by
vengeful spirits.

Thus, subjectivity 1s the mark of the origi-
nal and independent mind reasoning in-
ductively, creating instinctively. Objectivity
is the mark of the dependent mind—ever-
dependent on the ideas and creations of
others.

How smug that must sound! In thus sepa-
rating the sheep from the goats 1t seems to
be the ultimate put-down. And then we re-
mind ourselves that the subjective life is not
& nostrum for all ills. The arts cannot guar-
antee & cheerful disposition, and in fact art-
ists sometimes seem inaccountably intol-
erable to live with! They cannot ward off dis-
comfort or tragedy; in fact, he who is sensi-
tive to beauty—who has, as it were, the touch
of the poet—Is at least as deeply wounded
by mediocrity and ugliness as he is trans-
ported by excellence and beauty. But T am
using the passive mode, the mode of the
spectator. Let me slip into the active—as in
the act of creating, and in so doing, change
to the declarative statements, “I am . . .
therefore, I can . .. I must . .. I shall”

Sooner or later, we confront the age-old
metaphorical dwellingplaces for objectivity—
Le., the market-place—and subjectivity—i.e.,
the ivory tower. We compare the applied arts
and sciences of the grotesque world of ad-
vertising with the subjective worlds of Mo~
zart, of Praxiteles, of Plcasso. And now, at
last, we come face-to-face with the question:
but how can you measure what you have
done?

The implication is that what is measur-
able, and only what is measurable, 1s capable
of objective and therefore truthful judg-
ment. So measurement itself becomes & kind
of standard; or more precisely, the tools
for measuring—the slide rule, scales, adding
machine, abacus—are, in a way, holy vessels,
artifacts In the sacred ceremony of deter-
mining the truth.

It works for advertising, because a given
serles of paintings or photographs, with the
accompanying literary effort, either sells the
product or service or it doesn’t. The same
with TV commercials: they may contain
acting, dancing, music, design. But they
elther make it or they don’t In terms of the
market. What better way of judging the
truth of this art-form?

Then apply the same computer, slide rule
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and adding machine to Stravinsky, Make a
test-run on Shakespeare. Better still, order
a print-out of a dozen living painters, com-
posers, choreographers and sculptors, to de-
termine which ones will be rediscovered a
century hence, as Mendelssohn discovered
Bach and started him on the road to post-
humous success.

S0 long as the science of randomness is a
measuring rod of the future, it is possible to
predict that certain combinations of num-
bers are bound to come up sooner or later—
not only at the racetrack, and not only num-
bers, but also words, color-combinations and
notes. Thus, if Beethoven had not thought
of his Fifth Symphony, someone, somewhere,
based on randomness alone, would have come
up with it, or something very like it. Of
course, in that case we might have had to
settle for a 3-note introduction.

We think of objectivity as the search for
facts—the truth, the whole truth and noth-
ing but the truth. Yet the truth is as elusive
as a tear-drop of mercury. Consider the truth
of death as the termination of life,

It is certain, final, the end. Apply the five
senses to it: Can it see? No. Hear? Feel?
Smell? Taste? Definitely not. It cannot move,
and it will inevitably return to dust, So death
is the end of life. In Edward Albee’s words,
it is “All Over.”

Or is 1t? The living do not die so quickly—
they change into deeds of valor, of kindness
of wisdom, of beauty. Henry V is not dead.
Nor is Brahms. Nor Rembrandt.

Death Is nothing but an objective fact.
But subjectively, life exists in the mind of
the beholder. Just as mortality is an objec-
tive truth, so immortality is a subjective
truth,

You who are involved In the arts and hu-
manities deal in life itself. You who conserve
creations of the past and explain them as
part of present greatness, deal in the con-
tinuum of life. You have climbed that long
spiral staircase—high above the market-
place—up Into your ivory tower of subjective
thought, where the mind Is trained not just
to accept the present, but to challenge 1t, and
to create the future.

It is high, it is lonely, and a little danger-
ous, But the view is breathtakingly limitless.
You who are afiracted by the stars, go to
your own particular ivory tower, where the
world and the future are in your own mind;
where the direct experiences of the soul—of
Joy and grief, of hope and fear—await you;
where hover the spirits of Aristotle, of Leo-
nardo, of Bach, of Thomas Jefferson, of
Frederick Douglass and Einstein.

With these subjectivists for companions,
how eould you ever be lonely?

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DaNIELSON) is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. DANIELSON, Mr. Speaker, on
Monday, November 1, I was necessarily
absent from the House Chamber because
I was in my district on previously sched-
uled important business for constituents.

A number of rollcall votes were taken
on bills which were brought up under
suspension of the rules—a procedure
ordinarily reserved for noncontroversial
measures.

I would like to announce that if I had
been present, I would have voted in the
following manner:

Roll No. 329, HR. 2266, Emergency
School Aid Act, I would have voted “yea.”

Roll No. 330, H.R. 9961, credit union
share insurance amendments, I would
have voted “‘yea.”
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Roll No. 331, H.R. 8389, narcotic treat-
ment in correctional institutions, I would
have voted “yea.”

Roll No. 332, H.R. 9180, temporary as-
signment of magistrates, I would have
voted “yea.”

Roll No. 333, HR. 9323, amendments
to the Narcotic Rehabilitation Act, I
would have voted “yea.”

Roll No. 333, H.R. 7854, amending the
Small Reclamation Projects Act, would
have voted “yea.” .

Roll No. 336, HR. 11232, Farm Credit
Act of 1971, T would have voted “yea.”

Roll No. 338, Motion to adjourn, I
would have voted “nay.”

NEVER TOO OLD TO BE
SUCCESSFUL

The SPEAKER. Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. RANDALL) is recognized for
60 minutes.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Speaker, just be-
fore the beginning of the August recess
the Special Studies Subcommittee of the
House Committee on Government Oper-
ations, of which it is my honor to serve
as chairman, was assigned the task of
conducting comprehensive hearings on
the problems of the aging. During the
entire months of September and October
we have been pursuing that effort, hear-
ing witnesses both from within and out-
side of Government.

Perhaps one of the most useful wit-
nesses, but certainly the most colorful
and without a doubt the most inspiring
of all of the long parade of witnesses
summoned before our Subcommittee on
the Aging is Col. Harland Sanders of
Shelbyville, Ky. Who is Colonel Sanders?
Well, as you might guess, he is the Ken-
tucky fried chicken king.

Now 81 years old, he was a small busi-
nessman in Corbin, Ky., about 20 years
ago when he began to suffer a series of
personal reversals, all of which seriously
reduced his circumstances about the
time of his 65th birthday. The record will
show that Colonel Sanders used his first
social security benefit check to serve as
a means to finance a road trip to try to
sell his now famous fried chicken recipe.
From that first trip has grown a business
empire no longer confined to the United
States alone but international in scope.

I suppose the appearance of Colonel
Sanders best tells the story of how one
man refused to let himself be put on the
shelf during the later years of his life.
In my judgment, this story should be-
come the source of tremendous encour-
agement to thousands of other men and
women who, upon reaching the age of 60
or 65, are convinced they have the en-
ergy, ambition, and drive to refuse to ac-
cept the thinking of modern society
which now dictates retirement in terms
of age alone.

For my part, as chairman of the sub-
committee, I realized from the very
moment Colonel Sanders began his visit
with us that he would not only be our
most distinguished witness to date, but
I quickly realized what a privilege and
honor it was to have a man like the
colonel as a witness. It was immediately
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apparent that a man like Colonel Sand-
ers had little need for the work of our
subcommittee, which has as its objective
to improve the condition of the aging in
our population. Instead, I saw we had
need for his advice and counsel.

I became thoroughly convinced in a
very short time that our committee could
do all of our people a service by spread-
ing the story of the colonel’s record of
success. His life story should serve as a
most unusual measure of inspiration for
all other senior citizens who remain
reluctant to surrender their usefulness
and productivity simply because of the
passing of time.

I am sure the other members of my
subcommittee share the view of their
chairman that, up to now, far too little
encouragement has been given to our
senior citizens who retain their physical
capability to embark upon a second
career at the time they reach the ac-
cepted age of retirement.

Mr. Speaker, the prepared statement
of Colonel Sanders which he read before
our subcommittee on the aging was em-
bellished by many extemporaneous per-
sonal references throughout all of the
time he sat in the witness chair. He told
of the time when, as a young boy, he held
a job that paid only $2 a month. I must
have misunderstood him, surely he must
have said $2 a week. But anyhow, he said
he received his board as part compensa-
tion. To make matters worse he was fired
from that job and when he went home
he was given a tongue lashing by his
mother who said she was sad that her
oldest child could not even hold such a
low-paying job. The colonel was quick
to point out that he learned from this
reprimand by his mother that if he were
ever to land another job again he in-
tended to keep it. Well, he did get another
job. It was milking cows. But he had a
difficult time keeping even this job be-
cause it seemed that he was assigned
only the cows, which were sore titted
or those which were called kickers.

The next time he found himself out of
work, through no fault of his own, he de-
cided to take stock to try to see what he
had been doing wrong. It was then he
became an avid reader of the late Will
Rogers. At an early age he adopted the
philosophy that life must really begin at
40. One thing we all learned from our
distinguished witness in that each time
he suffered an adversity, he took stock of
what he had not been doing right and
not only where he had failed but why he
had failed.

Finally he said he decided to start out
operating a service station, selling gaso-
line, with a small six-chair restaurant in
conjunction. Because of his low income
and financial limitations he recalls that
one time he traded some live chickens
in order to buy gasoline to sell at his
service station. Because of his specialty,
his famous fried chicken, he was able
to expand his dining room to a capacity
of 140 and obtained the blessings of Dun-
can Hines who endorsed his restaurant
as one of the finest in the State of Ken-
tucky. Because of another stroke of good
fortune the interstate route in that area
was located just west of his business. But
even with this good luck Colonel Sanders
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did not lower his standards so to speak,
because he determined to keep his fried
chicken the best available anywhere, He
continued in the belief that one should
never worry about competition as long as
he possessed a good product to sell. In
other words, he made up his mind to beat
his competition not by any gimmicks or
underhand methods, but to beat them
on merit by having the best product
available anywhere to sell to the public.

Colonel Sanders told us he firmly be-
lieves in taking care of his own health.
He related that he enjoys perfect health
today with the exception of some infre-
quent arthritis. I may be wrong but I
cannot help but believe that it is his
mental outlook, or I should say, his per-
sonal philosophy that has a great deal
to do with his good physical health and
also his good mental health. He recited
for the committee that in his 80 years of
life he had suffered many disappoint-
ments. But he pointed out that every
time he had been knocked down he be-
lieved he got up stronger than before he
went down. Those of us on the commit-
tee, and particularly the chairman, im-
mediately recognized that it is this kind
of attitude that provides one of the best
definitions of true intelligence in a hu-
man being and that is the ability to
benefit from experience.

In introducing Colonel Sanders to the
committee, as chairman of the subcom-
mittee, I asked forgiveness of the mem-
bers of the committee to make reference
to a personal experience, by alluding to
a conversation long ago with my dear,
old, grandmother, who lived to be over
90 years of age. I pointed out that when
she was cautioned about working too
hard or moving too fast in her later
years, her stock rejoinder was:

William, I would rather wear out than
rust out.

By pure coincidence, and without see-
ing beforehand the prepared statement
of Colonel Sanders, it was interesting to
note that he used almost the same words
as my grandmother.

One of the members of our subcom-
mittee pointed out that today the elderly
constitute one out of five in our total
population. Unfortunately, most of our
elderly do not have the same determina-
tion possessed by the colonel. In the
question period afforded to interrogate
Colonel Sanders it was suggested that
some people are not as resourceful as he
was. It was pointed out there is a serious
problem for the aging because social se-
curity cannot keep up with inflation. The
reply of Colonel Sanders was that he did
not regard himself as especially resource-
ful or exceptional but, rather, that the
good Lord gave us all some native abili-
ties to use or to neglect to use as the case
might be and in this regard he recalled
the time he was laid off from the South-
ern Railroad. He admitted he had a
rough time after the loss of this job but
he did not cry for help. He figured it
was his own job to take care of himself.
So he went to the library to do a little
personal research to find out what job or
jobs he might train himself for. Although
he had worked for the railroad he asked

no quarter from his former employer.
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Rather, he travelled about for some time
in hobo fashion on the rods and some-
times riding the gondolas. From his trav-
els he finally found a financial backer
who would lend him some money to go
into business. According to his testimony
he borrowed $5,500 with no security ex-
cept a promise to give the lender one-
third of the profits from his fried chicken
business.

Even to this day Colonel Sanders dis-
claims the prevailing belief he has some
special recipe or some extraordinary for-
mula to cook fried chicken. This demon-
strates the modesty of the man because
he has in fact, made his famous recipe
the foundation of one of the largest and
perhaps the most attractive franchise
operations in the world.

There are so many exceptional per-
sonal attributes to Colonel Sanders that
it takes quite a while to survey the list,
let alone comment upon each of them.
He believes in scouting. He was one of
the first and foremost advocates of the
Boy Scout movement and even today he
proudly wears on his lapel the scout
emblem. While he may be best known
as one whose famous fried chicken is
finger-licking good, he could also, with
complete justification, be honored as the
father of the concept of our modern pres-
ent-day motels. The colonel testified that
he learned very early that the expendi-
ture of just a little bit more money for
wall-to-wall carpets would increase the
occupancy rate of his rooms and by add-
ing a few more conveniences such as
sound insulation he was able to attain
from the very beginning a better than
60 percent occupancy and later on in his
career as a motel operator he went
through an entire 4-year period without
the vacancy of a single room for a single
night in the motel he operated.

It was most interesting to listen to the
story of how he chose the managers for
his chain of motels. He told us that he
always showed a preference for older,
more mature persons as managers for
his places of business. When asked by
one member of the committee if he could
find enough older persons who were re-
sponsible and able to do the job he an-
swered in the affirmative. In many in-
stances he said he followed the pattern
of employing a widow woman who was
left to support four or five children. He
concluded that no one would marry her,
and as long as he paid her a living wage
he could be assured of a good manager.
Carrying his belief in the employment
of older persons a step further, he said
he always tried to employ a man who
had either a big family or a lot of poor
in-laws because he knew such a man
would have no alternative but to work
in order to look after his family and in
many instances, support his children
and even his grandchildren.

We have all heard that a man’s word
should be as good as his bond. This the
colonel said he firmly believes in. Many
of his franchise contracts have been
sealed with no more than a handshake.
He said he has found that older persons
are more nearly honest than the youth
or young persons of today and if they
seal a deal with a handshake, you can
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depend on it, that our senior citizens
will fulfill their promises.

In an effort to greatly summarize the
colonel’s testimony before our commit-
tee it should be added that the colonel
does not use one of Kentucky's most
famous products known as Kentucky
bourbon. Nor does he use what may be
its next most famous product, tobacco.
He apologizes for his failure to use what
he calls booze and also for his failure to
use tobacco and confesses that he has
not been a good salesman for the State
of Kentucky. He even admits to having
some vices. He agrees that he once cussed
a lot, but has stopped. Not long ago he
made a slip and used some little bit of
profanity. One of his associates who
heard this commented that the language
sounded a little like cuss words. Standing
close by was a third party who remarked,
“You ought to have heard the colonel
before he quit cussing.’”

Once he studied law because he was a
great admirer of Clarence Darrow who,
we all know, came into Kentucky to try
some famous law suits. In this regard it
should be recalled that Clarence Darrow,
way back in the summer of 1925, par-
ticipated in the famous Scopes monkey
trial in Kentucky. It should be recalled
that Clarence Darrow represented Mr.
Scopes with William Jennings Bryan
across the counsel table as a kind of
special prosecutor aiding the State pros-
ecuting attorney to try to conviet Mr.
Scopes of the crime of teaching the sci-
entific theory of evolution, that man is
closely related to the monkey. Colonel
Sanders never passed the bar although
he did earn a law degree.

The colonel was quite adamant in his
judgment that simply because one be-
comes 65 years of age there has to be
compulsory retirement. He argues there
should be no such thing as mandatory
retirement at any age. In this day and
age when there may be some doubts
among even the middle aged certainly
among our senior citizens concerning the
activities of the militant youth of this
country and whether or not they can
ever be rehabilitated or adjusted in time
to become the responsible citizens of to-
morrow, the colonel was of the strong
belief that in the meantime we should
continue to use the mature judgment,
experience and wisdom of our older citi-
zens. He believes there may not be
enough young persons around or avail-
able to with the equal measure of ma-
turity and experience, as our older citi-
Zens.,

Today was a most interesting session
of our committee on the aging; Colonel
Sanders said that only yesterday he was
an active participant in the guberna-
toral election in Kentucky. We all cau-
tioned him in a friendly way he should
not extend himself too far. As chairman
of the committee I recalled for the bene-
fit of those in the hearing room the case
of the late Senator Theodore Green of
Rhode Island, who would not leave the
other body of Congress until he was 93.
Even until his last years he walked 3
miles each day to and from the Capitol.
At the age of 91 he was heard to com-
plain to his doctor when he was asked
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to give up high-diving, but nonetheless
even at 91 continued his wrestling twice
a week.

As a reaction to the testimony of our
distinguished witness that at 81 he had
no intention of slowing down the Chair
commented that perhaps he was follow-
ing the path of Amos Alonzo Stagg, the
most famous of all football coaches who,
when he observed his 100th birthday,
thought he might live forever. When he
was interrogated about the meaning of
such a statement, his reply was in the
form of a question as he asked:

How many men have you ever heard of who
die after they are 100 years old?

The formal statement of Colonel
Sanders carried the heading, “Some
Thoughts on Aging and Retirement.” It
is my personal privilege and high honor
at this time to read, for the benefit of
all of my colleagues in the House and all
of those who may have access to the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcorp, his testimony as we
received it verbatim before the Special
Studies Subcommittee which it is my
special pleasure to chair. We may not ever
become known as the House Committee
on the Aging, because we do have other
assignments. However we will devote our
time this winter, next spring, and even
next summer to the problems of the ag-
ing. I now proudly include Colonel Sand-
ers most excellent testimony entitled,
“Some Thoughts on Aging and Retire-
ment”:

SomeE THOUGHTS ON AGING AND RETIREMENT

Many of us are surviving to older ages. We
must make this survival worth while. To do
s0 dictates that we do some deep thinking
and planning. As for myself, I never plan to
retire even though I am in my 82nd year and
I personally believe one will “rust out quicker
than he will wear out,” but for those that are
forced into retirement, it should mean only
that to retire is merely stop doing one thing
and start doing something else.

We now have some ground to stand on and
we need only—as Archimedes demanded
when he threatened to move the earth—a
fulerum and a lever, The fulcrum can be our
accumulated wisdom, and the lever is our will
to apply it.

Reaching retirement age does not mean
that men and women can be turned out to
pasture—provided with food and clothing and
a roof over their heads. Advancing age has
been written about in textbooks, analyzed in
test tubes and debated by educationalists. It
would almost seem that retirement could be
taken like a doctor’s prescription; a simple
following of the instructions. But it is not so.
Every person is an individual with his own
sense of values and of the fitness of things.
Every person has to assess his own possibil-
ities, set his own goal and prepare himself to
reach it.

STARTING WITH ADVANTAGES

One should not plan their retirement in
the spirit of being deprived of something,
but in the spirit of having something added
to your life. You are not starting out from
nothing, but from the point at which you
have assimilated the lessons of half a cen-
tury. Those years are a crown to wear.

By retirement time we have lost some of
the fears and insecurities that plagued our
youth, and now we have achleved perspective,

This maturity has a special significance.
It 1s time for us to put in effect a wisdom
about life that is unattainable at any previ-
ous age. Some doors have been closed by the
decline of our physical strength, or by the loss
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of momentum; but new doors have been
opened by our maturity. We have had our
quota of disappointments and burned fingers
and they have added up to the prudence by
which we know how to distinguish the char-
acter of troubles and for choice to take the
lesser evils. Our judgment is keen and we
take a coherent view of life.

CHOOSING A PATH

Quoting Lord Chesterfield, who said:
“There is no greater cause of Melancholy
than idleness.” He further described it as,
“the refuge of weak minds and the holiday
of fools.”

Whatever other privileges we surrender, we
retain the right to be useful and the right
to dignity.

Use discrimination. It might show poor
judgement if we were to seize upon the first
post-retirement enterprise that offers itself.

It is said, “second thoughts are best.” Per-
haps third or fourth might be better.

Recall that when Socrates saw various
articles spread out for sale, he exclaimed,
“How much there is in the world that I do
not want.”

We must be positive In our cholce and
don't be against things so much as we are
for things. We write our own passports and
put visas on them for the special things we
wish to experlence. They should be pleasant
things.

Even if we can afford it, we should not rely
on loafing. Life does not have to be easy to
be wonderful.

Our choicé of what to do should include
something involving work. The life role given
Adam in the Garden of Eden was not that
he should work until retirement age, but “till
thou return unto the ground.”

Dynamic retirement should be our aim.
We should wish to get up every morning
with the feeling that we have something to
do, not as a means of livelihood, but for our
physical health and mental welfare and our
happiness.

There are so many variations of what can
be done it's impossible to continue writing
and explore them all. One should make a
plan, leaving ourselves alternatives, seeking
variety. It is a chance to develop original
ideas. “This wise man, sald Andre Gide, the
Nobel Prize winning French novelist, is he
who constantly wonders afresh—for him the
world is always being born again.”

Make the most of what we have; wherever
we go, go with our whole heart; keep our eye
on what's coming up, not what's slipping by:
do not let the minutes rust away.

Let us remember the words of Robert
Browning who sald—"Grow old along with
me; the best is yet to be—The last of life for
which the first was made."”

ADEQUATE INCOME FOR THE
ELDERLY

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. BURKE) is recognized for 15
minutes.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, to continue the discussion begun
Tuesday of this week on the whole range
of problems facing the elderly in this
Nation of ours, I have chosen to devote
my discussion today entirely to what I
feel is their major concern, that is, an
adequate income to enable them to face
old age with dignity and peace of mind.
Private pension plans have been the sub-
ject of extensive hearings on the Senate
side and I am hopeful that before this
Congress finishes its business, it will get
around to considering significant reform
legislation—something which has been
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long overdue in this area. Anything as
vital as pension plans are to the lives of
our citizens is a proper area of concern
to Congress. National standards and reg-
ulations have been needed for some time
to curb the glaring abuses and short
changing which many of our citizens
have received under pension plans on
which they had based their full trust and
confidence for security in their final
yvears. The real tragedy of the present
situation is that far too often individ-
uals only discover the hidden clauses and
the inadequate income they are depend-
ent on when it is too late and they are,
in faet, living off their pensions. The
cases of those who have lost pension ben-
efits under plans to which they had con-
tributed over their working years signif-
icant amounts, simply because they
transferred jobs a few years before re-
tirement or lost their job, are shockingly
frequent and I, for one, am going to in-
sist on tough Federal laws in this area.

There is also much to be done in the
area of tax relief for income derived
from pensions. At present, there are
countless bills filed which address them-
selves separately to pensions of Federal
employees, pensions of public employees,
pensions of teachers, pensions of mili-
tary—the very fact of such a wide range
of professions and occupations behind
all these bills indicates to me the need is
great for an across-the-board, complete
revision of taxation of pension income
for every American—Treasury Depart-
ment footdragging, notwithstanding. It
is time that the Government stopped
concentrating on potential loss of rev-
enue resulting from needed reform in one
area and ignoring the cost to the tax-
payer that results from welfare pay-
ments and public assistance in order to
support those with inadequate income.
Again and again in these speeches, I find
it necessary to conclude that one of the
serious shortcomings of our present
patchwork approach to the problems of
the elderly is that at no time does the
Federal Government seem to have sat
down, either at Cabinet level or in Con-
gress, and conducted an across-the-
board review of existing programs as well
as tax policies. If the total picture were
before our Congressmen and department
officials, I feel certain that much of the
opposition to individual reforms in pro-
grams affecting the elderly would evapo-
rate. The fact is that compartmentaliza-
tion of interests between Government
departments and in Congress between
committees have resulted, I feel, in a
fragmentation of outlook and approach
to the problems of the elderly. Confer-
ences on aging at the State and now at
the national level are focusing on the
broad outlook, but none of these confer-
ences have led to a genuine departure
from the traditional approach to the
problems of the elderly. Somewhere be-
tween the conference halls and the cor-
ridors of power, the vision is narrowed
and the outlook is fogged.

As far as I am concerned, at the very
root of the problem of inadequate income
for our elderly is the continued reliance
on the social security system as it has
operated since that historic day in 1935
when President Franklin D. Roosevelt
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signed the Social Security Act into law.
The world the elderly face today is a far
different world from that which they
faced in 1935, and yet, it is the approach
embodied in the act of 1935 which still
governs our national attitude to the
problem of adequate income for the
elderly. The fact is that even historic
landmark legislation, and no one can
challenge the Social Security Act of
1935 as being just this—the fact is that
even landmark legislation needs to be
reviewed and reexamined and, I main-
tain, reformed after years of service
to the needs of this Nation. The first
fact which we, in Congress, must
recognize and accept, like it or not,
is that for the overwhelming majority
of Americans past 65, social security
checks have become essential to their
financial security and wellbeing. For mil-
lions, social security checks constitute
the only constant reliable source of in-
come to meet all their needs in old age.
It is time that Congress, therefore,
stopped kidding itself into thinking that
social security checks provide that “little
extra” or are “supplements” to the in-
come of the aged. Statistics, while in-
complete, give every indication that
more than 50 percent of our population
over 65 is totally dependent on income
received from social security checks. This
fact of life, more than any other, con-
vinces me that as presently structured,
our social security benefits are totally in-
adequate to meet the needs of the day.

When the President signed into law
the most recent social security bill back
in March, it was received with less than
unbounded joy in professional circles
devoted to the needs of the elderly. Simi-
larly, the 5-percent increase contained
in H.R. 1, now before the Senate Finance
Committee, produced little excitement
and few sighs of relief were heard around
the Nation when it passed the House. In
other words, depending on the fate of
H.R. 1, Congress will have passed a total
of 15 percent in increased benefits this
year and yet, the amount is dismissed as
inadequate by those most affected. Are
our elderly being ungrateful or greedy in
doing so? The answer is a definite, “No.”
A moment’s examination of the effect of
even a 15-percent increase in social
security benefits for those living on the
minimum or near-minimum benefit pay-
ment level would reveal how woefully in-
adequate or how very little difference a
15-percent increase will make in their
struggle to make ends meet. What does a
15-percent increase of $64 a month
amount to? A paltry $9.60. How can any
individual facing the prospect of getting
along on the grand sum of $73.60 be
exactly overjoyed and elated at the
prospect. Sure, $73 is better than $64, but
how much better? How much better off
can we really believe someone trying to
live off $73 really is? Or take a couple
trying to live on $96 a month, the min-
imum benefit level at the start of 1971.
Sure, $110.40 is better than $96. But how
much better? Whatever the average in
the statistical tables turns out to be, the
fact is the average contains countless
individuals and couples who are depend-
ent upon the lowest benefit level of
payments. Surveys show that of those
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beneficiaries receiving the minimum ben-
efit, 50 percent of the couples, 70 percent
of the unmarried men, 76 percent of the
unmarried women workers, and 84 per-
cent of the widow beneficiaries were liv-
ing in poverty.

Consequently, I have concluded after
years of watching the 5 and 10 percent
increases work their way through Con-
gress with little real improvement in
benefit levels, when all has been said and
done, withrut any real improvement in
the standard of living of those totally
dependent upon social security payments.
I have concluded that what is needed is at
least a 50-percent across-the-board in-
crease in social security benefits. For the
past several years, I have flled legisla-
tion that would do just this. As of the mo-
ment, 63 of my colleagues have joined me
in cosponsoring this legislation. Yet every
time I reintroduce this bill or draw the
attention of my colleagues to its exist-
ence, I hear the reaction it produces. This
man is whistling in the dark, they say;
50 percent—impossible. Since I intro-
duced the legislation, we have had three
different increases in social security bene-
fits, which will total 30 percent if HR.
1 is passed in its present form by the
Senate. As far as I am concerned, these
three separate increases, however, have
just barely kept up with the rate of in-
filation and have really not materially im-
proved the real standard of living of those
dependent on social security benefits.

Consequently, I can stand in this well
today and advocate once again a 50-per-
cent increase, because it will take an in-
crease of at least this magnitude to bring
many of the recipients of social security
to the point where they at least have
their heads above water., Even then, few
of them will be able to hold their heads
high in any real sense or attain the fi-
nancial security so necessary to human
dignity. People talk about a cost-of-
living escalator. Like so much else that
has been suggested to reform social se-
curity, it is a reform which is long over-
due. However, let the buyer beware, for
it would be one of the most serious mis-
takes the elderly in this country could
make to accept the automatic cost-of-
living escalator as the complete answer
to their problems. In effect, if the cost-
of-living escalator is all that those living
on social security benefits have to look
forward to in the future, then in effect
they will have been locked in at their
present poverty level. It will be difficult
to convince Congress to intervene dra-
matically once the idea takes hold that
automatic adjustments to increases in
cost of living will take care of future
needs of the elderly. It is for this reason
that I have been so vocal in recent
months on the need for a dramatic in-
crease in benefit level before the auto-
matic cost-of-living increase escalator
clause goes into effect. All the cost-of-
living increase mechanism will do is to
guarantee the future maintenance of the
present woefully inadequate levels of in-
come to the elderly.

Of course, I realize that what fright-
ens most people about my proposal to in-
crease social security benefits by 50 per-
cent, including some of those on social
security, is the price tag. Already the
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social security taxes are slated to in-
crease dramatically in the months ahead.
My answer to these men of more fear
than vision is that they have not studied
my proposal in its entirety. I am fully
cognizant of the cost that a 50-percent
increase will mean for the social security
system. It is for this reason that I have
proposed a new formula for tax assess-
ment which would change the present
method of assessing the employer 50 per-
cent and the employee 50 percent of the
cost of administering social security. Un-
der my proposal one-third of the cost
would be borne by the employer, one-
third by the employee, and one-third by
General Revenues of the Federal Gov-
ernment. This would give the social se-
curity system access to a much broader
tax base than it enjoys at present, with
today’s employers and employees bear-
ing the whole burden on their own
shoulders. Meanwhile, it is clear that our
social security system has changed radi-
cally from the days when this formula
was first adopted, back in 1935. Social
security, as I have indicated, has become
the only source of revenue to millions
around the country and, in effect, is per-
forming the task formerly borne by local
and State welfare systems and, indeed,
has in many ways supplanted private
family support for the elderly.

This is, in fact, the method used in
most industrialized countries of Europe.
The approach makes sense because the
general revenues would realize substan-
tial savings in reduced public assistance
and welfare contributions, as those re-
ceiving social security checks would be
receiving substantially greater income.
The psychological desirability of this ap-
proach to supporting the elderly is hard
to challenge. What older persons today
would not prefer to look to social secu-
rity checks exclusively for income in-
stead of having to file for public assist-
ance and welfare. Think of how much
more this will add to the dignity of old
age, while at the same time taking some
of the burden off the already overworked
social service workers and local and Fed-
eral welfare systems.

As far as the fears of those who worry
about increasing social security benefits
substantially because some receive in-
come from private pension plans in addi-
tion to social security payments, all I can
say is that this problem should not be
beyond the imagination of Congress and
the TRS to solve. For too long now this
small fear has kept Congress from ad-
dressing itself to the millions who in fact
are totally dependent upon social secu-
rity for their very livelihood.

As I stand here today, I feel more cer-
tain than ever before that time is on my
side. Ultimately, Congress will have to
significantly increase the benefit level
under social security. My argument is
why continue to sacrifice the present
generation of elderly any longer? Why
not move now and with grace and
nobility accept the inevitable? Indica-
tions are that experts within and with-
ouf the administration have pretty much
decided that it is time for another bar-
rier to real progress under the social
security system to go. For years, admin-
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istrations and Congress have lived under
the illusion that the social security sys-
tem had to make a profit each year if it
was to remain fiscally sound. Not that it
ever did, mind you; just that it ought to.
In fact, for years now the most that the
reserve of trust funds has been able to
accumulate is about 13 months worth of
payments with which to face the unlikely
event that no more contributions would
be coming into the system. If I can con-
tribute in any small way today to en-
couraging long overdue departure from
this depression-era thinking about the
funding of our social security system, I
would feel I had accomplished quite a bit
indeed. I can honestly think of no more
serious roadblock to progress over the
years than this outdated thinking, It is
this thinking which has fostered the be-
lief that for every increase in benefit
payments, there had to be an equal, if
not greater, increase in social security
taxes,

Those working today felt that they
were being asked to bear an undue pro-
portion of the increasing burden of so-
cial security payments. Worse still, it
encouraged the depressing thought that
social security taxes had nowhere else
to go but up and up, and that by the
time today’s wage earners were ready to
receive benefits, the whole system might
collapse because of the unbearable tax
burden which would face future gen-
erations, not yet working.

At present social security taxes are
scheduled, because of this thinking, to
rise from 5.2 percent to 7.4 percent by
1977. In my opinion, if the pres.nt ac-
counting system is abandoned, the tax
rate need rise no higher than the present
level. Part of the problem since 1935 has
been that the social security system has
been administered on the assumption
that wages do not rise, but remain level.

Obviously, under this kind of thinking
every increase in benefits had to be ac-
companied by an increase in the social
security taxes. The abandonment of this
approach has been recommended by the
social security system’'s own advisory
council. From all that one can fathom
about the inner workings of the admin-
istration, the idea is gaining support. I
am including in the RECORD a copy of an
excellent analysis of the significance of
this revolution in thinking by the re-
spected columnist, Vincent Burke of the
Los Angeles Times. My only quarrel with
his conelusions is that I do not feel that
even by the year 2010 would there be
the prospect of a marked increase in so-
cial security taxes if my recommenda-
tion to include general revenues in the
tax formula were accepted. Otherwise, the
article only confirms what many of us
have been advocating for some time now.

As far as the income limitation is con-
cerned, I can think of no more absurd
example of outdated thinking than the
present $1,680 ceiling on additional in-
come, to be replaced by a $2,000 ceiling
if the Senate passes HR. 1. In the legis-
lation which I have filed, I have recom-
mended raising the ceiling to $3,000. I am
not wedded, however, to this figure; as
far as I am concerned it could be raised
even further. The fact is that millions of
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people over 65 still have much to con-
tribute to society. I see no reason why
they should be forced to sit idly by, rather
than lose their social security benefits
which they justifiably feel they have
earned over the years. Under the present
system, the only people discouraged from
being productive are those who could use
the money the most. Anyone who can
draw down in excess of $10,000 or $12,-
000 a year is certainly not going to
worry about losing a couple of thousand
dollars in social security benefits. The
one who does worry about losing social
security benefits is the one who would be
earning a very small income—certainly
$3,000 a year is a small income. The pres-
ent system works as a complete discour-
agement to anyone over 65 being in any
way productive and trying to stay off
welfare. Again, fears of serious abuse
were the income ceiling to be raised, I
feel are grossly exaggerated and even if
a real threat, it should not be beyond
the ingenuity of Congress to come up
with a better safeguard against abuse
than the present flat prohibition and
discouragement to be productive.

In conclusion, the present system, be-
cause of its very survival, has probably
been proved more successful than any of
its creators had reason to imagine. But,
even the good things in life have a way
of growing old and outdated, of requir-
ing repair and revision every so often.
The social security system is no excep-
tion. For good or for bad, the country
today is not the same Nation we knew
in 1935. Families are not as closely knit,
do not take care of their own to the
extent they did in other generations.
More and more have come to rely on the
social security system for their only
source of income. These are the facts,
not something which I am advocating or
encouraging. The time has come for the
conservatives among us to face reality,
not to continue to tell those so unfor-
tunate as to be in this predicament, that
they should not be there. It is certainly
within the realm of this country's capa-
bilities that it can provide at least the
degree of security and comfort that other
industrialized nations of the west are
able to. Since 1935, all of us have ac-
cepted the fact that the Government has
a major role to play in the security of
all our citizens, What was once ana-
thema has become a way of life. It is now
time to put away the fears of the 1930’s,
to stop holding back where our elderly
are concerned, to put away small town
accounting methods where a major na-
tional program is concerned; in short,
to abandon the methods of the past and
face the realities of the present. If this
is done, then social security not only will
do the job, but I am convinced will do
the job better than any other known ap-
proach to the problems of providing our
elderly with a decent income.

The above-mentioned article follows:
THE 1972 Socian SEcUrIiTY DivipEnD EYE
(By Vincent J, Burke)

Confronted with evidence that cash bene-
fits of the Soclal Security System are over-
financed for the next 40 years, the Nixon ad-
ministration is considering asking Congress
to declare an election-year dividend.
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The dividend could be used up entirely
cancellng a major portion—$20 billion a
year—of the staggering load of new payroll
taxes scheduled to be imposed in the coming
decade.

But it seems more likely that political
pressures would dictate that a share of the
dividend be passed out to beneficiaries in the
form of an election-year increase in benefit
payments.

The extraordinary plan—which President
Nixon probably will find politically irresisti-
ble—would produce an acturial surplus in
the Soclal Security trust fund by shifting
the system to a less conservative method of
accounting in determining whether the fund
is in balance.

STARTING IN 2010

The new method of accounting would,
however, require sharp increases in tax rates,
starting in the year 2010, when the present
generation of American youth starts going on
the benefit rolls.

If the new method should be enacted, and
all of the “dividend” applied to erasing fu-
ture tax Increases, it would have this effect
on Soclal Security taxes:

Tax rates—At present employees and their
employers each pay 5.2 per cent of covered
earnings—and the rate would rise to 7.4 per
cent by 1977 under terms of a House-passed
Soclal Security liberalization, If the new ac-
counting method should be enacted, there
still would have to be one more quick in-
crease In the tax rate to help cover a deficit
in Medicare’s hospitalization fund, But then
the rate could be frozen for decades at 5.4
per cent,

Taxable earnings—The plan would not
prevent a steady rise in the maximum Social
Becurity tax. The amount of earnings sub-
Ject to tax (now $7,800 and scheduled to rise
next year to $9,000) would continue rising
in future years. This would be necessary to
provide cost-of-living increases for benefici-
aries and cover rising hospitalization costs.

WAYS OF SPENDING

In theory, the “dividend’ generated by the
shift In accounting methods could be
“spent” in three different ways:

1. All of it could be used to provide relief
to this generation of workers and business-
men from a portlon—$20 billion a year—of
the additional Soclal Security taxes which
now confront them in the coming decade.
Even if this were done, the payroll tax of
every worker and employer would still rise
above today's level. But the increase would
be much smaller than is now in prospect.

2. All of it could be used to provide an
across the board increase of close to 50 per
cent in cash benefits for the 26 million per-
sons on the rolls (who include 20 million
voters over 60). But there seems no chance
that the administration or Congress would
choose this option, since it would require
the quick Imposition of a staggering new
load of Social Security taxes on every worker
and employer and self-employed person cov-
ered by the program.

TWO-WAY ADJUSTMENT

3. A combination prospective tax and im-
mediate benefit adjustment—the option with
the greatest political appeal—would permit
some increase in the election-year benefit
boost of five per cent which the House already
has voted to put into effect next July,

Under the present accounting method, the
projections indicate that by the end of the
decade a worker earning $15,000 might be
paying 7.4 per cent of $15,000, or $1,110 in
Social Security taxes. Under the new account-
ing method, this projected tax payment
would drop to 5.4 per cent on $15,000, or
$810.

The shift to the less conservative account-
ing method would require these two steps:
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1. The pretense would be abandoned that
the Social Security System will someday ac-
cumulate a gigantic retirement fund to help
pay future benefits. As a matter of explicit
policy, the retirement fund would operate in
the future as it generally has in the past with
only enough reserve to pay one year's bene-
fit.

2. Future tax needs for the retirement fund
would be projected on the assumption that
wages (and prices) will rise, instead of re-
maining level for the next 75 years, the pres-
ent conservative assumption.

BACKED BY COUNCIL

Both steps were unanimously recom-
mended last spring by the Social Security
System's advisory council whose members,
broadly representative of the publie, included
spokesmen for business, labor and private in-
surance companies. Since then, the two-part
plan has won the backing of the Social Se-
curity Administration and Elliot L. Richard-
son, Secretary of Health, Education and Wel-
fare, and is belng considered now at the Of-
fice of Management and Budget.

The first step is not controversial, but the
second is opposed as imprudent by Robert J.
Myers, former chief actuary of the Soclal
Security System.

It is the second step that unlocks the door
to the actuarial windfall. Because retire-
ment benefits are weighted in favor of low-
income workers, rising wages tend to pro-
duce a “profit"” for the Soclal Securlty System
over and above the amount needed to pay
cost-of-lving benefit increases,

Congress has used the profit from past wage
rises to periodically liberalize benefits or post-
pone scheduled rises in tax rates. However,
if the new accounting method were adopted,
the actuarial profit achieved by projecting
future rises in wages would be extracted from
the retirement system in one fell swoop.

If this were done, Congress would have to
boost current Soclal Security Tax rates when-
ever it chose to hike benefits above levels
required to keep up with the cost of living.
Rising wages could no longer be counted
upon to generate profits in the Soclal Secu-
rity System for Congress to use in periodical-
1y tinkering with liberalizing changes.

SORT OF PERPETUAL MOTION

Thereafter, if wages continued to rise al-
most twice as fast as prices (as they generally
have in the past), the retirement system
could operate for 40 years as a sort of per-
petual motion machine. A benefit escalator
would automatically boost benefits periodi-
cally to offset rises in the cost of living and
a wage escalator would increase periodically
the amount of wages subject to the payroll
taxes. But there would be no need to hike
the retirement fund's tax rates until 2,010.

This is conceivable only because there will
be for 40 years a fairly constant ratio between
the number of benefit-collectors (persons
over 65) and the number of benefit-payers
(persons 20 to 64).

However, starting In or about 2,010, this
ratio will begin changing radically as the
bumper crop of post World War II babies
(today’s youth under 26) begins golng onto
the benefit rolls. Then, the ratio of benefici-
arles to taxpayers will rise sharply, requiring
tax rates to be set higher, perhaps 25 to 30
per cent.

Presumably, the resistance of the taxpay-
ers would escalate, accordingly. By then, how-
ever, persons over 65 would constitute a
much greater portion of the voting popu-
lace—and would wield proportionately great-
er political power—than they do today.

THIRTEEN-MONTH RESERVE

Because it would destroy a fiction that is
part of the mythology of Soclal Security, an
announced decision to limit the future size

of the retirement fund might trouble some
Americans. But “pay-as-you-go” is the prac-
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tice that has been followed for years. Money
currently paid out to beneficiaries comes
from taxes currently paid in by workers and
employers. The fund now has a reserve big
enough to pay only 12 months of benefits.

Myers, a nationally known actuary who
developed cost projections for the Soclal Se-
curity System for several decades, objects
switching to the rising wage method of
projecting the system's tax needs because it
assumes that wages in the future will con-
tinue to rise almost twice as fast as prices.
(The difference being what economists call
“productivity”). Myers says it's imprudent
to assume future productlvity gains will be
anywhere as great as in the past and notes
that in the last few years productivity gains
have been almost non-existent.

But the proposal has galned support among
business and labor representatives in Wash-
ington, a development that Rep. John W.
Byrnes, of Wisconsin, senior Republican on
the House Ways and Means Comumittes, finds
deplorable, but understandable.

The “business guy thinks if he can post-
pone his taxes, that's great,”” Brynes said.
“And labor unions want to avold payroll tax
increases and raise benefits by taxing money
out of general revenues, making the system
a welfare hybrid.

“The attitude seems to be that if we can
postpone the day of reckoning, let's do it. Let
somebody else worry about it. We have be-
come & soft soclety. We want our cake and
let’s not pay for it.”

COMMISSION ON PENAL REFORM

Mr. McCLORY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at
this point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, today my
distinguished colleague from Missouri
(Mr. HuncaTeE) and I are introducing a
bill to establish a Commission on Penal
Reform. We fully realize that one of the
easiest things for a legislative body to do
is to establish commissions for every con-
ceivable purpose. We are entirely aware
of the fact that countless commissions
have filed countless reports with the Con-
gress in the past only to have them collect
dust—and to have their findings fade into
oblivion,

However, in proposing a Commission
on Penal Reform, Mr. Speaker, we are
determined that such a commission—and
the study it would undertake is absolute-
1y essential. Its findings and recommend-
ations could very well provide the im-
petus for the most sweeping reforms in
the area of penology in the history of this
country—perhaps in the history of the
world.

In the 19th century, Fyodor Dostoyev-
sky wrote:

It is acknowledged that neither convict
prisons, nor the hulks, nor any system of
hard labour ever cured a criminal.

Mr, Speaker, the sad irony is that our
prisons are not curing criminals today
any more than they were in 19th century
Russia. They are without a doubt creat-
ing criminals out of first offenders and
individuals whose foolish errors brought
them into conflict with the law.

In a recent decision in the U.8. district
court in Richmond, Va., Judge Robert R.
Merhige ordered an end to the frequent-
ly arbitrary and cruel disciplinary prac-
tices which, in his words, were ‘“rep-
resentative of conditions. existing gen-
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erally throughout” the penal system.
Judge Merhige cited a case where an
inmate on a prison farm had screamed
day and night for almost a full week
during his stay in solitary confinement in
August 1970. He screamed for help until
he died on August 31, 1971—of sickle cell
anemia, a slow and painful death.

Examples of such treatment can be
found in any State in the Union—and
simple decency demands that it be
stopped. We have somehow lost the
meaning of the word “rehabilitation”—
which Webster defines “to restore to
good repute.”

Mr. Speaker, Attica was not the
first reminder we have had that there is
something sorely wrong with our penal
system, And, I fear, it will not be the last.
Let us not permit these painful remind-
ers to pass without acting in the manner
in which a civilized and compassionate
people are expected to act.

Mr, Speaker, I fervently hope that
Congress will act upon this proposal to
establish a Commission on Penal Reform
so that all who are incarcerated in our
penal institutions will know that we are
setting about to review and revise the
forms of punishment which are daily
visited upon them. In addition, we can
make patently clear through such a
commission—and its recommendations—
that we are dedicated to devote our pri-
mary efforts toward crime prevention—
and criminal rehabilitation.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to have my
distinguished colleague Mr. HUNGATE,
who is one of our ablest lawyer Mem-
bers of this body—as a cosponsor of this
measure.

NATIONAL WEEK OF CONCERN

(Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin asked
and was given permission to extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, it has now been 7 years, 222
days since the capture on March 26, 1964,
of Capt. Floyd Thompson, the first Amer-
ican taken prisoner in South Vietnam.
Today more than 1,500 Americans are
being held prisoner by the North Viet-
namese and Vietcong.

Their welfare is no partisan concern.
Humanitarians of every political persua-
sion are united in their efforts to secure
the release of our prisoners and their
speedy reunion with their families at
home.

Very soon the Communists’ excuse for
refusing to discuss the return of Amer-
ican prisoners at the Paris peace talks
will be eliminated through the steady
withdrawal of American fighting men
from South Vietnam. Hopefully, this sit-
uation will soften the enemy’s inhumane
policy toward the prisoners which vio-
lates the Geneva Convention.

Americans should not be allowed to
forget the plight of these prisoners even
as the war rapidly fades from public
consciousness. A strong and steady ex-
pression of American public opinion and
concern for the humane treatment of the
prisoners can be an important persuasive
argument with the North Vietnamese and
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Vietcong. Many House Members joined
in sponsoring a resolution earlier this
year calling for a National Week of Con-
cern. Let us resolve to make the situa-
tion of our prisoners in Southeast Asia
a daily concern for each of us.

THE AMCHITEKA DELUSION

(Mr. BINGHAM asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, no con-
vineing justification has yet been offered
the American public or the Congress for
going ahead with the Cannikin nuclear
test scheduled to take place under Am-
chitka Island in the Aleutians this week.
The President and the courts have an
opportunity to stop the test, but they
have not seen fit to do so. They have ig-
nored the pleas of friendly allied na-
tions like Japan and Canada who have
urged us not to undertake this threaten-
ing test. They have also ignored the con-
cerns of millions of Americans, particu-
larly in Hawaii and along the western
coast, who oppose the test and who stand
to suffer if anything goes wrong.

It is long past time we recognize that
such nuclear tests as this contribute
nothing to our national security. As the
New York Times pointed out today in its
lead editorial:

Few things would strengthen the security
of this planet more than abandonment of
the delusion that American—or Russian—se-
curity is enhanced by such menacing under-
ground weapons tests.

I strongly urge the President to re-
verse his past decisions and to stop the
Cannikin test. The full text of the edi-
torial follows:

THE AMCHITEA DELUSION

Sometime between Friday morning and
early next week at the bottom of a huge hole
more than a mile below the surface of the
barren Aleutian island of Amchitka, the
United States will be setting off an explosion
of unimaginable power.

If all goes as planned by the weapons
techniclans, the earth itself will absorb the
force of this test. The fantastic heat, the ter-
rifying roar, the tearing, blasting, incompre-
hensible force—250 times more powerful than
the explosion that destroyed Hiroshima—will
be muffled and contained within the man-
made shell 6,000 feet deep and the ylelding
encompassing earth outside.

The earth, as weapons technicians view it,
is tough and durable. The earth, as many
seismologists view it, is flawed and sensitive
and unstable. Amchitka lies in an earth-
quake zone, If pessimists are right, “Canni-
kin,” as this test is called, may set off a quake
under the ocean floor, Then a fearsome wave
of water would sweep across the North Paci-
fic bringing death to coastal peoples where-
ever it touched land—Alaska or Japan or
Canada or perhaps Hawaii.

Then again the man-made shaft may not
hold. Some of the radioactlvity may escape
into the surrounding water and air. Seal and
fish and birds would die. The waters would
be deeply poisoned. Of course, the worst may
not happen. It only happens now and then.

The probabilities are good that the test
will be safe and successful, But the probabili-
ties are also good that this device will never
be needed in any defense strategy. Smaller
multiple nuclear warheads now exist to do
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the job. The reasons for the test lie within
that murky realm of diplomatic bluff and
military intimidation and counter-intimida-
tion which goes by the name of “security.”

Unless the Court of Appeals for the Dis-
trict of Columbia orders a temporary halt,
Cannikin will occur. President Nixon may be
able to justify his judgment to himself al-
though he has not yet justified it to the
American people or to friendly, worried allies
like Canada and Japan. But no President and
no people can any longer justify these reck-
less gambles with the earth and sea and air.
Amchitka seems far away but this planet is
small and it fate in doubt.

Few things would strengthen the security
of this planet more than abandonment of
the delusion that American—or Russian—
security is enhanced by such menacing un-
derground weapons tests. The folly of Am-
chitka is the folly of a species that burns and
poisons and blows up its only home.

BUSING AMENDMENT TEXT

(Mr. ASHBROOK asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include extra-
neous matter.)

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. PUCINSKI)
has announced that he will offer an
amendment tomorrow which will sub-
stantially incorporate the provisions of
the emergency desegregation bill which
was defeated Monday. A number of im-
provements will be made and the objec-
tions we raised on Monday have, for the
most part, been met. One glaring omis-
sion should be noted.

The proponents of this amendment
would have us believe that the busing
amendment contained therein would
satisfy objections of those who are con-
cerned about Federal busing schemes. I
submit for the record that this is not
correct. Their amendment clearly per-
tains only to the desegregation bill title.
It would be entirely possible for HEW
to utilize the $1.5 billion contained in
that authorization for nonbusing uses
and then spend money under other titles
to launch any variety of busing schemes.
We all know about the left and right
pocket routine. A prohibition in the left
pocket would not counter schemes fi-
nanced from the right pocket.

The President says he does not approve
of Federal expenditure for busing in ra-
cial schemes. Secretary Richardson says
he does not approve of HEW funds for
busing of this type. This amendment
will accomplish that purpose once and
for all and should be adopted.

I am offering an amendment not to the
Pucinski amendment but to the General
Education Provisions Act which appears
in section 2002 on page 278. It would in-
sert a new section 408 and read as fol-
lows:

Page 278, line 4, after “Sec. 2002." insert
“(a)" and following line 19 insert:
“(b) Part A of the General Education Pro-

visions Act is further amended by adding at
the end thereof the following:

“PROHIBITION AGAINST USE OF APPROFRIATED
FUNDS FOR BUSING

“Sec. 408. No funds appropriated for the

purpose of carrying out any applicable pro-

gram may be used for the transportation of

students or teachers in order to overcome ra-

cial imbalance in any school or school sys-
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tem, or for the transportation of students
or teachers in erder to carry out a plan of
racial desegregation of any school or school
system."

Mr. Speaker, the amendment I am
offering is designed to correct an omis-
sion in the General Education Provisions
Act—which covers all programs admin-
istered by the Commissioner of Educa-
tion—and to carry out the real intent of
Congress that Federal funds should not
be used for busing programs.

Section 422 of the act is entitled “Pro-
hibition Against Federal Control of Edu-
cation’” and it has the standard language
prohibiting controls over instruction,
personnel, or the administration of
school systems. At the end of that lan-
guage there was added this further pro-
hibition, that the various education acts
could not be used “to require the assign-
ment or transportation of students or
teachers in order to overcome racial im-
balance.”

That language is virtually meaning-
less, because none of the acts listed could
be interpreted as making any such re-
quirement in any event. Those require-
ments are made by the courts, or by the
Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare under title VI of the Civil Rights
Act, or even by some State agency other
than a court.

The loophole is that Federal funds in
any number of programs might then be
used for busing to carry out such re-
quirements. My amendment would plug
that loophole. It would come earlier in
the act under provisions dealing with
appropriated funds and their uses, and
it would simply prohibit the use of Fed-
eral funds appropriated for any program
administered by the Commissioner of Ed-
ucation—whether directly or by delega-
tion—for the use of busing to overcome
racial imbalance or to carry out desegre-
gation plans. Transportation for any
other purpose—such as for handicapped
children—could be carried out with Fed-
eral funds if the particular act author-
ized such use.

Accordingly, this amendment very spe-
cifically and very carefully restricts the
use of Federal education funds to edu-
cational programs, rather than busing
students to achieve other purposes.

This would not duplicate any anti-
busing amendment adopted under the
emergency school aid program because
the House version of that bill places the
authority in the Secretary and it might
or might not be delegated to the Com-
missioner of Education. This amendment
is also far broader in scope.

This busing amendment can be easily
understood. If Members want to brush
the matter under the rug and seek the
supposedly safe sanctuary of the Pucin-
ski busing amendment, let them do so.
They are not really on record against
busing for racial purposes. They are
merely indicating that money from this
one program, a relatively small propor-
tion of the total Federal educational ex-
penditure, shall not be used for busing.

In view of the need to improve the
education of children in all of our
schools, whatever their racial compo-
sition, I think that Federal funds should
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be restricted to educational purposes. So
long as we permit the use of these funds
for busing it is a major temptation to
every Federal and State court, and even
to State agencies, to order extensive and
unpopular busing programs on the theory
that the costs will be picked up by the
Federal Government. My amendment
would remove that temptation once and
for all, and I urge its adoption.

TAKE PRIDE IN AMERICA

(Mr. MILLER of Ohio asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, to-
day we should take note of America’s
great accomplishments and in so doing
renew our faith and confidence in our-
selves as individuals and as a nation.

The greater demand of the American
people to stay informed has prompted
dramatic increases over the years in the
number of persons employed by news-
papers. Employment in newspapers in
1966 averaged 353,800, an increase of
more than 42 percent since 1947.

e ——————

INCREASE IN TERMINATION
CHARGES ON URANIUM ENRICH-
MENT SERVICES

(Mr. PRICE of Illinois asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, for
the information of my colleagues I
should like to insert in the REcorDp a copy
of a committee resolution adopted by the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy on
November 2, 1971, This resolution was
adopted pursuant to the authority con-
tained in section 161 v. of the Atomic En-
ergy Act of 1954, as amended.

The resolution waives a waiting period
contained in that section of the law rela-
tive to the time during which any pro-
posed amendment to the AEC’s uranium
enrichment services criteria must lie be-
fore the Joint Committee before such
amendment may be established. The pro-
posed amendment was submitted to the
Joint Committee on October 13, 1971,
and would increase termination charges
to customers for AEC’s uranium enrich-
ment services and the notice period by
which enrichment services contracts may
be terminated by the customer without
incurring such termination charges. The
committee carefully considered the pro-
posed amendment and determined that it
would be in the best interest of the United
States for the proposed amendment to be
established without further delay.

The resolution follows:
RESOLUTION—JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC
ENERGY, NOVEMBER 2, 1971
To walve certain provisions of the Atomic

Energy Act of 1954, as amended, so as to

permit an amendment to the Atomic En-

ergy Commission’s Uranium Enrichment

Services Criterla to be Immediately estab-

lished

Whereas, on October 13, 1971, the Atomic

Energy Commission submitted to the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy, pursuant to
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subsection 161 v. of the Atomic Energy Act
of 1954, as amended, a proposed amendment
to the Uranium Enrichment Services Cri-
teria; and

‘Whereas, Section 161 v. of the Atomic En-
ergy Act of 1954, as amended, provides in ef-
fect that such amendments may not be es-
tablished until forty-five days have expired
while the Congress is in session after the
submission of the amendment, without ad-
verse action thereon by the Congress, and
unless such period is "vaived by resolution of
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy; and

Whereas, the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy is satisfied that the proposed amend-
ment i1s in keeping with the provisions of
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended,
and the legislative history thereof; and

Whereas, the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy recognizes that the early establish-
ment of the proposed amendment would be
in the best interests of the United States:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy of the United States Congress
assembled,

That notwithstanding the provisions of
section 161 v. of the Atomlic Energy Act of
1954, as amended, which provides for a forty-
five day walting period before amendments
to the Uranium Enrichment Services Criteria
may be established, the proposed amendment
submitted on October 13, 1871, by the Atomic
Energy Commission, may be established at
any time after the approval of this Resolu-
tion.

Approved by a majority of the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy, November 2, 1971.

CONGRESSMAN JAMES T. BROYHILL
ANNOUNCES RESULTS OF HIS
PUBLIC OPINION SURVEY ON NA-
TIONAL ISSUES

(Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina
asked and was given permission to extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina.
Mr. Speaker, for the past 9 years, I have
conducted an annual opinion poll in my
distriet in North Carolina. I have found
the residents of the 10th District to be
very receptive to the idea of an opinion
poll since it affords them the oppor-
tunity to make their views known to me
on many issues and events of national
importance. I have found it helpful to
know thes feelings of my constituents in
order to provide them the type of repre-
sentation they deserve and one that best
reflects their thinking. In June of this
year, such a poll was taken of the 10th
Congressional District of North Carolina
and I would like to present the results
of this survey to the Congress.

The poll consisted of 18 questions and
presented a broad spectrum of issues that
I believe to be of interest to the people
of my district. As in the past, it was
distributed through the mails to nearly
every mailbox and home in the eight
counties I represent. No attempt was
made to restrict the poll to any one par-
ticular group and because of this, I feel
that the results of the poll correctly re-
flect tkhe prevailing opinion in the 10th
District.

I was pleased at the number of people
who responded, a total of 11,110. This
yvear, for the first time I asked both hus-
bands and wives to indicate their views.
I am aware that there is often a differ-
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ence of opinion on issues in the same
family and I wanted to provide the op-
portunity for both views to be expressed.

Based on past experience, I knew that
many who responded would not be sat-
isfied with giving just a categorical “yes”
or “no” answer to the questions. Thou-
sands of comments and, in some cases,
letters accompanied the survey. There is
no way I can express these comments in
statistical terms but they aided immeas-
surably in my understanding of the
opinions of my constituents. I wish there
were some way for me to give my col-
leagues here in the Congress a summary
of the comments I received but this being
impossibie, I will discuss some of the
major trends which these remarks have
demonstrated.

Perhaps the most hotly debated sub-
jeet in the United States this year has
been the wage-price freeze that the Pres-
ident instituted in August. In a series
of far-reaching ecoomic moves intended
to curb inflation, excessive unemploy-
ment, Federal budget deficits, balance-
of-trade deficits, and the lagging busi-
ness investments, the President has be-
gun a process that I believe will restore
the confidence of every American in our
economy The result of my poll, taken 2
months before the implementation of
the wage-price program, show that there
was strong support for such a policy.
This response indicated to me that the
American people are willing to accept
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economic controls in order that the Na-
tion’s economy can be brought back to
a state that will benefit everyone in
the country, and are willing to put the
national good ahead of personal gain.

The war in Vietnam continues to
occupy the thinking of Americans, de-
spite the winding down of our military
commitment. I asked my constituents if
they would support a gradual with-
drawal of U.S. troops from Vietnam and
turning responsibility for defense over
to the South Vietnamese. More than 80
percent supported such a policy. The
people of the 10th District believe that
after 10 years of U.S. support, our com-
mitment has been filled and it is time to
give the lead role back to South Vietnam.

The poll results also demonstrated that
the present draft system is no longer an
acceptable method of maintaining our
military troop strength. One of the pro-
posals put forth has been to substitute
the draft lottery with an all-volunteer
military. The armed services have been
emphasizing the volunteer concept in
order to obtain more enlistments and to
cut down on the number of young men
needed through the draft. I asked if a
volunteer military force would be ac-
ceptable as an alternative to the draft,
and nearly 60 percent responded that it
would be. I, too, favor the volunteer sys-
tem and have cosponsored legislation
that would make it a reality.

The administration has put an em-

[in percent]
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phasis on foreign policy in the past 2
years and I believe that the American
people are responding to this emphasis
by becoming more aware of foreign issues
and the effect on our lives. Before the
President’s announcement that he would
g0 to mainiand China, I asked my con-
stituents if they would favor a policy that
would improve diplomatic and trade re-
lations between the two countries. They
responded with a definite yes. Our past
policy toward mainland China has been
examined by the American people and I
am certain that they feel it is no longer
feasible to ignore a country that con-
tains one-fourth of the world’s popula-
tion. In an age when a small misunder-
standing could touch off a nuclear holo-
caust, it is good that we seek to improve
the relations between two of the world’s
superpowers.

Revenue sharing with the States by the
Federal Government drew strong sup-
port, as did a program of Federal tax
incentives to encourage new, job-creating
industries in rural areas. Less support
was indicated for a system that would
guarantee a minimum income to every
family provided that all able-bodied
adults accepted jobs or job-training as a
condition of receiving aid.

I would like to be able to discuss these
results in detail with my colleagues in
the House of Representatives, but I know
that this would be difficult to do. The de-
tailed results of the poll are as follows:
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. Hosmer for November 4 to No-
vember 7, 1971, on account of official
business of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy.

Mr. Baker (at the request of Mr. GER-
ALp R. Forp) for November 3, 4, and 5,
1971, on account of official business, rep-
resenting Tennessee at National Con-
ference on Highway Safety.

Mr, Pmnie (at the request of Mr. GER-
ALp R. Forp) from 3:30 p.m. today and
balance of week on account of official
business.

Mr. HanseN of Idaho for November 4
to November 7 on account of official busi-

ness of the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy.

Mr. MarTIN (at the request of M.
GeraLD R. Forp) from 3:30 p.m. today
and balance of week on account of offi-
cial business.

Mr. FounTAmn (at the request of Mr.
Boces) from 6:15 p.m. until 12 noon
November 4 on account of illness in
family.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous-consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Lujsan) to address the

House and to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous matter:)
Mr. BLAckBURN for 5 minutes today.

Mr. Hoean for 5 minutes today.

Mr. Kemp for 5 minutes today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Davis of South Carolina)
to address the House and to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous madtter:)

Mr. Ropivo for 10 minutes today.

Mr. ConvyEers for 60 minutes today.

Mr. GowNzaLEz for 10 minutes today.

Mr. FurtoN of Tennessee for 30 min-
utes today.

Mr. DanieLsonN for 5 minutes today.

Mr. RanpaLL for 60 minutes today.

Mr. Burke of Massachusetts for 15
minutes today.
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted

Mr. EpmMonpson in three instances, and
to include extraneous material.

Mr. RanpALL, to revise and extend his
remarks on H.R. 2 today prior to the vote
on the Sebelius amendment.

Mr. RanpALL, to revise and extend his
remarks today on the Erlenborn amend-
ment to H.R. 7248, the Higher Education
Act.

Mr. MitcHELL, and to include extra-
neous material.

Mr. Ropino, to extend his remarks on
the House Concurrent Resolution 417.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Lusan) and to include ex-
traneous maitter:)

Mr. McEKwNEY in two instances.

Mr. Mirrs of Maryland.

Mr. SCHERLE.

Mr. ScamiTz in four instances.

Mr. Lroyp in four instances,

Mr. HUTCHINSON.

Mr, HosMER in three instances.

Mr. Remp of New York.

Mr. VEYsEY in two instances.

Mr. Steiger of Wisconsin in two in-
stances.

Mr. WymaN in two instances.

Mr, HuNT.

Mr. GOLDWATER.

Mr. DERWINSKI.

Mr. Kemp in two instances.

Mr. MORSE.

Mr. Bos WiLson in three instances.

Mr. MicHEL in two instances.

Mr. DUNCAN.

Mr. CorLrins of Texas in five instances.

Mrs. HEckLER of Massachusetts in four
instances.

Mr. Price of Texas in two instances.

Mr. Hansen of Idaho,

Mr, BROOMFIELD.

Mr. SCHWENGEL in two instances,

Mr. Kinc in five instances.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Davis of South Carolina)
and to include extraneous matter:)

Mr. DiNGELL in three instances.

Mr. DrINAN ir three instances.

Mr. FisHER in three instances.

Mr. Ropmvo in three instances.

Mrs. Hansen of Washington.

Mr. HARRINGTON,

Mr. RarIcK in three instances.

Mr. BecIcH in five instances.

Mr. GonzAaLEzZ in three instances.

Mr. Hacaw in three instances.

Mr. Rocers in five instances.

Mr. KruczynskI in three instances.

Mr. FounTaIn in three instances.

Mr. PucInsKI in six instances.

Mr. Apams in five instances.

Mr. MONTGOMERY in two instances.

Mr. MiTcHELL in five instances.

Mr. WOLFF.

Mr. BRINKLEY in two instances.

Mr. pE LA Garza in 10 instances.

Mr. Roy.

. CELLER in two instances.
. RooNEY of New York,
. Dow.

Mr. Danier of Virginia in two
stances.

Mr, WaLDpIE in six instances.

Mr, BincHAM in three instances.

in-
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Mr. James V. STaNTON in two instances.

Mr, MurpHY of Illinois in two instances.

Mr, GALLAGHER.

Mr. BLATNIK in two instances.

Mr. Younc of Texas in three instances.

Mrs, SuLLIvAN in five instances.

Mr, AnpErsoN of Tennessee.

Mr. CHARLES H. WiLsoN in 10 instances.

Mrs. GReeN of Oregon.

Mr. O’HaRrA in two instances.

Mr. AnpeErsoN of California in two in-
stances.

Mr. Green of Pennsylvania in four in-
stances.

Mr. Jones of North Carolina in two in-
stances.

Mr. MAHON.

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The Speaker announced his signature
to an enrolled bill of the Senate of the
following title:

5.26. An act to revise the boundaries of
the Canyonlands National Park in the State
of Utah.

—_—

BILL PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee did on November 2, 1971, pre-
sent to the President, for his approval, a
bill of the House of the following title:

HR. 4590. An act to amend the Tariff
Schedules of the United States with respect
to the dutlable status of certain articles.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. DAVIS of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; according-
ly (at 7 o’clock and 52 minutes p.m.) the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs-
day, November 4, 1971, at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1250. A letter from the Assistant Secre-
tary of Defense (Installations and Logisties),
transmitting a report covering January
through June 1971, of Department of Defense
military procurement actions for experi-
mental, developmental, test, or research work
negotiated under the provisions of 10 U.8.C.
2304(a) (11), and in the interest of national
defense or industrial mobilization under the
provisions of 10 U.S.C. 2304(a) (16) pursuant
to 10 U.S.C. 2304(e); to the Committee on
Armed Services.

1251. A letter from the Commissioner, Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, U.S.
Department of Justice, transmitting coples
of orders suspending deportation, together
with a list of the persons involved, pursuant
to section 244(a) (1) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act, as amended; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

1252. A letter from the Commissioner, Im=-
migration and Naturalization Service, U.S.
Department of Justice, transmitting a copy
of the order suspending deportation in a
certaln case, pursuant to section 244(a)(2)
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, as
amended; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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Recervep FroM THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL
1253. A letter from the Comptroller Gen=-
eral of the United States, transmitting a re-
port on the opportunity to reduce Federal
costs under the law enforcement education
program, Law Enforcement Assistance Ad-
ministration, Department of Justice; to the
Committee on Government Operations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. CELLER: Committee on the Judiciary.
Senate Joint Resolution 132. Joint resolu-
tion extending the duration of copyrighi
protection in certain cases (Rept. No. 92-
605). Referred to the House Calendar.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. EASTENMEIER: Committee on the Ju-
diciary. 5. 1866. An act for the relief of
Clayton Bion Craig, Arthur P. Wuth, Mrs.
Lenore D. Hanks, David E. Sleeper, and De-
Witt John; with an amendment (Rept. No.
92-604). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. McMILLAN: Committee on the District
of Columbia. H.R. 10677. A bill to incorporate
in the District of Columbia the Gold Star
Wives of America (Rept. No. 92-606). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House,

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BIAGGI (for himself, Mr, JONES
of North Carolina, Mr. CEDEREERG, Mr,
BurkE of Florida, Mr. SARBANES, Mr.
PmRNIE, Mr. TIERNAN, Mr. McDoNALD
of Michigan, Mr. SEIBERLING, Mr.
VEYsey, Mr. WinLiam D, Forp, Mr.
Roy, and Mr. Kyros) :

H.R. 11538. A bill to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
to provide a system for the redress of law
enforcement officers’ grievances and to es-
tablish a law enforcement officers’ bill of
rights in each of the several States, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. DOW:

H.R. 11539. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that the
first $5,000 each year of any Federal annuity
shall be exempt from income tax; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. ESHLEMAN (for himself, Mr.
Awnperson of Illinols, Mr. CoLrins of
Texas, Mr. Winw, Mr. ArRcCHER, Mr.
Ware, and Mr. BLACKBURN) :

H.R. 11540. A bill to amend section 8(e)
of the National Labor Relations Act with re-
spect to its application to labor agreements
relating to construction; to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

By Mr. HANLEY:

H.R. 11541, A bill to amend the tariff and
trade laws of the United States to promote
full employment and restore a diversified
production base; to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954 to stem the outflow of U.8.
capital, jobs, technology, and production, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.
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By Mr. HOWARD:

H.R. 11542. A bill to protect collectors of
antique glassware against the manufacture
in the United States or the importation of
imitations of such glassware; to the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. ICHORD:

H.R. 11543, A bill to encourage national de-
velopment by providing incentlves for the
establishment of new or expanded job-
producing and job-training industrial and
commercial facilities In rural areas having
high proportions of persons with low in-
comes or which have experienced or face a
substantial loss of population because of
migration, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. McCLORY (for himself and
Mr. HUNGATE) :

H.R. 11544, A bill to establish a Commis-
sion on Penal Reform; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. MATHIS of Georgla:

H.R. 11545. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to provide payment
for chiropractors' services under the program
of supplementary medical insurance benefits
for the aged; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. PRICE of Texas:

H.R. 11546. A bill to protect the right of
privacy of persons by authorizing private
suits when unsolicited obscene material is
sent through the mails; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr, SHIPLEY:

H.R. 11547. A bill to provide that disabled
individuals entitled to monthly cash bene-
fits under section 223 of the Social Security
Act, and individuals retired for disability
under the Rallroad Retirement Act of 1837,
shall be eligible for health insurance bene-
fits under title XVIII of the Social Becurity
Act without regard to their age, and to re-
duce from $50 to 25 the annual deductible
imposed under the supplementary medical
insurance program; fto the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. SIKES:

HR. 11548. A bill to authorize the Attor-
ney General to exchange criminal record in-
formation with certain State and local agen-
cles: to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ASPIN:

HR. 11549. A bill to repeal the Connally
Hot Oil Act; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

H.R. 11550. A bill to terminate the oil im-
port control program; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. DOW:

HR. 11551, A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a basic 85,-
000 exemption from income tax for amounts
received as annuities, pensions, or other re-
tirement benefits; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

H.R.11552. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to authorize the enroll-
ment of eligible veterans in a course offered
by an institution which has changed its lo-
eation; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs.

By Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN:

H.R.11553. A bill to amend the act of
September 18, 1964, authorizing the addition
of lands to Morristown National Historical
Park in the State of New Jersey, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. HUNGATE:

H.R.11554. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to provide payment
for chiropractors’ services under the program
of supplementary medical insurance benefits
for the aged; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R.1156565. A bill to encourage national
development by providing incentives for the
establishment of new or expanded job-pro-
ducing and job-training industrial and com-
mercial facilities in rural areas having high
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proportions of persons with low incomes or
which have experienced or face a substantial
loss of population because of migration, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mrs. MINK (for herself, DMrs.
Apzuc, Mr. BapiLro, Mr. BEGICH, Mr.
BeRGLAND, Mr. BincHAM, Mr. BRADE-
mMas, Mr. BurronN, Mr. CorMaAN, Mr.
DELLENBACK, Mr. Dow, Mr. DRINAN,
Mr. Eowarpns of California, Mr. WiL-
tiam D. Forp, Mr. FRASER, Mr, FREN-
ZEL, Mr. HAWKINS, Mr. HELSTQSKI,
Mr, Hicks of Washington, Mr. Mc-
Cormack, Mr. MinLer of California,
Mr. MrircHELL, Mr. MoRsg, Mr.,
MosHER, and Mr. Moss) :

H.R.11566. A bill for the relief of certain
orphans in Vietnam; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mrs. Minx (for herself, Mr.
HarringTON, Mr. Howarp, Mr, LEG-
GETT, Mr. KocH, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr.
Meeps, Mr. Migva, Mr. PEPPER, Mr.
Nix, Mr. Rees, Mr. ScHEUER, Mr.
Stoxes, and Mr. THoMPsON of New
Jersey) :

H.R. 11557. A bill for the relief of certain
orphans in Vietnam; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. RYAN:

HR., 11558. A bill to amend the Economic
Stabilization Act of 1970 to stabilize mass
transit and commuter service fares through
the period ending midnight April 30, 1973;
to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. STEELE:

HR. 11559. A bill to amend the Public
Works and Economic Development Act to ex-
tend the benefits thereof to all townships and
other political subdivisions of 10,000 popula-
tion or more; to the Committee on Public
‘Works.

By Mr. VAN DEERLIN (for himself,
Mr. Brown of Ohlo, Mr. LEGGETT,
Mr. McFain, Mrs. Mink, and Mr,
MurrHTY of New York) :

HR. 11560. A bill to amend the Federal
Aviation Act of 1958 to provide that an in-
direct air passenger carrier may promote,
assemble, and consolidate charter passengers
and arrange their transportation between
points within the United States and points
in foreign countries in accordance with regu-
lations established by the Civil Aeronautics
Board pertaining to charter air transporta-
tion; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. VIGORITO:

H.R. 11561. A bill to deauthorize the Lake
Erie-Ohio River Canal; to the Committee on
Publie Works.

H.R. 11662. A bill to reduce solid waste
pollution and litter which is caused by glass
containers by making safer and more efficient
the process of recycling glass containers by
requiring that glass containers be made of
clear glass; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. WALDIE:

H.R. 11563. A bill to amend chapter 87 of
title 5, United States Code to waive employee
deductions for Federal employees’ group life
insurance purposes during a period of er-
roneous removal or suspension; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. WILLIAMS:

H.R. 11564, A bill to amend section 312 of
the Immigration and Nationality Act to ex-
empt certain additional persons from the re-
quirements as to understanding the English
language before their naturalization as citi-
zens of the United States; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MAHON:

H.J. Res. 946. Joint resolution making fur-
ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal
year 1972, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Appropriations.

By Mr. GERALD R. FORD:

H.J. Res, 947. Joint resolution authorizing
the President to proclaim the fourth Wednes-
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day in January as “Natlonal Schoo] Nurse
Day', to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LENT (for himself, Mr. GROVER,
Mr. WYDLER, Mr. CraNE, Mr. SCHERLE,
Mr. Jonas, Mr. RHODES, Mr. HALPERN,
Mr. STUCKEY, Mr. BRINKLEY, Mr,
DunNcAN, Mr. DaNIEL of Virginia, Mr.
EsHLEMAN, Mr. FIsHER, Mr. WINN,
Mr. Baring, Mr. Biacel, Mr. HArvEY,
Mr. TErrY, Mr. BAKER, Mr. MANN,
Mr. WaccOoNNER, Mr. Sikes, Mr.
BLACKBURN, and Mr, SPENCE) :

H.J. Res. 948. Joint resolution authorizing
the President to proclaim the first day of
January of each year as “Appreclate America
Day"”; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LENT (for himself, Mr. CLARK,
Mr. CoLLIER, Mr. RoBiNsoN of Vir-
ginia, Mr. RUNNELS, Mr. CARTER, Mr.
Scorr, Mr. BRowN of Michigan, Mr.
Mmurer of Ohio, Mr. MazzoLi, Mr.
HorTroN, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. Abp-
DABBO, Mr. YouNc of Florida, Mr.
WryLE, Mrs. Hicks of Massachusetts,
Mr. PoweLL, Mr. SeEBeLius, Mr. De-
LANEY, Mr. FLoweErs, Mr. HunT, Mr.
DERwWINSKI, Mr. CLEVELAND, Mr.
CHAPPELL, and Mr. STRATTON) :

H.J. Res. 949. Joint resolution authorizing
the President to procailm the first day of
January of each year as “Appreciate America
Day"; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LENT (for himself, Mr. HEL-
STOSKI, . Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr.
EKemp, Mr. MrzerL, Mr. NELSEN, Mr.
Coroova, and Mr. STEGER of Ari-
ZOona) :

H.J. Res. 950. Jeint resolution authorizing
the President to proclaim the first day of
January of each year as “Appreciate America
Day”; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MARTIN:

H.J. Res. 951. Joint resolution to amend
title 5 of the United States Code to provide
for the designation of the 11th day of No-
vember of each year as “Veterans Day"; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ST GERMAIN:

H.J. Res. 952. Joint resolution asking the
President of the United States to declare the
fourth Saturday of each September “National
Hunting and Fishing Day'’; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GALLAGHER (for himself, Mrs,
ABzuG, Mr. DuNcanN, Mr. FRASER, Mr.
HorTOoN, Mr. MEeeps, Mr. RANDALL,
Mr. SmiTH of New York, Mr. STRAT-
ToN, Mr, THoMsoN of Wisconsin, and
Mr, Yates):

H. Res. 683. Resclution to express the
sense of the House of Representatives with
respect to measures to improve relations with
Canada; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. FISH:

H.R. 11565. A bill for the relief of Leopoldo
Chavarria and Solita Chavarria; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. RUPPE:

H.R. 11566. A bill to direct the Secretary
of the Interior to convey certain public land
in the State of Michigan to the Wisconsin
Electric Power Co.; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXIT,

151. The SPEAKER presented a petition
of Danlel E. Leveque, Sheboygan, Wis., rela-
tive to redress of grievances, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiclary.
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