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ORDER FOR THE RECOGNITION OF
SENATOR EAGLETON ON FRIDAY

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that on
Friday next, immediately following the
recognition of the two leaders or their
designees under the standing order, and
action on any unobjected-to measures on
the legislative calendar, the distinguished
Senator from Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON)
be recognized for not to exceed 15
minutes.

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

THE TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS ON FRIDAY

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that upon
the conclusion of the remarks by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Missouri (Mr.
EAGLETON) on Friday morning next, there
be a period for the transaction of rou-
tine morning business with statements
therein limited to 3 minutes, the period
not to extend beyond 10:45 a.m,

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

REGULATION OF PUBLIC EXPOSURE
TO SONIC BOOMS

The Senate continued with the consid-
eration of the bill (S. 1117) to provide
for regulation of public exposure to sonic
booms, and for other purposes.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that at
the conclusion of morning business on
Friday next, the unfinished business,
Calendar No. 42, S. 1117, be laid before
the Senate.

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

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR
FRIDAY, MARCH 19, 1971

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr, Presi-
dent, if the able assistant Republican
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leader has no suggestions, requests, or
statements, I shall proceed to state the
program for Friday.

On Friday next, the Senate will con-
vene at 10 o'clock a.m., following the ex-
piration of an adjournment.

Immediately after the disposition of
the reading of the Journal, the recogni-
tion of the two leaders or their designees,
and the transaction of any unobjected-
to business on the legislative calendar,
the distinguished Senator from Missouri
(Mr. EacLETON) Will be recognized for not
to exceed 15 minutes, following which
there will be a period for the transaction
of routine morning business, not to ex-
tend beyond 10:45 a.m., following which
the then unfinished business, Calendar
No. 42, S. 1117, will be laid before the
Senate. Time between 10:45 am. and
11 am.—if not needed for additional
morning business—will be used for gen-
eral debate on the bill and will be un-
controlled. Controlled time will begin
running at 11 am.

Under the previous agreement, the con-
sideration of any amendment, motion
or appeal with respect to S. 1117 will be
limited to 30 minutes, the time to be
equally divided between the mover of
such amendment, motion or appeal, and
the distinguished manager of the bill
(Mr. MacNUsoN). Amendmenfs not ger-
mane will not be received, and time on
the bill itself will be limited to 30 min-
utes, the time to be equally divided be-
tween the manager of the bill (Mr.
Macnuson) and the distinguished minor-
ity leader or his designee,

Under the agreement, any Senator in
control of time on the bill may allot time
thereunder to Senators wishing addi-
tional time on any amendment, motion,
or appeal—with the exception of a
motion to lay on the table, of course.

Mr. President, a yea-and-nay vote has
been ordered on S. 1117, and it should
occur early in the day because of the
limited time agreement.

Mr, President, I call attention once
again to the fact that the calendar is
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clear, with the exception of the pending
business, S. 1117, and it is hoped that all
committees will utilize the time to re-
port measures to the Senate for early
consideration on the floor,

AUTHORIZATION TO RECEIVE MES-
SAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT OF
THE UNITED STATES DURING AD-
JOURNMENT OF THE SENATE

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent
that messages from the President of the
United States may be received and ap-
propriately referred during the ad-
journment over to Friday next.

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

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 AM. FRI-
DAY, MARCH 19, 1971

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, if there be no further busi-
ness to come before the Senate, I move,
in accordance with the previous order,
that the Senate stand in adjournment
until 10 a.m. on Friday morning next.

The motion was agreed to; and (at
4 o’clock and 51 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until Friday, March 19, 1971,
at 10 a.m.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate March 16, 1971:

IN THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Herbert F. DeSimone, of Rhode Island, to
be an Assistant Secretary of Transportation.

IN THE NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC
ADMINISTRATION

The nominations beginning Donald J. Flor-
wick, to be commander, and ending Richard
A. Zachariason, to be ensign, which nomina-
tions were received by the Senate and ap-
peared In the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on
March 1, 1971.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday, March 16, 1971

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Rev. Bernard A. Peters., O.S.B., St.
Joseph's Church, Maplewood, N.J., of-
fered the following prayer:

Almighty God of infinite wisdom and
understanding, we beseech You in these
confused years to inspire the Members of
this Congress with Your inspiration and
care. Let them bear witness of Your prin-
ciples, give them the strength and cour-
age to form a right conscience and to
follow it.

Let none of the hardships that are
found in life cause faithlessness or im-
patience. Let them always declare them-
selves for the true and just. May their
decisions be to their glory.

May we never forget our blessings and
give thanks to Thee, from whom all
blessings flow. Amen,

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex-
amined the Journal of the last day's
proceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 4690,
INCREASING PUBLIC DEBT LIMIT
AND AMENDING SOCIAL SECURITY
ACT

Mr. MILLS submitted the following
conference report and statement on the
bill (H.R. 4690) to increase the public
debt limit set forth in section 21 of the
Second Liberty Bond Act, and for other
purposes:

CoNFERENCE REPoRT (H. REPT. NoO. §2-42)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (HR.
4690) to increase the public debt limit set
forth in section 21 of the Second Liberty
Bond Act, and for other purposes, having
met, after full and free conference, have
agreed to recommend and do recommend to
their respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate and
agree to the same with an amendment as
follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the Benate amendment insert the
following:

TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO THE SOCIAL
BECURITY ACT
INCREASE IN OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS, AND DISABILITY
INSURANCE BENEFITS

Bec. 201. (a) Section 215(a) of the Social
Security Act 1s amended by striking out the
table and inserting in lleu thereof the
following:
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*‘TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND MAXIMUM FAMILY BENEFITS
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(b) Bection 203(a) of such Act is amended
by striking out paragraph (2) and inserting
in lieu thereof the following:

“(2) when two or more persons were
entitled (without the application of section

202(j) (1) and section 223(b)) to monthly
benefits under section 202 or 223 for January
1971 on the basis of the wages and self-
employment income of such insured indi-
vidual and at least one such person was so

entitled for December 1970 on the basis of
such wages and self-employment income,
such total of benefits for January 1971 or
any subsequent month shall not be reduced
to less than the larger of—
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“{A) the amount determined under this
subsection without regard to this paragraph,
or

“(B) an amount equal to the sum of the
amounts derived by multiplying the benefit
amount determined under this title (includ-
ing this subsection, but without the appli-
cation of section 222(b), section 202(q), and
subsections (b), (c), and (d) of this sec-
tion), as in effect prior to the amendment
of this subsection in March 1971, for each
such person for such month, by 110 percent
and ralsing each such increased amount, if
it is not a multiple of $0.10, to the next
higher multiple of $0.10;
but In any such case (i) paragraph (1) of
this subsection shall not be applied to such
total of benefits after the application of
subparagraph (B), and (11) If section 202
(k) (2) (A) was applicable in the case of any
such benefits for January 1971, and ceases to
apply after such month, the provislons of
subparagraph (B) shall be applied, for and
after the month In which section 202(k) (2)
(A) ceases to apply, as though paragraph
(1) had not been applicable to such total
of benefits for January 1971, or".

(c) Section 215(b)(4) of such Act is
amended by striking out "December 1969"
each time it appears and inserting in leu
thereof "December 1870".

(d) Section 215(c) of such Act is amended
to read as follows:

“PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT UNDER 1969 ACT

“{e)(1) For the purposes of column II
of the table appearing in subsection (a) of
this section, an individual's primary insur-
ance amount shall be computed on the basls
of the law in effect prior to the amendment
of this subsection in March 1971.

“(2) The provisions of this subsection
shall be applicable only in the case of an
individual who became entitled to benefits
under section 202(a) or section 223 before
the date on which this subsection was
amended in March 1871, or who died before
such date.”

(e) The amendments made by this section
shall apply with respect to monthly benefits
under title IT of the Soclal Security Act for
months after December 1970 and with re-
spect to lump-sum death payments under
such title in the case of deaths occurring in
and after the month In which this Act is
enacted.

(f) If an individual was entitled to a dis-
ability insurance benefit under section 223
of the Soclal Security Act for December 1970
on the basls of an application filed in or after
the month in which this Act is enacted, and
became entitled to old-age insurance benefits
under section 202(a) of such Act for January
1971, then, for purposes of section 215(a) (4)
of the Soclal Security Act (if applicable), the
amount in column IV of the table appearing
in such section 215(c) for such individual
shall be the amount in such column on the
line on which in column II appears his pri-
mary insurance amount (as determined un-
der section 215(c) of such Act) instead of
the amount in column IV equal to the pri-
mary insurance amount on which his dis-
ability insurance benefit is based.

(g) Notwithstanding the provisions of sec-
tions 2(a) (10), 402(a) (7), 1002(a) (8), 1402
(8) (8), and 1602(a)(13) and (14) of the
Social Security Act, each State, in determin-
ing need for ald or assistance under a State
plan approved under title I, X, XIV, or XVI,
or part A of title IV, of such Act, may disre-
gard (and the plan may be deemed to re-
quire the State to disregard), in addition to
any other amounts which the State 1s re-
quired or permitted to disregard in determin-
ing such need, any amount paid to an in-
dividual under title IT of such Act (or under
the Railroad Retirement Act of 1937 by rea-
son of the first proviso in section 3(e) there-
of), in any month after the month in which
this Act is enacted, to the extent that (1)
such payment is attributable to the increase
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in monthly benefits under the old-age, sur-
vivors, and disability insurance system for
January, February, March, or April 1971 re-
sulting from the enactment of this title, and
(2) the amount of such increase is paid
separately from the rest of the monthly bene-
fit of such individual for January, February,
March, or April 1971.

INCREASE IN BENEFITS FOR CERTAIN INDIVIDUALS
AGE 72 AND OVER

Sec. 202. (a) (1) Section 227(a) of the
Soclal Security Act is amended by striking
out *“$46"” and inserting in Illeu thereof
“$48.30", and by striking out “$23" and in-
serting in lieu thereof “$24.20".

(2) Section 227(b) of such Act is amended
by striking out “$46” and inserting in lieu
thereof “$48.30".

(b) (1) Section 228(b) (1) of such Act 18
amended by striking out “$46" and inserting
in lleu thereof “$48.30".

(2) Section 228(b)(2) of such Act is
amended by striking out “$46" and inserting
in lieu thereof "$48.30", and by striking out
“$23" and inserting in lieu thereof “$24.20".

(3) Section 228(c)(2) of such Act is
amended by striking out “$23" and inserting
in lieu thereof “$24.20".

(4) Bection 228(c)(3) (A) of such Act 1s
amended by striking out “$46” and inserting
in lieu thereof “$48.30".

(6) Section 228(c) (3) (B) of such Act is
amended by striking out “$23" and inserting
in lieu thereof “$24.20".

(c¢) The amendments made by subsections
(a) and (b) shall apply with respect to
monthly benefits under title II of the Social
Security Act for months after December 1970.

INCREASE OF EARNINGS COUNTED FOR BENEFIT
AND TAX FURPOSES

Sec. 203. (a) (1) (A) Section 209(a) (5) of
the Soclal Security Act i1s amended by in-
serting “and prior to 1872 after "1967".

(B) Section 209(a) of such Act is further
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new paragraph:

“{6) That part of remuneration which,
after remuneration (other than remunera=
tion referred to in the succeeding subsections
of this section) equal to 9,000 with respect
to employment has been pald to an individ-
ual during any calendar year after 1971, is
pald to such individual during any such
calendar year;".

(2) (A) Section 211(b) (1) (E) of such Act
is amended by inserting “and beginning
prior to 1972" after “1967”, and by striking
out *“; or" and inserting in lieu thereof *;
and”,

(B) Section 211(b) (1) of such Act is fur-
ther amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new subparagraph:

“(F) For any taxable year beginning after
1971, (1) $9,000, minus (ii) the amount of
the wages pald to such individual during the
taxable year; or".

(3) (A) Section 213(a) (2) (i1) of such Act
is amended by striking out “after 18967" and
inserting in lleu thereof “after 1967 and be-
fore 1872, or $9,000 in the case of a calendar
year after 1971,

(B) Section 213(a)(2) (ili) of such Act is
amended by striking out “after 1967" and in-
serting in lieu thereof “after 1967 and begin-
ning before 1972, or $9,000 in the case of a
taxable year beginning after 1871".

(4) Section 215(e) (1) of such Act 1is
amended by striking out “and the excess over
$7,800 in the case of any calendar year after
1967" and inserting in lieu thereof “the ex-
cess over $7,800 in the case of any calendar
year after 1967 and before 1972, and the ex-
cess over $9,000 in the case of any calendar
year after 1971",

(b) (1) (A) Section 1402(Db)(1)(E) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to
definition of self-employment income) is
amended by inserting “and beginning before
1972" after “1967", and by striking out *;
or” and inserting in lieu thereof “; and”.
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(B) BSection 1402(b) (1) of such Code is
further amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subparagraph:

“(F) for any taxable year beginning after
1971, (i) 9,000, minus (i) the amount of
the wages paid to such Individual during
the taxable year; or”,

(2) BSection 3121(a) (1) of such Code (re-
lating to definition of wages) is amended
by striking out “§7,800" each place it ap-
pears and inserting in lieu thereof *“$9,000.”

(3) The second sentence of section 3122
of such Code (relating to Federal service) is
amended by striking out “$7,800" and in-
serting in lieu thereof “'$9,000".

(4) Section 3125 of such Code (relating to
returns in the case of governmental em-
ployees in Guam, American Samoa, and the
District of Columbia) is amended by striking
out *“$7,800" where it appears In subsec-
tions (a), (b), and (c) and inserting in lieu
thereof “'$8,000".

(5) Sectlon 6413(c) (1) of such Code (re-
lating to special refunds of employment
taxes) is amended—

“(A) by inserting “and prior to the calendar
year 1972" after “after the calendar year
1967";

(B) by inserting after “exceed $7,800,” the
following: “or (E) during any calendar year
after the calendar year 1971, the wages re-
ceived by him during such year exceed £9,-
000,"”; and

(C) by inserting before the period at the
end thereof the following: “and before 1972,
or which exceeds the tax with respect to the
first $9,000 of such wages received in such
calendar year after 1971".

(6) Section 6413 (c) (2) (A) of such Code
(relating to refunds of employment taxes in
the case of Federal employees) is amended
by striking out “or $7,800 for any calendar
year after 1867" and inserting in lleu thereof
‘87,800 for the calendar year 1968, 1969, 1970,
257119.:71, or £9,000 for any calendar year after

(7) Section 6654(d) (2)(B) (1) of such
Code (relating to failure by individual to pay
estimated income tax) is amended by strik-
ing out “$6,600" and inserting in lieu thereof
*'$9,000",

(c) The amendments made by subsections
(a) (1) and (a) (3) (A), and th¢ amendments
made by subsection (b) (except paragraphs
(1) and (7) thereof), shall apply only with
respect to remuneration pald after December
1971. The amendments made by subsections
(a) (2), (a) (3) (B), (b) (1), and (b) (7) shall
apply only with respect to taxable years be-
ginning after 1971. The amendment made by
subsection (a)(4) shall apply only with re-
spect to calendar years after 1971.

CHANGES IN TAX SCHEDULES

Sec. 204. (a) (1) Bection 3101(a) of such
Code (relating to rate of tax on employees for
purposes of old-age, survivors, and disabllity
insurance) is amended by striking out “and”
at the end of paragraph (3), and by striking
out paragraph (4) and inserting in lieu there-
of the following:

“(4) with respect to wages received during
the calendar years 1873, 1874, and 1975, the
rate shall be 5.0 percent; and

“(6) with respect to wages received after
December 31, 1975, the rate shall be 5.15 per-
cent.”

(2) Section 3111(a) of such Code (relating
to rate of tax on employers for purposes of
old-age, survivors, and disability insurance)
is amended by striking out “and” at the end
of paragraph (3), and by striking out para-
graph (4) and inserting in lieu thereof the
following:

“(4) with respect to wages paid during the
calendar years 1973, 1974, and 1975, the rate
shall be 5.0 percent; and

"*(6) with respect to wages pald after
December 31, 1875, the rate shall be 5.15
percent.”
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(b) The amendments made by subsection
(a) (1) shall apply only with respect to tax-
able years beginning after December 31,
1971. The remaining amendments made by
this section shall apply only with respect to
remuneration pald after December 31, 1971.

And the Senate agree to the same.

Mr. MILLS,
Mr. WATTS,
Mr. ULLMAN,
Mr, Byr~NeEs of Wisconsin,
Mr. BETTS,
Managers on the Part of the House.

Mr. LoNG,
Mr. ANDERSON,
Mr. TALMADGE,
Mr. BENNETT,
Mr. CURTIS,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

JOoINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE
CoMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House and
the Senate at the conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 4690)
to Increase the public debt ‘imit set forth
in section 21 of the Second Liberty Bond
Act, and for other purposes, submit the
following joint statement to the House and
the Senate in explanation of the effect of
the action agreed upon by the managers and
recommended in the accompanying confer-
ence report:

INCREASE IN SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS

The Senate amendment added to the House
bill a new title II increasing soclal security
benefits and making related changes in the
OASDI program.

1. OASDI benefit increase

The Senate amendment increases regular
OASDI benefits by 10 percent with a mini-
mum primary insurance amount of $100 a
month beginning January 1871.

The Senate amendment provides that fam-
ilies coming on the rolls after the effective
date of the benefit increase, as well as
families already on the rolls on such effective
date, will be guaranteed the full amount of
the 10-percent increase, When social security
benefits have been Increased in the past, the
family maximum amounts have not been in-
creased since they were based on a percentage
of the worker’s average monthly wage, which
does not change with a benefit increase. The
Senate amendment would change the basic
nature of the family maximum by making
it a percentage of the primary insurance
amount rather than a percentage of the
worker's average monthly wage. The Senate
amendment would eliminate a problem which
has arlsen whenever soclal securlty benefits
have been increased in the past. Those fam-
illes whose benefits are limited by the family
maximum and who came on the rolls after
the effective date of a benefit increase have
not shared in the percentage increase en-
acted. Those families on the rolls prior to the
effective date of a benefit Increase have been
granted the benefit increase under a saving
clause which has accompanied every recent
benefit increase.

The conference agreement accepts a 10-per-
cent benefit increase (Including the increase
in family maximum benefits) as In the Sen-
ate amendment, but with the 10-percent in-
crease applied to the minimum benefit with
a resulting minimum benefit of $70.40 rather
than $100.

The Managers belleve that it 1s not nec-
essary to increase the minimum benefit
amount beyond the 10 percent provided in
the conference agreement at this time since
the Committee on Ways and Means is pres-
ently considering social security legislation,
and it is the understanding of the Managers
that the minimum benefit {8 among a num-
ber of proposals included in that considera-
tion.

Under the conference agreement each State
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is permitted (in determining the need of its
public assistance recipients) to disregard any
retroactive payment of the OASDI benefit
increase provided by the bill for the months
of January through April of 1871 which is
expected to be pald out (by separate check)
in June.

TABLE I.—ILLUSTRATIVE MONTHLY BENEFITS PAYABLE
UNDER PRESENT LAW AND UNDER THE CONFERENCE
AGREEMENT

Benefit amount
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Confer-

ence
agree-  Present
ment law
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Confer-
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monthly

t Present
earnings la

§70. 40

ottt
: SEsT 101. 10

$96.
137.90
152. 60
198, 50
242.30
284.70
327.60
376.10
(O]

i Not applicable, since the highest possible average earnings
is $650,

2. Increase in benefits for certain individuals
age 72 and over

The Senate amendment provides a 5-per-
cent increase in the special benefits payable
to certain individuals age 72 and over who are
not insured for regular benefits. This increase
would be effective for January 1971 and would
ralse payments from $46 to $48.20 for in-
dividuals and from $69 to $72.50 for couples.

The conference agreement accepts the pro-
vision of the Senate amendment.

3. Liberalization of earnings test

Under present law, a beneficiary may earn
up to $1,680 annually (or up to $140 in a
month) with no reduction in social security
benefits. Each $2 earned between $1,680 and
$2,880 results in a $1 reduction in benefits;
each $1 earned above $2,880 reduces bene-
fits by $1. The Senate amendment would
make two changes, effective January 1971:

(a) Beneficiaries could earn up to $2,400
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annually (up to $200 in 1 month) with no re-
duction in benefits.

(b) For all earnings above $2,400, bene-
fits would be reduced $1 for each $2 earned.

This provision is omitted from the con-
ference substitute.

It is the understanding of the managers
that the House will be consldering this mat-
ter In connection with social security legis-
lation now pending before the Committee on
Ways and Means and they expect that the
legislation reported out by the Committee
on Ways and Means will provide for an in-
crease in the earnings test.

4, Changes in social security tares

The cost of the Senate amendment would
be met by increasing the tax base from $7,800
to $9,000 a year, beginning January 1972, and
by increasing the tax rates on employers and
employees. The tax base would similarly be
increased for the self-employed, although the
tax rates for them scheduled In present law
would not be raised.

Under present law, the OASDI tax rate is
scheduled to remain at 4.6 percent through
1972 and to Increase to 56 percent in 1873 and
thereafter. Under the Senate-passed amend-
ment, the rates would increase to 5 percent
in 1973 (as under present law), to 5.3 percent
in 1976, and to 5.6 percent in 1981.

The allocation of taxable wages to the dis-
ability insurance trust fund would be in-
creased under the Senate amendment from
1.1 percent today to 1.25 percent beginning
in 1981.

The conference agreement includes the in-
crease in the tax base from $7,800 to $9,000 a
year effective January 1972 provided under
the Senate amendment.

Omission of the provisilons of the Senate
amendment providing a $100 minimum pri-
mary insurance amount and increasing the
earnings 1imit reduces the cost of the amend-
ment. Therefore, the conference agreement
provides for an increase in taxes in 1976 and
after from 5 percent to 5.15 percent for em-
ployers and employees. This change results
in keeping the program on an actuarially
sound basis.

In addition, the conference agreement
omits the change In the allocation to the dis-
ability insurance trust fund.

TABLE 2.—SOCIAL SECURITY TAX RATES AND MAXIMUM ANNUAL SOCIAL SECURITY TAXES FOR EMPLOYEES, EMPLOYERS
AND SELF-EMPLOYED

Employees and employers, each

Self-employed

OASDI  HI

(percent) (percent) (percent)

Total Maximum$ OASDI Hi Total Maximum
tax (percent) (percent) (percent) tax

Present law: |
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=
o]

1980-86___
1987 and after

WE-Imdo Wo-ad

Mg ngnoALn
o

=
(7]

5.2
5.6
5, .
8 452. 40
g 460. 20
2

7

5.

2 405, 60
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A68. 00
508. 50
8 526. 50
9! 535.50
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5
5
5
5.
6.
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1 Tax rates apply to annual earnings up to $7,800,

ACTUARIAL COST ESTIMATES

The Old-Age, Survivors, and Disability
Insurance system, as modified by the con-
ference agreement, has an estimated long-
range cost that is in close balance with
income. The Old-Age, and Survivors Insur-
ance portion of the program has an actuarial
imbalance of —0.06 percent of taxable pay-
roll while the DI portion has an imbalance
of —0.04 percent of taxable payroll. As a
whole, the OASDI system has an actuarial im-
balance of —0.10 percent of taxable payroll,
which is within the acceptable 1iinit of varia-
tion for long-range financing. Accordingly,
the OASDI system as modified by the con-
ference agreement is actuarially sound.

The combined employer-employee rate for

* Tax rates apply to annual earnings up to $9,000.

the Old-Age, Survivors, and Disability In-
surance system is compared with present law
in the following table:

TABLE 3.—0LD-AGE. SURVIVORS AND
DISABILITY INSURANCE

{In percent]

d employer-employ
rate

Combi

Conference
agreement
9.2
10.0

Calendar year Present law

1971 to 1972
1973 t0 1975. ... :
1976 and after. _ __________
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The allocation to the Disability Insurance
program would under the conference agree-
ment be exactly as under the present law—
namely, 1.1 percent of taxable payroll for all
future years.

The self-employed rate for OASDI will also
be the same under the conference agreement
as under present law—namely 6.9 percent in
1971-72 and 7.0 percent thereafter.

The following table traces the changes
actuarial balance of the OASDI system from
its situation under present law, according to
the latest estimates, to that under the con-
ference agreement:

TABLE 4,—CHANGES IN ACTUARIAL BALANCE OF OLD-AGE,
SURVIVORS, AND DISABILITY SYSTEM AS PERCENTAGE
OF TAXABLE PAYROLL, BY TYPE OF CHANGE, INTER-
MEDIATE-COST ESTIMATES, PRESENT LAW AND CON-
FERENCE AGREEMENT

Actuarial balance of present system

$9,000 earnings base in 1972 __.
10-percent benefit increase
Liberalized maximum family
L eSS S I ARE s SRS
Revised contribution schedule......
Total effect of amendments_ .
Actuarial balance under the con-
ference agreement

Additional OASDI benefit payments re-
sulting from the conference agreement, for
selected years in the shortrun future, are
shown in the following table, by provision:

TABLE 5.—ESTIMATED ADDITIONAL OASDI BENEFIT PAY-
MENTS IN CALENDAR YEARS 1971, 1972, AND 1975

[!n millions ot dollars|

1971 1972 1875

General 10 percent benefit increase. . $3,120 $3,572
5 percent increase in special pay-

ments to noninsured and transi-

tional insured persons aged 72

smdover . ... oo ...
Liberalized tamily i

§3,994

16 14 8

1 bene-
R Tl it 152

1 R e S (7ot 7T R BT )

The following table shows short-range esti-
mates of the progress of the OASI and DI
Trust Funds, combined, under present law,
and under the system as modified by the
conference agreement:

TABLE 6.—PROGRESS OF THE OAS| AND DI TRUST FUNDS
COMBINED, UNDER PRESENT LAW AND UNDER THE
SYSTEM AS MODIFIED BY THE AMENDMENTS, CALEN-

DAR YEARS 1971-75
[In billions]

Income QOutgo

Confer-
Present ence  Present
law agreement faw

Confer-
ence
agreement

Calendar
year

Net increase in
funds

Assets, end of
year

Confer-

ence
Present agree-  Present
law ment law

Confer-
Calendar

$3.

v
13.
14
16.
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Mr, Mris,
Mr., WaTTs,
Mr. ULLMAN,
Mr. Byenes of Wisconsin,
Mr. BETTS,
Managers on the Part of the House.
Mr, LoNG,
Mr. ANDERSON,
Mr, TALMADGE,
Mr. BENNETT,
Mr, CURTIS,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent for the immediate con-
sideration of the conference report on
the bill (H.R. 4690) to increase the pub-
lic debt limit set forth in section 21 of
the Second Liberty Bond Act, and for
other purposes, and further, that ail
points of order against the report be
waived.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ar-
kansas?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I think that this pro-
posal is of such importance that it
deserves an explanation before granting
the privileze of waiving all points of
order, as well as the immediate consid-
eration which, of course, sets aside the
3-day rule.

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

Mr, GROSS. I am glad to yield to my
friend, the gentleman from Arkansas.

Mr, MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
the gentleman from Iowa, my good
friend, yielding to me. I must agree, Mr.
Speaker, with the comment raised by the
gentleman that this is an unusual pro-
cedure that I am asking for today. I
want to do this in order to obtain prompt
consideration by the House on the sev-
eral matters that are involved in this
legislation.

First of all, Mr, Speaker, let me call
attention to the fact that the debt ceil-
ing requires immediate action, as the
debt is now at the existing ceiling. It
should be borne in mind that we are
spending at the rate of about $4 billion
a week.

Mr. GROSS. If the gentleman will par-
don my interruption, did he say this
Government is spending at the rate of
$4 billion per week?

Mr. MILLS. That is correct. That is
the rate of our spending at the present
time. If we do not approve the legislation
today, so that it can be promptly ap-
proved by the other body and sent to the
President so he will be in a position to
sign it as soon as possible, in my opinion
there could be bills presented to the
Treasury for the remainder of this week
that the Treasury will not be able to pay.

Now, if I may proceed further, the
only thing involved in the conference
report itself is the increase in social se-
curity payments retroactive fo January
1, 1971, of 10 percent across the board,
plus a 5-percent increase for those who
are 72 years of age, and not entitled to
regular social security benefits. That is
all that is in the conference report, ex-
cept of course the finencing provisions
are also in it. We will raise on January 1,
1972, the existing $7,800 taxable wage
base to $9,000. This was recommended
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by the administration to go into effect
at an earlier date, but the Senate fixed
it at January 1, 1972, and it was im-
possible for us to move it to an earlier
date. That would have been beyond the
power of the conference committee.

Now the reason we must have waivers
of points of order on the conference re-
port and the reason I am asking for that
is because under the House rules the 10-
percent social security amendment is not
germane to the bill that the House
passed—that bill dealt only with the debt
ceiling. So anyone could make a point of
order and it would have stood. Then it
might have to go to the Committee on
Rules and the legislation could not other-
wise be considered prior to Friday. In
my opinion, under those circumstances,
it could not then become law until, possi-
bly, sometime next week because the
manager of the Senate conferees advised
us he would not be in town after tonight.
So I hope we can get this matter disposed
of here so they can dispose of it on the
Senate side and the President can sign it
as soon as it is sent to him. We should
not get into this impasse of the Treasury
possibly not being able to pay its bills for
the rest of the week.

Mr. EYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr, Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. Gross. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I do not
think there is any disagreement among
the Members with regard to the items in
this particular conference report.

In the first place, the debt ceiling pro-
visions of the bill really were not in con-
ference. The two Houses acted identically
with respect to those items. If that is
all there was involved, we would not even
be considering a conference report——

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman is correctly
stating the situation.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. The bill
would automatically b2 sent to the Presi-
dent. We would receive the Senate mes-
sage and send the bill down to the Presi-
dent.

The situation has been complicated
by the fact that the Senate added some
social security amendments, The only
amendment retained by the conferees
and before the House 10-percent across-
the-board increase in benefits and the
correlative financing, and the 5-percent
increase in the special benefits paid
from the general fund to certain individ-
uals over age 72. I do not think there is
anybody on this floor who would vote
against the 10-percent increase retroac-
tive to January 1. I think there is gen-
eral agreement that this is desirable and
that it is needed.

Under the former rules of the House,
we would simply have brought the bill
back to the House. Somebody could have
raised the question asking us to explain
why we accepted something that was
not germane and we would have had to
explain the situation just as we are ex-
plaining it now. We think while it is not
germane, it is a matter that both Houses
are in agreement on and favorable con-
sideration in this context would expe-
dite matters. The only reason for the
present procedure is because the new
rules we adopted provide a special pro-
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cedure on nongermane amendments ad-
ded by the Senate. If we were to follow
the procedure of the new rules, it would
delay both the 10-percent across-the-
board social security increase and also,
very importantly, the increase in borrow-
ing authority that we know we must pro-
vide the executive branch. If we do not
act now it is going to cause the Treasury
some costly operations in the next few
days, which we might just as well avoid
by taking this procedure.

So, Mr. Speaker, I would plead with
any Member of the House not to impose
hurdles at this time on this most impor-
tant legislation. It is important so far
as both aspects of the bill are concern-
ed—one, relating to the borrowing au-
thority and, the other, relating to the in-
crease in benefits for our elderly people
who are dependent upon their social se-
curity check.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman from Iowa yield further?

Mr. GROSS. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to make the record very clear that all
that is involved in a vote on this con-
ference report is the 10-percent across-
the-board increase in social security
retroactive to January 1, 1971, the in-
crease in the special payments for per-
sons age 72 and over, plus the tax
provisions that continue to keep the fund
actuarially sound. When a Member votes
on this, that is all he is voting on.

Mr. GROSS. Of course, the gentleman
understands that when a Member votes
for this proposal, it may be construed
that by indirection he is voting for an
increase in the debt ceiling.

Mr. MILLS. Oh, I would not interpret
it that way.

Mr. GROSS. And I voted against an
increase in the debt ceiling.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I do not
think that this is an appropriate ration-
ale, frankly, I will say to the gentleman,
because it if were not for the 10-percent
proposal, the across-the-board increase
in social security benefits, this matter
would not be before the House; no fur-
ther action in that area by the Congress
would be needed. The only reason the
issue is before the House is the 10-percent
across-the-board increase.

Mr. GROSS. Yes, but the gentleman
from Wisconsin is overlooking the fact
that there may be a vote on the passage
of this conference report, and I want the
record to show that I am unalterably
opposed to this increase in the debt ceil-
ing, and so voted when that issue alone
was before the House a few days ago.

I am going to withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection and will vote for the
conference report only because I believe
an increase in benefits to social security
beneficiaries is justified. But I just do
not like this method of doing business
even though the Government is about to
exceed the debt ceiling.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield further?
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Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Arkansas, and then I will with-
draw my reservation.

Mr. MILLS. I agree with everything
the gentleman has said. Certainly it is
only because of what the gentleman has
observed that I have asked for this un-
usual procedure.

Mr. GROSS. Mr, Speaker, I withdraw
my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the statement be read
in lieu of the report.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

There was no objection.

The Clerk proceeded to read the state-
ment.

Mr. MILLS (during the reading). Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
further reading of the statement of the
managers on the part of the House be
dispensed with. We have discussed it
fully.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Arkansas is recognized.

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

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. VANIK. I would like to ask the
distinguished chairman, for my benefit
and for the benefit of other Members of
the House, what is planned with respect
to the need for increased retirement
benefits, the need for an increase in the
minimum and the need to provide wid-
ows with their full entitlement?

Mr. MILLS. I appreciate the gentle-
man asking me that question. Let me re-
spond hurriedly to the gentleman. We
asked the Members of the Senate con-
ference group to recede from the amend-
ments relating to the retirement test and
the minimum benefit because those mat-
ters are presently being considered in
connection with H.R. 1, which is before
the Ways and Means Committee. We
wanted them to let us initiate any ac-
tion which might be taken on these mat-
ters rather than having it initiated on
the Senate side. I, of course, do not pur-
port to say what, if any, action we may
or may not take. We viewed the 10 per-
cent as a matter of immediate urgency,
or immediate necessity, but the other
matters we do have time to consider later.

Mr. VANIEK. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. FULTON of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, my sentiments on this bill with
the amendment to increase social secu-
rity benefits by 10 percent are mixed.

On the one hand, I am delighted we
have brought the matter to a final vote in
the house and that these increases now
are a near certainty.

On the other hand, I am very disap-

pointed that the increase is only 10 per-
cent. An increase of 15 to 20 percent is

needed and certainly could be economi-
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cally justified in the wake of inflation
which has continued over the past 15
months while social security benefits
have remained fixed.

Also there is no provision in this legis-
lation to deal with the much needed
rise in the minimum monthly benefit.
This 10-percent increase will bring the
minimum benefit to just over $70 a
month which simply is not adequate. It
has been pretty well established that the
minimum benefit floor today should be no
less than $100.

Finally, no provision is made in this
legislation for a further easing of the
overstringent earnings limitation which
restricts annual outside earnings to
$1,680. Legislation passed by the House
and Senate last year would have eased
the limitation of $2,000 and $2,400, re-
spectively. However, this legislation died
before final action could be taken.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I view this leg-
islation which we approve today as
simply a stopgap measure. We must
further this year complete these un-
finished tasks which are required to bring
social security benefits in tune with the
economics of our times. We must increase
benefits an additional 5 to 10 percent; we
must raise the basic minimum to no less
than $100 per month; and we must ease
the outside earnings limitation. I be-
lieve the committee can do this and am
hopeful that we will.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to support the 10-percent in-
crease in social security for more than
96 million beneficiaries of social security
benefits. While approval of this legisla-
tion is not as comprehensive as most of
us would like, it is a further indication
that the Congress is aware of the fact
that our country owes a great debt to our
senior citizens and proposes to take ap-
propriate action. I am hopeful that the
Ways and Means Committee in its con-
sideration of H.R. 1 will recommend fur-
ther increases and reforms, in meeting
the realistic needs of our people. People
living on fixed incomes are the forgotten
people of the inflationary period and it is
up to the Congress to restore their pur-
chasing power and to help them meet
today’s high costs of living.

Though I may not agree fully with the
other conditions of this conference re-
port relative to the national debt ceiling
and interest on bonds, I feel the impor-
tance of this social security increase sur-
passes all other considerations.

I would urge the President to act
quickly to sign this legislation so that
this much needed income will become
available to our retired citizens.

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Speaker, as one
who sponsored legislation to provide a
10-percent across-the-board, retroac-
tive to January 1, 1971, increase in social
security benefits with minimum pay-
ments of $100 and an increase in the in-
come earnings limitation to at least
$2,400, I intend to support this confer-
ence report on H.R. 4690 and I most earn-
estly urge its approval by the very great
majority of the House membership.

Although the overall benefits con-
tained in this conference report are not
increased and expanded as much as
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many of us would like, and have advo-
cated, the basic increase of 10 percent
and the special increase for those persons
over 72 not eligible for full social secur-
ity payments does offer a timely measure
of financial assistance and morale en-
couragement to the more than 26 million
Americans who need such assistance
pretty desperately in this time of con-
tinuing inflation and ever higher living
costs.

Also our action here today, making the
increased benefits retroactive to January
1, 1971, will enable these additional bene-
fits to reach social security recipients
much earlier than they could obtain
them otherwise. The representatives of
the Social Security Administration have
indicated that procedures would be initi-
ated to have the higher payment checks
reach the recipients on the usual June
payment date and the retroactive portion
would also be paid by separate check
sometime in June. Needless to say, these
increased benefits will be, as a matter of
absolute necessity, immediately used by
the recipients and our lagging and sag-
ging economy can certainly use the
strengthening impaect of this increased
consumer purchasing power.

Although I and many of my colleagues
are impelled to support this conference
measure we do not and we will not, by
any means, accept this bill as the only
and final legislative gesture of assistance
to our older citizens who are trying to
live upon social security benefits. I shall
maintain my own efforts, and I am cer-
tain that many others will also, to ob-
tain, as a matter of simple equity, an in-
crease in minimum payments to $100 a
month, the inclusion of an escalator
clause tying benefit levels to the cost-of-
living advances and an increase, pend-
ing complete elimination, of the earn-
ings income limitation to at least $2,400.
These are wholesome legislative objec-
tives for the economic benefit of the peo-
ple in this country who are suffering the
greatest from the inflationary factors
that are making it increasingly more dif-
ficult for them to live at a minimum of
economic security within the wealthiest
country in the world.

As we take this first step in this new
92d Congress to give a little help to so
many millions of our older citizens who
are experiencing tremendous difficulties
in just meeting payments for the basic
necessities of life, let us pledge ourselves
to legislatively work together to at least
obtain these limited further objectives
before the first year of this new Congress
has ended.

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, just last week I addressed this
body asking that it reject the notion
that vitally important soecial security
legislation be tied to any other matter.

In condemning this kind of parliamen-
tary gamesmanship, I asked why cannot
the Congress simply honor the Nation’s
commitment to its retired citizens free
and clear of legislative maneuvering?

Today, we are faced with precisely the
situation I feel we must avoid. A 10-per-
cent inerease in social security benefits
is attached to the conference report on
the debt limitation bill.

The increase in benefits for social se-
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curity recipients is immediately and des-
perately needed but the other improved
benefits we have worked so hard to obtain
for our senior citizens are not included in
the bill and we are prohibited from offer-
ing amendments to add them, These im-
provements include the automatic cost-
of-living clause, the increase in the limi-
tation on the national debt when it was
originally before the House. The bill au-
thorizes the largest increase in the na-
tional debt limitation since the require-
ments of World War II. The proposed
inecrease of $35 billion is based on impre-
cise and vague substantiation and I op-
posed it to demonstrate my feeling that
we must reorder our national priorities
in such a way as to gain the greatest
overall benefits from the resources avail-
able. I believe we are spending far too
much on nonessential or unnecessary ac-
tivities.

Nonetheless, despite the fact that the
rationale for such a historic increase in
the debt limitation is weak and uncon-
vinecing, I shall vote affirmatively for the
pending bill because the social security
increase is so desperately needed.

In announcing my vote, I want to reg-
ister my complete disrespect for the par-
liamentary maneuvering which has
joined these two totally unrelated items.
Tying them together in an appalling mis-
use of the legislative process.

The Congress must face issues head on
if it is to become more responsible. We
are being unfair to older Americans and
unworthy of the Congress if we must
rely on a parliamentary gimmick to meet
the urgent needs of social security re-
cipients. This increase is long overdue
and should not have to be brought in
through the back door.

Mr. REID of New York. Mr, Speaker,
I wish to go on record in support of the
conference report on H.R. 4690, which
includes a 10-percent scross-the-board
rise in social security benefits, retroactive
to January 1, 1971.

I regret that I missed the vote on this
important issue, due to my attendance in
New York City of the funeral of Mr.
Whitney Young, Jr., executive director
of the National Urban League. Had I been
here 30 minutes earlier, I would of course
have voted “aye.” I might add that I find
it shocking that the House today lacked
the courtesy to await the completion of
funeral services prior to taking up legis-
lation. Such hasty and impulsive proce-
dure strikes me as a sign of the insensi-
tivity of this body to the death of a fine
and great American. Indeed, it will not
reassure the poor—irrespective of color—
nor indeed black Americans, for all of
whom Whitney Young gave his life.

I have long supported a cross-the-
board rise in social security benefits.
However, let me at this time express my
strong disappointment over the failure of
the House conferees to rectify some of
the inadequacies of our present system. I
strongly commend the Senate for in-
creasing the earnings limitation to $2,400
annually from the present $1,680. I have
in the past advocated complete removal
of this income limitation, as I believe that
social security benefits should be treated
as the end result of a bought and paid
for retirement program—totally inde-
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pendent of present efforts to supplement
it and not as something to be taken away
as punishment for still wishing to be a
productive member of society.

The $1,200 per year minimum in bene-
fits for an individual and $1,800 for a
couple, approved by the Senate but re-
jected by the conference conmittee,
would not have even brought affected
senior citizens up to the current official
poverty levels of $1,840 per individual and
$2,383 per couple per year.

The right of an individual to confi-
dently look forward to living out his re-
tirement years in reasonable economic
comfort should be a paramount goal of
our society, and I urge that in the future
we face the economic plight of many of
our senior citizens, and act accordingly.

Mr. MINISH. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the conference report provid-
ing a 10-percent across-the-board in-
crease in social security benefits.

My colleague, Chairman MiLLs of the
Ways and Means Committee, has stated
that comprehensive improvements in the
social security system will be considered
later in the session. In view of this fact,
I am pleased to support today’'s across-
the-board increase knowing full well how
necessary it is for social security
beneficiaries.

I, nonetheless, intend to press further
for a much needed increase in the social
security minimum payment, an increase
in the earnings limitation, automatic ad-
justments in benefits, equal treatment for
working wives as well as coverage of
preseription drugs under medicare.

However, today's action will assure
that our senior citizens receive much
needed retroactive benefits to help equa-
lize their standard of living in spite of
the steep inflation they have experienced.
Social security recipients have paid into
the social security fund to protect them-
selves during their later years. Their in-
vestment in their own economic protec-
tion must not be in vain.

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker I am
pleased the bill granting the long over-
due increase in social security benefits
passed today and I want to take this
means to register my support. Unfortun-
nately, I was not able to be present to
cast my vote in favor of the bill because
my plane from Texas was delayed for
over an hour, Had I been here my vote
would have been a strong “aye” and Y
want the record to so read.

The strong vote in favor of this bill
358 to 3, shows that Congress realizei
that those on fixed incomes such as so-
cial security have suffered the most from
inflation and that they need relief. The
10 percent increase is retroactive to Jan-
uary 1, 1971, and recipients should start
getting the back payment sometime in
May. The increase itself will show in
the May check which is received around
the 1st of June.

I regret that the House conferees did
not agree to the Senate provision that
would have raised the ceiling from $1,680
to $2,400 per year on the amount social
security recipients can earn without re-
ducing their benefits. I have introduced
a bill in the House that would raise the
ceiling to $2,400. The Ways and Means
Committee will consider raising the ceil-
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ing on outside earnings and the mini-
mum payment in H.R. 1, the comprehen-
sive social security bill, which is pend-
ing.

Again I salute the passage of the 10-
percent increase as a signal from Con-
gress that we will not allow our senior
citizens to become forgotten Americans.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I wish to applaud the action taken
by the House today in approving the 10-
percent increase in social security bene-
fits. It is on our senior citizens that our
inflationary economy inflicts the sever-
est hardships since it is this group that
must remsain on a fixed income in the
face of rising prices. The many people
for whom social security is the sole
source of income must struggle to main-
tain an adequate standard of living. A
great deal of procrastination and delay
has characterized congressional action
on this measure and I am most pleased
that we have finally enacted legislation
that is so desperately needed by our
older Americans.

I feel that I must, however, register
my displeasure with several omissions
from this measure. At present, the out-
side earning limitation for those who
collect social security is $1,680, a figure
which I feel is grossly unfair to our many
senior citizens who are physically able,
and who are willing to work. By placing
the limitation at such a low level, we are
providing a disincentive for many to
work to their maximum capabilities. I
have introduced a bill, H.R. 565, which
would raise this limitation to $3,000. I
believe that this is a much more equi-
table and realistic figure and I strongly
urge my colleagues on the Ways and
Means Committee to include this in fu-
ture social security legislation.

There is one more provision which I
believe must be enacted; namely, an au-
tomatic cost-of-living escalator. My bill
would provide for an automatic increase
in benefits if, over a 3-month period, the
cost of living increases 3 percent or
more. This would help insure that our
senior citizens would be able to adequate-
1y provide for themselves in times of sud-
den shifts in the economy. I would hope
that the Ways and Means Committee
would also carefully consider this recom-
mendation.

I realize that the Ways and Means
Committee will be continuing hearings
on other social security measures as well
as on amendments to the medicare pro-
gram. In connection with this last point,
I would like to draw your attention to a
bill I have introduced, H.R. 3230, which
would allow the services of a chiroprac-
tor to be included as an item for reim-
bursement under the medicare program.
There are many older people who derive
great benefits from chiropractic care but,
at present, this is not covered by medi-
care. I, therefore, hope that this bill re-
ceives serious thought by the Ways and
Means Committee in its future delibera-
tions.

Mr., BADILLO. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to support this conference report
and its provision for a 10-percent in-
crease in social security benefits retro-
active to January 1. The speed with
which this measure has been brought to
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final passage is entirely appropriate, for
the inflation which continues to plague
our economy strikes hardest at our older
Americans living on fixed incomes.

However, I am not pleased with the
fact that this conference report omits
two vital provisions of the Senate-passed
bill—an increase in new monthly mini-
mum benefits of $100 for individuals and
$150 for couples and an increase in the
ceiling on permissible outside earnings
for social security recipients to $2,400 a
year. In my view, these increases were
necessary and proper.

I am well aware of the argument that
our social security system must remain
actuarily sound—that the sanctity of the
trust fund must be preserved. But I
believe the time has come to go beyond
that trust fund and to use general
revenues to meet the urgent needs of our
senior citizens.

With Senator HArrisoN WiLriams of
New Jersey, I have sponsored legislation
that would bring social security benefits
up to date. I sincerely hope that Congress
will not rest on its laurels with the bene-
fits contained in this conference report,
but will go beyond them later this year
and enact the broad revisions our social
security system requires if it is truly to
keep pace with the economic realities of
our times.

Mr. CLEVELAND, Mr. Speaker, today,
at long last, Congress is completing ac-
tion on an overdue increase in social
security benefits. The need for an in-
crease is unquestioned. It is regrettable
that this has taken so long, and that the
increase passed is inadequate. An in-

crease of 10 percent does not meet all of
the needs of our senior citizens. The bill
we act on now does nothing to raise the
earnings limit; it does not provide for

future automatic cost-of-living in-
creases; and it does not sufficiently in-
crease the current minimum level of
benefits which is disgracefully low. These
were all included in the bill passed by the
House last May and for which I voted.

In addition to being inadequate in
amount and scope, today's action is
procedurally outrageous. Last year the
Senate held hostage the House-passed
bill providing comprehensive reforms.
In fact, it delayed acting on it for so long
that the bill died when the session ended
in December. Now, the Senate has tacked
this important issue onto a bill providing
for yet another increase in the debt limit.

I have consistently voted against in-
creases in the debt limit. My record on
that is clear. But I have also consistently
urged and voted for increases in social
security benefits. In this case, the need
of our retired citizens is so great that
my choice is clear, so I shall vote for the
entire bill.

I deplore the procedure used by the
Senate in this case. I also deplore the
fact that the Senate dawdled and pro-
crastinated on this issue so long that af-
ter 8 months of doing nothing, it used
this method of achieving an inadequate
answer to a serious problem. It could
have easily passed a good bill providing
not only an increase, but the other
needed reforms. It is a sad commentary
that we act in this manner on an impor-
tant issue. The need for meaningful con-
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gressional reform is again clearly dem-
onstrated.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, while
I want to be recorded in support of the
inerease in social security benefits in-
cluded in the bill before us today, I
want to object to the method by which
we are forced to accept undesirable leg-
islation in order to support an inade-
quate increase in benefits,

It is my belief, as expressed in a letter
some 55 of my colleagues and I sent to
the distinguished chairman of the Ways
and Means Committee, the gentleman
from Arkansas (Mr. MiLLs), in January,
that the rate of benefits should be in-
creased by 15 percent rather than 10.
In addition, we proposed setting a mini-
mum of $100 a month for individual
payments and permitting persons re-
ceiving social security benefits to earn
up to $2,400 a year without loss of some
of their benefits.

It is disappointing that the conferees
saw fit to drop these provisions, and I feel
that before this Congress finally ad-
journs sine die, corrective action will
have to be taken.

It would have been preferable had we
been given the opportunity to debate and
vote on the social security increases by
themselves and not have the whole thing
handed to us to take or leave. I find it
particularly distasteful to be placed in
a position of seemingly approving an in-
flationary increase in interest rates on
long-term Government bonds simply be-
cause social security increases have been
made part of an inseparable package.

Mr. COTTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the bill HR. 4690. Appended
to this routine bill to raise the debt ceil-
ing are the Social Security Amendments
of 1970.

I am not completely satisfied with the
bill. The provision which removed the
4Y;-interest ceiling on long-term bonds
I opposed when the bill was in the House.
This feature remains in the bill and I
am still opposed to it.

The greatest conecern in this bill is the
increase in social security benefits. I
would be less than completely candid if I
said I was happy with the limited social
security provisions in this bill. But I do
believe that increased social security pay-
ments should be speedily enacted. There-
fore, I will support this conference re-
port which includes a 10-percent increase
in social security benefits.

Mr. Speaker, I feel that HR. 4521,
which I introduced, is a better bill., It
would provide a 15-percent increase in
benefits, raise the permissible outside
earnings to $2,500, provide an automatic
cost-of-living feature, and provide a
minimum payment of $100. I am hopeful
that this Congress will again take up so-
cial security legislation in the near future
to include these essential features.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of this measure as it is the only
bill before the House. It is not the bill I
would like before the House today. It is
the result of a conference committee’s
efforts and they do not always reflect the
wishes of this body. Let me also point
out that had it not been for the delaying
tactics of the Senate, this 10-percent
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social security increase would have been
enacted last year.

The record is clear. On May 21, 1970,
nearly a year ago, the House passed legis-
lation which provided for the increase I
trust we will approve today. In addition,
the bill featured a provision for an auto-
matic cost-of-living increase.

However, the other body delayed pas-
sage of the measure until December 29,
1970. As finally passed by the Senate it
included nearly 100 differences from the
version this body passed. Due to the wide
range of differences, agreement was im-
possible in the short time the 91st Con-
gress remained in session.

The result: further delay of the in-
crease in social security benefits so
needed by the nearly 27 million Ameri-
cans depending on social security to meet
their living costs.

I am disappointed at the decision of
the conferees in rejecting provisions that
would have increased the minimum
monthly payment to $100 and that would
have increased to $2,400 from $1,680 the
outside income allowed without a cut in
benefits.

These are matters that should be recti-
fied as early as possible. e

Our obligation to the senior citizens of
America is clear.

We are talking about the people who
through hard work made the United
States the richest, most affluent Nation
on the face of the earth. Their generation
experienced the hardships_ of the great
depression. Their generation filled the
ranks of our armies in World War I, and
bore the burden and the costs of, first,
defeating Hitler’s Germany and the otl_mr
Fascist powers, and then, of cqnt,aimng
the world ambitions of communism.

We owe them more than they are re-
ceiving.

Today they are in a desperate plight.
They are caught between the fryingpan
of low, fixed income and the fire of in-
flation. Despite the best efforts of the
Nixon administration, inflation continues
nearly unabated.

It is a small thing for us to increase
social security benefits by 10 percent.
They are entitled to much more.

Mr. Speaker, again, I emphasize the
need to pass this measure. Although it
is not enough, it will help a little.

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, I vote “yes”
today on the adoption of the conference
report to accompany H.R. 4690 increas-
ing the public debt limit and including
the social security amendments, because
the elderly in this country so desperately
need whatever assistance they can get,
and they need it now.

So I reluctantly cast my vote for the
10-percent increase, for the same rea-
son I reluctantly cosponsored legislation
calling for the increase—because a 10-
percent increase is better than no in-
crease.

But the need is for a 15-percent in-
crease in social security benefits going
up to 20 percent next year; the need is
for minimum payments of at least $100
a month; $120 is more realistic.

For many people social security is the
only check they get after they are 65,
and $100 a month scarcely approaches
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adequacy and is hardly a good return on
a lifetime investment in the labor mar-
ket.

Ivote “yes” today, but I will take what-
ever measures are appropriate to bring
the real needs of the elderly before the
Ways and Means Committee to assure a
15-percent increase in social security
benefits this year, and minimum pay-
ments of $120 a month.

Mr. NIX. Mr. Speaker, there are mo-
ments when I am genuinely impressed
with the speed with which the House of
Representatives can be moved to act on
matters of urgent public importance.

Less than 24 hours elapsed from the
time a House-Senate conference com-
mittee submitted and this body approved
a 10-percent across-the-board increase
in social security benefits. It will indeed
be welcome news and bring a measure of
relief to the Nation’s 26 million benefi-
ciaries, many of whom are struggling to
make ends meet on limited, fixed in-
comes.

As pleased as I am by this action to-
day, I must confess that I anxiously
await legislation to extend and increase
the base at these benefits. Unfortunate-
ly, such provisions were stricken in con-
ference in an effort to expedite passage
of the 10-percent increase and raise the
Federal debt ceiling,

Specifically, I refer to such provisions
as would increase the amount of outside
earnings permitted without reduction of
social security benefits; raise minimum
benefits to $100 for individuals and $150
for couples, and make special payments
to persons 72 or older who do not qualify
for regular benefits. There is also the
very real need to consider an early addi-
tional across-the-board boost as the 10~
percent raise approved today has barely
kept pace with the cost-of-living in-
creases since the last hike in benefits.

While I sympathize with the good in-
tentions of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee to draft comprehensive legislation
to cover revenue sharing, welfare reform,
and social security benefit extensions, I
empathize as strongly with those we are
trying to help and who need that help
now.

Let us hope that today's action is a
harbinger of an even broader commit-
ment.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I am grat-
ified that the House has moved swiftly
to ratify yesterday's conference com-
mittee agreement to include a 10-percent
increase in social security benefits in the
legislation to raise the limit on the Fed-
eral debt.

It is unfortunate that the senior citi-
zens of America have had to wait these
additional months, since the failure of
social security legislation in the legisla-
tive logjam last year, for the increases
which they so desperately need, The in-
flation since the last social security in-
crease has virtually eaten up the 10-per-
cent increase which we are now granting,
This increase is overdue as a bare mini-
mum for action on benefits.

We must, Mr. Speaker, look upon this
action as only a first step in the fullfil-
ment of our responsibilities to our senior
citizens in the 92d Congress. We must
move ahead with dispatch to more com-
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prehensive legislation to improve the
provisions of the social security program.

I will certainly insist that we provide
at least another 5-percent inecrease in
benefits retroactive to January 1 of this
year. I believe it should be another 15-
percent increase, for a total increase of
25 percent over the wholly inadequate
level of benefits in the past.

I will also keep up my fight to see that
our senior citizens are permitted to earn
as much as they can without losing any
of their monthly benefits. If this is not
possible in this session, I will press for
the highest figure we can get as an earn-
ings limitation—whether that may be
$2,000 or $2,400 or more.

I had hoped that we would, at last,
raise the minimum benefit to $100 a
month in the legislation we are approving
today. I certainly hope we will establish
this minimum for one person and a $150
minimum for a couple in the more com-
prehensive legislation we must enact
later this year.

It is essential also, I think, that we
permit widows to obtain a full benefit if
they are willing to delay their retirement
until age 65. This 100-percent provision
is one which is overdue and should be a
priority item in the next legislation.

There are many other provisions which
should be improved in the social security
program. We must provide a means of
keeping our senior citizens abreast of the
rising cost of living. But for this to be
meaningful, we must first assure that
the level of benefits provides a decent
standard of living. That must be our first
commitment—to provide a decent stand-
ard of living for our retired citizens in
their remaining years—and then to pro-
vide automatic increases to preserve for
them this standard of living. Anything
less will be a failure in our obligation.,

This Nation owes a great debt to the
millions of men and women who have
helped to build its great industrial and
economic strength. We owe them a deep
debt of gratitude for their contributions
to making this a sound society as well as
a strong economy. I feel, therefore, that
we should repay this debt with a com-
prehensive social security program which
will permit them to enjoy just that—se-
curity—the security to which they are
entitled on the basis of their contribu-
tions to the growth and development of
this great and wealthy and free land.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of this long
overdue measure which provides a 10-
percent across-the-board increase in so-
cial security benefits, and a 5-percent
increase in special payments to persons
72 years and over. In addition, this bill
provides that the 10-percent social secu-
xl-ht%rlincrease be retroactive to January 1,

This action is vitally needed. One out
of every four Americans, of age 65 and
over, lives in poverty; approximately 3
million more live in near poverty; and
many millions of others know too well
what it means to skimp along without
:tilecessitles in a nation undergoing infla-

on.

Presently, 26 million social security
beneficiaries are waiting for this in-
crease in their benefits by $5 billion, and
I am hopeful that the Social Security
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Administration will expedite this matter
so that the beneficiaries can get their
retroactive checks by June.

Mr. Speaker, welcome as these provi-
sions are, we must remember that to-
day’s measure is a stopgap proposal.
And, we must not lose sight of the urgent
need for more fundamental reforms to
improve our social seeurity program.,

Mr. Speaker, adding a few dollars to
social security every 2 or 3 years can
provide temporary relief, but much more
is needed, if we are to come to grips with
these major prcblems.

We must increase benefits by no less
than an additional 10 percent as soon as
possible.

We must increase minimum monthly
benefits to $100 this year and then $120
in 1972.

We must provide for automatic ad-
justments in social security benefits to
protect the aged from inflation.

We must broaden medicare coverage to
include out-of-hospital preseription
drugs.

‘We must liberalize the disability provi-
sions to include social security benefi-
ciaries under 65.

We must provide hospital insurance
benefits for certain uninsured groups.

We must increase the amount of money
social security beneficiaries may earn and
still receive full benefits.

Mr. Speaker, I support this 10-percent
increase, but we must recognize it as a
holding action until more far-reaching
reforms can be enacted on social security
and medicare.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, the action
of the House today on this proposal to
increase social security benefits by 10
percent retroactive to January 1, 1871, is
long overdue and complies substantially
with the promise of this Congress to act
on this matter early in the session.

This action today insures that in-
creased benefit checks and the payment
of the retroactive benefit will be deliv-
ered to beneficiaries in the first week of
June. The check for retroactive benefits
will be mailed out in a separate check
later in the month of June This delay
between law and benefits results from
the problem of preparing social secu-
rity computers to issue checks to 26 mil-
lion beneficiaries.

The 10-percent increase in social se-
curity benefits across the board will re-
sult in an increased benefit payout of
$3.6 billion per year to the elderly. It is
a considerable improvement over the
Nixon administration’s request that the
social security benefit be limited to 6
percent. The cost of living of the elderly
has risen well over 6 percent and is very
closely related to the 10-percent in-
crease, Meanwhile, upward pressures on
the cost of living continue without Gov-
ernment restraint.

In my county—Cuyahoga County—
there are presently about 220,000 social
security beneficiaries of all types receiv-
ing between $25 and $27 million in bene-
fits per month. The 10-percent increase,
in the conference report before us today,
and which will undoubtedly be approved,
will mean nearly $2.7 million extra a
month in Cuyahoga County alone.

As our work in the Ways and Means
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Committee continues on social security
improvements, I will vigorously en-
deavor to increase the minimum pay-
ment to $100 per month and to increase
the retirement test to $2,400. For the
greater part, the elderly who continue to
work do so because they must. They are
among the working poor. Many elderly on
social security are also receiving old-age
assistance to supplement low social se-
curity payments, The present retirement
test of $1,680 is a tremendous burden on
the elderly working poor who draw low
social security benefits. This group can
only be reached by a higher minimum
payment and an increase in the retire-
ment test.

Elderly citizens generally continue to
work because and to the extent that it is
necessary for survival. Until social secu-
rity benefits reach a level which can in-
sure a decent standard of living for the
elderly, it is absolutely essential to liber-
alize the retirement test to permit an ac-
ceptable standard of life.

It is also essential to provide a surviv-
ing spouse with 100 percent of the
worker's benefit upon his death. When
one of the household partners is deceased,
the surviving partner is left with the full
cost of household maintenance. This
problem must be recognized by the
Congress.

It is also my hope that this legislation
will include improvements to the medi-
care program. The $50 deduction on med-
ical bills prevents medical utilizations
which would prevent or ~educe long-term
hospitalizations and long-term illness,

The hospitalization coverage should
include hospital outpatient services to
prevent the unnecessary hospitalization
of patients in order to obtain the use of
laboratory and testing services. This type
of service would provide better health
care and economies in the Nation’s medi-
cal service.

There are also extended complaints in
my community about the arbitrary cut-
back in allowances for medical services.
In my community, where hundreds of
doctors refuse new patients, where many
doctors insist on an initial visit fee
of $50 to $75, the medical carrier often
allows only $8 on a $10 doctor’s bill for
an office visit. The patient pays the $50
deductible and then must pay the $2 dif-
ferential on the $10 bill and in addition
must pay 20 percent of the allowed pay-
ment or an additional $160. The patient
thus pays $3.60 of the $10 doctor bill,
while the medicare carrier pays $6.40.
The paperwork in this kind of transac-
tion may run to more than the claim.
The goals of medicare should be to pro-
vide quality health service without red-
tape or frustrating delay.

It is my hope that our amendments to
medicare will encourage health main-
tenance, the prevention of illness, and a
full and prompt recognition of reason-
able claims for service.

Medicare must be made into an effec-
tive and viable system as a necessary
step to the development of a compre-
hensive health program to serve all
groups of citizens. This challenge must
be met in the bill which Ways and Means
reports out.

It is my hope, therefore, that as the
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Ways and Means Committee continues
its consideration of H.R. 1, the Social
Security and Family Assistance Plan
Amendments of 1971, that these addi-
tional provisions can be considered and
adopted in whole or in part.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
enthusiastic support of the conference
report to accompany H.R. 4690. I have
long and consistently worked for and
supported more realistic benefits for
those who must depend upon social se-
curity payments. In the recent past, I
have introduced bills to increase these
benefits, to liberalize the bases on which
benefits are computed, and to build auto-
matic cost-of-living increases into the
social security benefit structure. My rec-
ord in this area is so well established by
the legislation I have introduced and the
bills I have supported as to make it un-
necessary for me to take this time to
express how gratifying it is that a short-
cut has been agreed to by which long
overdue increases in social security bene-
fits can be speeded up. Nevertheless, I
cannot let this moment pass without add-
ing my voice to those who acclaim the
conference report now before the House.

At the same time, I want to make it
abundantly clear why I voted for H.R.
4690—to increase the Federal debt
limit—when that bill was before the
House on March 3. The fact that such
a desirable addition as increased social
security benefits was made to this bill
in the Senate has nothing to do with my
vote today to agree to the conference
report.

I remain as much concerned as any of
my colleagues about the level of our na-
tional debt. It has never been easy for
me to vote to increase the debt limit,
In each of the last several years I have
voted against a sufficient number of
spending proposals to have made debt
limit increases unnecessary, if I had been
on the winning side every time.

But, if I had voted against a higher
ceiling on our national debt on Marech 3,
I could not undo the actions of those
who voted to spend the money that
created this debt. By voting down the
bill to increase the debt limit, the Fed-
eral Government could not meet its bills
as they accrue, and in private business
that is ealled involuntary bankruptey.

What would be a few of the conse-
quences our country would face if the
present debt limit is not increased? One
good place to start is in the matter of
payments to social security annuitants,
which we are increasing today.

Highly qualified economists tell us that
the fund from which social security pay-
ments are made is actuarially sound;
that there are adequate sums deposited
in that fund from deductions made in
earnings and contributions by employ-
ers to meet all foreseeable demands. Nev-
ertheless, the Social Security Adminis-
tration employs thousands of persons on
the Government payroll to ascertain the
amount of benefits and see that benefit
checks are prepared and mailed in timely
fashion at the first of each month. The
cost of buying or leasing and then serv-
iceing and maintaining hundreds of big
computers for use in this task is a stag-
gering amount. Space must be purchased
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or rented for housing the workers in na-
tional social security headquarters and
the dozens of field service offices located
throughout the country.

Without an increase in the limit, we
would exceed the present debt author-
ity, including the contingency cushion,
sometime this month., There would be
no money to pay these Social Security
Administration workers; no money to
pay the rent on the quarters they oc-
cupy; no funds for paying for the com-
puters and other mailing machinery. It
might happen there would not even be
enough money to pay the salaries of the
postmen who deliver the checks.

No one should conclude that this is
an extreme example. Not only could such
a condition occur, but it would be mul-
tiplied by other similar instances
throughout the Government. For an-
other example, payments to contractors
on Government work would have to be
suspended; defaults would be taken on
amounts due suppliers of goods and serv-
ices to our Government. Schools that
are dependent upon the Federal Govern-
ment for funds promised by the various
aid to education enactments would be
left emptyhanded, their teachers un-
paid. Foreign governments, to which we
have made commitments under the vari-
ous aid programs voted by a majority of
my colleagues—but opposed by a sub-
stantial minority including myself—
would be stood up. Overseas holders of
U.S. currencies would stampede our de-
positories with immediate demands for
redemption of this currency in gold.

Our fightingmen in Vietnam, who have
not been defeated by either the enemy
or by those who misguidedly advocate
withdrawal without honor, would be left
abandoned on the battlefields by those
in their Congress who, by voting against
a higher debt limit, would take away
their subsistence and their ammunition.
A vote against the debt limit would be
a cruel way to vote against the war.

Some of us who are opposed to indebt-
edness are prone to lose the proper per-
spective in which to consider the subject
of the debt ceiling. To vote against rais-
ing the ceiling is not an economy vote.
The money has already been spent.

Corporations hate debt. Investors look
carefully before buying the stock of com-
panies with heavy debt. But since 1946,
corporate debt in America has increased
from $109 billion to $861 billion, T00
percent. That increase is recognizable in
the farflung production-distribution
complex of the Nation, which represents
the greatest industrial growth any coun-
try in the world has ever known.

But a quick look at our Federal debt
will reveal it has increased from $300
billion in the first half of 1946 to about
$305 billion today. Therefore, our na-
tional debt has increased only 32 percent
during the same period corporate debt
was increasing T00 percent.

To make this comparison the more
startling, it must be remembered that
while we were increasing our debt limit
only 35 percent in a 25-year period, we
were also experiencing the same infla-
tionary influences at the Government
level as were experienced by corpora-
tions.
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Since 1946, we have fought a war in
Korea, and in Southeast Asia we are now
involved in the most expensive war in
history. We have sent more than $120
billion in aid to foreign countries. Many
billions of dollars have been spent in
revolutionary new educational programs,
for hospital and other medical facility
construction. More than $10 billion has
been spent on poverty wars and on re-
gional development. Some $40 billion has
been spent on space exploration and in
putting the first and only men on the
moon. All this has been cone and is being
done within a debt limit that has in-
creased only 35 percent.

I did not vote for many of these pro-
grams. On the other hand, many of my
colleagues did not vote for some of the
programs I supported, such as large edu-
cation expenditures and money for can-
cer and other health research. But the
point is that there were a sufficient num-
ber of Senators and Representatives in
favor of all these programs to obligate
our Government for vast amounts of ex-
penditures. If the Congress were to fail
now to increase the Federal debt limit
sufficiently to enable us to satisfy the
obligations arising from all of these pro-
grams, we would be guilty of a serious
breach of faith at home and abroad. In-
creasing the debt limit at this time is
nothing more than fulfillment of our
responsibilities to make the money avail-
able to pay for those programs and serv-
ices undertaken by our Government un-
der authority granted by the laws passed
by a majority of this Congress.

It has been said that increasing the
debt limit has become an annual, or a
semiannual or biannual exercise by this
Congress, that it can be expected that
another request to increase the debt limit
will be before the Congress within a few
months or next year. That may very well
be, although I devoutly hope not.

But I hereby commit myself in this
public forum to join with any one of my
colleagues, within the House of Repre-
sentatives or within the other body of the
Congress, to effect every possible cut that
can wisely be made in the programs we
authorize and the appropriations we
make, in a sincere effort to cut Govern-
ment operating costs sufficiently to not
only avoid any further increases in our
debt, but, hopefully, to save enough
money in the next year to significantly
reduce that debt.

Regardless of the depth of commitment
by any Member of this Congress to the
cause of economy in Government, that
commitment cannot be expressed in a
vote against increasing the debt limit, at
this time. No matter how well meant
such a vote might be, defeat of the pro-
posal to increase the debt limit could
only assign the Nation to a position of
inability to meet its obligations for the
first time since 1791.

Again, I want to say that I am very
glad that H.R. 4600 came back to us
from the other body with an amend-
ment that will speed up increases in
social security benefits paid to our elder-
ly. I am disappointed, however, that two
very important and much-needed im-
provements were omitted from the bill as
agreed upon in conference. One of these
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would have increased from $1,680 to
$2,400 the earnings an annuitant may
receive without affecting his benefits.
The amendment would have also liber-
alized the treatment of those earnings
above the higher level for purposes of
adjusting benefits. I urge that the Ways
and Means Committee, in its current
consideration of comprehensive amend-
ments to the Social Security Act, should
restore this much-needed provision.

In another area, I was disappointed
that the conference committee made a
downward adjustment in the Senate-ap-
proved amendment which would have
raised minimum monthly benefits to
$100. The $70.40 figure agreed upon is
totally unrealistic. I am informed that
increased minimum benefits is among a
number of proposals now under consid-
eration by the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, and I urge that group to fix a
more meaningful figure in this respect.
We should all hurry to achieve that ob-
jective.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of a retroactive 10-percent in-
crease in social security benefit pay-
ments. If we pass this bill today, and it
is signed into law, we will help establish
a record of responsibility for this Con-
gress, which together with the last Con-
gress, is demonstrating at least a willing-
ness to prevent inflation from eating
away at the living standards of the el-
derly who benefit from social security.

The bill before us today, as amended
in the Senate, would authorize a 10-per-
cent increase in benefit payments effec-
tive January 1, 1971, in addition to au-
thorizing an increase in the temporary
and permanent treasury debt ceilings.

As enthusiastic as I am about the ne-
cessity for this social security increase, I
am fearful that we not allow this action
to postpone or eliminate the even greater
necessity for action on meaningful re-
forms in the structure and operation of
the social security system, and other pro-
grams which affect the well-being of the
elderly.

There are no issues before our society
today that are more vital than positive
responses to the needs of older Amer-
icans. Both young and old will benefit
from creative national policies leading to
a new era of opportunity in aging.

How our society meeis the challenges
of aging will have impact not only on the
20 million persons now past 65 and the
million and a half reaching that age each
year, but also on every citizen, including
those in middle age and youth.

Goals of a new, positive national policy
toward older Americans should include
incomes adequate for each to live in
dignity with honor and independence
and increased opportunities for economie
and social involvement in society’s main-
stream. But, first, we must all recognize
the resources which older persons can
bring to our Nation’s growth—physical,
cultural, and spiritual.

If we are to achieve a new era of oppor-
tunity in aging, we must abandon out-
moded 19th century stereotypes of older
people as infirm, sick, or useless. We will
have to reverse today’s all too common
practice of rejecting persons, capable of
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great contributions to themselves and
others, simply because of age.

We must make both immediate action
and long-range commitments, based on
the facts of life as they relate to aging in
the last third of the 20th century, if we
are to end unjustifiable discrimination
against the aged. i

It is high time we admit that this na-
tion so far has ducked the problems
confronting older persons. Our hit-or-
miss approach to their needs is an eva-
sion of the issues, an evasion that ill
befits our country. This avoidance of
responsibility is one we can afford no
longer.

So, meeting our responsibility to older
Americans of today—and tomorrow—
calls for the most imaginative and crea-
tive thinking possible. It will involve new
attitudes toward aging by all elements
of society. Above all, it will require posi~-
tive action.

Past and current failure to recognize
older Americans’ aspirations for ‘their
country—and their need for fulfillment
as individuals—is an inexcusable blight
on our society. Absence of a positive na-
tional philosophy in aging, and the re-
sulting policy vacuum, has meant sec-
ond-class citizenship for countless older
persons. It has forced millions into in-
tolerable social and economic situations.

Correg¢tion of such negativism will take
ingenuity and time. Too often, we have
subjected the elderly to the cruel hoax
of unrealistic political promises. We

would be equally unfair now to imply that
a new era of opportunity in aging can
come overnight. But we must make a
beginning—and without delay.

Older Americans deserve an immediate
diligent national effort to restore to them
the life choices—with dignity—which are
the due of all men and women. This
means expansion of work opportunities,
full-time and part-time, It will involve
creation of avenues for pursuit of volun-
teer second careers, new educational and
recreational emphases—and, above all,
assurance to all of decent standards of
living.

Look into the past and glimpse into
the future and get an indication of the
magnitudes of both problems and op-
portunities. In 1930, we had fewer than
7 million' Americans over 65. In the 40
years ‘since, the number has grown to
over 20 million. It is hard to guess what
the next 40 years will bring, but ‘con-
tinuing research and improved quality
of life suggest the increase will be great.

Serious medical sicentists predict ex-
tension of lifespan to 90 or 100 years.
If this ocecurs, how can we possibly ad-
here to current practices which put so
many active and able persons on the shelf
at 65 or 70? How can we accept the cur-
rent trend to relegate persons to inac-
tivity at even young ages?

Countless older persons today strongly
resent what this antisenior policy is
doing to them psychologically, economi-
cally, and socially. We dare not turn our
back on the problem created by adher-
ence to unreasonable 19th-century con-
cepts of aging,

We speak of increased lifespan. How
valid are these predictions? .
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It is reasonable to expect great prog-
ress against major killing and crippling
diseases, as well as less dramatic but
possibly no less significant gains pro-
duced by better health education and
medical skills and by rising living stand-
ards.

Millions now past 65 would be dead had
their lives been spent in environments
such as those which faced their fathers
and mothers. We cannot estimate how
many now are living whose life depends
on miracle drugs nonexistent 40 years
ago, whose life has been preserved by
surgical techniques and medical proce-
dures unknown 40 yesars ago.

The fact is that we have a new genera-
tion of older Americans, unlike any of
the past. It is pioneering with a new
phenomenon of aging characterized by
vigor and physical and mental prowess
which impose new demands for fulfill-
ment.

While special efforts should be made to
help older persons as such, recognition
must be given to the vital concern of this
new generation of older Americans with
all that-happens in and to America.

The capacity and desire for continuing
participation in the mainstream of life
is an essential part of the current crisis
in aging. It is but compounded by the
numbers who are affected. Within_it,
however, is the potential for a whole new
affirmation of life in later years for all
citizens.

In creating a new era of opportunity in
aging, we must give attention to both
quantitative and qualitative elements of
the reveolution—a fresh approach to im-
mediate needs as well as long-range
plans for the future. Expansion of
choices for all is essential,

Never hefore has the importance of
purpose in life been less related to
chronological age—never before so large
an older population, more diversified in
interests, desires, experiences, and abil-
ities.

To the 20 million older Americans this
Nation owes a great debt, but they do
not ask for special treatment. They only
hope for the opportunity to participate
in the promise of America without dis-
crimination. They want freedom—{free-
dom fo be involved in the life of the land
they love; freedom from a second-class
citizenship imposed by ill-founded mis-
conceptions as to what aging means to
an individual; freedom to persist as
human beings with a dignity which
should be denied to no one; and freedom
to choose, a right given to all at birth,
but also earned by them through life-
times of service.

We need to instill a new concept of
retirement. Retirement—and perhaps
that is not the proper word—should aim
at reaffirmation of life purpose—should
involve renewal of activity, whether in
leisure, continued employment part-
time, or second careers. It should offer
restoration of freedom with dignity.

_Hopefully, the 1971 White House Con-
ference on Aging called by President
Nixon will reflect the wisdom and experi-
ence of ‘older Americans. Its recommen-
dations should call for expansion of em-
ployment opportunities, and for several
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other things: Creation of new mecha-
nisms for volunteer service, adult edueca-
tional 'facilities, better housing and
medical care, new techniques in trans-
portation, and services necessary to
combat loneliness, i "

None of these should wait for the
White House Conference, but this na-
tional meeting ecertainly must concern
itself with them in our determination to
replace a national policy vacuum in
aging with a new era of opportunity.

But most immediate and fundamental
to a positive policy is the obligation for
an affirmative response to the primary
need of all those older Americans who
now endure serious income -shortages, .

As among younger citizens, older per-
sons with lowest incomes and those in
the lower middle-income group are hit
hardest by rising living costs. They have
the least economic cushion to abserb the
shock of higher prices for essential goods
and services. The hidden tax of inflation
contributes to the more visible property
taxes. b

As the dominant factor in the infla-
tionary problem, the Federal Govern-
ment has a responsibility—especially to
those no longer in the work force—to
provide relief as fully as possible. The
truth remains, however, that low- and
middle~-income people can never fully es-
cape the impact of rising prices, The
greatest service possible to all older
Americans would be provided by success
in President Nixon’s objective of restora-
tion of a stable dollar.

Concurrent with efforts to control in-
flation is the need for a more realistic
response to the problems of the aged
whose incomes by any standard are in-
adequate. This calls for improvement in
social security—and beyond that a will-
ingness to consider new approaches to
correcting income deficiencies among
older Americans. .

During the last 10 years, the gap be-
tween incomes of those past 65 and
younger people has widened, not nar-
rowed. The number of persons past 65
forced to face life with inadequate in-
comes has-increased. At the same time
the burden imposed on younger workers
through soeial security taxes has grown,
and with this has come a heightened
resistance to further increases.

Social security is a vital part of our
Nation’s life. It should be strengthened
and improved.

Today, approximately 5 million per-
sons past 65 have incomes below the
poverty line. Most became poor only after
retirement. Many are women. A high
percentage are past 75 or 80,

It is a national disgrace that we have
not yet provided assurances that none of
these persons, whose contributions to the
Nation's growth has been so great, should
suffer want in their later years.

Few want, or expect, charity, so a na-
tional effort should be made to give them
opportunity to supplement social secu-
rity and pension incomes with jobs, part
time or full. Job opportunities should be
expanded in both private and publie
sectors of our communities.

Many, however, are unable to awvail
themselves of job opportunities. Our debt
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to them is no less because of their dis-
ability or infirmity or isolation. They,
too, are. entitled to at least minimum
standards of living in decency and
dignity.

Toward that end, Mr. Speaker, I have
introduced several bills which would pro-
vide some relief to our senior citizens.
These bills would increase widow’s and
widower’s insurance benefits; eliminate
the existing reduction in benefits on ac-
count of other governmental pensions;
provide a substantial liberalization of
the retirement test; provide an automatic
standard-of-living increase in benefits to
social security and railroad retirees; re-
duce the rates of tax imposed on self-
employment income for purposes of old-
age, survivors, and disability insurance;
include preseribed drugs among serv-
ices covered under the supplemental
medical insurance program for the aged;
amend the Railroad Retirement Act to
provide a full annuity to any individual
completing 30 years’ railroad service:
eliminate the 6-month waiting period for
disability insurance benefits for those
with permanent disabilities; reimburse
beneficiaries for expenses incurred as a
result of delay in their benefit checks;
increase the number of years disre-
garded in computing social security bene-
fits: provide for optional payment of so-
cial security taxes for individuals aged
65 and over who are employed; and pro-
vide for an exechange of credits between
the old-age, survivors, and disability in-
surance system and the civil service re-
tirement system.

Mr. Speaker, I have discussed in more
detail, the need for these measures in
two recent weekly columns I prepared
for newspapers in my distriet. I should
like to indert these at this point in the
REecorp to more fully explain my sup-
port for this legislation.

ArE WE RETIRING THE ELDERLY TO PASTURES
oF POVERTY?
(By Congressman FrRaNE HORTON)

With all the emphasis on reform in the
way government deals with important pub-
lic problems, the terrible plight of America's
twenty-two million senior citizens has been
swept under the rug.

In terms of housing, health care and
income security, older Americans have suf-
fered grave indifference almosf. amounting
to abuse at the hands of the public at large
and the government. A few generalities out-
lining the scope of senlor cltizens’ problems
will serve to set the stage for the importance
of fmmediate reforms:

1. One in every four Americans over 65 In
the United States is living in peverty. The
only way to avoid hardship for these people
is to provide a meaningful income security
program for the elderly most of whom do not
have work as an alternative income source.

2. The Soclal Security program is still held
put as an insurance program, despite the
fact that the vast majority of enrollees re-
celve less in benefits than they contribute
to Social Security tax payments.

3. Medicare pays less than half of the
health costs of the elderly—costs which have
grown by 'leaps and bounds over the past
few years.

4, 'With some happy exceptions, the qual-
ity of care offered ln many homes for the
aged and nursing homes ranges from in-
adequate to inhuman.

6. Reforms in every aspect of public
policles toward the elderly have been recom-
mended for years, but for the most part,
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patchwork, temporary, inadequate and un-
dignified solutions are all that has emerged
from Congress.

Of these ills, the problems with the Social
Security system are the most serious. This
system is basically the same today as when
it was created in the 1930's.

All Social Securlty funds are derived from
a regressive payroll tax on employers and
employees. The tax is “regressive” because
those earning $7,800 per year pay the same
amount as those earning $50,000, $100,000 or
more per year.

I feel that the Soclal Security system is
the best means of combating poverty among
the elderly, and that new dimengions of the
program designed to provide Income secu-
rity should be financed out of the general
fund, not out of social security taxes. It is
not fair to take funds from the payroll tax
which will not be repald as benefits to those
paying the tax. The broader income security
programs should not be financed by a regres-
sive tax,

The general fund is made up of revenue
collected from the more equitable and
progressive individual and corporate income
taxes.

Since my seryice in the mid-1960's on the
National Task Force on Problems of the
Aging, I have stressed the need for several
far-reaching Social Security reforms.

Tragically, the 91st Congress failed to
pass inte law a bill which would have made
a beginning toward needed reform. Any fur-
ther delay in modernizing the outdated pro-
visions of this program will mean-that more
thousands of senior citizens will face loss of
their homes because of inadequate Income
and further years of hopeless retirement into
poverty.

In next week’s column, I will outline the
specific reforms that will be contained In
my comprehensive Soclal Securlty bill.

PROPOSED ACTION ON PROBLEMS OF THE

ELDERLY

(By Congressman FraNK HORTON)

Last weel:, I outlined the problems of
poverty and neglect which afflict millions
of older Americans. These problems cannot
be solved with words or good intentions,

The only way action will be taken and the
proper priorities placed on helping the elder-
ly and the social security taxpayer is for the
people to demand this action from their
elected representatives.

Each year since coming to Congress, I have
tried to respond creatively to the problems
of the tens of thousands of retired people
in my distriect. Each year, further research
into the problem has led me to introduce
new legislation containing new ldeas for tack-
ling the poverty and neglect of older people.

Most of my efforts have been geared toward
revamping the outdated soclal security sys-
tem, which functions basically the same way
today as in the 1930's.

Any reforms contained in social security
hills Congress has passed usually tinker with
the outskirts of the real problems. We have
not yet provided the comprehensive reforms
necessary to take older Americans out of
poverty and out of “the beggar's role” when
it comes to their need for income, food,
health care, and housing care.

This year, I will introduce the most far
reaching social security reform bill of my
Congressional career. It will include concepts
I have proposed in past years in addition to
new ones which constituents have recently
brought to my attention.

The three main provisions of this bill are
a substantial liberalization of the retirement
test, automatic standard-of-living increases,
and & new broader based income security
program for the elderly which will be fi-
nanced out of the general fund not out of
social security payroll taxes.

One way to provide the needed income
security is to eliminate the unfair retire-
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ment test which penalizes recipients who
earn more than $1,680 per year after they
reach the age of eligibility. The effect of this
earnings penalty is to withhold benefits from
the income elderly who need them the most,
while still paying full payments to those
who have no need to work because they have
substantial investments, dividends, private
pension payments and other non-work
incomes.

I have suggested that social security in-
come level limitations be changed to include
income from all sources, not just earned
income, and that no benefit penalties be im-
posed unless the recipient receives over
$7,000 per year in total outslde income. This
reform would have to be gradually imple-
mented so as not to penalize those receiving
full benefits under present provisions.

I have long proposed that social security
benefits he increased automatically as real
income and the cost of living move upward
during periods of inflation. Recipients
should not be forced to ask Congress for
benefit increases needed to keep pace with
inflation. My plan, called “standard-of-
living” increases, would allow the élderly
to share in the purchasing power gains of
the rest of the economy and would not limit
them to “nearly keeping up" with inflation.

Other provisions of my comprehensive
soclal security reform bill include: (1) re-
move social security tax penalty for the self-
employed; (2) increase widow’s benefits; (3)
eliminate sixsmonth waiting period for
permanent - disabilities; (4) Include pre-
seribed drugs under Medicare; (5) extend
standard-of-living increases and retirement
test liberalizations to rallroad retirees; (6)
allow workers over 65 the option of not pay-
ing further social security taxes and (7)
provide a benefit increase retroactive to Jan,
1, 1971, commensurate with standard-of-
living increases since the time of the last
benefit adjustment.

To make these proposals law will require
the support of my constituents and my col-
leagues, They are vital to the well-being
of America's twenty-two million elderly.

Mr. Speaker, we must insist on the
certainty of economic independence
based on a decent minimum standard of
living for all older persons. For those sen-
ior citizens who wish to work, we must
insure their freedom to do so without re-
striction or penalty. In short, we must
provide all older Americans security with
freedom and dignity.

Our national purposes, long neglected,
must include acknowledgment that age is
no barrier to useful, satisfying experi-
ences. We must strive to create maxi-
mum choices for older Americans, in
work and leisure, with dignity and honor.

Mr. Speaker, reforms contained in the
bills I sponsored will serve those ends.

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, swift ap-
proval of the across-the-board 10-per-
cent social security increase by Congress
and the President is essential. The some
26 million predominantly older Ameri-
cans who depend on these payments for
their main source of income cannot be
told to wait any longer.

This measure, however, should be con-
sidered only a bare bones minimum—an
emergency measure, These are numerous
other important changes that must be
made in the law such as elimination of
the outside earnings limitation, raising
death benefits and establishing a formuila
for automatic cost-of-living increases.

Over the past years inflation has taken
a heavy toll in terms of purchasing
power of the dollar. The $100 a month
wage in the thirties barely buys bread
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today. Yet, the average payment under
social security for most individuals even
after this increase will only be about
$130.

The changes sent to the President also
provide for a 5-percent increase in pay-
ments for some 600,000 Americans over
the age of 72 who were not able to qual-
ify for social security, but were in dire
need of assistance.

I would like to take a few minutes to-
day to comment on some urgently needed
changes.

OUTSIDE EARNINGS LIMIT

The first is the elimination of the out-
side earnings limitation. The Senate had
approved a $2,400 cutoff in the emer-
gency bill, but Members of this body pre-
vailed in the conference committee and
the figure was dropped back to the orig-
inal $1,680.

This provision is a real travesty. It
keeps many older Americans in poverty
when they could be out earning extra
money to help improve their standard
of living. Their skills in many cases
would also provide essential services in
the marketplace.

I am presently working with the Sen-
ior Citizens of America and Staff Build-
ers, Inc., to gather 1 million signatures
on a petition to Congress calling for the
elimination of the outside-earnings lim-
itation. I hope this body will listen to the
plea of these retired citizens.

MINIMUM PAYMENT INCREASE

Mr. Speaker, we must also recognize
that a certain minimum income is nec-
essary to sustain life today. Raising the

present minimum payment from $64 to
$100 would be a step in the right direc-
tion. Yet, Members of this body have
balked at providing even this modest in-
crease to those in need.

Another essential feature that should
be built into the law is an automatic
cost-of-living increase. This would guar-
antee social security recipients that their
payments would at least keep pace with
inflation. Such a provision was approved
by both Houses last year but failed to
pass in the end-of-session rush. I sin-
cerely hope that such a proposal will be
included in any new measure that comes
out of Congress this year.

DEATH BENEFITS INCREASE

In a few weeks I will be introducing
a measure calling for an increase in the
lump-sum death benefits payment. Pres-
ent law provides for a payment three
times the monthly benefit up to a max-
imum of $255. This figure has not
changed since 1951 despite the fact that
funeral costs have skyrocketed.

For comparison purposes the average
prices for adult funerals selected in the
yvears 1958 through 1969 run from $661
to $926. These figures do not include
charges for a vault, cemetery, or crema-
tory expenses, monument, or marker
costs or miscellaneous items such as
an honorarium for the clergyman, flow-
ers, additional transportation charges,
burial clothing, or newspaper notices.

My bill would raise the lump sum
benefit to $750, eliminating the provision
pegging it to the monthly payment. This

in itself represents the minimum cost
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for a funeral. It would recognize that
certain costs are the same for all persons
regardless of income. Without a doubt
such a change is long overdue.

COSTS OF SUCH INCREASES

I would be less than candid if I did
not talk about the costs of the present
increases and any future increases in
social security benefits. The bill before
us today would call for imposing the
present 10.4-percent employer-employee
tax on the first $9,000 of income rather
than the first $7,800 as under the present
law.

Any increases in the minimum, in
death benefits, in regular payments, or
other provisions of the law would cer-
tainly call for an increase in the con-
tributions. Already the law provides for
a jump in the tax in small increments
from 10.4 to 11.8 percent by 1987. A
higher cut may be needed if the system
is to continue to pay for itself.

Social security is the primary old age
and retirement insurance for most Amer-
icans. For many others it is an essential
aid when disability strikes. The medicare
provisions have assured the elderly of
protection in case of catastrophiec illness.

Insurance is an important investment,
but one that many Americans fail to
make. The Government has provided this
protection through social security. Un-
like many other Government programs,
social security payments come out of a
trust fund that is supplied by employer-
employee contributions and by earnings
on investments made with the contribu-
tions.

Such a program embodies the Ameri-
can spirit of mutual help and assistance.
It preserves the traditional commitment
of all Americans to the belief that work-
ing for one’s own security is far prefer-
able to a public handout.

Moreover, these people are the back-
bone of the Nation. They took this coun-
try through two world wars and a great
depression. When America was at its
crossroads, these were the people who
selected the right road to follow. They
worked hard and their life was hard, but
they pulled through. I know. My mother
is 77 and still has the independent spirit
that kept her going through the difficul-
ties of the first half of this century.

Through improvements in legislation
we who are still in the work force can
keep the many proud Americans who
have retired still proud of those tradi-
tions that have made this country great.

Mr, DORN, Mr, Speaker, I am pleased
to support the 10-percent increase in so-
cial security benefits. This is a timely
action for the 26 million social security
beneficiaries, especially in view of the
severe burden that the recent infiation
has placed on our senior citizens.

Most of our senior citizens must live
off a fixed income, and for them a rise in
benefits is an absolute necessity.

Mr. Speaker, we owe a great obligation
to this generation of senior citizens. It
was they whose taxes made our World
War II effort possible. It was they who
saved hard money only to see ifs pur-
chasing power later eroded. I enthusiasti-
cally support this 10-percent increase,
and I hope the Congress will proceed ex-
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peditiously to consider a bill I have spon-
sored which would allow women to retire
at age 62 with full social security benefits.
I also support House action to provide for
a higher monthly minimum payment and
an increase in the ceiling on permissible
outside earnings for social security re-
cipients. I hope today’s timely House ac-
tion is indicative of future action.

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

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman
from Wisconsin desire to use any time?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, I have no requests for time.

Mr., MILLS, Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the conference

report.

The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER. The question is on the
conference report.
Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 360, nays 3, answered “pres-
ent” 1, not voting 68, as follows:

Abbitt
Abernethy
Abourezk
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Ancderson,

Callf.
Anderson, I11.
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Archer
Arends
Ashley
Aspin
Aspinall
Badillo
Baring
Barrett
Begich
Belcher
Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Betts
Bevill
Biester
Blackburn
Blanton
Blatnik
Boland
Bolling
Bow
Brademas
Brasco
Bray
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Eroyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fila.
Burke, Mass.

Burleson, Tex.

Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Byrnes, Wis.
Byron

Cabell
Caffery
Carey, N.Y.
Carney
Carter

Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Celler
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy

[Roll No. 20]
YEAS—360

Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clay
Cleveland
Collier
Collins, I11.
Collins. Tex.
Conable
Conte
Corbett
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Culver
Daniel, Va,
Danliels, N.J.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis.
Delaney
Dellenback
Denholm
Dent
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Dow
Downing
Drinan
Duncan
duPont
Dwyer
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif,
Esch
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Findley
Fisher
Flood
Flowers
Flynt
Foley
Ford,
William D,
Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Fulton, Pa.
Fulton, Tenn.
Fuqua
Galifianakis
Gallagher
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gettys

Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Griffin
Griffiths
Gross
Gude
Hagan
Haley
Halpern
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hays
Hébert
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash.
Holifleld
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Hull
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jacobs
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Jones, Ala,
Jones, N.C,
Jones, Tenn.
Earth
Eastenmeler
Eazen
Eeating
Kee

Keith
EKemp

King
Kluczynskl
Koch
Euykendall
Eyl
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Link
Lloyd
Long, Md.
Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
McClure
MoCollister
McCormack
McDade
McDonald,
Mich.
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McKevitt
McKinney
McMillan
Madden
Mahon
Mailliard
Martin

Mathias, Callf.

Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga

Miller, Callf.
Miller, Ohio
Mills

Montgomery
Moorhead
Morgan

Perkins
Pettis

Ashbrook

Peyser

Pike

Podell

Poff

Powell
Preyer, N.C.
Price, Il
Frice, Tex.
Pucinski
Purcell
Quie
Quillen
Railsback
Randall
Rarick
Reid, I11.
Reuss
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino

Roe

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

Roy

Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth

Ryan

St Germain
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Scheuer
Schneebell
Schwengel
Scott
Sebelius
Seiberling
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Sikes

Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Calif.
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.¥.
Snyder
Spence

NAYS—3
Crane
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Springer
Stafford
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Bteed
Steele
Steiger, Ariz.
Bteiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Btubblefield
Btuckey
Sulllvan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif,
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, Ga.
Thompson, N.J.
Thone
Tiernan
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Veysey
Waggonner
Waldie
Wampler
Ware
Watts
Whalen
Whalley
White
‘Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wigegins
Williams
‘Wilson, Bob
Wilson,

Charles H.
Winn
Wollf
Wright
Wyatt
Wylie
Wyman
Yates
Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zion

Schmitz

ANSWERED "PRESENT"—1

Lennon

NOT VOTING—68

Anderson,
Tenn.
Annungzio

Baker
Blaggl
Bingham

Clawson, Del
Colmer
Conyers

de la Garza
Dellums
Dennis
Diggs
Dowdy
Dulski
Eckhardt
Edwards, La.
Eflberg
Erlenborn
Eshleman

Fish

Ford, Gerald R.

Gialmo
Gibbons
Green, Pa.
Grover
Gubser
Hall
Hanley
Helstoskl
Hillis
Hogan
Landgrebe
Lent
Long, La.
McCulloch
Macdonald,
Mass.
Mann
Melcher
Metcalfe
Minshall
Mitchell
Mollohan

Murphy, Il1.
Nix

Obey
O'Hara
Pickle
Pirnie
Poage
Pryor, Ark.
Rangel
Rees

Reid, N.Y.
Rlegle
Rostenkowski
Rousselot
Bandman
Stokes

Terry
Thomson, Wis.
Vigorito
Wydler
Yatron

Zwach

So the conference report was agreed

The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

Mr, Annunzio with Mr, Baker.
Mr. Macdonald of Massachusetts with Mr.

Hogan.
Mr.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Dowdy with Mr. Landgrebe.
O’Hara with Mr. Reid of New York,
Gilaimo with Mr, Eshleman,
Rostenkowski with Mr, Erlenborn.
Hanley with Mr. Wydler,

Mr. Vigorito with Mr. Fish.
Mr. Byrne of Pennsylvania with Mr. Sand-
man.
Mr. Edwards of Louisiana with Mr, Min-
shall.
Mr. Green of Pennsylvania with Mr.
Gubser.
Mr. Pickle with Mr. Hall.
Mr. Pryor of Arkansas with Mr. Lent.
Mrs. Chisholm with Mr. Helstoski.
Mr. Nix with Mr. Bingham.
Mr. Anderson of Tennessee with Mr. Del
Clawson.
. Long of Louisiana with Mr. Rousselot.
. Dulskl with Mr. Diggs.
. Dellums with Mr. Rees.
. Yatron with Mr. Stokes.
. Boggs with Mr, Gerald R. Ford.
. Blaggl with Mr. Grover.
. Ellberg with Mr. Conyers.
Mr. Mollohan with Mr. Metcalfe,
Mr. Colmer with Mr. Thompson of Wis-
consin,
Mr. Gibbons with Mr. Pirnie,
Mr, Murphy of Illinois with Mr. Riegle.
Mr. Melcher with Mr, Camp.
Mr. de la Garza with Mr. Dennis.
Mr. Obey with Mr. Rangel.
Mr. Eckhardt with Mr. Mitchell,
Mr. Zwach with Mr, Terry.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members de-
siring to do so may have 5 legislative
days within which to extend their re-
marks in the Recorp on the conference
report.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

There was no objection.

SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION
FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF LABOR,
1971

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to
the order of the House yesterday, I call
up the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 465)
making a supplemental appropriation
for the fiscal year 1971 for the Depart-
ment of Labor, and for other purposes,
and I ask unanimous consent that the
joint resolution be considered in the
House as in the Committee of the Whole.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the joint resolution,
as follows:

H.J. REs. 465

Resolved by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
following sum is appropriated, out of any
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1971, namely:

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
MANPOWER ADMINISTRATION
UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION FOR FEDERAL

EMPLOYEES AND EX-SERVICEMEN AND TRADE

ADJUSTMENT ACTIVITIES

For an additional amount for “Unemploy-
ment compensation for Federal employees
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and ex-servicemen and trade adjustment
activities,” $50,675,000.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike out the last word.

The SPEAEKER. The gentleman from
Texas is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, this is a
joint resolution providing an additional
appropriation for unemployment com-
pensation for Federal employees and ex-
servicemen in the sum of $50,675,000 for
the current fiscal year 1971.

The subcommittee headed by the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. Froop) studied this request and
conducted the hearings on it. I yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania for
further explanation.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, this is an
urgent matter that should be acted upon
by Congress as soon as possible. Funds
for this appropriation—unemployment
compensation for Federal employees and
ex-servicemen—were actually exhausted
last week. This resolution includes $50,-
675,000 which is the exact amount of the
request. However, the departmental wit-
nesses testified that this will not be suffi-
cient to pay all claims for the rest of the
fiscal year. They plan to mortgage the
1972 fiscal year funds to make up the dif-
ference. They have this authority during
the last quarter of the fiscal year.

While I suspect that previous esti-
mates for fiscal year 1971 have been pur-
posely estimated on the low side, I do
not know of any way to prove it. How-
ever, we all know that unemployment
has gone up considerably during this fis-
cal year. Of direct impact on this pro
gram, the number of ex-servicemer
drawing unemployment compensation
during July 1970 was 80,000 and it went
up to 130,000 in February 1971. Likewise,
the number of Federal employees draw-
ing unemployment compensation went
up from 30,000 to 37,000 during the same
period.

Mr. Speaker, I include some additional
pe:l'xt;inenh statistics in the Recorp at this
point:

UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION FOR FEDERAL EMPLOYEES
AND EX-SERVICEMEN
1970 appropriatio i. ... .
1971 appropriation to date__
Current estimate__ =
Proposed supplemental. .
Federal employees e
Ex-servicemen.._ _______________. L 4
Average weekiy benefit—fiscal year 1971:
Federal employees
Ex-servicemen. .

5]8‘.-‘ 930, 000
400, 000

3!}' 075, 000
50, 675, 000

8, 400, 000)
(42, 275, 000)

available estimate Change

Number of weeks
compensated:
Federal employees...

1, 442, 000
Ex-servicemen._. .... 3,

, 000 4158, 002
270, 000 , 000 780,

197}

Total unemployment among Federal

employees and ex-servicemen:
Federal employees. 30, 000 37,000
Ex-servicemen. ... - ... .... £0, 000 130, 000

(Mr. FLOOD asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter.)
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Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey.

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, last year the Congress adopted
a most important bill, the occupational
health and safety bill. I would like to ad-
dress a question to the distinguished
chairman inquiring as to whetner or not
any funds have been appropriated under
this bill, and, if not, what is the inten-
tion of the committee with reference to
appropriating sufficient funds so that
the law which is to take effect on April
28, 1971, may actually be put to work?

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman has asked
a significant question. There will be a
supplemental bill to be reported within
the next several weeks which will deal
with that request and with many others
which we expect to receive shortly. We
did not want to couple action on the re-
quest for the occupational health and
safety program with this highly emer-
gency action which is required today. The
unemployment compensation account is
exhausted. Prompt action is required.

I yield to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. Froop) for comment.

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

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

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, that is a
very important question my friend, the
gentleman from New Jersey, has asked.
We did conduct hearings on this. The
fact that one appropriation is not in-
cluded in this emergency House joint
resolution under no ecircumstances in-
dicates we do not recognize the import
of what the gentleman refers to.

We would hope in a few weeks—I
would hope in 2 weeks—that this could
be before the committee for action in
tha supplemental bill. This resolution is
merely to take care of a real emergency,
but I would like my friend to understand
the subcommittee appreciates the prob-
lem. As Chairman MaxonN said, it will
certainly be in the second supplemental
bill. That is a matter of 2 weeks or so
now.

As far as the hiring of the employees
to carry out the new law, there have been
150 assigned to this already. In addition
to that, the Davis-Bacon Act has been
set aside. All those employees could be
assigned at once to this problem. We will
meet this problem with a supplemental
appropriation very soon.

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to thank the chair-
man of the committee and the chairman
of the subcommittee for those explana-
tions.

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

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

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the chairman yielding.

I would address myself to this ques-
tion with respect to the Occupational
Health and Safety Act. I think we ought
to make clear for the record that if that
act is to be implemented on April 28,
and without funds to back up that pro-
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posal, the administration is considerably
handicapped in being able to put on board
the kind of competent people that will
be needed to make sure we do not get
ourselves into the position on this act
as we did on the mine cafety legislation
where the thing got bogged down be-
cause we did not come up with money
quickly enough to coincide with the en-
actment date.

Mr. Speaker, as the chairman of our
full committee and chairman of our sub-
committee have indicated, there is a real
emergency with respect to the $50,675,000
requested for Unemployment Compensa-
tion for Federal employees, ex-service-
men, and trade adjustment activities.
This will bring the total for this fiscal
year for former Federal employees and
ex-servicemen up to $305,175,000. There
are currently 37,000 Federal workers un-
employed and 137,000 ex-servicemen.
With respect to the latter, it may be
interesting to note that the average
length of time that our returning vet-
erans are on unemployment compensa-
tion today is about 111% weeks, and that
is an increase of 22 weeks over what it
was a year ago. Federal employees are
currently on unemployment compensa-
tion on the average of 19 weeks.

There is nothing we can do about this
particular item except to ante up the
money or-find ourselves in default of ful-
filling our obligation to our ex-service-
men and unemployed Federal workers
under the law.

I must say, Mr. Speaker, that during
the hearings on this supplemental that I
expressed considerable concern over the
faultiness of the estimates that were sub-
mitted to us in justification of this ap-
propriation in the regular bill nearly a
year ago. It was quite obvious to us then
that what was being asked for in the reg-
ular bill was never going to be adequate
to meet our obligation, I urge the support
of the resolution.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, will the distinguished chairman
of the Appropriations Committee yield?

Mr, MAHON. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. At what
point does the supplemental come to the
floor of the House? Do we know that
now?

Mr. MAHON. No; we have not received
the estimates from the administration.
We will get those requests, I am assured,
in the near future. Then we can see
what requests are forthcoming and then
we can make a determination as to when
we can bring the legislation before the
House. ;

Mr, STEIGER of Wisconsin. Will the
distinguished chairman yield further?

Mr:. MAHON. I am glad to yield
further.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin, I appre-
ciate very much the gentleman’s hon-
est answer to that question, I do want
to make clear my own concern, one I
share with the distinguished gentleman
from New Jersey, about making available
the supplemental request of $10.9 mil-
lion to the Department of Labor for im-
Plementation of the Health and Safety
Act. I would hope there would be a will-
ingness -on the part of the HEW-Labor
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Subcommittee and of the full committee
to consider this matter just as quickly
as possible in order to give the Depart-
ment tools with which to take action on
this bill effective April 28.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MAHON
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr, MAHON. Mr. Speaker, the pend-
ing resolution would appropriate $50,-
675,000 for ex-servicemen and former
employees of the Government. It is
urgently needed. At the appropriate time
I shall ask for a rollcall vote on the
resolution.

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

Mr. Speaker, I am disturbed by the his-
tory of this legislation. If I understand
the figures correctly, $199.5 million was
appropriated in the regular budget for
the fiscal year 1971. Then Congress last
December approved a supplemental of
$55 million. Now we are asked to approve
still another supplemental of $50 million.

It seems to me there is something
wrong with the estimating apparatus in
the executive branch of the Government,
when it cannot do better than provide an
estimate which winds up with supple-
mental requests totaling more than 50
percent of the original budget asking.

I attach no blame whatever to the Ap-
propriations Committee. The Appropria-
tions Committee is carrying out a job that
it has to do in terms of providing the un-
employment compensation funds for ex-
servicemen and Federal employees.

But it seems to me to be almost in-
comprehensible that they cannot do a
better job than to underestimate by 50
percent their requirements.

If I understand the timing correctly,
the troop withdrawals in Vietnam were
announced before the regular budget was
adopted last year. Therefore, they had a
pretty good idea of the number of serv-
icemen who would be brought back and
discharged as a result of the withdrawals.

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

Mr. GROSS. I am glad fo yield to my
friend from Illinois.

Mr. MICHEL. The gentleman from
Illinois is just as much concerned as the
gentleman from Iowa. I raised a question
in the hearings. I pointed back to the
Recorp of over a year ago, when I sug-
gested that the estimates might be faulty.
Predicting a 4-percent unemployment
rate for the year 1970 seemed to me to be
somewhat ridiculous. I actually made
the point in the Recorp, with respect to
the request for increased amounts of
money for the estimators, that perhaps
we ought to do away with the estimators
for 1 year, do our own prognosticating
and save the administrative costs.

I agree with the gentleman whole-
heartedly. We are in a real box when we
sit there listening to the testimony of
estimates that prove to be 50 percent off
and come in here in good faith with the
best figures available to us from the pro-
fessionals,

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman
very much for his observations.

I want to reiterate that I attach no
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blame whatever to the Committee on Ap-
propriations. They must rely on esti-
mates given them by representatives of
the administration. I agree with the
gentleman from Illinois that if they can-
not do better than that on their esti-
mates, perhaps we ought to dispense
with some of the estimators.

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

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, in order to give the house a
more complete understanding of the im-
portance and urgency of the supplemen-
tal request of $10,900,000 for the imple-
mentation of the Occupational Health
and Safety Act I want to include as a
part of my remarks the statement by the
Under Secretary of Labor, Laurence S:il-
berman, before the Senate Appropria-
tions Committee at this point:

WORKPLACE STANDARDS ADMINISTRATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(Statement by Laurence H. Silberman, Under

Secretary of Labor before the Senate Ap-

propriations Subcommitiee)

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Com-
mittee, the supplemental budget request
for fiscal year 1971 is for $10,900,000. This is
to cover the Department's start-up costs for
implementation of the Williams-Steiger Oc-
cupational Safety and Health Act of 1970,
which becomes effective April 28 of this year.
In enacting this law, both the Congress and
the President have recognized the critical
need for rapid and effective action to reduce
occupational injuries, illness, and fatalities
which are taking such a heavy human and
economic toll, The Department is now doing
everything it can to be prepared to handle
its responsibilities, but the timely appropria-
tion of this supplemental budget request is
essential if we are to make a successful start
at meeting the many goals of the Act.

We are establishing a separate Adminis-
tration headed by a new Asslstant Secretary
to earry out the Department’s responsibilities
under the Act. However, the Department
has been planning for implementation of the
Act since long before its passage by Congress,
and we have been able to commence action
rapidly within the present organization.

Since the President signed the Act on De-
cember 20, Department Task Forces have
been at work with the following objectives:

1. Promulgation of an “initial standards
package” on or about April 28: The “initial
standards package” will consist of construc-
tion, maritime, and general industries safe-
ty and health standards. The package is be-
fore compiled from established Federal stand-
ards and national consensus standards as
required by the Act.

The setting of construction safety stand-
ards has been expedited in order to promul-
gate them prior to April 28.

2. Commence National Program Staffing:
The Department has Initiated Intensive re-
cruitment efforts to meet the responsibilities
placed upon it on the effetcive date of the
Act, April 28, 1971. We are presently recruit-
ing and training to increase the exlsting
safety field structure of 150 to 540 by June 1,
1971. We plan to supplement the National
Headqguarters Staff by 245 new positions by
June 1st. After the addition of this staff the
June 1st deployment including existing Bu-
reau of Labor Standards staff will be:

Total New staff

National headquarters and field
support stai :
National field operations staff
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National recruiting efforts to date have
produced approximately 4;000 applicants rep-
resenting all position skills anticlpated by
the new Safety and Health Program. For the
National Headquarters Staff we are presently
recruiting the full new complement of 245—
of which 106 have been placed on board.
The balance of this requirement will be on
board by June lst. The additional 3980 field
positions are being recruited—125 by March
31, 125 by April 15 and 140 by May 15. This
is to allow for 4 weeks specialized training
in Washington prior to field assignment.

As of this date total additional staff re-
cruited and on board or reporting is 105 in
the National Headquarters and 45 In the
fleld. We expect no difficulty in meeting our
staff build-up requirements either in quan-
tity of recruits or quality of skills on the
job.

3. Commence action with the States to
produce maximum State participation in the
program; it is the Administration’s intention
to achieve maximum participation by the
States. I would like to submit for the record
documents which have been malled to every
governor.

At this time it is difficult to predict just
how many States will qualify for planning
grants before the end of this fiscal year, and
our estimate may exceed our requirements
for this purpose. However, we feel that it
is necessary to have the funds available on
a contingency basis so that no legitimate
application will have to be denlied for lack
of funds. We would like to have this Com-
mittee provide two-year appropriation lan-
guage for the Grants operations so that any
unused funds would remain available in
1972.

4. Inform employers and employees of their
responsibilities: The Department has al-
ready produced fact sheets, factbooks, radio
and TV spots and slides and made available
coples of the Act across the country. Hun-
dreds of thousands of these documents have
already been distributed and this informa-
tion effort is only a beginning. As the pro-
gram matures, specific education and train-
ing approaches will be developed for em-
ployers to eliminate unsafe conditions and
for employees to avoid unsafe acts.

Numerous appearances and contacts have
been and are being made with trade associa-
tions, industry and labor groups and others
to enlist maximum organized support to
achleve the purposes of the Act.

5. Create a statistical “yardstick™ to en-
able effective compllance planning and to
provide & measurement of the success of the
program: Looking ahead to the passage of
the Act, the Department requested In 1969
the development by the American National
Standards Institute of a new approach to
recordkeeping and reporting injuries and il1-
nesses. This new system has been received
and will be the basis of the Secretary's
recordkeeping requirements which it is
planned to activate July 1, 1971,

6. Activate the National Commission on
State Workmen's Compensation Laws to
evaluate State programs: While this Com-
mission will be independent, the Depart-
ment has been given fiscal and organization
responsibility and a package plan has been
developed which upon appointment of the
Commission will enable it to commence
Ita work immediately, It is expected that
the nominees to the Commission will be an-
nounced in the near future.

7. Coordinate with HEW to assure maxi-
mum program effectiveness: An extensive in-
formation exchange is taking place between
the two Departments and will continue. Co-
ordination of research and field efforts is
essential.

8. Create the Occupational Safety and
Health Review Commission to carry out ad-
judicatory functions under the Act: The
Commission is requesting a separate sup-
plemental appropriation of $100,000 to cover
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its Initial stafling needs. Because of the time
lag In cases reaching a point requiring hear-
ings and review, the workload s not expected
to become too significant until Flscal Year
1972,

It should he noted that the Department
has already committed substantial resources
to this program. It was necessary and es-
sential that these resources be reprogrammed
within the Workplace Standards Administra-
tion. We believe our action in this regard
propérly reflects the commitment of Con-
gress and of this Administration to activate
this vital program as rapidly as possible.

It should also be noted that without this
supplemental no funds can be avallable for
planning documents or other grants to the
States and such funding is a necessary in-
gredient to provide them with the incentive
to assume responsibility.

The Act of course requires additional pro-
gram efforts above and beyond those men-
tioned. We believe, however, that we have
selected our immediate priorities correctly
and that the actions we are taking will pro-
duce the results desired. It goes without say-
ing, however, that the funds requested are
essentlal If we are to cover the reprogrammed
resources and continue implementation ac-
tion in the balance of this fiscal year,

This request also includes a relatively
minor non-occupational safety matter. The
appropriation language currently authorizes
transfer of an amount not to exceed $32,000
from the appropriation to the Longshore-
men’'s and Harbor Workers' Compensation
Trust Fund. This request includes a change
in the language to authorize transfer au-
thority not to exceed $150,000 in order to in-
sure continued solvency of the trust fund. No
additional funds are requested for this pur-
pose.

We have a very big job to do and very little
time which to do it. Your approval of this
supplement is respectfully requested.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR,
Washington.
DEeAR GOVERNOR: The enactment of the Wil-

liams-Steiger Occupational Safety and
Health Act of 1970 (PL 91-596) gives the
Nation a new and Important instrument for
curtailing the human and economic waste
that stems from injuries and illnesses arising
out of work situations. I am writing to en-
list your support in a cooperative effort he-
tween the Federal Government and the
States to achieve the objectives of this
legislation.

I am sure that you and your stafl have al-
ready given serious thought to the provisions
of the Act and the role your State will play
in its implementation and administration.
As you know, Congress declared its purpose
and policy to be “encouraging the States to
assume the fullest responsibility for the ad-
ministration and enforcement of their occu-
pational safety and health laws.” A primary
objective of the Department’s current plan-
ning is to facllitate State effort and partici-
pation under the Act. We are glving highest
priority to the development of procedures
which will enable the States to continue
their current programs and to assume as
quickly as possible the role envisioned for
them by the Act. The purpose of this letter
is to provide you with an initial outline of
our program plans in order that you may
initiate such action as you believe necessary
in your State.

We contemplate issuing a package of basic
safety and health standards on or immedi-
ately after April 28, 1971, the effective date
of the Act. As the Act is written, these stand-
ards will preempt existing State standards
and programs unless specific action is taken.
Therefore, it is necessary quickly to enter
into agreements under Section 18(h) of the
Act with States wishing to continue admin-
istration and enforcement of their standards
pending approval of a State program plan
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under Section 18(b). Enclosed is a document
setting forth the general procedures for
making application for 18(h) agreements, on
the basis of which you may proceed to pre=
pare and submit applications.

In mid-March we will provide you mate~
rials for planning grants under Section 23(a)
along with the guldelines and criteria for
State program plans under Section 18(b).
First priority will go to grant applications for
the development of State program plans, the
development of statistical systems, and the
review of State needs and responsibilities
which will lead to a decision on whether the
States should develop and submit a program
plan. We will be prepared to issue the plan-
ning grants immediately after the effective
date of the Act and would wish to have all
initial grants issued by June 1871.

Our overall objective is to have approved
State programs under 18(b) in operation no
later than July 1972. This will necessitate
the submission of State program plans by
early 1872 in order that final action can be
completed by May 1972 and funding arranged
by the start of this fiscal year,

It would be helpful if you would desig-
nate the agency or agencies which will work
with this Department in administering the
provisions of the Willlams-Steiger Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Act in your State.
We intend to work closely with such agencies
and to keep them informed of our activi-
tles.

In particular, would you let us know as
soon as possible what agency you are desig-
nating to be responsible for the injury and
illness statistics program. A comprehensive
program of statistics ls now being devel-
oped. To provide for the participation of your
State in the planning at this initial stage,
the Bureau of Labor Statistics will contact
your designee to provide information and
technical assistance in making application
for statistics planning grants and otherwise
developing a statistics program.

I look forward to working closely with you
and your staff in the implementation of this
important new legislation.

Sincerely yours,

Secretary of Lf;lbor.

PROCEDURES FOR APPLICATION FOR 18(h) AGREE-
MENTS UNDER WILLIAMS-STEIGER OCCUPA-
TIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH AcT OF 1970
(PusLic Law 91-596)

Section 18(h) of the Willlams-Steiger Oc-
cupational Safety and Health Act (P.L. 91-
596) provides that the Secretary of Labor
may enter into an agreement with a State
under which the State will be permitted to
continue to enforce one or more occupational
health and safety standards in effect in such
State until final action is taken by the Secre-
tary with respect to a plan submitted by a
State under Section 18(b) of the Act, or two
years from the date of enactment (which
will be December 29, 1972) whichever is
earlier.

While a State will be required to indicate
its intent to submit a plan under Section
18(b) for the Secretary to enter into a
Section 18(h) agreement, the State need not
express such intent until it has had an op-
portunity to become familiar with the speci-
fic regulations, guidelines and criteria to be
issued by the Becretary to determine the
acceptability of Section 18(b) plans. Accord-
ingly, States will be invited to apply for a
Section 18(h) sagreement without an Im-
mediate expression of intent to submit a plan
under Section 18(b). However, In order for
the Section 18(h) agreement to continue in
effect, the State will be required to make
such expression of intent within sixty days

of issuance of regulations, guidelines or cri-
teria for State plans. In addition, the State
will be required to submit its plan within

nine months following its filing of a notice
of intention to file such a plan.

States wishing to apply for a Section 18(h)
agreement will submit their request to the
Secretary. The request should include:

(1) A brief description of each standard or
standards which the State or a political sub-
division thereof wishes to continue to en-
force, including citations to statutes and
regulations. This description shall include a
statement of the occupational safety and
health covered by each such standard, spec-
ifying the scope of the coverage of the stand-
ard with respect to such matters as industry,
establishment size, and locality;

(2) The names, addresses and telephone
numbers of the agency or agencies of the
State or of a political subdlvision thereof
responsible for administering and enforcing
the standard or standards, and the standard
or standards each such agency is responsible
for administering enforcing;

(3) The name, address and telephone num-
ber of the head of each such agency;

(4) A description of the program for ad-
ministering the standards, including a state-
ment of the authority, enforcement ma-
chinery and procedures used by each agency
referred to in subparagraph (2);

(5) The dollars and approximate man-
years allocated within each agency desig-
nated in (2) above to the administration
and enforcement of each standard to be
covered by the agreement during the pre-
vious fiscal period and the current fiscal
period, and a description of the fiscal period.

Upon acceptance of a State’s application,
the Secretary may execute & written agree-
ment with the State, In accordance with
Section 18(h). These written agreements,
among other things, will:

a. Permit the continued enforcement of
the standard or standards referred to in the
agreement by the State or the political
subdivision of the State;

b. Require the State or the political sub-
division of the State to maintain at least its
current level of enforcement;

c. Terminate on December 20, 1972, or
upon the Secretary’'s taking final action on a
plan submitted under Section 18(b), which-
ever is earlier:

d. Terminate If the State does not file a
notice of intent to submit a Section 18(b)
plan within sixty days of the issuance by
the Secretary of Labor of the regulations,
guidelines or criteria for Section 18(b) plans,
or if the State does not submit a State plan
under Section 18(b) within nine months of
its filing of such notice of intent.

The Section 18(h) agreement will not re-
strict the enforcement authority of the Sec-
retary of Labor in the State with respect to
standards issued under Section 6 of the Wil-
liams-Steiger Act. However, the agreement
will provide for coordination of enforcement
activity between the State and the Secre-
tary. The agreement will also require the
agencles of the State or of the political sub-
division thereof to make such reports as may
be required by the Secretary on their activi-
ties performed under the terms of the agree-
ment.

In States where agencies responsible for the
administration and enforcement of the
standards covered by the agreement are not
under the direct cognizance of the Governor,
the Governor will take the necessary action to
assure that such agencies will implement and
adhere to the agreement.

Mr. Speaker, the statement by Mr. Sil-
berman pinpoints clearly the real effort
being put forth by the Department of
Labor to implement the Health and
Safetv Act promptly. It would be a real
tragedy if the Congress failed to respond
to the needs so clearly put forth by the
Department of Labor. I urge action on
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the supplemental request just as soon as

possible.

GENERAL LEAVE TO REVISE
MAHON. Mr.

Mr.

Speaker,

AND EXTEND
I ask

unanimous consent that all Members
speaking on the resolution be permitted
to revise and extend their remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from

Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the joint resolu-

tion.

The previous question was ordered.

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

The joint resolution 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 joint resolution.

The question was taken,

and the

Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.
Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum is
not present and make the point of order
that a quorum is not present.
The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is

not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members, and the Clerk will call

the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 356, nays 0, not voting 76, as

follows:

Abbitt
Abernethy
Abourezk
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson, Il
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,
Archer
Arends
Ashbrook
Ashley
Aspin
Aspinall
Badillo
Baring
Barrett
Begich
Belcher
Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Betts
Bevill
Blester
Blackburn
Blatnik
Boland
Bolling
Bow
Brademas
Brasco
Bray
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.

[Roll No. 21]
YEAS—355

Burton
Byrnes, Wis.
Byron
Cabell
Caffery
Carey, N.Y.
Carney
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Celler
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.

Clay
Cleveland
Collier
Collins, Tex,
Conte
Corbett
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
Culver
Daniel, Va.
Daniels, N.J.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis.
Delaney
Dellenback
Denholm
Dent
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Downing
Drinan
Duncan
duPont
Dwyer
Eckhardt
Edmondson

Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Esch

Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Findley
Flood
Flowers
Flynt

Foley

Ford,

William D,
Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Fulton, Pa.
Fulton, Tenn.
Fuqua
Galifianakis
Gallagher
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gettys
Glaimo
CGoldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Grifiin
Griffiths
Gross
Gubser
Gude
Hagan
Haley
Halpern
Hamilton
Hammer-

schmidt
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
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Harvey
Hastings
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hays
Hébert

Mayne
Mazzoll
Meeds
Michel
Mikva
Miller, Calif.

Hechler, W. Va. Miller, Ohio

Heckler, Mass.

Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash.
Hillis
Holifield
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Hull
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jacobs
Jarman

Johnson, Calif.

Johnson, Pa.
Jonas

Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Karth
Kastenmeler
Kazen
Keating

K

EKuykendall
Eyl

Kyros
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta
Leggett
Lennon

MecCollister
McCormack
McDade
McDonald,
Mich.
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McEevitt
McEinney
McMillan
Madden
Mahon
Mailllard
Martin
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga

Blanton
Boggs
Burke, Fla.

D
Chisholm
Clawson, Del
Collins, Il1.
Colmer
Conable
Conyers
de la Garza
Dellums
Dennis
Diggs
Dow
Dowdy
Dulski
Edwards, La.
Eilberg
Erlenborn

Mills

Minish
Mizell
Mollohan
Monagan
Montgomery
Morgan
Morse
Mosher

Moss
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Natcher
Nedzi
Nelsen
Nichols
Obey
O'Eonski
O'Neill
Passman
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser

Pike

Podell

Poff

Powell
Preyer, N.C.
Price, Il1,
Pucinski
Purcell
Quie
Quillen
Railsback
Randall
Rarick
Reid, 111,
Reid, N.Y.
Reuss
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino
Roe

Rogers
Roncallo
Reconey, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Roush

Roy

Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth

Ryan

8t Germain
Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle

NAYS—0
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Scheuer

Springer
Stafford
Staggers
Stanton,

J. Willlam
Btanton,

James V.
Steed
Steele
Steiger, Ariz,
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Btratton
Stubblefield
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, Ga.

Thompson, N.J,

Thone
Tiernan
Ullman

Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik

Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner
Waldie
Wampler
Ware

Watts
Whalen
Whalley
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Winn

Wollt
Wright
Wylie
Wyman
Yates
Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zion

NOT VOTING—T7

Eshleman
Fish

Fisher
Ford, Gerald R.
Gibbons
Green, Pa.
Grover

Hall

Hanley
Helstoski
Hogan
Kemp

Long, La.
MeCulloch
Macdonald,

Mass.

Mann
Mathias, Calif,
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mink
Minshall
Mitchell
Moorhead
Murphy, I11.
Nix

O'Hara

Pelly
Pickle
Pirnie
Poage
Price, Tex.
Pryor, Ark.
Rangel
Rees
Riegle
Rostenkowskl
Rousselot
Sandman
Sarbanes
Seiberling
Shoup
Stokes
Btuckey
Terry
Thomson, Wis.
Udall
Wilson,
Charles H.
Wyatt
Wydler
Yatron
Zwach

So the joint resolution was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Boggs with Mr. Gerald R. Ford.

Mr, Rostenkowski with Mr. Erlenborn.

Mr. Annunzio with Mr, Price of Texas.

Mr. Dowdy with Mr. Baker.

Mr. Hanley with Mr, Grover.

Mr. Macdonald of Massachusetts with Mr,
Hogan.

Mr. Moorhead with Mr. Sandman.

Mr. Charles H. Wilson with Mr. Mathias
of California.

Mr. Bingham with Mr. Diggs.

Mr. Blanton with Mr. Del Clawson.

Mr. Anderson of Tennessee with Mr, Camp,

Mr. Collins of Illincis with Mrs, Mink.,

Mr. Biaggl with Mr. Burke of Florida.

Mr. Byrne of Pennsylvania with Mr. Thom-
son of Wisconsin.

Mr. Green of Pennsylvania with Mr, Con-
yers.

Mr,

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.

Mr,

Mr.

Mr,

Long of Louisiana with Mr. Minshall,
Udall with Mr. Stokes.

Edwards of Louisiana with Mr. Kemp.
Pryor of Arkansas with Mr. Fish,
Helstoski with Mr. Dellums,

Rees with Mr. Rangel.

Fisher with Mr. Hall.

Dulski with Mr. Wydler.

Eilberg with Mr. Conable.

O’Hara with Mr. Mitchell,
Murphy of Illinois with Mr. Nix,
Mr. Gibbons with Mr. Eshleman.

Mr. Mann with Mr. Pirnie.

Mrs. Chisholm with Mr. Dow,

Mr. Pickle with Mr. Wyatt.

Mr. Seiberling with Mr. Zwach.

Mr. de 1a Garza with Mr. Pelly.

Mr. Sarbanes with Mr. Metcalfe.

Mr. Stuckey with Mr, Riegle.

Mr. Colmer with Mr, Dennis.

Mr. Melcher with Mr. Shoup.

Mr. Rousselot with Mr, Terry.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
RULES TO FILE PRIVILEGED
REPORTS

Mr. O’NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Rules have until midnight tonight to file
two privileged reports on House Joint
Resolution 223 and House Joint Resolu-
tion 468.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

AUTHORIZING CLERK TO RECEIVE
MESSAGES AND SPEAKER TO SIGN
ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RES-
OLUTIONS DULY PASSED NOT-
WITHSTANDING ADJOURNMENT

Mr. O'NEILL, Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that notwithstanding the
adjournment of the House until tomor-
row, the Clerk be authorized to re-
ceive messages from the Senate and the
Speaker be authorized to sign enrolled
bills and joint resolutions duly passed
by the two Houses and found truly en-
rolled.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?
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Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, is there to be an ad-
journment of the House without a meet-
ing tomorrow?

Mr. O'NEILL. No. The House will meet
tomorrow.

Tomorrow we will bring up for 2 hours
of debate the appropriation bill for the
Department of Transportation, includ-
ing the SST, and there will also be 2
hours of debate on the 18-year-old vote
measure. It was agreed last week that
there would be no rolicalls. The rollcalls
will take place on Thursday.

Mr. GROSS. My attention was cen-
tered on the request that the Speaker be
given permission to dispose of legislation
despite the adjournment of the House.
This is not an ordinary request, when
going over from day to day.

Mr. O'NEILL. This is just the usual
procedure we have always followed in the
past, to allow the Speaker later today to
sign legislation in order that it may be
sent to the White House,

Mr. GROSS. Well, I would not say this
is an ordinary request. That request is
not made every day.

Mr. O'NEILL. No. I did not say it is
made every day, but I will say nobody
in this House knows the rules better than
the gentleman from Iowa, and he knows
that it is a customary request.

Mr. GROSS. I thought perhaps there
was a plan for adjournment tomorrow
that I knew nothing about.

Mr. O’NEILL. There is not. When the
House adjourns today it adjourns until
tomorrow.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw
my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF PROGRAM

The SPEAKER. The Chair would like
to state that even though we will only
consider the general debate on the ap-
propriation bill on the Department of
Transportation, according to the sched-
ule, if we conclude at an appropriate
time, we might consider having the gen-
eral debate on the so-called 18-year-old
vote joint resolution.

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

Mr. HILLIS. Mr. Speaker, I was un-
avoidably detained at the airport re-
turning from my congressional district
in Indiana and was unable to vote on
the conference report on H.R. 4690. If
I would have been present I would have
voted “aye.”

I certainly want to be on record as
being in favor of this bill which will in-
crease the social security benefits by 10
percent and will be retroactive to last
January.

It is important that Congress recog-
nize the fact that our senior citizens are
having a difficult time making ends meet.

‘We should all acknowledge this prob-
lem and work to help these older Ameri-
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cans. I pledge that I will do everything
possible in this area.

It is also my hope that Congress will
act on the proposal which would set up
an automatic cost-of-living increase in
the social security program.

REV. BERNARD A. PETERS

(Mr. MINISH 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. MINISH. Mr. Speaker, today we
had the distinction of listening to Father
Bernard A. Peters deliver the opening
prayer.

Father Peters is not only the highly
esteemed pastor of St. Joseph’s Church
in Maplewood, N.J., but a long-time
friend as well.

Reverend Peters was born and at-
tended school in Newark, N.J. A graduate
of St. Benedicts Preparatory School in
Newark, he thereupon attended St. An-
selm's College in Manchester, N.H.

Father Peters was ordained in Man-
chester in 1927. Thereafter, he taught
at St. Benedict's Prep, becoming pastor
of St. Joseph's Church in Maplewood in
1943.

He has done an impressive and dedi-
cated job both within the community and
at St. Joseph’s Church, and I am pleased
and honored to welcome Father Peters to
the Halls of Congress.

THE NEED FOR PRIVACY
LEGISLATION

(Mr., KOCH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, there are now
53 House cosponsors of my bill, HR, 854,
which would protect the right of privacy
for our citizens.

This week the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, Elliot L. Rich-
ardson, told the Senate Subcommittee
on Constitutional Rights, chaired by
Senator Sam ERVIN:

We may need to conslder affirmative regu-
lation of this technology if present judicial
processes prove inadequate in protecting our
pl’l\"&c}'.

Reasonable men will disagree on the
legitimate role and the scope of the role
the Government has in collecting infor-
mation on its citizens. But I submit that
everyone would agree that once that in-
formation has been collected, there must
be some mechanism whereby the indi-
vidual citizen can be apprised of what
has been collected and, further, that
there be some controls on how that in-
formation may be dispensed.

H.R. 854 would act as a check, to a
large degree self-executing, on govern-
mental recordkeeping. Under this bill,
each agency maintaining records con-
cerning any individual would have to,
first, notify the individual that such a
record exists; second, notify the indi-
vidual of all transfers of such informa-
tion; third, disclose information from
such records only with the consent of the
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individual or when legally required;
fourth, maintain a record of all persons
inspecting such records; fifth, permit the
individual to inspect his records, make
copies of them, and supplement them.

The bill provides exceptions in cases
of national security and investigations
for purposes of criminal prosecutions,
as well as safeguards for informants.
Initially it would cause some inconven-
ience to Government officials, but the
benefits of creating a system of protec-
tion are eminently worth this cost.

H.R. 854 is not the whole answer, Some
types of surveillance and data collection
should be forbidden absolutely—and I
put Army surveillance of civilian polit-
ical activity in that category.

I hope that the House Government
Operations Committee will hold hearings
on this bill and that some of our col-
leagues will become sponsors of it when
it is next introduced on March 18.

I am appending to this statement the
article written by Richard Halloran of
the New York Times which appeared in
that paper today on this subject:

RICHARDSON SAYs: DATA BANKS MusTt BE

CONTROLLED

WasHINGTON, March 15.—The Secretary of
Health, Education and Welfare, Elliott L.
Richardson, said today that the nation “must
develop the means of controlling the poten-
tial for harm inherent” in the Government’s
computerized data banks of information on
citizens.

Mr. Richardson told a Senate subcommit-
tee, *“We may need to consider affirmative
regulation of this technology if present judi-
cial processes prove inadequate in protecting
our privacy.”

Only last week Assistant Attorney General
William H. Rehnquist said the Justice De-
partment “will vigorously oppose any legisla-
tion” that would impair the Government's
ability to gather such Information.

Mr. Rehnquist said, ‘Self-discipline on the
part of the executive branch will provide an
answer to virtually all of the legitimate com-

excesses of Information

TO DEFINE AND FPROTECT

Mr. Richardson, while not recommending
specific legislation, said that “statutes de-
signed to define and protect an individual’s
rights in computerized information storage
and exchange can be enacted” if present safe-
guards are not adequate.

It seemed evident that the Nixon Admin-
istration had not arrived at a position on the
issue. Bpokesmen for the Justice Department
and for H.EE'W. sald Mr. Rehnquist and Mr.
Richardson each spoke for his department
only.

Mr. Richardson appeared before Senator
Sam J. Ervin Jr.'s subcommittee on Constitu-
tional Rights, which has been investigating
the Government's widespread collection, stor-
age and dissemination of information about
individuals.

SBenator Ervin, who said that HE.W.
“probably maintains more personal data on
individuals than any other Federal depart-
ment,” questioned the increasing use of the
Boclal SBecurlty number to identify citizens.

He noted, “The soclal security card states
on its face that it is not to be used for identi-
fication purposes, except for Social Security
and income tax purposes.”

Yet, he said, citizens are required to sub-
mit their Soclal Security numbers on voter
registration affidavits, telephone company
records, credit applications, arrest records,
military records, driver’'s licenses, death cer-
tificates and other forms.
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Some Federal agencies are permitted by
Presidential Executive order issued in 1943
to use the Social Security number for identi-
fication. Some state laws require the number
for a driver's license or other documents.
Banks, credit bureaus and other private con-
cerns may also require them. Mr, Richardson
said, “It is not illegal for a non-Federal or-
ganization to use the Social Security num-
ber in its record keeping system.”

Mr. Ervin read several letters from irate
citizens protesting the demands on them to
furnish their Social Security numbers. Said
one man from Indiana:

“I bought a car, pald cash, but the dealer
would not give me title to it until I gave
him my Social Security number. It made me
50 mad I gave him a phony number out of
the air.”

He continued: "I took my dog to the vet
to get his toe nails clipped. Cash deal §3. He
insisted I make out a credit report with my
Social Security number. I refused. He settled
for §3.”

TWO VIEWS DISCUSSED

The man from Indiana concluded: “Since
I have lost my personal identity (name) I
will sign off with only my number. Punch
your computer If you want to know who I
am."”

Mr. Richardson said, *The potential for in-
vasion of privacy or breach of confiden-
tiality of information lies not in the use
of the number itself, but rather in how the
organization uses computerized collections
of data which are indexed by the number.”

He also testified, “Two conflicting kinds of
pressures and concerns have developed™ over
the use of Social Security numbers. Some be-
lieve, he said, that “current number issuance
procedures should be tightened to make the
number more reliable as an identifier.”

“On the other hand,” he said, “concern is
expressed about increased risks of invasion
of privacy that may result from the exist-
ence of a universal identifier, particularly
in computerized data exchange.” Such an
identifier would be assigned to a person at
birth and would follow him until death.

Senator Ervin noted that some citizens
fayvor the universal identifier. He quoted
from a letter written by a man in Maryland
who said:

“There 15 no one that I can see who would
not want a number except a crook. It is
my opinion that everyone at birth should
be given a Social Securlty number and told
that they will be watched for honesty for
the remainder of their lives."

BOB DOLE SPEAKS FOR HIS PARTY

(Mr. LEGGETT 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. LEGGETT. Mr. Speaker, followers
of Republican Party campaign strategy
were recently treated to what must be
described as a spectacular falling out
among thieves.

It centered around a 1970 campaign
advertisement, run in more than a dozen
newspapers at a cost of ‘several hundred
thousand dollars, which attacked eight
Democratic candidates for the U.S. Sen-
ate. This advertisement, which accused
the Democratic candidates of association
with heroin pushers, was widely ac-
claimed as the dirtiest trick of the cam-
paign. Seven of its eight targets went on
to win.

Several weeks ago, we heard District
of Columbia Republican Chairman Carl
Shipley, who signed the ad, claim it was
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put together by the White House, and we
heard the White House deny it. We
heard Mr. Shipley claim the ads were run
“with the knowledge and consent of the
Republican candidates in each case,” and
we heard the candidates deny it—al-
though several of them refused to re-
pudiate it at the time it came out.

Amidst the frantic finger pointing it is
particularly interesting to note Mr.
Shipley’s admission that he regrets the
ad, not because it dragged the American
political fabric through the mud, but be-
cause it “got a negative reaction.” In
other words, no blow is too low if it
works.

Two nights ago, the Republican Na-
tional Chairman, Senator Bos DOLE, gave
a speech which seemed to indicate his
intention to carry on in the best Shipley
tradition.

Evidently assuming that public hys-
teria and gullibility have not decreased
since the days of the Nixon-Voorhis and
Nixon-Douglas campaigns, Mr. DOLE ac-
cused Senator MuskiE of kKicking off his
presidential campaign in Moscow.

Evidently assuming that nobody had
heard or read Senator McGOVERN's state-
ment on the bombing of the Capitol,
Senator DoLe tried to tell his audience
Senator McGoverN had said the bombing
“was the price we had to pay for the
war in Vietnam.”

Evidently having no use for the fine
American tradition in which the most
eminent lawyers have defended the most
controversial defendants, Senator DoLE
condemned Ramsey Clark as a “left-
leaning marshmallow” for agreeing to
defend Philip Berrigan.

Evidently regarding a desire to halt the
arms race as un-American, Senator DOLE
condemned Senator HuMpPHREY for prais-
ing the recent Soviet suspension of new
ICBM deployment.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to make a
prediction. I predict that in 1972 the
American people will express their de-
sire for an administration of integrity
and competence. And I further predict
that after the election the same folks
who are now frantically trying to dis-
sociate themselves for the Shipley ad-
vertisement will then frantically try to
dissociate themselves from Senator DoLE.

PERSONAL STATEMENT

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Speaker, on rolleall
No. 20 today I was inadvertently delayed
in getting to the floor of the House. Con-
sequently, I did not vote on this rolleall,
which was on the conference report on
the debt ceiling with the increases in
the social security benefits. If I had
been here, I would have voted “yea"” on
that conference report.

ADEQUATE INCOME

(Mrs. ABZUG asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend her remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, I am deep-
ly concerned about the current fiscal
crisis facing the Nation’s cities. New York
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City is particularly hard hit—and I am
appalled when I see that the board of
education has run $36 million short of its
current fiscal budgef; that New York
cannot provide a cost-of-living wage in-
crease for city employees; and that at
the same time, New Yorkers are being
asked to pay more and higher prices for
fewer and poorer municipal services.

Yet tae crises in our cities has had a
positive effect: In focusing our attention
on ways of counting city and State
expenses and revenues, the huge dis-
crepancy and the continuing state of
crisis has thrust upon us the chance to
reform our present grossly inadequate
and degrading system of welfare. It has
given us an opportunity not just to
federalize welfare for the fiscal relief of
cities, but to strengthen and improve it
for the fiscal relief of people, most
especially those people unable to support
themselves.

The present welfare system—a system
providing only subsistence level pay-
ments, a system rooted in indignity,
must be scrapped. There are many pro-
posals for its reform. The problem is
that the projected income of many of
these plans is too low to be adequate.
They therefore continue many tradi-
tional aspects of welfare programs not
conducive to the freedom of those who
mus: use the system to survive.

Any minimum income plan which re-
places the present system must be rea-
sonable, providing between $4,000 and
$6,500 for a family of four. The plans
must be related to the reality of the cost
of living. Bureau of Labor Standards
statistics show that in December 1970, the
average lower level living cost for an
urban family of four was $6,960. In New
York City, where the cost of living is
not average, the figure is higher. Under
these conditions, these facts of life, a
Federal guarantee of $6,500 is clearly
necessary.

Mr. Speaker, any Federal subsidy,
whether we call it income maintainence
or federalized welfare is inadequate, if
it does not begin, at the very least, at
the $4,000 level.

Last week I indicated to members of
the New York City delegation that I
would find it difficult to support any bill
which provides less. At this point in the
REecorp, I wish to include a copy of that
letter.

MarcH 12, 1971.
Hon, HueHa CAREY,
Washington, D.C.

Dear HucH: The purpose of this letter is
to amplify the concerns I raised at the March
2nd meeting of the New York City Caucus
and to set down in writing my views on the
necessary elements of any plan for federal-
ized welfare.

As I Indicated at the meeting, I belleve

that any Federal takeover of the welfare sys-
tem must incorporate a specific commitment

to adequate Income, must eliminate the
onerous work requirements of HR. 1, and
must reinforce and strengthen the legal
rights of welfare reciplents.

Specifically, I believe federalized welfare
should include the following features:

1. Grant Levels of Between $4,000-86,500
for a Family of Four in 1972. In addition
single Individuals should be guaranteed an
income of at least $2,600.
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2. Steps Leading to Adequacy of Income
Consistent with Increases in the Cost-of-
Living, by 1976.

3. Maintenance of Present Benefit Levels in
New York City. In cases where present bene-
fits exceed those which would be provided
under a federal plan, New York State should
be required to supplement Federal payments
up to present payment levels,

4. Cost-of-Living Variations According to
Geographical Area.

5. Recipients" Right of Refusal of Any Job.

6. Recipients’ Right to Retain Assets, such
as a home, household goods, personal effects,
ete.

7. Protection of Legal Rights of Welfare
Recipients.

8. Mandated Emergency Assistance When-
ever Needed.

9. Application for Assistance through Dec-
laration,

10. Job Protection for Present New York
City Welfare Employees.

I base these suggestions upon the com-
bined recommendations of a number of or-
ganizations, including the Committee on In-
come Maintenance, The National Council of
Churches Crusade against Hunger, The
League of Women Voters, and The National
Welfare Rights Organization. These groups
belleve, as I do, that federalized welfare must
provide an adequate income for poor people
as well as fiscal relief for the cities.

I hope that the New York City delegation
will not support any bill which does not in-
clude, at a minimum, the elements listed
above.

Sincerely,
BELLA 5. ABzUG,
Member of Congress.

SOCIAL SECURITY INCREASE

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

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, although I
was inadvertently detained in my con-
gressional office and did not cast a vote
on rollcall No. 20, the social security in-
crease bill, I would most certainly have
voted for the bill had I been present. The
passage of this important measure which
provides our Nation's much-deserving
Senior Citizens a 10-percent social secu-
rity benefit increase retroactive to Jan-
uary 1, 1971, has been long overdue. It is
heartening to me that this Congress has
chosen to make the benefit increase one
of the first and most important orders of
business.

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 465

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

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
regret I was unable to personally vote
on House Joint Resolution 465, & bill to
make a supplemental appropriation for
unemployment compensation payments
for former servicemen and Federal em-
ployees. At the time the vote was taken,
I was meeting in my office with con-
stituents on a matter of importance to
the 18th Congressional District of Texas,

Had I been able to cast my vote on the
proposal, I would have voted to grant
this supplemental appropriation as unan-
imously requested by the House Appro-
priations Committee. I would have done
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so because at the present time, Federal
funds allotted for veterans and Federal
employees unemployment compensation
are exhausted. This notwithstanding,
claims on these funds are still being
made. These claims are legal ones; the
Government is obligated to make unem-
ployment compensation payments to
qualifying veterans and Federal em-
ployees. For this reason, the supplemen-
tal request is a valid one and should,
without delay, be approved by Congress.

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS OF U.S.
DELEGATION OF CANADA-UNITED
STATES INTERPARLIAMENTARY
GROUP

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of Public Law 86-42, the Chair
appoints as members of the U.S. del-
egation of the Canada-United States
Interparliamentary Group the following
Members on the part of the House: Mr.
GarLLacHER, of New Jersey, chairman;
Mr. JomnsoN of California; Mr. Ran-
pALL, of Missouri; Mr. MorcaN, of Penn-
sylvania: Mr, Kyros, of Maine; Mr,
StratTON, of New York; Mr. MEeps, of
Washington; Mr. HarveEy, of Michigan;
Mr. HortonN, of New York; Mr. Bu-
CHANAN, of Alabama; Mr. McEweN, of
New York; and Mr. VaAnNbpErR Jacr, of
Michigan.

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS OF
U.S. GROUP OF THE NORTH AT-
LANTIC ASSEMBLY

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of Public Law 689, 84th Congress,
as amended, the Chair appoints as mem-
bers of the U.S. Group of the North
Atlantic Assembly the following Mem-
bers on the part of the House: Mr.
Havs, of Ohio, chairman; Mr. Ropino,
of New Jersey; Mr. CLARK, of Pennsyl-
vania; Mr. Brooks, of Texas; Mr. Bur-
ToN, of California; Mr. Arenps, of Illi-
nois; Mr. DeviNg, of Ohio, Mr. CORBETT,
of Pennsylvania; and Mr. MaTHIAS of
California.

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS OF
U.S. DELEGATION OF MEXICO-
UNITED STATES INTERPARLIA-
MENTARY GROUP

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of Public Law 86-420, the Chair
appoints as members of the U.S. delega-
tion of the Mexico-United States Inter-
parliamentary Group the following
Members on the part of the House: Mr.
Nix, of Pennsylvania, chairman; Mr.
WricHT, of Texas; Mr, JOHNSON, of Cal-
ifornia; Mr. GonzaLEz, of Texas; Mr. DE
LA GARza, of Texas; Mr, Moss, of Califor-
nia; Mr. Kazen, of Texas; Mr. FRELING-
HUYSEN, of New Jersey; Mr. THOMSON,
of Wisconsin; Mr. Steicer of Arizonsa;
Mr. Wiceins, of California; and Mr.
LuJan, of New Mexico.

NATIONAL PARTNERSHIP IN
EDUCATION ACT
The SPEAKER. Under a previous order
of the House the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. PuciNskr) is recognized for 1 hour.
CXVII——426—Part 5

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

(Mr. PUCINSKI asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr, Speaker, today I
have introduced the National Partner-
ship in Education Act which calls for the
assumption by the Federal Government
over a 3-year period of one-third of the
cost of elementary and secondary edu-
cation to save the Nafion's school dis-
tricts from financial disaster.

The act provides for gradually increas-
ing Federal grants for every elementary
and secondary school student in the
country,

Iintroduced this bill because, as chair-
man of the General Subcommittee on
Education, I know the financial crisis
facing almost every school district in
America.

New York City is laying off 10,000
teachers; Chicago is $58 million short of
funds to keep its schools open the re-
mainder of this year; every large city is
in desperate financial straits. Budget
deficits, teacher layoffs, reduced services
are the rule, rather than the exception,
in practically every school district in
America.

While it is true that such crises have
heretofore primarily been State and local
maftters, the increasing mobility of school
students from one district to another has
enlarged the Federal responsibility and
made these crises a Federal concern.

Host communities should not be sad-
dled with the rising costs of educating
children whose families have exercised
the Federal constitutional right of move-
ment from one community to another for
whatever reason.

I am also introducing this bill as a
result of extensive hearings which I
chaired during 1969 and 1970, on the
“Needs of Elementary and Secondary
Education for the Seventies.” These
hearings, conducted by the General Sub-
committee on Education, reviewed the
present status of our educational system,
analyzed future trends, and considered
changes in the role of the Federal Gov-
ernment.

Throughout our hearings, the subcom-
mittee heard again and again of a grow-
ing disillusionment with our public
schools. Many witnesses suggested alter-
natives such as storefront schools,
tuition vouchers, and “schools without
walls."” Almost every witness before the
subcommittee appealed for greater flexi-
bility in the schools and for more ac-
countability for funds and scholastic re-
sults from administrators and teachers.

On a number of occasions I myself
have urged fundamental changes in our
schools and have enthusiastically en-
dorsed both the need for greater flexi-
bility and for more accountability. But
from all of the testimony and policy pa-
pers presented to the subcommittee, I
have come fo the belief that there are
two fundamental defects in our educa-
tional system which must be corrected
before any really significant change can
ocecur,

The first defect is that, as a nation,
we simply do not finance elementary and
secondary education adequately, and sec-
ond, the resources which we do expend
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are spent in a manner which assures that
richer children will be better educated,
and at less comparative expense to their
parents, than will poor or middle-income
children.

The United States likes to pride itself
on its support of education, but the facts
speak differently. Our country is spend-
ing from all sources and from all levels
of government a little more than 6 per-
cent of its national income on education
while Canada and Israel are spending
5.6 and 9.2 percent, respectively. In fact,
most of the other highly industrialized
countries are spending far more than the
United States; for example, Denmark
8.1 percent, Sweden 7.9 percent, Nether-
lands 7.6 percent, and the US.S.R. 7.1
percent.

Furthermore, of the total amount
which we are spending on education a
disproportionate share is going for higher
education. Last year we spent more than
$2,100 on every college student and only
$700 on every elementary and secondary
school student. Of course, some expenses
involved in higher education may be
greater, such as dormitories and more
sophisticated science laboratories, but an
expenditure three times greater per stu-
dent does not make sense when we con-
sider that less than 20 percent of our
children ever attain a college degree and
especially when we consider the enor-
mous importance of the early years in all
children's intellectual and personal de-
velopment.

I believe that we should not only in-
crease our expenditures on education but
also that we should increase our spend-
ing on elementary and secondary by de-
creasing our support of higher education.

Inadequate funding, however, is only
part of the problem. Equally important is
correcting the pattern of maldistribution
of our resources which has resulted in an
outright bias in favor of richer, more
easily educated children. I have reached
this conclusion after a careful analysis
of the data on local, State, and Federal
expenditures for education, and these
data have shown me that all three levels
of funding are heavily weighted in favor
of the wealthier school districts.

The first level of funding, and the
most important, is the local. Even though
there has been recently some movement
to increase State financing of elementary
and secondary education, local sources
nationally still provide more than 52
cents of every dollar spent.

Since almost all of these local funds
come from the real property tax and
since there are great disparities in prop-
erty wealth between school districts,
more than half the funds for elementary
and secondary education are raised on an
inherently unequal basis. In the New
York metropolitan area, for instance,
the richest and the poorest school dis-
tricts are Manhasset and Levittown. In
1967, the property valuation in Manhas-
set was more than five times that of
Levittown, yet Levittown taxed itself at
a rate of 50 percent higher than Man-
hasset and raised only one-fourth the
local revenues. Levittown raised $338 per
pupil against Manhasset's $1,252.

The simple result of this reliance on
local sources for school revenue is that
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wealthy school districts can raise great
sums for education by taxing themselves
at a modest rate, while poor or middle-
income districts must use higher rates to
raise fewer dollars. In other words, chil-
dren who happen to be unfortunate
enough to be born in a poor or middle-in-
come community are going to be offered
a poor education and thereby be con-
demned to repeating the same cycle with
their children.

Another result of the reliance on prop-
erty taxes is a taxpayers’ revolt which is
imperiling all further increases in aid
to education, Last November, for in-
stance, Ohio voters defeated 72 percent
of the new money issues on the general
election ballot while 60 percent of the
bond issues were being defeated in Cali-
fornia. Long Island voters after defeat-
ing 47 of their school districts’ budgets
still had to accept a property tax in-
crease of more than 15 percent in order to
keep their schools open.

Consequently, many schools have had
to curtail services because of bond de-
feats and increasing expenses. Brook-
field, I11., fired seven teachers, a librarian,
and a guidance counselor from its high
school. Los Angeles eliminated 3,500 staff
positions, shortened the school day, and
dropped interscholastic athleties.
Youngstown, Versailles, and other cities
in Ohio have had to close down entirely
for months after repeated defeats of tax
referendums and bond issues.

Unfortunately, recent studies have
found that present State and Federal
sources, which provide the other half of
the cost of education, do not provide the
needed relief, In fact they even reinforce
the pattern of more dollars being spent
in richer districts with the result that
poorer districts must put an even greater
reliance on propety taxes if they want an
adequate education.

A recently released Harvard study,
“The Effects of Revenue Sharing and
Block Grants for Education,” found that
although various State formulas consider
local need the total effect of State aid is
to reinforce local disparities in wealth.
The study further found little hope for
change in this pattern in the future.
These findings are particularly distress-
ing because of the increasing sentiment
for greater State support of education.
If this support is to be granted in the
same form as in the past, then it too will
only serve to make it easier for the very
afluent to have a good education for
their children at a minimal expense.

We must not, however, simply scold the
States. We in the Federal Government
also have been guilty of many of the
same faults. A Syracuse University study
released 3 weeks ago, “Federal Aid to
Education: Who Benefits,” found that
most Federal educational programs were
actually giving more aid per student to
affluent school districts than to poor ones.

Studies conducted by the U.S. Office
of Education have confirmed this finding.
In fiscal 1969, for instance, Los An-
geles with almost 15 percent of the public
school enrollment in California and more
than 20 percent of the poor children
received only 2 percent of the Federal
funds for equipment and textbooks under
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title III of the National Defense Educa-
tion Act. Philadelphia with 13 percent of
the public enrollment in Pennsylvania
and more than 25 percent of the poor
children receive less than 2 percent of
the Federal funds for vocational educa-
tion allotted to Pennsylvania,

Poor counties have also been subject
to the same neglect. Dallas County, Ala.,
one of the poorest counties in the United
States, has 2 percent of the public school
enrollment in Alabama and more than
3 percent of the poor children, and yet
in 1969 it received only 0.18 percent of
the instructional equipment and text-
book funds under title III of the National
Defense Education Act. Apache County,
Ariz., also one of the poorest in the coun-
try, has 3 percent of the public school
enrollment in Arizona and 8 percent of
the poor children and yet it received only
0.19 percent of the textbook funds and
1.8 percent of the Federal vocational edu-
cation funds allotted to Arizona. The
same injustice occurred in Bell County,
Ky., which has 2.4 percent of the poor
children in Kentucky and yet it only
received 0.09 percent of the title III,
NDEA funds allotted to Kentucky.

The only exception to this pattern of
inequitable distribution was found by the
Syracuse study to be title I of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act.
The reason for this exception is simple:
under title I, unlike most other Federal
education programs, State departments
of education have almost no discretion
over the distribution of Federal funds
among school distriets, Title I explicitly
sets out in the law the intrastate formula
for apportionment, a formula which is
based on need as measured by the num-
ber of poor children. This formula, in
addition to focusing educational services
on disadvantaged children, has been
found by the Harvard study and others
to have a definite equalizing effect on
the distribution of funds among school
districts.

From these facts I have reached the
conclusion that the Federal Government
must greatly increase its expenditures
for elementary and secondary education
and must provide explicitly in the law for
the distribution of those funds.

Therefore, I propose in the National
Partnership in Education Act that the
Federal Government increase its support
from the present 6 percent of expendi-
tures to at least 334 percent within 3
fiscal years. And I propose that these
funds be distributed according to a pre-
cise formula which takes the money
down to the school district level.

The bill provides, explicitly, that each
school distriet is to receive a Federal
grant for every school-age child and that
this grant will vary according to four fac-
tors. The first factor is the reimburse-
ment rate: that is, the rate at which the
Federal Government will assume the cost
of education. This rate will be 10 percent
for fiscal 1972, 20 percent for fiscal 1973,
and 335 percent for fiscal 1974.

The second factor is the school dis-
trict’s need which will be measured by
the number of poor children which it has,
This criterion has proved to be an ac-
curate gauge of need under title I and
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thus has the advantage of being easily
understood and administered.

The third factor is the average loecal
and State expenditure per pupil in the
State in which the school district is lo-
cated. The national reimbursement
rate—as modified by the fourth factor—
will be multiplied against this expendi-
ture in order to determine the Federal
grant per pupil. The use of the average
expenditure within the State will achieve
some equalization of resources since
richer districts will be spending more
than the State average and poorer and
middle-income districts less.

The fourth factor is the average per
capita income within the State as com-
pared with the national per capita aver-
age. This factor will be used to increase
the national reimbursement rate for
poorer States and decrease it for
wealthier States. Consequently, some
equalization of resources will be achieved
between the States.

I believe that this formula will lead
to an equitable distribution of Federal
general aid funds both between States
and between school distriets within
States. Our objective is to achieve a fair
opportunity for an education of high
quality to every child regardless of which
region of the country or which area of
the State he resides in.

A further objective is to achieve the
same opportunity for every child re-
gardless of whether he attends a public
or a private school. Therefore, & major
component of the act is the provision
that local school districts may enter into
purchase of services agreements for the
benefit of private school pupils who
otherwise would be attending public
schools.

School districts will receive Federal
grants per pupil for all the children
within the district, those in private as
well as in public schools. The amount
of the entitlement which is attributable
to the number of private school children
will be used by the public school author-
ities for paying the salaries of teachers
of secular subjects in the private schools.
Four States—Pennsylvania, Connecticut,
Rhode Island, and Ohio—are presently
funding this type of program, and many
others are considering its enactment.

Private school children deserve this
support and must receive it in any fair
Federal general aid law. We all know of
the erisis in private school finances. In
the last 5 years the Catholic schools
alone have lost almost a quarter of a
million students because of the closing
of parochial schools or the eurtailment
of classes for financial reasons.

The probable cost on a national basis
of absorbing parochial students is stag-
gering. President Nixon estimated that—

If most or all private schools were to close
or turn public, the added burden on public
funds by the end of the 1870's would exceed
$#4 billlon per year in operations with an
estimated 85 billion more needed for facil-
itles.

Economieally it only makes sense that
it would cost much less to help keep the
private schools open than to pay for the
public education of their children if they
were to close.
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But more important than the eco-
nomics are the human values involved.
As a nation which prizes the freedom
of its citizens above all, we cannot
logically restrict the free choice of more
than 8 million parents who want their
children to attend private schools.

Finally, I would like to comment on
the relationship of this bill to present
programs and to the President’s rev-
enue-sharing proposals. I have estimated
that the National Partnership in Educa-
tion Act will cost $3.4 billion for fiscal
1972, $6.8 billion for fiscal 1973, and $12
billion for fiscal 1974. And it is only
proper to discuss where this money is
going to come from.

First of all, let me say that I believe
that the President has the core of a good
idea in both his general revenue sharing
and in his special revenue sharing for ed-
ucation proposals. As regards the latter
I believe that the time is ripe for reduc-
ing the duplication present in some of the
categorical programs and for streamlin-
ing the administration of all programs.
But from the drafts of the President’s
proposal which I have seen I do not
have much faith in his approach to
achieving these goals. The basic thrust of
these drafts is to turn almost all of the
Federal elementary and secondary money
over to the States with very few strings
attached. From my prior discussion of
present distribution by State depart-
ments of education of both State and
Federal funds I can only believe that this
approach will lead to the wealthier school
districts receiving more money and to
the downgrading of programs which
Congress has been declaring as areas
of national concern for the last 15 years.

Regarding the President's general
revenue-sharing proposal, I must admit
to grave doubts about its effectiveness. In
particular, I find three faults with it:

First. The funds are distributed to the
States and to local governmental bodies
without any restrictions as to their use.
Administration spokesmen have been
claiming that since presently 40 percent
of the funds within the States are being
expended for education that education
has a “good chance"” of receiving 40 per-
cent of these funds. But unfortunately,
that is all it has, a good chance. Once
the funds are distributed, the States and
the local governments are the sole deter-
minants of their use, and education must
vie with powerful highway lobbies and
agricultural interests for its share. And
if history is to be any guide, education
will not do well.

Second. Although the President’s
proposal provides that a certain percent-
age of the funds must be distributed to
local governments within the States, lo-
cal school districts are explicitly excluded
from the category of eligible recipients.
So the schools, if they want any of these
funds, must go hat in hand to the cities
and counties for a share, And again, I
believe that their chances are not good.

Third. I object to the President’s pro-
posal because in his intrastate distribu-
tion there is no weight given to need. In
fact, the formula is heavily weighted in
favor of the rich., The formula provides
that the money is to be distributed on
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the basis of the local government's share
of the total amount of local tax revenue
raised within the State. In other words,
a town with a tremendous industrial tax
base or with very affluent residents—
which is thereby able to raise great sums
of local moneys with little effort—would
receive a proportionately greater share
of this revenue-sharing money than a
town with a poor population and a small
tax base. The rich get richer and the
poor get poorer. This approach is simply
indefensible.

For these reasons I do not believe that
the President’s revenue-sharing propos-
als are adequate. They plainly will not
meet our needs. Therefore, my proposal
would take some of the money which
the President has allotted for his general
revenue sharing and some of the money
which would be saved by a consolidation
of programs and put it into a program
which will provide massive, direct aid
to local schools for improving the edu-
cation of their pupils. This is revenue
sharing in its best form, a distribution
based on need directly to local bodies
concerned with the problem. I am cer-
tain that by carefully redirecting the
revenue-sharing funds and some exist-
ing programs we can fund this bill with-
out any new burden on the Treasury.

Alexis de Tocqueville stated more than
a century ago that the secular faith of
Americans was education, This faith has
produced one of the finest educational
systems in the world, but we are imperil-
ing that system by not providing ade-
quate funds and by providing present
funds in an inequitable manner. I believe
that passage of the National Partnership
in Education Act will correct those defi-
ciencies and will make the best educa-
tion available to all children.

Mr. Speaker, I am including with my
remarks a copy of the National Partner-
ship Act of 1971, a table of reimburse-
ment to the respective States for the first
year, and a copy of the entitlement
formula.

I am also enclosing an article which
appeared in yesterday's New York Times
which shows the enormity of the finan-
cial crises facing the Nation’s school
systems.

The additional material follows:

HR. 6179
A bill to authorize assistance to local educa-
tional agencies for the financial support
of elementary and secondary education,
and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the National Partnership
in Education Act of 1971.

DECLARATION OF POLICY

Sec.2. The Congress finds that, despite
the great efforts of States and of local edu-
cational agencies, the opportunity for an
education of high quality is being denied to
many children. The Congress further finds
that such denial results both from the wide-
ly varying financial abilities of States and
local educational agencies and from an un-
equal distribution of resources, both within
and between States. It is therefore the policy
of the United States that the Federal Gov-

ernment shall provide each local educa-
tional agency with resources which, when
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supplemented by State and local funds, will
be adequate to provide an excellent elemen-
tary and secondary education for all
children.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Bec. 3. (a) For the fiscal years 1972, 1973,
and 1974, there are hereby authorized to be
appropriated such sums as may be necessary
to pay the amounts authorized under sec-
tions 4 and T(b).

(b) For the same fiscal years there is also
authorized to be appropriated an amount
equal to not more than 2 per centum of the
amount appropriated for each such year
under (a) above. The Commissioner shall
allot this amount of Puerto Rico, Guam,
American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, and the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands accord-
ing to their respective needs for such grants,
and shall set the maximum amount which
their local educational agencies shall be eli-
gible to receive.

GRANTS TO LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES

BEc. 4. (a) In any case In which the Com-
missioner determines that satisfactory data
for that purpose are avallable, the maximum
grant which a local educational agency in a
State shall be eligible to recelve under this
Act for any fiscal year shall be an amount
equal to the Federal grant per pupil multi-
plied by the adjusted number of children in
the school district of such agency.

(b) In any other case the maximum grant
for any local educational agency in a State
shall be determined on the basis of the aggre-
gate maximum amount of such grants for all
such agencies in the county or counties in
which the school district of the particular
agency is located, which aggregate maximum
amount shall be equal to the Federal grant
per pupil multiplied by the adjusted num-
ber of children in such county or counties,
and shall be allocated among these agencies
upon such equitable basis as may be deter-
mined by the State educational agency in
accordance with basle criteria prescribed by
the Commissioner.

(c) In the case of local educational agen-
cles which serve in whole or in part the same
geographical area, and in the case of a local
educational agency which provides free pub-
lic education for a substantial number of
children who reside in the school district of
another local educational agency, the State
educational agency may allocate the amount
of the maximum grants for those agencies
among them in such manner as it determines
will best carry out the purposes of this Act.

(d) For purposes of this section, the
term “State” does not include Puerto Rico,
Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin Islands
or the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands.

APPLICATIONS FROM LOCAL EDUCATIONAL
AGENCIES

Bec. 5. (a) Any local educational agency
which desires to recelve for any fiscal year
the grant to which it is entitled under sec-
tion 4 must submit to the appropriate State
educational agency an application which
contains—

(1) an assessment of the educational needs
of the children enrolled in the schools of such
agency and its plans for meefing those needs
with funds provided under this Act;

(2) an evaluation of the effectiveness, in-
cluding objective measurements of educa-
tional achievement, of programs and proj-
ects funded in the preceding fiscal year from
funds provided under this Act;

(3) such other Information as the State
educational agency may reasonably need to
enable it to perform its duties under this
Act; and

(4) assurances that—

(A) to the extent consistent with the num-
ber of children in the school district of the
such agency who are enrolled in private non-
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profit elementary and secondary schools, such
agency has made provision (after consulta-
tion with the appropriate private school of-
ficlals) for a purchase of services program or,
if such a program is not feasible in one or
more of the private schools (as jointly de-
termined by the public and appropriate pri-
vate school officlals), such other arrange-
ments as dual enrollments which will assure
adequate participation of such children;

(B) (i) the control of funds provided un-
der this Act and title to property acquired
therewith shall be in a public agency for the
uses and purposes provided in this Act, and
that a public agency will administer such
funds and property; (i1) the funds provided
under this Act shall not be commingled with
State or local funds; and (ii1) Federal funds
made avallable under this Act will be so used
as to supplement and, to extent possible,
increase the level of funds that would, in
the absence of such Federal funds, be made
avallable from non-Federal sources for the
education of pupils participating in programs
and projects assisted under this Act;

(C) it will keep such records and afford
such access thereto as the State educational
agency may find necessary to assure the
correctness and verificatlon of such appli-
cations; and

(D) no more than 25 per centum of the
funds received under this Act in any fiscal
year will be used for capital outlay and debt
service,

(b) The State educational agency shall
not finally disapprove in whole or in part
any application for funds under this Act
without first affording the local educational
agency submitting the application reason-
able notice and opportunity for a hearing.

ASSURANCES FROM STATES

Sec. 6. (a) Any State which desires to par-
ticipate under this Act shall submit through
its State educational agency to the Commis-
sloner an application, in such detail as the

Commissioner deems necessary, which pro-
vides satisfactory assurance that—

(1) except as provided in section 7(b), pay-
ments under this Act will be used only for
programs and projects which have been ap-
proved by the State edueational agency pur-
suant to section 5(a) and which meet the
applicable requirements of that section, and
that such agency will in all other respects
comply with the provisions of this Act, in-
cluding the enforcement of any obligations
imposed upon a local educational agency
under section 5(a); and

(2) the State educational agency will
make to the Commissioner (A) periodic re-
ports (including ‘the results of objective
measurements required by section 5(a))
evaluating the effectiveness of programs and
projects assisted under this Act in improv-
ing educational attalnment, and (B) such
other reports as may be reasonably necessary
to enable the Commissioner to perform his
duties under this Act (including such reports
as he may require to determine the amounts
which the local educational agencies of that
State are eligible to receive for any fiscal
year).

(b) The Commissioner shall approve an
application which meets the requirements
specified In subsection (a), and he shall not
finally disapprove an application except af-
ter reasonable notice and opportunity for a
hearing to the State educational agency.

PAYMENTS

Sec. 7. (a) (1) The Commissioner shall,
subject to the provisions of section 8, from
time to time pay to each State the amount
which the local educational agencles of that
State are eligible to receive under this Act.

(2) From the funds paid to it pursuant to
paragraph (1) each State educational agency
shall distribute to each local educational
agency of the State which has submitted an
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application approved pursuant to section
5(a) the amount for which such application
has been approved, except that this amount
shall not exceed the maximum amount de-
termined for that agency pursuant to sec-
tion 4.

(b) The Commissioner is authorized to
pay to each State amounts equal to the
amounts expended by it for the proper and
efficient performance of its duties under this
Act (including technical assistance for the
measurements and evaluations required by
section 5), except that the total of such pay~
ments In any fiscal year shall not exceed—

(1) 1 per centum of the total grants made
to local educational agencies of such State
within that fiscal year; or

(2) $150,000, or $25,000 in the case of
Puerto Rico, Guam, American Samoa, the
Virgin Islands, or the Trust Terrltory of the
Pacific Islands, whichever s greater.

(c) No payments shall be made under this
Act for any fiscal year to a State which has
taken into consideration payments under this
Act in determining the eligibility of any local
educational agency in that State for State
ald, or the amount of that ald, with respect
to the free public education of children dur-
Ing that year or the preceding fiscal year.

ADJUSTMENTS

Bec. 8. (a) If the sums appropriated for
any fiscal year for making the payments pro-
vided in this Act are not sufficlent to pay in
full the total amounts which all local edu-
cational agencles are eligible to receive under
section 4 for such year, allocations shall be
made to local educational agencies on the
basis of computations, in accordance with
that section, as reduced rotably. In case ad-
ditional funds become available for making
payments under this Act for that year, such
reduced amounts shall be increased on the
same basis that they were reduced.

(b} In order to permit the most effective
use of all appropriations made to carry out
this Act, the Commissioner may set dates by
which State educational agencies must cer-
tify to him the amounts for which the ap-
plications of educational agencies have been
or will be approved by the State.

WITHHOLDINGS

Sec. 9. Whenever the Commissioner, after
reasonable notice and opportunity for hear-
ing to any State educatlonal agency, finds
that there has been a failure to comply sub-
stantially with any assurance set forth in the
application of that State approved under
section 6, the Commissioner shall notify the
agency that further payments will not be
made to the State under this Act (or, in his
discretion, that the State educational agency
shall not make further payments under this
Act to specified local educational agencles
affected by the failure, until he is satisfied
that there is no longer any such failure to
comply. Until he is so satisfled, no further
payments shall be made to the State under
this Act, or payments by the State educa-
tional agency under this Act shall be limited
fo local educational agencies not affected by
the fallure, as the case may be.

JUDICIAL REVIEW

Sec. 10. (a) If any State is dissatisfied with
the Commissioner's final action with respect
to the approval of its application submitted
under section 6 or with his final action under
section 9, such State may, within sixty days
after notice of such action, file with the
United States court of appeals for the circuit
in which such State is located a petition for
review of that action. A copy of the petition
shall be forthwith transmitted by the clerk
of the court to the Commissioner. The Com-
missioner thereupon shall file in the court
the record of the proceedings on which he
based his actlon, as provided in section 2112
of title 28, United States Code.
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(b) The findings of fact by the Commis-
sloner, if supported by substantial evidence,
shall be conclusive; but the court, for good
cause shown, may remand the case to the
Commissioner to take further evidence, and
the Commissioner may thereupon make new
or modified findings of fact and may modify
his previous action, and shall file in the
court the record of the further p i
Such new or modified findings of fact shall
likewise be conclusive if supported by sub-
stantial evidence.

(c) Upon the filing of such petition, the
court shall have jurisdiction to affirm the
action of the Commissioner to set it aside, in
whole or in part. The judgment of the court
shall be subject to review by the Supreme
Court of the United States upon certiorari or
certification as provided in section 1254 of
title 28, United States Code.

DEFINITIONS

SEc. 11. For purposes of this Act—

(a) (1) The term *“adjusted number of
children” for any local educational agency or
county for a fiscal year means a number
equal to the sum of (1) the number of chil-
dren who are aged five to seventeen, inclu-
sive, in the school district of the agency or
in the county, as the case may be, (based
on the latest available data from the Depart-
ment of Commerce) and (i1) the number of
children who are counted for that fiscal year
for purposes of section 103(a) (2) of title I
of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act for which such agency is responsible for
providing free public education;

(2) The term “Federal grant per pupil”
for any particular State means the product
obtained by multiplying the State and local
current expenditure per public school pupil
by the product obtained by multiplylng the
national reimbursement rate by the quotient
obtained by dividing the national per capita
income by the State per capita Income;

(3) The *“national reimbursement rate”
shall be 10 per centum for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1872, 20 per centum for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, and 3315
p;r fentum for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974.

(b) (1) The term *“Commissioner” means
the Commissioner of Education;

(2) The term “current expenditures”
means 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 com-
munity services, capital outlay and debt
service, or any expenditures made from funds
granted under title I, II, or III of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
1865;

(3) The term *elementary school” means
a day or residential school which provides
elementary education, as determined under
State law; and the term *“secondary school”
means a day or residential school which pro-
vides secondary education, as determined
under State law, except that it does not
include any education provided beyond
grade 12;

(4) 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, or to perform a service function
for, public elementary or secoridary schools in
a city, county, township, school district, or
other political subdivision of a State, or such
combination of school districts or counties
as are recognized in a State as an administra-
tive agency for its public elementary or
secondary schools. Such term also includes
any other public institution or agency hav-
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ing administrative control and direction of
public elementary or secondary schools;

(5) The term "“nonprofit” as applied to a
school means a school owned and operated
by one or more nonprofit corporations or as-
soclations no part of the net earnings of
which inures, or may lawfully inure, to the
benefit of any private shareholder or in-
dividual;

(6) The term “per capita income” means
the per capita personal income of a State
and the United States determined by the
Commissioner on the basis of data for the
fiseal year preceding the fiscal year for which
the computation is made available from the
Department of Commerce;

(7) The term *“State’” means the fifty
States, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico,
Guam, American Samoa, The Virgin Islands,
and Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands;
and

(8) The term “State educational agency”
means the State board of education or other
agency or officer primarily responsible for
the State supervision of public elementary
and secondary schools.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 12. (a) Section 422 of the General Ed-
ucation Provisions Act is amended by insert-
ing “the National Partnership in Education
Act;” after “the International Education Act
of 1966;".

(b) The prohibition contained in section
302(d) of Public Law 81-874 shall not apply
to programs and projects conducted under
this Act.

STUDY OF DATA

Sec. 13. The Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare shall conduct a study of the
needs for accurate income and population
data for every local educational agency and
alternative methods for obtaining such data.
This study and his recommendations shall be
included in the study of allocation of funds
required under section 102 of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Amendments of

1969 (P.L. 91-230).
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NATIONAL PARTNERSHIP IN EDUCATION ACT: STATE seem the hardest to come by. From Boston

ALLOTMENTS AND PERCENTAGES
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NATIONAL PARTMERSHIP IN EDUCATION ACT—ENTITLEMENT FORMULA

Federa' grant per pupil X Adjusted number of children = School district entitlement

= ) National per

 National capita income

reimbursement X'TatepT
rate (10 percent) capita income.

Children aged 5 to 17 living in school district -+ Title | child = Adj

[From the New York Times, Mar. 15, 1971]
FINANCIAL DROBLEMS PLAGUE SCHOOLS
Across THE NATION
(By David E. Rosenbaum)

WasHINGTON, March 14.—New York City is
not alone; the school system of nearly every
jarge city in the country is in desperate-
financial straits, and budget deficits, teacher
layoffs and reduced services in the schools
are the rule rather than the exception.

In Chicago, school officials have warned
that more than 4,000 teachers and other em-
ployes will not be rehired in June unless an
additional $58-million is forthcoming from
th- state.

The Los Angeles Board of Education was
forced to trim $20-million from its budget at
the beginning of this school year. It re-
duced the high school day from six to five
instructional periods and dismissed about
500 substitute and provisional teachers and
1,000 other employes.

Philadelphia schools may have to close
three or four weeks ahead of schedule this
spring for lack of the $6-million a day it
costs to keep the schools open.

In Detrolt, nearly 200 substitute teachers

X !l?anditure per =
i

State and local Federal grant
per pupil

public school pupil

Adj ber of ch ldren

were dismissed recently as part of an $11-
million budget cutback, and, according to
school board spokesmen, the result is that
there are 2s many as 40 pupils in some classes.
FROBLEMS OUTSIDE CITIES TOO

In New York, the school board has man-
aged to avoid severe reductions in schools
staffs and services only by shifting $25-mil-
lion of this year's costs into next year's
budget. The state Senate and the Education
Commissioner, Ewald B. Nyquist, are investi-
gating what the Senate callcd the city's “'dis-
astrous educational crisis.”

Chicago, Los Angeles, Philadelphia and
Detroit are, after New York, the largest
cities in the country.

But the problem ls not limited to the big-
gest cities. A number of medium-sized school
systems, including those in Youngstown,
Ohio, and Santa Barbara, Calif., are in seri-
ous financlal trouble.

Many suburbs, including Wilmette and
Niles Township in the Chicago area, have
lald off teachers. And even rural areas—the
entire State of Montana, for example—are
facing reductions in staff and services.

But it is in the largest cities where the
problem is most severe and where solutions

to Seattle, big-city school officials are nearly
unanimous in forecasting disaster unless
additional sources of revenue are found.

“We've reached an extremely critical point
in the history of the public schools,” safd
Dr. Mark R. Shedd, superintendent of public
schools in Philadelphia. “Federal, state and
local governments are either going to have to
fund the schools or close them down.

NO MONEY, NO SCHOOLS

“We've got no more fiscal rabbits to pull
out of the hat. If we don't have the money,
we can't operate the schools. It's as simple as
that. And until legislators face up to this
problem you will have inadequate schools, in-
adequately funded.”

Reports from the country’s largest cities
show that the school systems vary widely in
the percentage of their budgets that comes
from local property taxes, in the salaries
they pay their teachers, in their teacher-
pupil ratios and in their per-pupil expendi-
tures,

Some of these clty school boards have tax-
ing authority. Others depend on the city to
levy their taxes. In some districts, enroll-
ment is increasing; in others, it is decreas-
ing.

But nearly all of these large systems have
one characteristic In common: their ex-
penditures are growing enormously each
year, and taxpayers are Increasingly unable
or unwilling to pay for the rising costs.

The school budget in most cities has
doubled or even tripled in the last 10 years.
In Baltimore, it went from $57-million in
1961 to $184-million this year. In New Or-
leans, it went from $28.5-million 10 years
ago to $73.9-million this year. In Boston, the
budget rose from $35.4-million in 1961 to
$95.7-million now.

RISE IN TEACHERS' PAY

The increasing cost of public education is
attributable partly to inflation and partly to
an increased demand for services. But mostly
it can be laid to the rapidly rising salaries of
teachers.

Over the decade, in many cities, teachers’
salaries caught up with those in other pro-
fessions. In Philadelphia, for instance, the
average annual teacher’'s salary went from
$5,000 a decade ago to $11,300 today.

While in most citles the collective bar-
galning agent for teachers, wherever there
were unions or associations, became increas-
ingly powerful over the decade, school sys-
tems without collective bargaining kept pace
with the salary increases. In St. Louls, for
example, the average salary rose from $7,6567
five years ago to $10,500 this year.

° While costs are increasing, most cities have
a tax base that is dwindling or, at best, only
creeping upward.

“We see no increased revenue but con-
tinuing increased expenditure,” sald James
Potter, chief fiscal officer in the San Fran-
cisco school system. “Any time you have a
salary increase of 1 per cent, it costs an addi-
tional $800,000."

A spokesman for the Philadelphia school
system said that operating costs were increas-
ing at a rate of 16 to 20 per cent a year.
Half the budget comes from property taxes,
and real estate valuation has risen only about
1 per cent a year, he said.

TAXPAYERS' RESISTANCE

At the same time, there is growing resist-
ance to rising taxes among taxpayers. In
Seattle, for example, the odds are overwhelm-
ing that a March 23 referendum on a speecial
levy for schools will be defeated. In Ohio,
only 29 per cent of the proposals for a school
tax increase were approved last year.

Bond issues for schools are also being re-
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jected at a record pace. According to the
Investment Bankers Assoclation, only 48 per
cent of school bond issues were approved at
the polls last year, compared to 77 per cent
in 1965.

Nowhere does the situation appear so grim
as In Detrolt. In addition to dismissing the
102 substitute teachers, all of whom taught
on a regular basis, plumbers, carpenters and
other tradesmen who work in the schools
have been placed on a four-day week, and
officials are considering the possibility of
sending elementary puplls home at noon on
Fridays. The deficit is nearly $30 million in
a budget only a fraction the size of New
York's.
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Mrs. Mary Dickerson, a member of the De-
troit Board of Education, has suggested that
the schools continue to spend what is needed
to maintain the present level of teaching
and services until the money Is gone. Then,
when the schools are shut down, she says,
the Michigan Legislature, which is domi-
nated by rural and suburban interests, will
be forced to come to the rescue.

The situation will be even more serious
next year, when, it is expected, teachers will
win at least a 5 per cent pay increase, and
during the next year the school board will
have to ask the voters to renew a property
tax levy that expires in June, 1972. Many
school officials believe the millage campaign
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will likely fail, depriving the schools of $25
million in lecal taxes.

Dr. Orlando Furno, assistant superintend-
ent of schools in Baltimore, who conducts an
annual survey of the relative expenditures
on education in various cities and commu-
nities, believes that Americans are simply
g;:-lng to have to accept lower quallty educa-
tion.

“Americans have the philosophy that we're
the biggest and the richest country in the
world, and we can provide everything,” Dr.
Furno said. “Well, we can't. If's a mistaken
notion. If we keep asking for more and more,
and if we won’'t cut back, I hate to think
what will happen.”

COMPARATIVE STATISTICS ON PUBLIC ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS IN 15 LARGE CITIES

Fall 1969
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trators)
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Class- daily
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10,
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$862
768
972
880
570
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$9, 346
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11,990
9, 410
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¢

7,9
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Milwaukee.....
New Orleans___
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San Francisco..
St. Lowis......
Washington,
DB s

132, 461
111, 939
1,123, 165
294,381
92, 242
113,391

149, 054

3,975
7,403

1 Fall 1968 date.
1 Data not available,
3 Data for 1967-68.

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

Mr, PUCINSKI. I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. MYERS. In the earlier remarks the
gentleman made reference to the amount
of money being appropriated now and
spent by the Federal Government, which
is sent directly back for elementary and
secondary education. Does the gentle-
man have that figure there?

Mr, PUCINSKI. Six percent.

Mr. MYERS. That was all categories?

Mr. PUCINSKI, All categories.

Mr. MYERS. How much Federal money
now goes back for elementary and sec-
ondary education?

Mr. PUCINSKI. Of the total cost of
public education in the United States the
local governments provide roughly 52
percent. The State governments provide
roughly 41 percent. The Federal Gov-
ernment provides between 6 and 7 per-
cent, 6.3 percent.

Mr. MYERS. What total number of
dollars would that be?

Mr. PUCINSKI. Our title I program,
which is exclusively elementary and sec-
ondary education, is roughly $1.5 billion.
All told, for all elementary and secondary
programs—title II, title III, vocational
education and various other programs—
it runs somewhere in the vicinity of $3.3
billion. If you include $1.2 billion for
higher education, total Federal aid to ed-
ucation came to $4.5 billion.

Mr. MYERS. The gentleman made ref-
erence to revenue sharing. Is the gentle-
man aware that in the President’s pro-
posal there is also special revenue shar-
ing?

4 Estimate,

Source: U.S. Office of Education.

Mr. PUCINSKI, Yes, I am aware of
that. This is why I do not dismiss the
President’s revenue-sharing proposal en-
tirely. I believe that much can be said in
its defense. I intend in due time to say it.

But I believe as we look at the maldis-
tribution of Federal programs and State
programs, and even in some instances lo-
cal programs, that we can, after consid-
erable dialog, discussion, and debate, find
a better way of disturbing the revenue
sharing the President has in mind both
for special revenue sharing and general
revenue sharing. I believe that we can
adopt the concepts in this bill without
disturbing too much the President’s main
thrust.

I am hopeful the administration will
look at this bill and realize that we have
here a formula which could help 18,000
school districts in America. Those who
need that help more urgently would get
more help. Those who need it less urgent-
ly would get less help.

I believe if my colleague will study the
bill and the formula he will find this is an
honest effort to try to find a workable
compromise between the President’s
main concept of revenue sharing, yet
writing in some standards that will dis-
tribute this Federal aid to those com-
munities which need it most urgently.

I underscore that I do not quarrel with
the President’s initiative. I believe it is
a bold concept and one that is long over-
due, and he is to be congratulated for
initiating it.

Mr, MYERS. Of course, I must con-
fess I do not thoroughly understand
the proposal, and I shall look into it
further.

I believe the President’s concern is
this: not only in education but in all
categories as they currently exist today,
national standards, under the Federal
programs, must be applied to Cook
County, Ill., the same as to Lake County,
Ind., or some place in Mississippi or any-
place throughout the country. This is the
objection. The problem in Cook County,
Ill., is quite different from that in some
smaller rural counties, not only in educa-
tlon but also in other areas.

I believe this is the concern. We want
to make sure that in special revenue
snaring that not only so much money
is spent in the area of elementary and
secondary education but also there is an
opportunity to provide some differences
in the program.

I did observe that the gentleman also
said he felt more money was being spent
tod:g in higher education than needed
to be.

Mr, PUCINSKI. That is right.

Mr, MYERS. And he observed that the
Governor of Illinois made a proposal in
his budget that less be spent on higher
education and more be spent on elemen-
tary and secondary education I think the
gentleman will support that view.

Mr. PUCINSKI. I think, as I said in
my remarks and just as you said, we are
now spending $2,100 a year for higher
education per student from all sources.
We are only spending $700 for elementary
and secondary education. Yet, less than
20 percent of our youth ever attain a col-
lege degree, However, the youngsters we
have to prepare for life with verbal skills;
career development, and the other things
they have to have in order to prepare
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themselves for the world of work are
being shortchanged. This bill tries to do
the very thing that my colleague talked
about; namely, to recognize that there
are different needs in different communi-
ties. Working together with the President
in his basic concept of revenue sharing,
we hope to redistribute this money in
a way that will help those who need it
most urgently.

Under our present distribution for-
mula under the Federal programs, as you
know, the rich get richer and the poor
get poorer. Then you ask yourself why
the vast middle-income America is so
disappointed. These people read about
programs that are passed in this Con-
gress and they try to get these programs
for their children at their local level, only
to find for all sorts of reasons that they
do not qualify. We whet their appetite
through the mass media and excite them
into thinking that some kind of help is
coming, and then they find they do not
qualify for these programs. They do not
qualify for Headstart, they do not qualify
for title I or for compensatory education
or for cultural programs. Their kids do
not get a chance to hear the symphonies.
All of these educational aids are gener-
ated in this country but most of these
programs never get to that vast middle-
income America. To a great extent, as a
matter of fact, the programs never get
to the poor people, either. So there is
disillusion with it.

I believe when a community like Wil-
lamette, Ill., which is a suburb of
Chicago——

Mr. MYERS. A very rich area, too.

Mr. PUCINSEKI. One of the wealthiest
communities in this country—has to lay
off 14 teachers because they ran out of
money, and then at the other extreme,
you see the very poor districts shutting
down their school, shortening their school
terms, and jeopardizing their accredita-
tion because they, too, have run out of
money, you sense the enormity of the
problem. I say that we have a problem all
across the board. There are 18,000 school
districts in America that have a crisis.

Why do I say that this is a Federal re-
sponsibility? Historically this has been
a local responsibility, but with the tre-
mendous mobility of our country, where
one out of every five families in America
moves every year, this has created vast
problems all over our country. I submit
that the host community should not be
saddled with the full expense simply be-
cause Americans exercise a constitutional
right of movement. I do not want to take
away that constitutional right. I am not
suggesting in any way that we jeopardize
it, but I do say that we must recognize
as a republic of 50 States with this tre-
mendous mobility of families that we
have to look at many of our problems
from a national standpoint rather than
from a local standpoint.

Mr. MYERS. If the gentleman will
vield for one further observation?

Mr. PUCINSKI. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. MYERS. The cases you have pre-
sented here are certainly evidence not
only in the field of edueation but in other
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areas where we have grants made in cer-
tain fields which are administered on a
Federal level. There has to be a new way
for distributing these funds, and prob-
ably revenue sharing would be one of
the ways.

Mr. PUCINSKI, I underscore that. I
have no quarrel with the basic concept
of revenue sharing. All I am saying is
I hope we will be able to find some sys-
tem that will be more equitable in its
distribution of our resources. I am sure
that we can do this. We certainly have no
quarrel with the idea.

Mr. MYERS. I might not disagree with
that, but I have some serious reserva-
tions on the matter of trying again to
tell the local communities where and
how the money must be spent, because
this creates problems that you speak
about of, for example, having to lay off
14 teachers in one place or 200 teachers
some place else. We have to give the lo-
cal communities the right to make local
decisions.

Mr. PUCINSKI. My colleague has
made a very good point. I want to make
it as clear as I can and as concisely as I
can that there is nothing in this bill
that tells a community how it must
spend its money. Most of our categorical
grant programs do.

This bill merely recognizes the fact
that our school districts across the coun-
try are faced with an enormous financial
crisis.

This bill proposes that the Federal
Government accept as a national policy
a part of the responsibility for educating
young Americans and providing this ed-
ucation for young children all over
America, because we never know where
these children will wind up.

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, we have al-
ready partly done that.

Mr. PUCINSKI. We have done it in
many categorical programs. I just got
through holding hearings this morning
on this subject with the very distin-
guished Commissioner of Education be-
fore our committee. We were going into
how some $75 million has been spent to
help certain schools in the country un-
dergoing the problems of integration.

Everyone agrees, the Commissioner,
the General Accounting Office, and the
Washington Research Project, that there
has been some bad management in some
of these programs. However, I was very
pleased to hear the Commissioner say
today that they have taken steps to cor-
rect this.

But what happens is when you try to
tell people at the Federal Government
level what they must do or what they can
do or what they cannot do, you run into
these problems.

The legislation does not go into that
at all. This legislation proposes to do to
a great extent what we have done in the
impacted areas bills, Public Laws 815
and 874, wherein the Federal Govern-
ment undertakes to pay one-half of the
cost of every child who has been brought
into a community by virtue of some Fed-
eral activity—an Army base or Govern-
ment installation. Under Public Laws
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815 and 874 we determine how many such
children there are in that school district
and what it costs to educate them and
how much is one-half of that. Then we
prorate that against what the Committee
on Appropriations has appropriated and
the Federal Treasury sends a check into
that school board. That check is added
to the general finances of the local school
board. There is no further action. They
can use that money for janitors or win-
dows or teachers or counselors or clerks
or whenever or for whatever they want
to use it for.

What I envision in this bill is the same
kind of general aid with no strings at-
tached.

I think the local people know what the
problems are. I think the local school
boards know what the problems are and
I know that especially the elective school
boards are very sensitive to the needs of
the community. Their biggest problem
is lack of money. All I say in this bill is
let us follow somewhat the President's
revenue-sharing concept.

That is the main thrust of the bill,
and write into it a formula which pro-
vides for a far more equitable distribution
of the money. But once that money ar-
rives in that local school district as far as
this gentleman is concerned the Federal
control stops right there.

Mr. MYERS. Mr, Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield for one final question,
the gentleman made reference to the
fact that we are now spending 6 percent
of our gross national product on all types
of education. Does the gentleman know
what that might have been at the furn
of the century, in 1900—what percent-
age of the gross national product was
expended on education?

Mr. PUCINSKI No; I am sorry that I
cannot give the gentleman those figures.
Mr. MYERS. I do not know either.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Dollarwise it might
have been very low but percentagewise I
do not know. We did not get into the
business of Federal aid to education ex-
cept for the land-grant colleges in higher
education, of helping elementary schools,
until the Smith-Hughes Act, dealing
with vocational education, some 50 years
ago.

But the big thrust came first of all with
the impact bill, the 815 and 874, and
then the NDEA—the National Defense
Education Act—when sputnik shook the
whole world, or at least our own Nation,
and Congress rammed through the Na-
tional Defense Education Act. But our
involvement in helping local communities
with Federal funds is a relatively new
phenomena. Of course, the land-grant
colleges go back many years.

Mr. MYERS. I thoughf the statement
made by the gentleman was that we
spent 6 percent of our gross national
product on education from all sources
and at all levels, and that would include,
I presume, private education?

Mr. PUCINSKI. That is correct.

Mr, MYERS. As well as State contribu-
tions and local contributions?

Mr. PUCINSKI. That is correct. We
spend in this country only about 6 per-
cent of our gross national product as
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compared to 9.2 percent in Israel and I
believe it is 8.4 percent in Denmark, and
so on. We do not spend as much money
on elementary and secondary education
as people generally believe. They look at
a local budget or a State budget, and they
say, well, 40 percent of the State and
local tax revenue is spent on education.
That looks like a very impressive figure.

But if you look at the total amount
spent on education in relation to the
gross national product, or the total
wealth of the country, not just the taxes
that are collected, but the total wealth
of the country, you will find we are not
spending as much as some Americans
think we are on education.

Mr. MYERS. I think the gentleman
will agree that this is not necessarily a
reflection on the quality of education, or
the quantity of education, because there
are some things in the GNP now that
were not in it 30 or 40 years ago, and the
GNP has grown rather rapidly, but still
there are other elements that are growing
in our society which take part of that per-
centage, and we still could have a very
fine—and I think we do have—a very fine
educational system in this country. I
think the gentleman will agree with that.

Mr. PUCINSKI. I agree.

Mr. MYERS. But the total percentages
are not necessarily reflective of a down-
grading or a deemphasis on education.

Mr. PUCINSKI. I think the gentleman
is right in defending the basic school sys-
tem in America. With all its faults and
shortcomings it still offers America’s
youngsters a broad preparation for life
in a very complicated world. And cer-
tainly the things that children have to
learn today are vastly more than their
parents had to learn, or their grandpar-
ents had to learn. It is a much tougher
job to teach today. There are many fac-
tors involved. But I agree with the gen-
tleman. I think that on total we have one
of the finest educational systems in the
history of mankind. But what is happen-
ing is that, because of the cost-push
forces at play against the existing sys-
tem, that the system is deteriorating.

As in the examples when a school has
to drop 14 teachers; when a school has
to drop a counselor, when a school has
to drop a librarian; when a system like
the one in New York City has to lay
off 10,000 teachers; when a system like
that at Chicago is faced with curtail-
ing the services of 4,000 teachers; when
you bring down the statutory require-
ment of 178 days of school year down to
150 school days; when you have to in-
crease the size of the classes in the class-
rooms beyond the capacity of the teacher
to handle a class like that—when you
have all of these forces brought to play
then we are deteriorating what has been
the finest educational system in the
world. You cannot indict the system, be-
cause America has made more progress in
every single field of human endeavor
than any other nation in the world, and
that progress has been made posible by
our educational institutions.

Those institutions I believe have done
very well in a complex society. But all I

am saying in my bill is that the system
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is now at the breaking point, the system
is at the crash point, the system is at
the point of no return. I am really
amazed at the ingenuity of our educa-
tors in keeping the system going under
these fantastic social pressures that have
beset the system in the last decade,and I
think that we owe our educators a man-
date of gratitude.

But I can tell you this, and that is that
we in the Congress had better take a hard
look at our educational system. I wish
I could get every one of my colleagues to
read the transcripts of the hearings we
held on the educational needs in 1970,
because I think if my colleagues would
read that transcript we would have no
problem in getting this legislation
through. This is a very modest bill.

It is a very modest bill, in a nation that
has a trillion-dollar gross national prod-
uct. I happen to agree with Bob Shultz
that we are going to reach $1,065,000,-
000,000 gross national product in 1971.
I think he has proven to be a pretty good
prophet.

Here is a nation surging to a trillion-
dollar economy by the end of this dec-
ade—in the next 100 months America is
going to reach a $2 trillion economy.
No one in the wildest stretch of their
imagination ever dreamed that this Re-
public of ours could reach that kind of
plateau of achievement. So, we are going
to stand in this well and quibble about
$3'5 billion this year and $6l billion
next year and $12 billion for 1974 to give
the educators the tools they need to keep
this trillion-dollar economy going and to
produce the kind of manpower we are
going to need in a $2 trillion economy?

When T look downrange and I see the
enormous problems that lie ahead for
this country over the next 100 months
in the wake of this fantastic surge to a
$2 trillion economy, I tell you that we
have to give our educators the help they
need because the only thing that can
destroy America is the failure to produce
the kind of Americans who can provide
the kind of leadership and the kind of
judgment and guidance and technology
in that surge forward. That is why I am
making my appeal in this bill.

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield again, the gentleman
referred to his home city of Chicago and
the problems they were having in curtail-
ing the number of days as well as the
number of teachers, and combinations of
everything, in order to balance the bud-
get. Did not the school board in Chicago
totally ignore the matter of resources as
they increased the salaries that were paid
to teachers? I think we all recognize, cer-
tainly, that we want to pay teachers and
are very glad to pay them everything we
can, but in this did they not totally ignore
the realities as they ordered that, and did
not know where the money was going to
come from—did they not really cause
their own problems?

Mr. PUCINSKI. It is, if you will think
of it, like General Motors use their bar-
gaining judgment at the bargaining table
when General Motors signed a contract
with the UAW for the next 3 years to say
that they have the money stashed away
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in the bank. Does the gentleman think
that or did they say with any degree
of absolute, indisputable, and unequivo-
cal certainty that they are going to be
able to meet those payrolls? Certainly,
Chicago as a corporate entity and the
school district sitting at the bargaining
table was in no different position than
management is at that very beginning
table.

While it is true that they did not have
the funds at that time, they were con-
fronted with the prospect of a complete
shutdown of the school system—which
they do not want—and so they had to
opt out—on a wing and a prayer—and
they signed the contract and kept the
schools open. Then they prayed like all
school administrators all over the coun-
try that somewhere, somehow a miracle
would occur that would give them that
extra money.

This is happening all over the coun-
try. But now when teachers were let
out—teachers have to pay rent and
teachers have to send their kids to school
and teachers are not much different from
everybody else and they are caught in
the cost-push squeeze and that is what
happened in Chicago.

But I must tell my colleague that I am
grateful to him for his questions be-
cause as I look downrange—and I do not
share that cynicism and that skepticism
of those who think the country is falling
apart and who think that somehow or
other this whole Republic is going to
come tumbling down. I do not share that
skepticism. Certainly, we have problems
and we are going to have problems as
we surge forward to this $2 trillion econ-
omy by 1980. There are going to be enor-
mous problems. But I comfort myself
by the fact that these are problems that
are the result of our successes as a
society and not the result of our failures.

When I was a kid I stood in the bread-
lines. We had a lot of people who were
unemployed. We saw the whole country
coming apart. We had problems then and
they were problems that came about be-
cause of our failures as a society. But in
the decade of the seventies we are going
to have problems which I am pleased to
say are going to arise because of the suc-
cesses of our society. They are going to
be great shortages of help and manpower
and shortages of schools and the neces-
sary equipment we need in our society
when you have this fantastic surge to a
$2 trillion economy.

But the greatest shortage we will have
will be in decisionmakers, people who
are capable intellectually of compre-
hending what is happening, and evalu-
ating that information properly as in-
telligent human beings. That is why ocur
educational system is so important. It
may not be important in totalitarian
countries, but the keystone of freedom
is education.

Freedom is a very ecomplicated thing,
as my colleagues see every day on the
floor of the House. Freedom is a very
complicated thing. Our Government, as
a free society, is the most complicated
government on the face of the earth. No
nation in the world has as complex a
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government structure as we have. People
who come to Washington watch our
Government in action, and they cannot
understand it because it is a tremen-
dously complex machine that gives the
individual the greatest degree of freedom
and opportunity.

The survival of this freedom within
this complex structure depends upon
how well the American child is educated
to understand its complexity. If the
American is incapable of understanding
the complexity of the society in which
he lives as a free man, that society will
collapse. That is why I say education is
so important.

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

Mr. PUCINSKI. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. MILLER of California. I think what
the gentleman is telling us is that we had
better go back to the great Founding
Father, Thomas Jefferson, and study
what he had to say about education. It is
strange that only now are we coming to
accept his theory that any man who is
capable of absorbing education should
not be denied that education. It should
be made available to him even at a cost to
the public.

Let us take a look at what has taken
place. Perhaps one of the greatest tech-
nological groups ever put together was
NASA. Future historians will understand
what has taken place in the decades of
the 1960's and the 1970's. This was only
possible because we had the great exper-
tise coming out of American education
through its university system to put to-
gether the type of knowledge and tech-
nique that would make going into space
a success, These, together with American
industry and American labor, brought it
about. But primarily it was the work of
education.

Where does education start? Does it
start when a man is handed a paper con-
ferring upon him a degree of doctor of
philosophy? Does it start when he gradu-
ates from high school? Rather, does it
not start from the time he enters the
primary school?

We in California are very proud of the
space effort and the things that we de-
veloped there. They have come under a lot
of eriticism. Many people are very jeal-
ous of us. But one of the reasons we were
able to do what we did do was that we
had a very good educational system built
on effective primary and secondary
grades in the schools and on up to the
university level. This is what we cannot
lose. This is what we must have through-
out the country.

If the gentleman will bear with me
for a minute, I would like to point out
that I have a bill that has been in com-
mittee for a few years.

I confess it has not gotten very far,
but I am still going to press it. It deals
with the way in which we would make
block grants to universities so they do
not fall behind—and every university in
this country today is pressed for finances.
The records will show those universities
we consider the most stable are being hit,
and their reserves are being eroded away.

Mr.
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When this happens, if we allow it to hap-
pen, we will do what others have not been
able to do to us militarily or in any other
way. If we build our democracy on a basis
of education and support that education,
this country is safe from now on out.

Mr. PUCINSKI. I believe it is safe to
state here that no one in this Chamber
knows more about the value of educa-
tion than the distinguished gentleman
from California (Mr. MitLer) who is
chairman of the Space Committee, and
who has done so much to provide national
leadership at times when it was rough
going, at times when there were those
who questioned the value of the space
program. I remember well the many
speeches the gentleman made in support
of the program, in particular in support
of the spinoffs. All the wealth of knowl-
edge that is being generated and used in
so many different ways results from these
spinoffs. Some people look at the space
program and equate it to two men walk-
ing on the moon, but they do not see the
myraid ways in which the fantastic
knowledge that has been generated in
every field of social and scientific en-
deavor has resulted from this program.

So I welcome the remarks of my col-
leagues on this special order in a plea
for greater help for education. I also
thank the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
MryEeRs) for the contribution he is making
this afternoon, and I thank him for his
participation in our discussion.

Mr. MYERS. Mr, Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield further?

Mr. PUCINSKI. I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Speaker, the gentle-
man from California made a very inter-
esting observation about what education
has provided. He referred to the ques-
tion: Where does education start?

I think we might also ask another ques-
tion: Where does education stop?

The gentleman mentioned Thomas
Jefferson as a great American who sup-
ported education. Another great Ameri-
can, from the home State of the gentle-
man in the well, who also supported edu-
cation, was Abraham Lincoln. But if we
judge by the number of dollars spent
on the education of Mr. Lincoln, Abra-
ham Lincoln, was definitely a failure, be-
cause we did not spend very much money
on educating Abraham Lincoln. But I
think that did not deny him the gifts and
talents to raise him to the very necessary
level of leadership this Nation needed in
his time. So there are other criteria for
judging education than the number of
dollars spent on education. While that is
important, there are other criteria.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman from California made an
interesting point about where education
begins. We have ample evidence before
our committee that the average human
being learns in the first 5 years of his life
40 percent of the knowledgze he will use
in the remainder of his life. He learns the
habits and foundations and observations
and the development of intellectual
processes in his development in the first
most eritical 60 months.

S0 we have seen that while it is im-
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portant to spend money on all phases of
education, as the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. Mvyers) raises the question,
there are, of course, other criteria. As we
surge forward into this $2 trillion econ-
omy I speak of by 1980, we have evi-
dence that the average breadwinner in
this country, the average worker in
America will change skills four times in
his working lifetime. Many people spend
a lifetime on one skill today, but in these
next 100 months it will not be un-
common to see people skilled in one craft
or trade or job having to learn another
entirely new skill because of changing
technologies.

So we have to give the children of this
country this basic educational experi-
ence. We have to develop in them the
intellectual capacity and the capability
to face and meet the needs of the decade
of the 1970s. That is why I believe the
bill I have introduced today is timely and
is not exorbitant and is not pie-in-the-
sky. It addresses itself to a problem being
experienced by 18,000 school districts in
America, and basically it places trust in
those individual school members that as
far as their own community is concerned,
they are the keepers and guardians of the
educational standards of that com-
munity.

All we want to do is to give them some
f_u:)a.ncial help so that they can do a better
job.

I thank my colleagues for participating
in this special order.

FINANCIAL DEALINGS OF FEDERAL
JUDGES AND JUSTICES

The SPEAEER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. RAILSBACK) is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. RAILSBACK. Mr. Speaker, I am
today introducing legislation on behalf
of myself and several of my colleagues
who share the concern that the integrity
of the men and women who serve as Fed-
eral judges and justices be revitalized
insofar as financial conflicts and deal-
ings are concerned.

The cosponsors of this legislation were
each cosponsors of identical bills in the
91st Congress and are in agreement that
there is still a need to improve the confi-
dence of the citizens of this country in
the financial dealings of our justices and
judges on the Federal bench.

In recent years we have seen contro-
versy arise over the financial dealings of
Supreme Court Justices and of nominees
to that Court. To a less publicized extent
we have observed questions raised con-
cerning judges of other Federal courts.

We have taken note of the efforts of
both the bench and bar to study the
subject and undertake various efforts to
control the financial dealings of judges,
and yet we feel there is more that needs
to be done.

The salary of the Chief Justice of the
Supreme Court of the United States is
$62,500 per year. Associate Justices have
a salary of $60,000 per year. Other Fed-
eral judges and judges of the courts of
appeal receive salaries of $42,500, while
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district court judges are paid $40,000 per
year. And these positions are not de-
scribed as part-time jobs, they are obvi-
ously full-time jobs with a salary set
high enough to hopefully eliminate the
need or reliance upon outside income.

Part of the reason in providing for a
substantial salary for our judges is so
that they would not have to hold a part-
time job, practice law in their spare time,
or speak, write, lecture, teach, or other-
wise offer their services for hire in order
to support themselves and their families.
We had the hope, I believe, that they
would be full-time judges.

Under the legislation we have again
submitted, we would prohibit Supreme
Court Justices and Federal judges from
practicing law or earning outside income
unless specific advance approval coupled
with full and complete disclosure was
obtained from the appropriate authority.
In addition, we would require that there
be an annual disclosure or statement of
income by each Justice and judge to be
kept on file with the Judicial Confer-
ence and available for publie disclosure
under proper regulations.

The purpose and intent is not to pre-
vent talented and dedicated men and
women of stature from sharing their in-
sights and observations through public
speaking or otherwise. The desire is only
to prevent financial conflicts and the re-
sultant deteriorating public confidence in
our judges.

We have specifically provided, for in-
stance, that where the services are in the
public interest or are justified by excep-
tional circumstances and where the serv-
ices will not interfere with the judicial
duties, that upon appropriate advance
application to the Judicial Council or
other. authority, a judge can obtain ap-
proval to accept some compensation for a
particular outside activity.

We believe our bill is fair and reason-
able and we would welcome the cospon-
sorship of any of our colleagues who
-might wish to join us in this effort.

Those joining with me in sponsoring
this legislation at this time are JomN
ANDERSON, GEORGE ANDREWS, EDWARD
BIESTER, ''CHARLES (GRIFFIN, RICHARD
IcHORD, ROBERT MATHIAS, ABNER MIKVA,
Brir NICHOLS, ALBERT QUIE, WILLIAM
RANDALL, Winriam Scorr, and KEeITH
SEBELIUS.

TAKE PRIDE IN AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. MILLER), is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr, MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
today we should take note of America's
egreat accomplishments and in so doing
renew our faith and confidence in our-
selves as individuals and as a nation.
American agricultural abundance is a
powerful force for world peace. More
than $5.7 billion in farm products were
exported in 1969. The value of our farm
exports since World War II exceeds $100
billion. The United States is the world’s
largest exporter of agricultural produects.
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Fifty-seven million acres of our 300 mil-
lion harvested are exported.

LIMIT TEXTILE IMPORTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from North Carolina (Mr, MI1ZELL)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise at this
time to introduce for consideration by
this body a bill to limit the importation
of textile products manufactured by low-
wage foreign competitors.

As everyone in this Chamber is aware,
the Japanese textile industry has re-
cently proposed a unilateral restriction
on the level of textile products it will ex-
port to the United States.

It must be just as well known, Mr,
Speaker, that the Japanese proposal, set-
ting its “restricted” rate of exports to
the United States at the highest level in
history, is nothing more than a declara-
fion of “open season” on American tex-
tile markets and textile jobs.

Even more important, although this
proposal was made by the Japanese tex-
tile industry and not the Japanese Gov-
ernment, that Government's inference
that this proposal should and would be
acceptable to the American people has
resulted in a breakdown of 2 years of
serious negotiations between the United
States and Japanese Governments.

These actions have dramatized the
need for effective legislation placing
quotas on the importation of textile
products to this country.

For this reason, I am introducing to-
day, as I did in the 91st Congress, a bill
designed to protect our domestic textile
jobs against cheaply made imports, but
still permitting our trade partners to
maintain a growing share of our markets,
at a rate proportionate to the overall
growth of the textile industry in America.

The bill also provides for quotas to be
set on electronics imports, reverting them
to the 1967-68 level.

Under the terms of my proposal, any
country not participating in domestic
textile markets under prior trade agree-
ments would be subject to specific limita-
tions on shipments to the United States.

These limitations would be set, by cate-
gory, during 1971 to equal the average
amounts that entered the United States
in 1967-68. After 1971, the level of im-
ports would be adjusted up or down an-
nually to reflect increases or decreases
in domestic consumption.

Japan has trade limitation agreements
with Canada and with 10 European coun-
tries, pertaining specifically to textiles. I
cannot understand why the Japanese will
not accept a reasonable agreement, such
as the one I have outlined with the United
States, especially since they will be able
to participate in a percentage increase of
the growing American market.

I believe my proposal is as reasonable
and as logical as any yet introduced. It is
extremely unreasonable and illogical to
continue on our present course.

Approximately 100,000 textile jobs
have been lost by American workers
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since 1967, with 10,000 being lost in
North Carulina alone.

What is the reason for this startling
rise in textile unemployment? The rea-
son for loss of textile jobs, unlike those
in other industries, is not because of in-
creased efficiency of production. The
American textile industry has long been
regarded as the standard of efficiency in
production.

The reason is simply that American
textile manufacturers cannot hope to
compete with foreign imports, when they
are faced with a disparity of textile wages
that borders on the ridiculous.

American textile workers, on the aver-
age, earn seven times as much in wages
as do their Japanese counterparts. Cer-
tainly, no one seeks to lower American
wages to match Japanese standards. It
would be difficult, indeed, for a man to
feed and clothe and house his family on
35 cents an hour in America today.

Clearly, the answer lies in an effective
system of regulation of textile imports,
and this legislation provides just such a
system.

The Japanese unilateral proposal on
textiles is completely unacceptable. The
President has said as much, and in no
uncertain terms, as have the textile
manufacturers and textile workers
throughout America.

The President has pledged his whole-
hearted support for effective textile im-
port legislation. Both management and
labor within the textile industry have
pledged similar support. The majority
of Members of this House gave their
support to similar legislation in the last
Congress. I strongly urge my colleagues
to pledge their continued support, as I
have pledged mine, and let us work to-
gether to see this measure passed at the
earliest possible date.

SPECIAL REVENUE SHARING FOR
MANPOWER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. Quie) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to introduce today the bill to carry out
the recommendations of President Nixon
for special revenue sharing for man-
power,

Joining me in sponsoring this legis-
lation is one of the ablest and hardest
working Members of this House, MARVIN
Esca—who as ranking member on the
Select Labor Subcommittee carries the
principal responsibility on our side for
shaping manpower legislation—and a
distinguished group of colleagues. We
are sponsoring this bill not merely be-
cause the President requested its en-
actment, but also because we deeply be-
lieve that it is sound legislation.

At the outset, I want to pay tribute
to the imagination and farsighted leader-
ship of President Nixon. Quietly—with-
out the great public fanfare which has
accompanied far less sweeping proposals
in recent years—he is proposing a sec-
ond American revolution; a revolution
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which would utilize the more efficient
and more equitable taxing powers of the
Federal Government to support vital
governmental programs, but with most
power of decision about the shape of
those programs returned to the gov-
ernmental levels where they actually op-
erate and where people who are affected
by them can have some voice in their
operation. This truly is “power to the
people.” It is also a more effective way to
use our total governmental system to
serve people. The President stated the
proposition in the opening paragraph of
the message which preceded this pro-
posal.

We have an opportunity to build on the
strengths of the federal system, and by so
doing to forge a strong new partnership in
which each level of government does what
it does best, and in which each function of
government is lodged at that level at which it
can best be performed.

President Nixon’s message deserves
more than routine attention, because it
makes a compelling case for dramatic
change in the managerment of the Na-
tion’s manpower programs. It gives many
of the specifics of what virtually evcry-
one who is well-informed in this field
concedes: that the existing hodgepodge
of categorical programs has become en-
meshed in redtape and trivial require-
ments at all levels that a significant
proportion of the funds and energies
are wasted.

Many people who have serious reserva-
tions about the concept of special revenue
sharing fear a loss of Federal leadership.
If I really felt that the talents of the
very able men and women in the De-
partment of Labor and other Federal
agencies would be lost to these pro-
grams, I would share that concern. But
I feel that this fear is unjustified and,
quite to the contrary, that this bill would
free a lot of expert people from the hope-
less task of attempting to oversee 10,000
separate local manpower programs and
permit them to begin to exercise some
real leadership in giving technical as-
sistance to State and local sponsors of
these programs.

Indeed, the leadership problem cuts
both ways. At the State and local level
much of the time of our best people in
the manpower field is taken up in re-
sponding to detailea Federal require-
ments rather than to serving the peo-
ple the programs are intended to help.

The enactment of this legislation would
make available a vast reserve of our most
precious national commodity: the time
of able people.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is not based upon
a philosophical exercise about the proper
roles of levels of government; it is based
upon practical necessity. This Nation is
too large and diverse, local conditions
change too rapidly, and the needs of
people often are too immediate to permit
the detailed operation of programs such
as manpower training from Washington,
D.C.

While the President’s proposal has rev-
olutionary implications for the uses of
Federal powers in responding to national
needs, it is not a radical departure from
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propositions we have overwhelmingly
approved in this House.

Just as in the manpower legislation—
H.R. 19519—which we passed last year
by voice vote: it would get rid of over a
dozen narrow, categorical programs and
replace them with a single, flexible au-
thority; it would decentralize program
administration to the States and major
cities or urban areas; it would reduce the
number of “prime sponsors” of programs
from 10,000 to approximately 450; and it
would permit—in an even more fiexible
way, without percentage limitations—so-
called public service employment where
and to the extent that is judged by local
administrators to meet local needs.

Where are the major differences be-
tween this proposal and the House-passed
comprehensive manpower bill?

First, this bill goes one step further
and drops the weapon of Federal ap-
proval of locally designed programs, sub-
stituting requirements for complete pub-
lic disclosure of the nature of the pro-
grams and the details of their admin-
istration; and

Second, this bill removes the Federal
Government entirely from the operation
of programs—including the Job Corps—
and projects it into the vital areas of
research and development, leadership
training, program evaluation, and tech-
nical assistance.

I believe that these further steps are
ones we ought now be prepared to take.

There will be much debate, for ex-
ample, about terminating a Federal Job
Corps. I feel that we should have this
debate, but I hope it can be in rational
terms. Our issuc is not whether to help
young people who are enrolled in or
eligible for the Job Corps, but how best
to do the job. I have long argued for resi-
dential occupational education facilities,
preferably as a part of a multipurpose
training center. A few States—notably
Ohio with the Mahoning Valley School—
have experimented successfully with resi-
dential facilities; all the others would
now have that option as a practical pos-
sibility. There are two other points to be
made on this issue:

First. The Congress in the 1968 Voca-
tional Education Act authorized appro-
priations for residential vocational
schools, and has since extended that au-
thorization. But it has been impossible—
I feel, because of the funding of a Fed-
eral Job Corps—to obtain appropriations
for this purpose. Perhaps with the enact-
ment of this manpower bill it would at
last be possible to get that funding. The
ultimate advantage of a strong residen-
tial component to the vocational-tech-
nical education program of all or most
of the States should be too obvious to
require extended argument.

Second. Enough has been learned from
the mistakes and successes of the Federal
Job Corps to enable States or cities to
establish and operate really effective
facilities where they see a need for them.
Accordingly, I would argue that the
funds already expended for the Job
Corps—far from being wasted—con-
stitute an invaluable demonstration pro-
gram. We should now proceed to ter-
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minate the demonstration at the Federal
level and work its results into the
permanent educational structure where
they can be a continuing benefit to far
more young people.

The Manpower Revenue Sharing Act,
in my judgment, would be a far more
effective instrument for dealing with the
critical problem of unemployment among
young people than the existing Jobs
Corps and Neighborhood Youth Corps,
because it would permit a far more
flexible response in those areas where the
problem is particularly acute. Also, it
would for the first time afford State and
local officials the opportunity to meld
manpower training with vocational-
technical education in such a way as to
strengthen both activities. In the long
run—as I have been arguing for years—
education and manpower training must
be integral parts of the same process.
That, I believe, is the only real solution
to the problem of unemployed young
people.

Mr. Speaker, all of us should be care-
ful not to claim too much for proposals
we favor, The manpower revenue sharing
kill is not a panacea for all of our eco-
nomic and employment ills. It would not
work equally well in every area and in
every circumstances. But I am prepared
to argue, and confidently, that this pro-
posal would provide a far, far better
delivery system for manpower training
services, and be far more responsive to
the actual needs of people, than our
existing patchwork of manpower pro-
grams, And I would argue that the exist-
ing structure most certainly would not
be improved by adding to it yet another
patch called public service employment.
We desperately need the comprehensive,
flexible, and imaginative approach ree-
ommended by the President.

So let us put partisanship aside. Let
us give the President’s proposal the care-
ful, objective study it deserves and im-
prove upon it where we feel we can. That
is what the American people expect of
their Congress. That is our clear obliga-
tion to them and to our country. I shall
do all in my power to see to it that we
follow this course.

SPECIAL REVENUE SHARING FOR
MANPOWER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. EscH), is ree-
ognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. ESCH. Mr. Speaker, 10 days ago
President Nixon sent to the Congress his
message dealing with the second major
area of special revenue sharing—man-
power.

The legislation which Mr. Quie and I,
together with other colleagues, are intro-
ducing today—the Manpower Special
Revenue Sharing Act of 1971—will be
most helpful to our hard-pressed States,
cities, and counties in meeting the needs
of the unemployed and underemployed.
Decentralization of decisionmaking is
not only desirable to improve our man-
power training programs, but essential
to their continued success. Manpower
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training particularly is an area where
flexibility to adapt to local conditions
and needs is vital to insure that more
people are served in a more responsive
way.

Last year Congress concluded that we
must eliminate the confusion, duplica-
tion, and inefficiency of our present man-
power training system. Under the pres-
ent program, one man, speaking for one
department, makes decisions on 10,000
grants and contracts affecting at least
half a million persons—and involving
$1.5 billion in Federal funds. And yet,
manpower needs multiply and local
problems become more diverse. Decen-
tralization will alleviate many of our
manpower “bottlenecks.”

This legislation builds on the founda-

tion on the Comprehensive Manpower
Training Aet of 1970, approved so
strongly by the 91st Congress. It ac-
knowledges that manpower training
should be a partnership—but an or-
ganized and efficient partnership. In his
message to Congress, the President stated
that manpower special revenue sharing
would “play to the strengths of the Fed-
eral partnership—teaming Federal dol-
lars with State and local decisionmak-
ing.”
But, while local governments are in a
better position to devise and operate
suitable area programs, the Federal Gov-
ernment has a responsibility to see that
manpower needs are being met. This bill
places the responsibility for services,
such as the National Job Bank, with the
Secretary of Labor, as well as requiring
him to issue reports and evaluations on
all manpower programs and problems
periodically. Such supervision will insure
that manpower programs keep up with
manpower demands.

Within the context of the philosophy
of revenue sharing, which I strongly
support, the proposed Manpower Rev-
enue Sharing Act builds upon the agree-
ment which was reached last session on
the decentralization of manpower re-
sponsibilities.

This bill, Mr. Speaker, would:

Provide $2 billion during the first full
vear of its operation—$4 for every $3 bil-
lion now being spent—+to help move men
and women into productive employment;

Unify into one the many programs un-
der which Federal manpower oversight
disperses authority and free local officials
from intricate administrative proce-
dures;

Vest the power to shape local man-
power programs in governments close to
the people they assist;

Establish important national services,
under the direction of the Secretary of
Labor, to improve and assist local man-
power efforts; and

Include provision for public service
employment which local governments
can shape to meet their own needs and
economic conditions.

The Manpower Revenue Sharing Act
would replace the Manpower Develop-
ment and Training Act and manpower
provisions of the Economic Opportunity
Act. It would take effect on January 1,
1972,
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Since the need for job training and
other manpower assistance expands as
the Nation grows, the act sets no ceiling
on future appropriations. However, the
President has already proposed that $2
billion be appropriated for the act’s first
full year—an increase of almost one-
third over current levels of funding. Of
this amount provided, the States, and
cities and counties of 100,000 or more in
metropolitan areas will receive 85 per-
cent. Jobs and workers often cross city
and county lines, so bonus funds with-
in the formula distribution would be
awarded to consortia of local govern-
ments which embrace entire major mar-
ket areas. Those governments which can
agree to act in concert in smaller urban
areas would also qualify for these funds.
The remaining 15 percent would be made
available to the Secretary of Labor.

The shared revenues would be allo-
cated by statutory formula. Each State
or local area’s share would be determined
by its proportionate number of workers,
unemployed persons and low-income
adults. These funds would be available
to carry out broadly defined manpower
programs,

Under this act manpower programs
must develop job skills, They help the
unemployed and underemployed, par-
ticularly welfare recipients and other
disadvantaged persons, make the transi-
tion to better jobs, better pay and higher
skill levels.

An effective program focuses on indi-
vidual needs and available jobs. It should
provide a wide range of manpower activi-
ties and services to help more people
obtain their employment goals. Author-
ized manpower activities are:

Recruitment, counseling, testing,
placement, and followup services:

Classroom instruction in both remedial
education and occupational skills;

Training on the job with both public
and private employers, aided by man-
power subsidies;

Job opportunities, including work ex-
perience and short-term employment for
special age groups and the temporary
unemployed, and transitional public
service employment at all levels of gov-
ernment;

Ancillary services like child-care as-
sistance, relocation assistance, and minor
health services; and

Appropriate training allowances and
other benefits.

Payments and allowances for indi-
viduals would be limited to 2 consecutive
years, in recognition of the fact that
these manpower programs are designed
not to provide long-term public support,
but rather to assist job seekers in making
the transition to permanent or better
jobs.

In keeping with the principles of spe-
cial revenue sharing, State and local
governments would be given wide discre-
tion in determining how the funds pro-
vided should be used.

Manpower revenue sharing would have
no volumes of Federal standards to be
met. There would be no towering piles of
Federal program applications to com-
plete and no frustrating delays at the
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Federal level. State and local money,
now tied down by matching requirements
and maintenance of effort, would be
freed for spending elsewhere as com-
munity priorities might dictate.

Giving our State and local officials
authority to spend Federal manpower
funds would increase the citizen’s ability
to influence how the funds are spent. It
would make government more respon-
sive to legitimate demands for quality
services.

The State and local governments
would be required to publish a statement
of program objectives and projected uses
of funds each year, prior to receiving
their shared revenues. These statements
would include information on the area's
economic and labor market conditions’
targeted client groups: proposed activi-
ties; wages, allowances, and other bene-
fits; manpower agencies involved: and
the positions and salaries of the pro-
gram’s administrators. In addition, the
statements would review the previous
year’s programs.

Both State and local governments
would be required to make comments
about each other’s program statements.
In particular, they would be responsible
for coordinating and making full use of
all other State and local manpower ac-
tivities available. After full public dis-
closure and discussion they would be
required to publish their final program
statements for the coming year.

To increase the information available
to the public, the Labor Department
would make public evaluations of pro-
gram effectiveness.

The people would have the hard facts
needed to hold their public officials di-
rectly and readily accountable for the
manner in which manpower brograms
are administered.

What would be the resulting effect on
current categorical programs? This pro-
posal neither mandates nor terminates
any programs. It provides that the con-
tinuation, expansion, or modification of
each program would be determined, as
it ought to be, by the test of performance
alone—and determined by the State or
community which the program serves.

Programs that have proved themselves
in practice could be continued with the
use of the Federal funds provided. In-
deed, many current categorical programs
probably would continue and expand in
response to local needs once arbitrary
Federal restrictions were removed.

On the other hand, programs whose
past claims of effectiveness are not justi-
fied could be replaced by others more
responsive to community needs. Vest-
ing the program authority in govern-
ments close to the people will make it
harder for programs to coast along on
their momentum from year to year, and
easier to tallor manpower assistance to
on-the-scene realities.

The special activities financed by the
15 percent of manpower funds retained
for use by the Secretary of Labor would
include support and assistance for State
and local programs through staff train-
ing and technical aid, through research,
and through experimental and demon-
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stration programs to develop new man-
power techniques.

The Department of Labor would also
maintain comprehensive systems of
labor market information and computer-
ized job banks to facilitate exchange of
information among different areas. It
would monitor State and local programs
for fiscal accountability and compile
comparative data on all programs to help
the Congress and the public assess their
effectiveness.

In addition, the Labor Department
would have funds to help support cer-
tain programs which operate most ef-
fectively across State and local bounda-
ries.

The Manpower Revenue Sharing Act,
like the President’s other revenue-shar-
ing proposals, would include rigorous
safeguards against all discrimination. It
stipulates that revenues shared under
this act would be considered Federal
financial assistance within the meaning
of title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964, and that all protections of that
act would apply to participants in reve-
nue-sharing manpower programs.

One of the most innovative features of
the proposed Manpower Training Act of
1969 was an automatic “trigger” which
provided more manpower funds when
the national unemployment rate rose to
45 percent or more for 3 consecutive
months.

The Manpower Revenue Sharing Act
contains a similar feature. Triggered
funds would be distributed by the Sec-
retary of Labor to areas of high unem-
ployment to provide additional training
and employment opportunities. Under
such conditions, many State and local
governments might choose to use these
funds to create temporary public service
jobs to offset the rise in unemployment.

However, there is in my judgment a
defect in the introduced bill which I in-
tend to correct in the course of our con-
sideration of the bill. The effective date
of this triggering device should be
changed from July 1, 1972, back to Janu-
ary 1, 1972, which would be the effective
date of the act. If, as I firmly believe, a
higher rate of unemployment requires a
greater effort in stimulating manpower
utilization, then there is no substantive
reason for a delay in the additional
“triggered” funding.

This act would also provide permanent
authority for public service job creation
as part of an overall manpower pro-
gram—but with the proviso that such
jobs must constitute transitional oppor-
tunities. Within a 2-year period partici-
pants must be enabled to move into the
public employer’s regular payroll, or
helped to obtain other public or private
employment.

Public jobs created through manpower
funds would thus be used to develop skills
and abilities, with participants moving
through such positions into permanent
opportunities.

This bill, Mr. Speaker, responds to the
basic concerns which have guided the
Congress consideration of manpower
reform.

It responds to Governors’ and mayors’
appeals for increased responsibility and
increased flexibility.
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It makes manpower programs more
readily accountable to the clients they
serve and the taxpayers who support
them.

It recognizes that transitional public
service employment is an integral part
of manpower policy—and places no ceil-
ing on its extent within the manpower
program.

It triggers extra Federal funds to coun-
teract periods of rising unemployment.

In summary, this proposal is designed
to give more effective help to those who
need it, and to give Americans full return
for their tax dollars spent on manpower
assistance in the years ahead—ifull re-
turn in the form of unemployment
brought down and kept down, and in the
form of new income and achievement op-
portunities for millions of deserving men
and women.

While building on the best experience
of past manpower measures, it introduces
bold new concepts to make our national
manpower revenuing system more effec-
tive.

I am also including as an appendix
to my statement a section-by-section
analysis of the bill, as well as a fact sheet
giving full year manpower special reve-
nue sharing payments to the States.

I am proud to introduce this legislation
and urge my colleagues to work for its
early enactment.

The material follows:

A SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF THE MaN-
POWER REVENUE SHARING AcT OF 1971

The intent of “The Manpower Revenue
Sharing Act of 1971" is to provide discretion-
ary Federal revenues to State and local gov-
ernments in order to furnish training and
employment opportunities needed by indi-
viduals to gualify for satisfying and self-
supporting employment.

Section 1 provides that the Act may be
cited as the “Manpower Revenue Sharing Act
of 1971".

STATEMENT OF FINDINGS AND PURPOSE

Section 2 sets forth Congressional findings
and declares that it is the Act's purpose to
establish a fiexible and decentralized national
manpower program by sharing Federal reve-
nues with eligible State and loecal govern-
ments in order that they may provide such
training and related services that they deem
necessary to assist individuals in their juris-
dictions to develop their full economic and
occupational potential. It emphasizes that
the Nation's progress would be aided thereby,
since at present it is limited by a lack of
workers with skills needed in a technological
soclety. With appropriate training and skill
development, unemployed and underem-
ployed workers could help fill the gap and
also as a result share more in the economy.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS AND
ALLOCATION OF FUNDS

Section 3 authorizes such appropriations
as may be necessary without fiscal year lim-
itation to carry out the Act.

Amounts appropriated for Titles I and IT
shall be allocated so that:

(1) 859% shall be for activities carried out
by States and other eligible units of local
general government under Title I; and

(2) 15% shall be for activities carried out
by the Secretary of Labor under Title II.
TITLE I. STATE AND LOCAL MANPOWER PROGRAMS

Uses of shared revenues

Section 101 gives recipient units of govern-
ment broad discretion in using avallable
funds for manpower program purposes. The
Act specifies that manpower programs shall
be a developmental process, essentially tran-
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sitional for each participant, to prepare un-
employed and underemployed persons to hold
self-sustaining public and private jobs not
supported by funds under this Act. Special
priority is given to welfare recipients and
other disadvantaged persons., An effective
manpower program must focus on the indi-
vidual's needs in relation to available jobs.
It provides whatever sequence or combination
of activities (among the following) needed
to meet a particular individual’s employment
goals.

(1) Outreach, intake, counseling, testing,
work evaluation and work sampling, em-
ployability development planning, job coach-
ing, job development, orientation, placement
and follow-up services;

(2) Institutional training, including both
remedial education and occupational skill
training, with training in other than the
English language, where appropriate;

(8) On-the-job training providing for re-
Imbursement of public and private employ-
ers for bona fide training and associated
costs;

(4) Supported employment, which shall
consist of work experience and temporary
employment in public and private nonprofit
agencies and transitional public service em-
ployment in Federal, State and local govern-
ment;

(5) Anclllary services reasonably related to
enhancing a participant’s employability, in-
cluding, but not limited to, child care as-
sistance, relocation assistance, and minor
health services;

(6) Allowances or other financial assist-
ance to individuals in training and other au-
thorized activities, when appropriate.

To emphasize that manpower programs are
developmental and transitional in nature,
benefits for individuals are limited to a max-
imum of two years.

Recipient governments are responsible for
assuring that manpower services delivered
under this Act are coordinated with similar
services provided under other legislative au-
thority to the fullest extent possible to de-
velop a comprehensive manpower program
in each jurisdiction served.

Activities under this title shall not invoive
participation in partisan or nonpartisan po-
litical activities, displacing employed work-
ers or impairing existing contracts.

Distribution of shared revenues

Section 102 defines units of general gov-
ernment eligible to recelve manpower funds
as States (for areas not served by local gov-
ernmental recipients); cities with a popula-
tion of 100,000 or more persons; counties or
other units of local general government with
city-like powers in Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Areas (SMSAs) and having a pop-
ulation of 100,000 or more persons (exclusive
of the population of qualifying cities); con-
sortia of local general governments repre-
senting at least 75 percent of the popula-
tion of SMSAs with populations of less than
100,000 persons; and consortia of local gen-
eral governments in larger SMSAs.

Each State or local area’s share will be in
accordance with its resident number of work-
ers, unemployed persons, and low income
individuals 16 years of age or older as a
proportion of the national totals, respec-
tively. When local governments form a con-
sortium to serve an entire labor market area
in a large SMSA, the funds they are entitled
to under the formula will be increased by
10%. The Virgin Islands shall receive a flat
sum of 1,000,000, Guam §300,000.

The section provides that the Secretary
shall determine the units of government eli-
gible for shared revenues during the sub-
sequent fiscal year upon receipt of evidence
of authorization to carry out the activities
provided by the Act under State or local law.
At least three months prior to the begin-
ning of any fiscal year the Secretary shall
publish in the Federal Register the appor-
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tlonment factors which govern the distribu-
tlon of funds. After funds are appropriated,
he shall publish the actual distribution of
shared revenues.

Until such time as a unit of local general
government is eligible to recelve funds or if
it declines its allocation, its revenue share
shall be added to those of the State In which
the eligible unit is located.

Any revenue share available because a
State declines its allotment or is not yet ell-
gible to receive funds shall be made avallable
to the Secretary to carry out the purposes of
Title I.

Publication of program statements

Section 103 provides that in order to facili-
tate coordination among units of government
and to permit public examination of activi-
ties carried out under this title, reciplent
State and local governments must publish
a statement of program objectives and pro-
jected uses of funds at least three months
before the beginning of the fiscal year. These
statements shall include information on the
area's economic and labor market conditions;
target cllent groups; proposed activities;
wages, allowances and other benefits; man-
power agencies involved; and the positions
and salaries of the programs' administrators.

State and local governments shall review
one another’s annual program statement and
exchange explicit comments and recommen=-
dations. Particular attention shall be given
to steps to eliminate duplication of services
and to achleve coordination and integration
with State-provided employment and man-
power services. The Becretary may provide
suggestions and recommendations on the
program statements. Taking into account
such comments and recommendations, each
unit of government receiving shared reve-
nues shall publish prior to the beginning of
the fiscal year a final amended statement of
program objectives and projected uses of
funds. Each participant unit of government
is also required to publish an annual report
on the uses of such funds for the previous

ear.
y Records, Audit and Reports

Section 104 provides that all revenue
shared with reciplent units of government
under this title shall be accounted for as
Federal funds in the accounts of such re-
cipients. To assure that funds are used In
accordance with the provisions of this Act,
each reciplent shall properly account for re-
celpts and disbursements, provide the Sec-
retary access to records on reasonable notice,
and make reports to the Secretary as he may
reasonably require.

Recovery of Funds

Section 105 provides that If the Secretary
determines that a reciplent unit of govern-
ment has falled to comply substantially with
the provisions of this Act, (1) he may refer
the matter to the Attorney General with a
recommendation for appropriate clvil action,
or (2) after reasonable notice and opportu-
nity for a hearing, he shall notify the re-
ciplent that if corrective action is not taken
within 60 days, its revenue share shall be re-
duced proportionately, or (3) he may take
such other action as may be provided by
law. A reciplent which receives notice of re-
ductlon of revenue share, may, after pur-
suing certaln administrative remedies, file
for judicial review.

TITLE II. ACTIVITIES OF THE SECHETARY
OF LABOR

Section 201 assigns speclific activities to the
Secretary designed to maximize the effective~
ness of recipient governments in providing
manpower services. The authorized activities
are staffl development and technical assist-
ance; manpower research and experimental,
demonstration and pllot programs; labor
market information; a national computerized
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job bank; and program evaluation, Including
comparative data systems. Such activities
may be carried out directly or through ar-
rangements with public or private agencies.

The Secretary will assure that other pro-
grams which he administers, such as the
Federal-State employment security system
and the Work Incentive Program, contribute
to the fullest extent possible, to the develop-
ment of a comprehensive manpower program
in each jurisdiction served by this Act.

To assure that manpower programs cons
tribute fully to national policy objectives,
the Secretary may establish programs provid-
Ing any services and activities authorized
under Title I.

Section 202 requires that the Secretary
transmit an annual report to the President
and the Congress pertaining to manpower
requirements, resources, utillzation, and
training, and to the effectiveness of programs
authorized under this Act.

TITLE III. EMERGENCY TRAINING AND
EMPLOYMENT ASSISTANCE

Section 301 provides that when the Secre-
tary determines that the rate (seasonally
adjusted) of national unemployment has
risen to equal or exceed 4.5 per centum for
three consecutive months, the Secretary is
authorized to obligate from funds appropri-
ated to carry out this title an amount equal
to 10 per centum of the funds appropriated
to carry out Titles I and II of this Act for
the fiscal year in which the determination is
made.

Section 302 provides that the Secretary
shall distribute such funds among State and
eligible units of local general government to
provide training and other Title I services
to groups or communities of high unemploy-
ment.

Section 303 provides that no further obli-
gation of funds may be made subsequent to
a determination by the Secretary that the
rates of national unemployment has receded
below 4.5 per centum for three consecutive
months,

Section 304 provides that whenever the
Becretary determines that the unemployment
rate criterla reaches or falls below the 4.5
percent level, he shall promptly notify the
Congress and the Secretary of Treasury, and
shall publish such determination in the
Federal Register.

Section 305 provides that this title shall
be effective July 1, 1972.

TITLE IV. GENERAL PROVISIONS

Section 401 provides that the Secretary
shall prescribe such rules, regulations, and
standards as may be necessary to carry out
the purposes and conditions of this Act, in-
cluding standards to assure the compatibil-
ity on a nationwide basis of data systems
used in carrying out activities under this
Act In order to provide the public and the
Congress with objective Information on
which to evaluate activities under this Act.

Section 40z provides that shared revenues
under this Act shall be considered Federal
financial assistance within the meaning of
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,

Section 403 provides that effective Decem-
ber 31, 1871, the Manpower Development and
Training Act of 1962, as amended, and Title I
(Parts A, B and E) of the Economic Oppor-
tunity Act of 1864, as amended, are repealed.
FY 1972 obligations of FY 1972 funds under
MDTA and EOA shall be charged against ap-
propriate governments’ revenue shares. Such
governments may assume and act on behalf
of the Secretary with respect to the unex-
pended portion of any grants or contracts as
of December 31, 1971, and may terminate or
continue them (in accordance with their
terms) on their own responsibility. The
grantee or contractor may terminate any as-
sumed contract or grant within 30 days after
such assumption without incurring penalties
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for default. If eligible governments decline
this option, the Secretary shall continue to
be responsible for on such grants or
contracts until they terminate, For the pur-
pose of completing the contracts and grants,
all of the repealed statutory authority will
remain in effect but not beyond December 31,
1972. Unexpended advance payments as of
December 31, 1971, must be returned to the
Federal agency concerned or offset against
the appropriate governments’ revenue shares,
Unobligated balances shall be merged with
funds appropriated under this Act.

Section 404 requires that amounts appro-
priated and allocated pursuant to Title I of
this Act shall be paid to recipient units of
government at such intervals and in such
installments as to minimize the time elapsing
between the transfer of funds from the
United States Treasury and the disbursement
thereof by recipient governments. The Secre-
tary, with concurrence of the Director of the
Office of Management and Budget, shall pre-
scribe regulations to avoid an inordinate rise
In Federal outlays in FY 1972 and 19873 as
a result of concurrent disbursements under
both this Act and the repealed laws.

Section 405 glves Congressional consent to
any needed interstate compacts.

Section 406 provides that the Secretary
shall not fund health, education or welfare
activities under Title II of this Act unless he
shall first have obtained the concurrence of
the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare.

Section 407 authorizes the Secretary to
exercise all powers necessary for the imple-
mentation of title IT, including the power to
rent or renovate real property, to purchase
real property for trailning centers, to accept
and use gifts and voluntary services for the
benefit of the program, to enter into con-
tracts or agreements, to make such payments
in advance or by way of relmbursement as he
may deem necessary or appropriate to carry
out the provisions of the Act, and to expend,
without regard to the provisions of any other
law or regulation, funds made avallable for
purposes of this Act for printing and
binding.

This section also provides that enrollees in
residential centers under title II shall not
be regarded as Federal employees except for
purposes of the Federal Tort Claims Act, the
Federal Employees’ Compensation Aet, and
the Federal employees’ unemployment com-
pensation program.

Section 408 provides that all laborers and
mechanics employed by contractors or sub-
contractors in any construction, alteration or
repalr of projects, bulldings and works which
are assisted under this Aect shall be pald
wages at rates not less than those prevail-
ing on similar local construction as deter-
mined by the Secretary In accordance with
the Davis-Bacon Act.

Section 408 provides definitions of terms
as used In the Act. The term “State"” means
a State, Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the
District of Columbla, Guam and the Virgin
Islands. In addition, the following terms sre
defined: labor force, unemployed persons,
low income persons, Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Area, and labor market area.

Where appropriate, the definitions shall be
based on the latest published reports of the
Department of Labor and the Office of Man-
agement and Budget on the date of enact-
ment of this Act and of each subsequent year.
The Secretary may, by regulation, change or
otherwise modify the definitions in order to
reflect any change or modification thereof
made subsequent to such date.

Section 410 sets the effective date of this
Act, except as otherwise provided, as Jan-
uary 1, 1972. Rules, regulations, guidelines,
and other published interpretations or orders
may be issued by the Secretary at any time
after the date of enactment.
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Full year manpower revenue sharing fund
jact sheet

[Full year manpower special revenue-
sharing payments]

$36, 169, 000
3, 184, 000
13, 382, 000
18, 209, 000
167, 996, 000
17, 666, 000
23, 189, 000
4, 830, 000
15, 155, 000
59, 308, 000
42, 551, 000
5, 095, 000
5,319, 000
80, 870, 000
41,030, 000
19, 243, 000
15, 520, 000
25, 784, 000
37, 034, 000
8, 805, 000
26, 432, 000
43, 218, 000
76, 162, 000
27, 492, 000
29, 116, 000
40, 225, 000
6, 288, 000
9,986, 000
4,223, 000
4, 850, 000
53, 5486, 000
9, 165, 000
140, 522, 000
44,491, 000
4,922, 000
77, 8565, 000
21, 224, 000
17, 815, 000
87,467, 000
7, 264, 000
24, 668, 000
5, 157, 000
37, 301, 000
92, 605, 000
7, 548, 000
3, 569, 000
33, 664, 000
30, 802, 000
15, 543, 000
30, 853, 000
2,743, 000
40, 291, 000
300, 000
300, 000

State:
Alabama
Alaska

California

Colorado

Connecticut

Delaware

District of Columbia

Illinois
Indiana
Iowa

EKentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

M. chusetts -
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippl
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico

Ohio

Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia

Puerto Rico._._
American Samo:

Trust territories
Virgin Islands

Total, special revenue
sharing payments__. 1,700, 000, 000
Total, discretionary

300, 000, 000

Total, full-year man-
power special rev-
enue-sharing fund... 2, 000, 000, 000
Nore: Based on latest available data; as
provided in Manpower Bill, will be updated
when 1970 census data becomes available.

VOTER PARTICIPATION MUST BE
IMPROVED

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Indiana (Mr. HamIiLTON) is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, today
I am introducing three bills which, if
enacted, would make it much easier to
vote in Federal elections. One bill would
establish a universal voter enrollment
plan to increase the registered eligible

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

voters in presidential elections, and abol-
ish residency requirements for voting in
those elections. A second bill would limit
to 30 days residency requirements for
voting in congressional elections. The
third bill would make election day a na-
tional legal holiday.

Richard Scammon, the elections ana-
lyst, has said that voting “ought to be as
simple as making a telephone call.” That
is the goal of these bills. Their enact-
ment would encourage public participa-
tion and infuse vitality into the electoral
process.

NEED FOR PROPOSED LEGISLATION

The national election holiday, the lim-
itations on residency requirements for
presidential and congressional elections,
and the universal enrollment plan are
needed to reduce the number of nonvot-
ers. In a country which prides itself on
being democratic, we should devise meth-
ods to assure that every citizen who
wishes to register and vote may do so
without unreasonable or unnecessary ob-
stacles, The voluntary nature of voting
is a strength in our election system. As
one of the oldest democracies in the
world, with a tradition of free elections
and voluntary balloting, we should have
one of the world’'s best voting records.
Though our ideal is universal suffrage, a
substantial number of Americans choose
not or cannot vote.

The need, then, is to remove the invol-
untary barriers to voting. This should
be a prime responsibility of our Federal,
State, and local governments. Once the
involuntary barriers are removed—the
residency and registration requirements
and the election day inconvenience—the
voluntary barrier in the form of a lack of
interest in voting should at least be re-
duced. Census studies have shown that
of those who claimed to have registered
to vote in 1968, better than 90 percent
claimed to have voted.

How great are these barriers? A few
statistics should give some indication of
the challenge of the task of improving
voter participation in this country:

First. In the 1968 presidential elec-
tion, 31.8 million people voted for Rich-
ard Nixon and 31.3 million for HUBERT
HumrHREY, For every vote separating
candidates Nixon and HuMPHREY there
were 150 people who did not vote at all.
These 47 million people were 40 percent
of the American electorate.

Second. The number of nonvoters in
1968 was up from a level of 43 million
in the 1964 presidential race, and 39 mil-
lion in 1960. If this trend continues, in
20 years we will have from 70 to 90 mil-
lion nonparticipants in the election for
the highest office in the land.

Third. Since 1904, voter turnout in
presidential elections in the TUnited
States has not risen above 65.4 percent.
Twice in that time period, a minority of
the eligible voters have participated—49
percent in 1920 and 1924.

Fourth. In contrast, between 1840 and
1900, a period marked by the beginnings
of mass suffrage and preceding the adop-
tion of restrictive voter registration re-
quirements, an average of three out of
four, 76 percent, of the electorate voted
in presidential elections.
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Fifth. The record is even worse for
House of Representatives elections. For
the period 1920 through 1968, voter turn-
out never exceeded 60 percent, and fell
below 50 percent in all of the nonpresi-
dential election years for that time
period.

Sixth. Senatorial elections have a
comparable record, with percentages 10
or more points lower in nonpresidential
years, and rarely rising above a 70 per-
cent turnout even during presidential
election years.

Seventh. Indiana’s voter participation
in presidential and congressional elec-
tions has consistently been better than
the national average, but the pattern of
turnout in 1970 is revealing and disturb-
ing. In the elections for House seats in
that year, the four congressional dis-
tricts with the most metropolitan con-
stituencies had the four lowest turnout
percentages.

The dismal record in recent American
elections becomes even more disturbing
when placed in the context of voter turn-
out in other democratic nations. Again,
the figures tell the tale:

First. In Canada and Great Britain,
turnout since 1920 has not fallen below
70 percent, with only two exceptions, and
has recently hovered arounc 80 percent.

Second. Turnout in West Germany has
been from 85 to 90 percent in recent
years.

Third. In Italy, turnout has topped 90
percent in several recent occasions.

Fourth. In their last election, Great
Britain and Canadi had turnouts of 76
percent, France 80 percent, West Ger-
many 87 percent, Sweden and Denmark
89 percent.

As President Johnson's Commission on
Registration and Voter Participation
stated in 1963:

The plain fact remains that cltizens of
other democracies vote in greater relative
numbers than Americans. The United States,
leader of the free world, lags behind many
other free countries in voter participation.

This statement is still true 8. years
and two presidential elections later.

When a person does not vote, he is
failing to take advantage of three im-
portant opportunities provided by elec-
tions: the opportunity for the electorate
to choose its leaders, the opportunity to
indicate choice among Government pol~
icies, and the chance to demonstrate
public faith in the democratic process.

These opportunities should be greatly
valued by us all, Unfortunately, they are
not. Low voter turnout reflects a lack of
faith and interest in the democratic
process.

Recent polls bear this attitude out. Ac-
cording to a recent study by Jack Den-
nis, a University of Wisconsin political
scientist, there has been a net decline
over the past 20 years in the value vot-
ers assign to elections. In a 1966 poll,
only 57 percent either agreed or strong-
ly agreed with the statement that—

The way people vote is the main thing
that decides how things are run 4n this
country.

This percentage indicates the problem
of voter apathy in this country, an
apathy that needs to be eliminated for
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the sake of preserving a vibrant political
process. H. G. Wells once called the vot-
ing process ‘“‘democracy’s ceremonial, its
feast, its great funetion.” We must act
now if we are to prevent this feast for
the many becoming a banquet for the
few.

il RECENT DEVELOPMENTS

The prospects for increased voter par-
ticipation are brighter as a result of the
Supreme Court's decision of December
21, 1970, upholding the constitutionality
of Public Law 91-285, the Voting Rights
Amendments of 1970. The chief provi-
sions of that law are these:

First. Suspension of the use of liter-
acy tests in all States until August 1976.

Second. Permission for any person to
vote in a presidential election in the
State in which he had lived for 30 days
immediately prior to such an election.

Third. Lowering the voting age from
21 to 18 for all Federal elections, effec-
tive January 1, 1971. I hope this age
group will be able to vote in State and
local elections as well, and I have in-
troduced legislation to achieve this end.

The Congressional Quarterly has esti-
mated that the Supreme Court decision
will result in the enfranchisement of an
additional 22 million persons in the
1972 Federal elections, distributed
thusly: Suspension of literacy tests, 1
million; reduction in residency re-
quirements for presidential elections, 10
million; and lowering of the voting age
for Federal elections, 11.5 million per-
sons.

The addition of these 22 million per-
sons to the ranks of the eligible voters
makes more imperative the enactment
of the legislation I propose today. We
will create problems for the Nation if
we take such steps as legalizing the 18-
year-old vote and yet provide inade-
quate mechanisms to make it effective.

IMPACT OF NONVOTING

The crucial question is this: How
long can the democratic process work
when half of its pecple do not vote?
The answer is “Not for very long,” a
fact recognized by the Democratic Na-
tional Committee in its report of the
Freedom To Vote Task Force:

The decline of democratic participation
holds both a danger and a paradox. The
danger is that democratic institutions can-
not function effectively or respond promptly
to soclety’s needs unless citizens participate
in the decislons that affect their daily
lives . . .

The paradox is that while millions of citi-
zens, at odds with basic policies, are strug-
gling for a more active role in public deci-
slonmaking, participation in the electoral
process continues to wane.

Responsiveness of government to the
voters is the key to a smoothly function-
ing democratic government. Its presence
is assured by frequent elections and voter
participation. Noninvolvement of the
electorate makes it difficult for govern-
ment to operate responsively. Failure to
meet their people’s needs produces more
distrust and lack of respect for the es-
tablished political institutions, which n
turn produces more noninvolvement.

We in the Congress cannot, by any
single piece of legislation, dissolve voter
apathy. But it is incumbent upon us to

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

do all we can to remove the barriers
between the citizern and the voting booth.

Skeptical attitudes about voting—the
“my vote will not do any good” syn-
drome—are difficult to change. However,
there are several major obstacles to vot-
ing which we can reduce. These
obstacles, called involuntary barriers,
include: residency requirements, regis-
tration procedures, and election day
inconveniences.

BARRIERS TO HIGH VOTER TURNOUT

Residency requirements: Every year 20
million Americans move from one State
to another. Many of these citizens have
been prevented from voting in Federal
elections until they have lived in their
new State for at least 1 year. Typical
residency requirements stipulate a resi-
dency in the State of 1 year, in the county
for 30 to 90 days, and in the precinet for
30 days. These stipulations are estimated
to exclude from voting 5 percent of the
potential electorate. In the 1968 election,
this meant that 6 million potential voters
were disenfranchised in the presidential
election by residency requirements alone.

Though provisions of the new voting
rights law of 1970 dealing with residency
requirements for presidential elections
are expected to enfranchise 11.5 million
new voters in 1972, the 30-day minimum
for State residence will still prohibit mil-
lions from casting a ballot in that elec-
tion. Residency requirements for voting
in congressional elections were not af-
fected by the law, a gap that continues
to disenfranchise additional millions and
that must be filled.

Residency requirements for voting in
Federal elections have been restrictive.
Though 31 States have had some form
of waiver of normal residency require-
ments for presidential elections, 19 of
those States’ waivers still stipulate a
residency in the State of more than 350
days. Seventeen States and the District
of Columbia have had no waiver, and
none of them now have State residency
requirements of 30 days or less for either
presidential elections or congressional
elections.

This past set of residency require-
ments has been most undesirable. Presi-
dent Johnson aptly remarked in 1967
that—

The people’s right[s] to travel freely from
State to State is constitutionally protected.
The exercise of that right should not im-
peril the loss of another constitutionally
protected right—the right to vote.

Registration procedures: The exercise
of the franchise in the United States
usually requires two deliberate acts on
two different days: registration and
voting. The finest voting system in the
world will not work if registration pro-
cedures discourage voters.

An efficient registration system, on the
other hand, would have a beneficial im-
pact on voter turnout. Studies of the 1968
election, mentioned earlier, have indi-
cated that 90 percent of those who
claimed to have registered also claimed
to have voted.

In many States, registration has be-
come an obstacle course for the voter
rather than an assistance to voting. In
1968, an estimated 3.2 million did not get
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the chance to vote because they found
registration procedures so inconvenient.

In 26 States, the registration period
closes 30 days or more prior to a gen-
eral election. In Indiana, the figure is 29
days. In many communities there is only
one place to register to vote. It is often
an inconveniently located office with of-
fice hours that make it difficult for the
working man or woman. A few glaring
examples of registration procedures are
worth citing:

First. Delaware: Voters may register
in their precinct on the fourth Sunday
in July, the second Saturday in Septem-
ber, and the third Saturday in October
prior to an election.

Second. Maryland: Registration is
possible on the first and third Tuesday
of each month, with additional sessions
at the discretion of the board. The reg-
istration period closes the fifth Monday
prior to an election.

Third. Mississippi: The registration
period closes 4 months prior to an elee-
tion.

Furthermore, in 28 States registra-
tion lists are canceled or purged every
2 years or less, and in some cases at the
discretion of the local election board.

These procedures cast a burden upon
the average voter. It is no wonder that
many eligible voters do not vote. The
Freedom to Vote Task Force identified
the crux of the matter when it noted
that turnout is not a function of the in-
terest of voters in elections as much as
it is a function of the interest demanded
of them. How many voters are seriously
considering the issues in a general elec-
tion prior to October 1 of an election
year? Not very many. Yet, in more than
half the States, they will have already
had to register if they want to vote.

Election day inconvenience: In 1968,
an estimated 6 million Americans did
not vote because they could not leave
work or they were away from home.

In some States, it is easier to get a
hunting or fishing license or a pistol
permit than to register and vote.

Today, the average American must
expect to go to the polls often, or if
not often, to face a complicated ballot
when he does. Americans vote in the
middle of the workweek, and the hours
of voting have not really changed—in
Indiana, they were reduced in 1970—
while the population has doubled. The
problem of the jammed polling place
may be why some voters just do not feel
that they can spare the amount of time
it takes to vote. In the face of unreason-
able inconvenience, the voter may elect
to stay home on election day.

This need not, and should not, be the
case. Consider arrangements in other
democracies:

First. Italy: Italians vote on Sunday
and until Monday noon., Turnout has
topped 90 percent a number of times.

Second. West Germany: Elections are
held on Sunday. Turnout has exceeded
85 percent in recent years.

Third. Canada: Voting is usually on
a Monday. Turnout has been around 80
percent in the iast few general elec-
tions—aided by a universal voter enroll-
ment plan.
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In these three countries, a trip to the
polling place is less of a burden than it
is in the United States. Voting should not
be a burden. The right to vote is a priv-
1lege, but why make it so difficult to exer-
cise?

CORRECTIVE MEASURES

Mr. Speaker, today the three bills I
introduce are designed to make it easier
to vote. I urge their prompt considera-
tion by the appropriate committees of
this House. They would establish a uni-
versal voter enrollment plan, limit to 30
days residency requirements for voting
in congressional elections, and make
election day a national holiday.

Universal voter enrollment: The
United States is virtually the only ad-
vanced democratic nation that does not
have a universal voter enrollment plan.
Such a plan places the responsibility for
registered voters on the Government
rather than on an individual's willing-
ness and initiative in meeting and over-
coming a series of government-inspired
obstacles to his participation in our polit-
ical system. The main features of the bill
establishing this plan are these:

First. It would abolish all residency
requirements for voting for President
and Vice President.

Second. It would set up a federal
system of enrollment for all persons
unenrolled in any State who, except for
residency, meet the qualifications in
that State.

Third. During a 3-week period imme-
diately preceding a presidential election,
the Bureau of the Census, at Federal
expense, would conduct an intensive,
door-to-door drive to enroll all eligible
persons who have failed to enroll under
State law.

Fourth. On election day, all persons
so enrolled would be permitted to vote
for the offices of President and Vice
President even though they might not
be eligible to vote in the State elections.
If, for any reason, any would-be voter
was missed, he could still vote on election
day by signing an appropriate affidavit
to preclude any kind of fraud.

Fifth. Persons absent from their
election districts would be able to cast
special absentes ballots in the nearest
polling place—even in another State—
upon showing proper identification.
These special ballots would be mailed
back to their own election districts and
counted once their eligibility was estab-
lished.

Sixth. A National Enrollment Com-
mission would be created, to serve as a
clearinghouse for election information,
to make current, accurate returns avail-
able, and to assist the States in advising
them as to any election problems they
may encounter.

Universal voter enrollment plans have
been proven in many European states,
in Canada, in the States of Idaho and
Washington, and in parts of California.
They have achieved enrollments of
better than 90 percent of the voting-age
population.

Evidence compiled by the Freedom to
Votz Task Force, which originally pro-
posed this approach, indicates that a
reasonable set of limited registration
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requirements, plus a universal enroll-
ment system, would greatly increase
voter turnout, bringing into the elec-
torate groups badly in need of repre-
sentation, while at the same time
making allowance for those who would
normally vote but are excluded by
physical inconvenience from registering.

Reduce residency requirements in con-
gressional elections: My second proposal
would limit State residency require-
ments for congressional elections to 30
days, thus bringing them into line with
provisions of the 1970 voting rights
amendments and eliminating the current
discrepancy between congressional and
presidential disenfranchisement.

No State now provides for a residency
requirement of only 30 days. Thirty
States and the District of Columbia now
require a residence of 1 year, 17 States
require 6 months’ residence, and only 3
States—New York, Pennsylvania, and
Utah—require 3 months or 90 days.

National election holiday: The third
bill I introduce would designate a na-
tional legal holiday on Federal election
days, beginning in 1972 and every second
year thereafter.

An election holiday has recently been
propounded by CBS president, Dr. Frank
Stanton, in a “Five-Point Program for
Election Reform.” It is an eminently
reasonable proposal, and deserves con-
gressional support and action. Declining
voter turnout warrants its adoption.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Speaker, we still have a paper cur-
tain of old-fashioned registration and
voting laws which keep people away from
the polls. This curtain should be torn
down. The bills I introduce today will
do it. By reducing several of the primary
obstacles to involuntary nonvoting, thus
making it easier to participate in the
political process, Congress will also help
reduce voluntary nonvoting as well,

I urge prompt hearings on these bills.
Congress has worked toward expanding
the vote before, by granting the fran-
chise to women, assuring minorities the
vote, and allowing more young people
an opportunity to vote. Yet, as long as
barriers to voting exist, universal suf-
frage eludes us, and the work of the
Congress to create a more perfect union
is undone.

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO SELEC-
TIVE SERVICE ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. GonzaALEz) Iis
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, can we
pass a law that allows the Executive to
draft men into military service and send
them into combat when Congress has not
declared war?

There is no doubt that Congress can
enact a law providing for peacetime con-
scription. But neither we nor the courts
have ever settled the question of the le-
gality of drafting men and sending
them into combat without Congress first
having declared war.

This is an issue that we must face.
And that is why I offer an amendment
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to the Selective Service Act which would
prohibit the President from sending
draftees into combat without first secu-
ring a declaration of war from Congress.

I have sponsored this amendment in
each of the last two Congresses, and
again offer it this year.

At the time I first raised this question,
not many felt that it was a pressing mat-
ter but today the question appears in
the courts again and again. And the Su-
preme Court only narrowly refused to
hear it in a case last December. We must
address ourselves to this issue, because
it is a question that must be heard in
one forum or another, sooner or later.

I personally believe that the Constl-
tution requires that Congress must de=
clare a state of war to exist before citi-
zens can be conscripted and sent: into
combat. I believe that insofar as the
Selective Service Act allows the President
to send men into combat without any
declaration of war from Congress, it is
unconstitutional.

I do not argue here the legality or the
morality of the present war in Indochina.
All T say is that we are in grievous error
to commit men to that war or any war
if they are draftees, in the absence of
declaration of war.

I do not believe that my position is
new, novel, or alien to American law and
tradition. Indeed, my position is com-
pletely in line with all of these, and with
precedents that antedate the Constitu-
tion itself.

Even though we now fully accept the
idea of a peacetime draft, we have not
always completely accepted even that,
for the House was divided within one
vote on passage of such a law as late as
1940. The draft then was conceived of
as strictly a defensive measure, a radical
act that would allow the United States to
build up a military force sufficient to
repel attack. Yet, though the world
around us was even then in flames, Con-
gress reserved to itself the right to com-
mit draftees to combat anywhere except
in the United States or its possessions.
The President could not have sent
draftees to Vietnam under that 1940 law,
and it is doubtful that draftees could
have been used in Korea either—unless
Congress had declared war and given its
consent.

What I am proposing is nothing radi-
cal—it is a reservation that Congress it-
self insisted on before it would enact the
original peacetime draft.

This type of reservation was not one
limited to our country—Canada's draft
law, drawn up in 1940, prohibited the use
of conscripts anywhere except in Cana-
dian territory. France, even as late as
the war in Indochina, would not allow
the use of conscripts in any but French
territory—there were no draftees at Dien
Bien Phy, nor any in Algeria.

Military conscription was thus, as late
as 30 years ago, a measure .taken strict-
ly for the defense of our home territory,
and for no other reason. Probably that
conception is as old as conscription it-
self, since no less an authority than
Blackstone himself wrote with respect
to military conscription:

No man can be required to go out of his
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shire except in a national emergency and not
out of the Kingdom at any rate.

The 1940 drait law was radical for its
time, but it was conceived strictly as a
defensive measure. Congress reserved for
itself the decision on use of draftees any-
where but in defense of American terri-
tory. That was a protection and provisio
that we abandoned only later, in 1948.

All I am asking is that Congress re-
assert its reservation on use of draftees,
and insist that if men are to be con-
seripted to fight anywhere but on our
own soil, Congress must give its-approval
by declaring a state of war.

I do not quarrel with the right of Con-
gress to establish a peacetime draft; but
I do insist that we have a responsibil-
ity—moral, legal, historical and constitu-
tional—to forbid the use of draftees in
undeclared wars.

Neither Congress nor the courts have
faced this issue—and it is our duty to
do so.

This is a question that will not go
away,; it must be resolved sooner or later.

There are those who argue that the
Gulf of Tonkin resolution was “the func-
tional equivalent” of a declaration of
war, but that is beside the point. For if
the courts take this gquestion up, they
must first decide whether we have a
right to send drafteesmen into combat
without declaring war—and then will
decide what constitutes such a declara-
tion. The issue simply cannot be evaded;
we must determine what our responsibil-
ity is, and I believe our responsibility is
to maintain a reservation of the use of
conscripts except in defense of our own
territories.

The reservation I propose would be in
line with the original peacetime draft, in
line with practices of many other coun-
tries, in keeping with our responsibilities
to maintain a proper balance of powers
between the branches of Government,
and in keeping with legal concepts that
are older than the Constitution itself,
deeply rooted in both American and
English tradition and law.

Beyond that, I believe that Congress
had the responsibility to declare war, if
we are going to commit men to combat.
‘We have the responsibility to define what
the national interests are that compel the
use of violence, and cause the country
to ask draftees to give up their lives to
protect; we have the responsibility ‘o de-
fine the dangers facing the country; it is
our Aduty to speak for the Nation, and
to bring about the unity that alone can
create sufficient support to prosecute
war; it is for us, as elected representatives
of the people of this country, to say when
war is justified and when it is not.

Members of Congress occupy the prime
constitutional office. It is for us to act
for the people, as their representatives.
We cannot abandon that duty, if this Na-
tion is to long exist.

Congress never declared war in the case
of the Korean conflict. I felt then, and
many others did too, that is was illegal
to send draftees into that war, because
Congress had never sanctioned it. As
wotld have been required under the 1940
draft law. That war became extremely
unpopular—not because it was unjust,
but because it came to be a presidential
war. Again in Indochina, Congress has

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

never defined the issue, or set forth the
national objectives, as it is our duty to do,
consequently we had another presidential
war, and the frustrations and political
paralysis of the 1950’s have again been
visited upon us.

Had we retained in the Selective Serv-
ice Act a proviso forbidding the use of
conscripts in undeclared wars, there
would have been no presidential wars;
Congress would have had to give its sanc-
tion to the employment of draftees, and
there would have been a very different
conception of who held the responsibility.

Our men have not been unwilling to
fight, either in Korea or Indochina; they
have fought bravely and well, in the
most overwhelming circumstances, It is
not a question of willingness to fight; our
country does not lack will, but it ex-
pects, and has a right to expect, that
Congress say when we shall have war,
and why.

Congress could not declare war if the
country were not unified, because of the
representative nature of our branch of
Government. That is why I believe that
a proviso on the draft such as I advo-
cate might have avoided the deep and
bitter divisions of our country in the
case of Korea and Indochina as well.

But since there was no sanction by
Congress, and since we did allow men to
be drafted to fight these wars without
our specific consent, we wound up with
conflicts not of the United States against
our enemies, but with what has become
known as presidential war, a war con-
ceived not as our country opposed to an-
other, but the will of our President

against some unknown executive in an-

other part of the world.

The sadness is not that Korea and
Vietnam ended presidential careers, but
that they blighted the country and poi-
soned the political processes with the
seeds of unreason.

We have a duty to do.

We have a duty to fulfill our respon-
sibilities to the Constitution, to see that
the rights of our citizens are fully pro-
tected.

‘We have a duty to protect and exercise
the powers of Congress.

We have a duty to see that there will
be no more presidential wars—only wars
Congress declares in the name of the
people of the United States, wars to pro-
tect national interests that we define, as
the Constitution intended. I pray that
there will be no more wars. But even
more I pray that Congress will accept
my amendment, and take up the respon-
sibilities we are given by the Constitu-
tion.

What I propose to you is nothing novel
or radical—far from it. I only propose
that we return to the exercise of powers
and responsibilities that we jealously
guarded up until very recent years, pow-
ers confided fo us by the Constitution
itself, powers that we cannot divest, if
we believe in constitutional government
at all, and aim to preserve it.

ELECTED CITY GOVERNMENT AND
REPRESENTATION IN CONGRESS
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
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man from Massachusetts (Mr, HARRING=-
TON) is recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I am
introducing two pieces of legislation to-
day to give the District of Columbia an
elected city government and full repre-
sentation in Congress.

The first bill would enable the people
of Washington, D.C., to elect a Mayor
and City Council. It would increase the
fiscal autonomy of the city government.
My second bill, a joint resolution, would
amend the Constitution to give the Dis-
trict of Columbia two Senators and as
many Representatives as it is entitled to
on the basis of population.

The United States of America is often
described as a great experiment in de-
mocracy. That experiment can hardly
succeed as long as the residents of the
Nation’s Capital are deprived of nearly
all vestiges of that democracy. The citi-
zens of Washington, D.C., can elect a
school board and vote in presidential
elections, and they will soon elect a non-
voting Delegate to the House of Repre-
sentatives. The people do not, however,
have any voice in the selection of their
Mayor and of the members of their City
Council. The decisions arrived at even by
the elected school board can ultimately
be overruled by the Congress. How mean-
ingful a government can the people of
Washington, D.C., have when this situ-
ation is allowed to continue?

In 1776, taxation without representa-
tion brought the residents of the Ameri-
can colonies to revolution against the
tyranny of their British rulers. Today,
195 years later, this Government seem-
ingly has not yet learned history’s lesson
of 1776. The residents of the District of
Columbia like their colonial ancestors are
still subject to taxation without repre-
sentation. Almost 200 years after the
American Revolution, Washington, D.C.,
remains the lost colony. The Congress
has the power to erase that stigma from
the District and from the Nation. I urge it
to do so.

The District of Columbia Charter Act
would provide the District of Columbia
with an elected Mayor, City Council, and
a Board of Elections. It would provide
greater fiscal autonomy for the District.
The purpose of the bill is not to deprive
Congress of its constitutional responsi-
bility for the Distriet. It will, however,
allow the citizens of the District to have
a voice in their government similar to
that of citizens in other cities in the
country.

The District government would be
composed of an elected District Couneil
and an elected Mayor. Council members
and the Mayor would serve concurrent
4-year terms. Eight Council members
would represent designated wards. Five
would be chosen at large. The Council
would choose one of its members to be
Chairman. The Council would serve as a
legislative body with powers as desig-
nated in this act. All acts passed by the
Council would be sent to the Mayor for
approval. The Council would have the
authority to override the Mayor's veto
by a two-thirds vote. The President has
the right to veto such legislation when
he feels the law would not be in the
Federal interest. y

As the chief executive officer of the
District, the Mayor would be responsible
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for the proper administration of the
affairs of the District. He would, thereby,
have the power to appoint the personnel
in the District’'s executive departments,
to administer the laws relating to per-
sonne] in the District’s government and
to prepare District finance reports. He
would also be allowed to draft legislation
for enactment by the Council, but would
not be a member of the Council.

The budget for the District would be
prepared by the Mayor and considered by
the Council for appropriation purposes.
The District would be empowered to bor-
row, within certain limitations, and to
issue bonds.

The District of Columbia Charter Act
provides for the continuation of an an-
nual Federal payment to the city. This
payment is obviously necessary if the
District is to be solvent. Due to the large
Federal presence in the District and the
nontaxable status of Federal real and
tangible personal property, it is impera-
tive that there be an adjustment. The
annual Federal payment will be made on
a formula basis. The District of Colum-
bia will be paid an amount equal to 30
percent of all general fund revenues de-
rived from taxes, charges, and miscel-
laneous receipts. Included in the Federal
payment would also be the amounts of
charges for water and sanitary sewer
services furnished to the Federal Govern-
ment by the District.

The act also provides for a Board of
Elections to be appointed by the Mayor.
The Board would administer elections in
the District in the manner set forth by
the act.

The act must be ratified by a referen-
dum placed before the qualified voters
of the District within 4 months after it
is signed into law.

Passage of the District of Columbia
Charter Act would insure the citizens of
the District a representative municipal
government. Passage of the second meas-
ure I am introducing would provide those
citizens with full voting representation
in Congress. Neither measure by itself is
sufficient. Both are necessary to make the
District truly self-governing.

There is a strong sentiment in the
District of Columbia for representative
government. A majority of those voting
in the 1964 Republican presidential pri-
mary in the District expressed their de-~
sire for home rule. In the 1968 Demo-
crafic presidential primary, those vot-
ing stated overwhelmingly that they
wanted self-government, Last week Sen-
ator KeEnnNEpY and Senator EAGLETON
brought together leaders of the Wash-
ington, D.C,, community to discuss the
very same constitutional amendment
which I am proposing today. Democratic
nonvoting Delegate candidate Walter
Fauntroy, Democratic City Chairman
Bruce Terris, Statehood nonvoting Dele-
gate’ candidate Julius Hobson, City
Chairman Gilbert Hahn, Republican City
Chairman Carl Shipley, Republican non-
voting Delegate candidate John Nevius,
and other leaders were in attendance.
There was discussion about the means
of gaining self-government for the Dis-
trict. However, the end was never in
doubt. These leaders—representing all
political persuasions and all races—were
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unified in their desire to see seli-govern-
ment come soon to Washington, D.C.

An attempt in the Senate last week by
Senator KeNNEDY and Senator EAGLETON
to bring full congressional representa-
tion to the District was unsuccessful.
Nevertheless, we must press on and con-
tinue to attempt to bring full representa-
tion and self-government to Washing-
ton, D.C., until those goals become real-
ities.

Our Government is presently directing
a military effort to bring democracy and
free elections to South Vietnam. How
can we possibly think of democracy and
free elections 10,000 miles away when
we deny democracy here in our own
Capitol?

For too long the District has been
governed—not represented. Congress has
the ability and the obligation to extend
to the District the basic rights of self-
government upon which the rest of the
Nation functions. A city of almost a mil-
lion people, denied the right to govern
itself, to be represented in Congress, and
to elect its own officials, is politically
suppressed. The establishment of an
elected city government and granting of
voting representation in Congress is no
more than an act of simple justice.

Mr. Speaker, I urge immediate enact-
ment of the legislation I am introducing
today.

FISH FARMING ASSISTANCE ACT
OF 1971

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Mississippi (Mr. GRIFFIN) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Speaker, my dis-
tinguished colleague, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. PickLE), and I are to-
day reintroducing the Fish Farming As-
sistance Act of 1971 with 32 cosponsors.

I want to point out, Mr. Speaker, that
we are very pleased to have such a large
and bipartisan group sponsoring this
legislation. It underscores, I believe, the
widespread and growing interest in fish
farming all over the Nation today.

Mr. Speaker, I have, on several previ-
ous occasions, brought items of interest
on fish farming to the attention of the
Congress. Today, I would like to call our
colleagues attention to an informative
article by Mr. Sam Dickinson which re-
cently which recently appeared in the
Shreveport Journal. It follows:

U.S. HELP FoRr FI1sH FARMERS

A bill sponsored by Rep. J. J. Pickle (D.-
Tex) and Rep. Charles H. Griffin (D-Miss)
holds interest for Louisiana farmers who are
interested in commercial production of fish.

The measure, known as the Fish Farming
Assistance Act of 1971, would authorize the
federal government to offer both financial
and technical help to farmers engaged in
that business.

Fresh-water fish culture continues to in-
crease, but it still is a relatively small enter-
prise as compared to what it could be made.
Last year farmers had nearly 70,000 acres
in ponds as compared to 16,870 acres under
water for fish production in 1963.

The 1969 fish crop was worth more than
$£33,000.000, yet it was only a minor part of
the total amount of fish consumed in the
United States that year.
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MORE ATTENTION

American fisheries, including salt and
fresh-water businesses, have not received the
attention they deserve. In fact, U.S. con-
sumers actually encourage foreign fisheries to
the detrlment of American enterprise.

Imports account for seventy per cent of
all the fish products eaten in this country.
Salt water fish make up most of the home
products.

Fish culture, as can be seen in the Ark-La-
Tex region, can be combined successfully
with row crop and livestock enterprises. The
fish producer does not have to worry about
crop quotas or national over-producticn.

More than a decade ago, the Arkansas Gen=
eral Assembly declared pond-grown fish to
be “livestock™ in order that fish producers
would not have to be regulated by the State
Game and Fish Commission. In that state a
clear distinction has been drawn between
game fish and fish that come under the head-
ing of “livestock.”

SWITCH ASKED

The federal government’s limited program
to help fish farmers now is administered by
the Bureau of Sports Fisheries and Wildlife
in the Department of the Interior and the
National Marine Fisheries Service in the
Commerce Department. Under the Pickle-
Griffin bill, the program would be transferred
to the Department of Agriculture, where the
Soil Conservation Service and the Federal
Extension Service already are contributing
to development of fish farming through help
given by their state and local offices.

Farmers who are planning to start raising
fish for market may be in greater need of
technical information and advice than they
are of loans to finance construction of ponds
and water systems. Because of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture’s long experience in as-
sisting rural people, it would be advantageous
to fish farmers to have this agency in charge
of the federal program for fresh-water fish
culture,

Mr. PICKLE. Mr, Speaker, today Con-
gressman CHARLES GRIFFIN and I are re-
introduecing the Fish Farming Assistance
Act of 1971, with 32 cosponsors. This is
a bill that he and I both introduced at
the close of the 91st Congress and at the
beginning of this session. We are pleased
to have so many of our colleagues join
with us in sponsoring this bill. At this
point with the permission of the Speaker,
I would like to have a report published
by the Bureau of Sports Fisheries in-
serted into the Recorp. Although the re-
port is a little lengthy, I think it will be
very informative to the Members about
the reasons for the introduction of this
bill.

The report follows:

REPORT TO THE FIsH FARMERS: THE STATUS OF
WARMWATER F1sH FARMING AND PROGRESS IN
FisH FARMING RESEARCH

WARMWATER FISH FARMING: AN AQUACULTURAL

SUCCESS STORY

Private warmwater fish culture was prob-
ably born in the late twentles and early thir-
tles when a few indlviduals began raising
minnows to supply the growing demand for
fish bait for sport fishing.

Shortly after World War II, with the boom
in farm pond and reservoir construction and
the many water conservation projects in-
spired by the dust-bowl years of the thirties,
the demand for minnows increased. By the
late 1940's there were a dozen or more suc-
cessful private producers of balt fish, By
1953, there was literally an outbreak of min-
now farmers, and simultaneously farmers be-
gan raising buffalo fish, bass, and crappie.
Much of this attempt at fish husbandry fail-
ed because the farmers were not experienced
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in fish culture, because of improper pond
construction, or because low-value species
were stocked.

From 1955 to 1059, the U.S, Fish and Wild-
Iife Service, with funds from the Saltonstall-
Kennedy Act for Commercial Fisherles, spon-
sored research on channel catfish at the
University of Oklahoma to learn how to lm-
prove production methods in the National
Fish Hatcherles and to develop a basis for
commercial fish farming. Other agencies and
universities also became Interested in chan-
nel catfish as a commercial and sport species,
and the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wild-
life established the Southeastern Fish Cul-
tural Laboratory at Marion, Alabama, and
the Fish Farming Experimental Station at
Stuttgart, Arkansas. The Bureau began the
Fish Farming Development Center at
Rowher, Arkansas in 1963, These stations,
the Warmwater Fish Cultural Laboratories,
began mainly on the catfishes and baitfishes,
but other kinds of fish have come into the
program.

By 1959 the fish farming industry was
again in a state of expansion; this time it
was based on better experience and the re-
sults of some limited research, especially that
concerned with catfishes, the most desirable
species for fish farming in the Grand Prairie
and Delta areas.

We estimate there are about 68,000 acres
in the U.S. under intensive warmwater fish
culture, 389,300 acres for catfish. In 1963 the
total was 16,870 acres, with only 2,370 acres
in catfish. This comparison dramatiecally at-
tests to the explosive growth of the industry,
especlally that in catfish production. The
wholesale value of the 1969 crop was more
than 33 million dollars. We are probably deal-
ing with a 75-milllon dollar retail business.

What relation, if any, does this develop-
ing Industry have to fleld crops? Pirst, fish
farming in the Lower Mississippi Valley is
so well established that it is a basic part of
the agricultural program of the area. Sec-
ond, fish is the only crop developed in the
past generation that offers an opportunity
to diversify the agriculture of this area.
Third, it is a natural addition to the cultural
practices now used in rice-soybean farming.
That is, it completes a triad of rice-fish-
bean rotation. Fourth, even in its present
primitive state, fish farming can be profit-
able, sometimes yielding gross income and
net profits exceeding those of rice, as seen
in the following table.

PER-ACRE RETURNS FROM VARIOUS FARMING PRACTICES
IN ARKANSAS !

Production

Crop net23

Rice (yield 50 hundredweight, price
$4.80 4

$142. 60

price $2.35). . 50, 05
Soybeans, nonirrigated (yield 30

bushels, price $2.35) ___ 36.78
Oats (yield 70 hushels, price . 22. 52
Catfish, intensive. . 150, 00

SSns
8

Fathead minnow

28
838282833

Sport fish, fingerings.
Sport fish, food size.
Trout

Fee fishing, extensive.
Fee fishing, catfishd____

™
§M
=1

£x

1, 000. 00

! Arable crop figures by Dr. Troy Mullins, Department of
Agriculture Economics, University of Arkansas, Fayetteville,
Ark. for 196

2 These estimates reflect current yields for better farmers.

% This is not net, but is return to capital invested in land, to
operator's management, and to risk of staying in business. Land
investment cost would be approximately $27 per acre ($450 per
acre at 6 percent) and should be subtracted from *‘production
net"” to calculate real “‘net."

4+ Specialized types of culture.

Many farmers have idle land which cannot
be planted in cotton, rice, or bean, either be-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

cause of crop controls or because of the mar-
gin of profits, In Arkansas alone there are
about 3.5 million acres of land that could be
used for fish farming. If about 10,000 acres of
catfish brought 4 million dollars in 1968, the
income from 3.5 million acres becomes stag-
gering. In contrast, the natural habitat and
man-made impoundments above 1,000 acres
for commercial species of fish in the Missouri
River basin is 2,267,000 acres with annual
yield less than 3 million pounds of fish, with
a value of well under $1 million, The pros-
pect of improving that fishery is limited. The
prospect for pond production in the South-
Central States is limited mostly by techno-
logical development, farmer enterprise, and
product merchandising.

A market for the fish is there, waiting.
More than 70 percent of all fish products used
in this country are imported. Growing con-
sumption of fish products and the growing
population will increase the need for fish.

This is the picture, and it may appear too
rosy. Look at fish farming prospects in an-
other way. In this country financial institu-
tions, whether private or government-spon-
sored, are notoriously successful. Until the
early 1960’s no bank or other loan company
would finance a fish operation. The viewpolnt
has changed, so that about the same rules
are applied to fish farming as to any other
type of agriculture, The early loans were to
minnow farmers. Over the years the number
and size of the loans have increased to meet
the growth of the catfish farming industry.
The Production Credit Association has re-
ported there had never been a default in pay-
ment from fish farmers and no serious diffi-
culty in collection. Now, the Farmers Home
Administration is financing catfish farmers
in the vicinity of Jasper, Texas, Confidence in
the fledgling industry by financial groups as-
sures landowners that fish farming has con-
siderable promise of success,

There are fringe benefits in fish farming.
First, let us consider rice. Rice plants require
large amounts of nitrogen (87 to $14 per
acre) to produce high grain yields. Much of
the usable nltrogen can come from the soil,
and agriculture s one of the least expensive
ways to make it available to the plants. The
Rice Experiment Station, Stuttgart, Ark,
found as much as 224 lbs. of nitrogen/acre
in reservoir soils, most of it as highly stable
ammonium. Too much nitrogen may make
rice grow rank and lodge. But lodging may
be prevented. Soy beans can follow rice, and
much of the nitrogen will be removed. Farm-
ers report much higher yields of both rice
and beans following fish.

Rice farming holds some water on the
land, delaying its return to the sea. Fish
farming holds much more water for a longer
time, thus conserving this Important re-
source. It does more. It improves the subsoil
moisture, improves the texture of the soil,
and may provide a supplemental source of
irrigation water. Already some fish-rice farm-
ers are pumping water through fish ponds
and then irrigating rice from the ponds. The
benefits appear to be considerable. The aera-
tion of groundwater removes the iron present
in most wells. The vegetation desalts the
water, making rice land last longer before
rotation becomes essential. Nitrogen levels are
relatively unafiected by the procedure, and
lodging is probably not a danger.

There are still other benefits from fish
farming. This water use is in keeping with
the nation’s philosophy of total conservation
of natural resources, and at the same time it
allows the harvest of & cash crop, produces
large poundages per acre of needed animal
protein, and beautifies the landscape. It cer-
tainly may increase recreational values of
land for duck hunting, sport fishing, frog
hunting, and trapping, and esthetic values
for biologists, photographers, and nature
lovers,

What are the future limitations, problems
and pitfalls that await the fish farmer?
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Many animal husbandry problems have
been reasonably well solved. Scientists work-
ing with the Industry feel confident that the
fundamentals of spawning, disease control,
and feeding are well-enough understood that
the knowledgeable fish farmer can grow a
profitable crop. In the last 5 years several
farmers have learned to raise up to 2,000
pounds of catfish per acre. But when he raises
this many fish, he has a problem. He has a
market; his fish are in 40-acre ponds, let us
say; he can seine all 40 acres, which means
that he may draw to the pond bank as much
as 40 to 50 thousand pounds of fish, What
then? This is too many fish to handle guickly
by hand, and the fish are perishable. No one
‘can yet count, weigh, and load this many fish
quickly enough to prevent death or spoilage.
Few trucks are big enough to haul as much
as 10,000 1bs. per load. Thus, it is easy to see
that mechanical harvesting and better logis-
tics are necessary to get the farmer's fish to
market. Research is already underway to
solve the problem, and some recent develop-
ments have improved the situation.

Another limitation on expansion in the
distant future may be the lack of adequate
water, but here again there is research di-
rected at reclaiming, reconditioning, and
reuse of water.

The use of some abandoned land, such as
diverted cotton acreage, may be impossible
owing to the accumulation of pesticides,
such as endrin, toxaphene, dleldrin, and
others. These chemicals are not readily de-
graded in aquatic or arable crop environ-
ments.

Where do we stand, then? A fledgling in-
dustry is off the ground. It's based on sound
enough foundations to merit financial back-
ing. There is a growing demand for fish, both
for food and for sport fishing. Fish farming
Is a sound conservation practice with many
fringe benefits. It can improve the yields of
rice and beans. It is certainly a more profit-
able crop than beans and even promises to
be more profitable than rice. Fish give a
high return per acre in protein. This protein
1s needed, and the markets are available.
Millions of acres of land are still available
for the expansion of fish farming, and, if
properly used, the water is still there.

What happens from here on will depend
upon both basic and applled research and
the confidence that land owners have in that
research.

IS THERE A DAVIS-BACON FOR THE
SALARIES OF BANK OFFICIALS?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. PATMAN) is recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, over the
past few weeks, the President and his
economic advisers have had a lot to say
about the wages paid workers, partic-
ularly those in the construection industry.
The President has become so concerned
about these wages that he has now sus-
pended the Davis-Bacon Act which re-
quired contractors to pay the prevailing
wage on any construction built under
Government contracts.

With all of this excitement over wages
for workers, I presume that the President
will be the first to jump in and denounce
the new salary increases for the Nation's
bank executives announced in this morn-
ing's New York Times. Surely, if a con-
struction worker’'s wages are inflationary,
a million dollar a year salary for David
Rockefeller must be placed in the same
category. I trust that the President does
not believe that different economie prin-
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ciples apply to construction workers and
bank executives.

The New York Times, this morning,
March 16, says:

The heads of the nation’s largest banks—
which enjoyed sharp increases in profits in
the recession year of 1970—generally were re-
warded with higher salaries last year.

The New York Times says that David
Rockefeller—who I must admit worked
hard all year in explaining away high
interest rates—wins the all-time prize
for compensation in the banking indus-
try. The Times says:

However, the over-all prize for both com=-
pensation and dividends—and a mark that
is unlikely soon to be challenged—belongs
to David Rockefeller, chairman of the Chase
Manhattan Bank and its largest individual
stockholder. All told, Mr. Rockefeller and
his family received $976,135 from Chase last
year in salary, “thrift-incentive” awards and
dividends—including Mr. Rockefeller's share
in the dividends paid to two corporations
in which he holds an interest.

And Chase Manhattan is making sure
that there will never be any poverty in
David Rockefeller's future. They have
voted him a life-long annual pension of
$116,883. The Times story goes on to re-
late that the increase in bank profits also
brought Mr. Rockefeller an additional
$74,000 last year.

Mr. Rockefeller’s colleagues at the club
didn't exactly suffer last year. The New
York Times reports that John M. Meyer,
Jr., chairman of J. P. Morgan & Com-
pany and its principal subsidiary, the
Morgan Guaranty Trust Company, re-
ceived $276,250 in compensation last year.

To help meet the inflationary costs,
A. W. Clausen, president of the Bank of
America, received a salary increase of
$94,000 in 1970; Richard P. Cooley, presi-
dent of the Wells Fargo Bank in San
Francisco received a $51,000 increase in
salary and Donald P. Graham, chairman
of the Continental Illinois National Bank
& Trust in Chicago received a raise of
$30,000.

The list goes on and on and apparently
covers the entire range of top bank
executives in the Nation. What the Times
story does not reveal are the stock op-
tions which have become a lucrative and
complex means of increasing the com-
pensation of the top bank officials.

I trust that Secretary of Labor Hodg-
son is on his way to Wall Street right now
to warn these bank presidents about ex-
cessive salary increases.

Mr. Speaker, I place in the REcorp a
copy of the New York Times article, en-
titled, “Salaries Rise for Heads of
Banks"':

[From The New York Times, March 16, 1971]
SALARIES RISE FOR HEADS OF BANKS

The heads of the nation’s largest banks—
which enjoyed sharp increases in profits in
the recession year of 1970—-3&118!’811? were re-
warded with higher salaries last year. This
was the prineipal conclusion to emerge from
the annual survey by The New York Times
of compensation of senior banking officials.

The nation’s highest-paid banker last year
in terms of direct compensation was John
M. Meyer Jr., chairman of J. P. Morgan &
Co. and its principal subsidiary, the Morgan
Guaranty Trust Company. Mr. Meyer, who
has held this distinction for some years, re-
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ceived $276,250 last year, up $10,000 from
the combined salary, additional compensation
and profit sharing that he received in 1969.

However, the over-all prize for both com-
pensation and dividends—and a mark that
is unlikely soon to be challenged—belongs to
David Rockefeller, chairman of the Chase
Manhattan Bank and its largest individual
stockholder. All told, Mr. Rockefeller and his
family received $876,1835 from Chase last
year in salary, “‘thrift-incentive” awards and
dividends—including Mr. Rockefeller's share
in the dividends paid to two corporations in
which he holds an interest.

Furthermore, on retirement Mr. Rockefeller
will be entitled to a life-long annual pen-
sion of $116,883.

Additionally, the increase in Chase's an-
nual dividend rate to £2.00 from €180 a
share—which was announced last year ef-
fective with the first quarterly payment in
1971—will give Mr. Rockefeller an additional
$74,000 & year.

The biggest dollar increase in compensa-
tion last year (roughly $94,000) went to
A, W. (Tom) Clausen, president of the Bank
of America, reflecting his promotion to be
the chief executive of the nation's largest
bank.

But Mr. Clausen's compensation of $171,-
190 last year, was well under the more than
$200,000 pald to his predecessor as chief ex-
ecutive, Rudolph A. Peterson, during 1968,
his last year before retirement.

Richard P. Cooley, president of the Wells
Fargo Bank in San Francisco, received a
whopping increase of $51,000 in salary and
benefits and Donald P. Graham, chairman
of the Continental Illinois National Bank
and Trust in Chicago, got a raise of almost
£30,000.

R. E. (“Jefi”’) McNeill Jr., who retired this
winter as chairman of the Manufacturers
Hanover Trust Company, got a raise of al-
most $20,000 last year, over 1960 and Wil-
liam H. Moore, chairman of the Bankers
Trust Company, got a $10,000 raise, as did
Gaylord A. Freeman Jr. of the First National
Bank of Chicago and Frederick G. Larkin Jr.,
chairman of the Security Pacific National
Bank.

Pensions of more than $100,000 a year are
becoming fairly common in the stratosphere
of the banking profession. The highest pen-
silon to which the present generation of
senior bank management will become en-
titled is apparently the $139,606 a year that
Walter B. Wriston, chairman of the First
National City Bank, is due to get when he
reaches retirement age of 65 in 1984, Mr,
Freeman, of the First National Bank of Chi-
cago, Is In line for an annual stipend of
$121,750, among other pensions in the $100,-
000-plus class.

MEDICAL DISCHARGES AND TREAT-
MENT FOR DRUG DEPENDENT
SERVICEMEN

The SPEAKER pro ftempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. MUrPHY) is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr., MURPHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I introduce, for appropriate ref-
erence, a bill to authorize members of
the Armed Forces to be discharged from
active military service by reason of phys-
ical disability when such members are
suffering from drug dependency, to au-
thorize the civil commitment of such
members after their discharge, and for
other purposes. This is the third of my
anticrime bills I began introducing dur-
ing the last 2 weeks.

The problem of drug abuse in the mili-
tary has preyed heavily on my mind over
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the last several months. I have carefully
studied the reports of the Senate, the
House and the Pentagon on the vast in-
crease in the use of drugs by our service
personnel in the United States, in Eu-
rope, and in Vietnam.

The problem is, of course, especially
acute in Vietnam.

Hearings before the Congress have
proved that in the last few months, South
Vietnam has been flooded with the maost
powerful heroin available anywhere, The
Army chemists have put it in the 98-100
percent pure range. A vial-of this heroin
is, available to thousands of American
soldiers in Vietnam for just a few dollars.
This sudden availability of potent heroin
has resulted in a dramatic increase in
overdose deaths of our soldiers. In just
a 3-month period last year in Vietnam
there were 89 such overdose deaths re-
ported.

The frequency of marihuana use by our
troops is at an alltime high. Marihuana
is readily, easily, and cheaply available to
every soldier in every town and hamlet
in Vietnam where the weed is grown
abundantly and sold cheaply to our
troops by the local population.

The. estimates on the percentage of
troops smoking marihuana vary, but
there is no basic disagreement on the
proposition that large amounts are in-
volved—perhaps hundreds of thousands.

But Vietnam is not the only area where
we have problems.

In 1970, 7,000 sailors and marines were
discharged for illegal drug activity.

That is enough men to complement
three aircraft carriers.

Until August of last year, the Depart-
ment of Defense and the military serv-
ices were doggedly claiming that while
the use of drugs was widespread among
youth not in the Armed Forces, it was
not a major problem among those in uni-
form.

Such claims were viewed with consid-
erable skepticism by Members of Con-
gress, by men in and out of the services,
and particularly by military personnel
and newsmen in Vietnam.

Finally, thanks largely to the efforts of
Vice Adm. William P. Mack, Deputy As-
sistant Secretary of Defense, Manpower
and Reserve Affairs, who is charged with
determining the size and nature of the
problem among those in uniform, the
Defense Department has finally admitted
to a problem of unbelievable proportions.

I have had firsthand experience with
the drug user in combat situations. I
served with the 9th Infantry Regiment
in Korea and participated in many com-
bat actions in that war.

Even in those years we had problems
with drug users in the service. The sit-
uation got so bad we had to lock up the
morphine syrettes carried by some of the
medics to keep them out of the hands of
drug-using troops.

But only a fraction of our soldiers were
drug users in that war.

From Defense Department reports I
have read and from testimony before the
House and Senate, it now appears that in
1971 we may have more drug users in the
services than nonusers.

Admiral Mack has publicly stated that
the only thing that will save our men
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from the tremendous drug problem in
Vietnam is troop withdrawal.

I flatly reject this and I have a far
better solution. :

When the Pentagon admits drug-using
soldiers have been killed that should not
have, that platoons have been put in
danger because of drug users, and that
some combat units have lost their effec-
tiveness because of drug abuse, it is time
we took steps to separate such troops
from the service and treat and rehabili-
tate them under a sound, organized pro-
gram of medical-psychiatric treatment.

Our very survival as a nation may de-
pend on such a program.

As a Washington Star editorlal writer
pointed out In September, 1870:

Perhaps the most tightly held secret—if,
indeed, the facts are known—Iis the extent to
which the use of narcotics has contributed
to America's fallure to gain a military vic-
tory in Southeast Asia.

The situation is eritical and demands
the immediate attention of both the pub-
lic and the Federal authorities. To make
matters worse, the disastrous drug sit-
uation among the troops has spilled over
into civilian life as our GI's return home.

My bill would attack the drug problem
not only in the military, but here at home
where drug abuse and dependency has
been compounded by returning service-
men who have become “dope fiends”
while serving their country.

Under present discharge procedures,
these drug-using troops are released back
onto the streets of our cities and towns,
unknown to local authorities. This is true
in my own city of New York where
“strung out” Vietnam veterans are turn-
ing up at Bellevue or in our police sta-
tions under arrest for drug-related
crimes.

My district in New York is a perfect
example of what I have been talking
about. I have had many cases of dis-
traught parents writing to me of the
problems they have encountered trying
to get help for their sons.

One particular case stands out in my
mind, of a young Army enlistee from
Staten Island who was offered drugs by
his sergeant as soon as his basic training
began. He experimented with the drugs
occasionally at first, but managed to stay
away from continued use until he was
transferred to Germany where he be-
came addicted. He requested assignment
to Vietnam, but before being sent there,
realized the difficulty that he was in and
went to an Army doctor for help.

The doctor told him to return to his
company.

He went home and asked his parents
for help.

They took him to more Army doctors
and to an Army chaplain.

No one could give him any help and,
finally, after spending the night locked
up in a cell sleeping on the floor he
attempted to take his life.

Even though he made one last desper-
ate effort to get help, none was available.

Now he is facing a court-martial for
possession of drugs although he and his
family have repeatedly requested that he
receive medical attention at the Federal
hospital at Lexington, Ky.
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In another case from my district, a
young marine was recommended for an
undesirable discharge for the use and
possession of dangerous drugs. He had
previously been reprimanded, unofficially,
by his commanding officer and advised
of his possible court-martial if he con-
tinued to use drugs. In checking out this
case the marine’s commanding officer
stated in a letter to me that the young
man was facing an appearance before
an administrative discharge hearing
board and that, to quote the colonel:

As I am sure you are aware, the Marine
Corps does not currently have facilities avail-
able for use as rehabilitation centers for the
care of drug offenders. In view of this, the
Commandant of the Marine Corps has au-
thorized discharge of habitual offenders.

If convicted by court-meartial, the dis-
charge will be punitive; that is, bad con-
duct or dishonorable.

If he receives a less than honorable
discharge the young man will have to
carry this stigma to the end of his life
because a change in discharge papers is
almost impossible to get.

This is just one of many examples of
the military’s admitted inability to cope
with this serious problem.

The armed services of the United
States are the best in the world and they
should occupy their time with their pri-
mary function, the defense of this coun-

It is too much to ask that each service
set up huge programs to rehabilitate and
treat drug abusers. That is why I have
proposed that servicemen who do become
seriously involved with drugs be made
eligible for the programs set up under the
Federal Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation
Act.

We should provide the very best of
care for all of our returning veterans and
this includes adequate treatment for drug
dependency.

That is precisely what my bill will do.

Such drug abusers would be under con-
finement which I am certain will reduce
the possibility malingerers using the law
to evade military service.

In my discussions with the Pentagon
many military men have expressed a fear
that large numbers of troops would in
fact become drug adiets in order to avoid
military service.

I strongly feel that anyone whose per-
sonality is so defective as to purposefully
make himself a drug addict, facing the
possibility of long years of hospital con-
finement, is not the type of individual
that should be allowed to wear the uni-
form of an American serviceman.

The psychiatric and medical personnel
in our Armed Forces are the best in the
world.

I have been advised by experts in the
field that it would be comparatively easy
to weed out the truly addicted service-
men who need help from those who
would feign addiction to avoid military
service.

Under present military rules, the use
of illicit' drugs is outlawed. Regulations
require that drug addicts be discharged
with something other than an honorable
discharge, Because drug addicts are
usually involved in some other form of
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misconduct—which is, in the main,
caused by their drug use—they are rou-
tinely processed out of the service for rea-
sons other than drug addiction.

The Supreme Court has recognized
that narcotic addiction is an illness
rather than a crime.

The proposition of addiction being a
medical problem is a matter of Federal
law, The Congress recognized that in 1966
when for the first time in history it pro-
vided an alternative to jail for those
Federal offenders adjudged to be addicts
and likely to be rehabilitated.

As I said at the beginning of my state-
ment, the Military Establishment has
finally accepted the distasteful fact that
drug abuse in all services, in all parts of
the world, has been increasing at a star-
tling rate and that during the last 2
years, the rate of increase of addicted
servicemen has gone literally right off the
charts.

The hit or miss, fragmented attempts
of the armed services to meet this prob-
lem have not proven successful.

The amnesty programs are not work-
ing.
That is why we in Congress must rec-
ognize the disastrous nature of the drug-
abuse problem in the military and take
immediate action to solve the problem
not only on an immediate, but on a long-
term basis.

Military leaders, combat commanders,
physicians, and psychiatrists who han-
dle this problem daily in Vietnam agree
with my approach.

They support the medical approach
toward the problem which is incorpo-
rated in the bill I introduce today be-
cause they confirm that the amnesty
programs are not working.

I have discussed this approach with
one of the Nation’s leading authorities
on the drug problem in Vietnam, Mr. Jon
Steinberg. Mr. Steinberg, who is cur-
rently the administrator of the office of
the district attorney of Philadelphia,
won a Bronze Star from the Army and a
commendation from the U.S. Congress
for his on-the-spot investigations of
drug abuse in the military, particularly
in Vietnam.

He has been deseribed on the front
page of the Christian Science Monitor
as “one of the best informed Americans”
on drug abuse in the military.

At my request, Mr. Steinberg studied
my bill and the other bills that are and
have been before the Congress which
attempt to handle the problem of drug-
addicted servicemen.

Mr. Steinberg personally told me that
“the Murphy hill is by far the best pro-
gram before the Congress to handle the
problem of drug-dependent servicemen.
Not only is it an excellent piece of legis-
lation, but when it is combined with your
recently introduced ‘Drug Dependent
Persons Rehabilitation Aet of 1971, it
will provide the most comprehensive ap-
proach to the problem of handling our
addicted and drug-dependent troops ever
available in the United States,”

Mr. Steinberg has also written to me
in a letter datec March 8, 1971, of his
support for my bill and I include the
letter at this point in the REcorbp:
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DISTRICT ATTORNEY'S OFFICE,
Philadelphia, Pa., March 8, 1971.
Hon. JoEN M, MURPHY,
Rayburn House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN MurPHY: I have read
over your proposed legislation concerning
treatment of milit: -y drug abusers. As one
who is full; aware of the deatn and de-
struction which drugs cause young Ameri-
cans, I think ihat your bill is by far the
most comprehensive of any proposed legis-
lation which I have seen on the subject.

The fact that your bill will make all of
Title 3 of the Narcotics Addict Rehabilitation
Act's civil procedures applicable in the case
of petitions filed by persons separated from
‘the service and that the Uniform Code of
Milit-ry Justice is amended so that you
have established statutory penalty provisions
applicable to drug offenscs under Title 10 of
the United States Code, make your bill the
most definitive on the subject.

I commen~ you for your forthright stand
on this most controversial subject.

I very much appreciate your efforts in be-
half of these troubled young Americans who,
without your proposals, would have no
chance for a successful future.

If I can be of any assistance to your
efforts in the future, please feel free to con-
tact me.

Sincerely,
JON STEINBERG,
Administrative Aide.

He interviewed scores of military offi-
cers about the plan I offer today and he
told me that the majority of them are
enthusiastic about the approach taken
in my bill.

Mr. Steinberg personally presented
documentation to me in the form of in-
terviews he had with these men which
shows their support for my approach.

For example: Maj. Jerome Char, the
psychiatrist for the 101st Airmobile Divi-
sion, estimated that anywhere from 40
to 50 percent of the men in his division
experiment with or are hooked on hard
drugs. In relation to that high drug use
rate, Major Char made the following ob-
servations about the amnesty program
and my bill:

(Under the Amnesty Program) a man is
supposed to turn in his drugs, seek treatment,
but there is no real treatment available for
the problem. It looks to me that the whole
philosophy is sort of moral. A man should
turn in drugs and then his conscience should
catch up with him and he just is supposed
to use his own willpower to stop using drugs.
Which is a totally ridlculous idea. To adver-
tise it (the Amnesty Program) as the answer
to the problem I think is incorrect, because
it just doesn’t work. The program (contained
in the Murphy Bill) is a very good one and
I think the authority should rest with the
medical people in the Army. If it is deter-
mined that a man is psychologically or phys-
ically addicted I think he should be medically
removed from the Army. And the program
contained in the bill would be a very good
one by trying to help these people when they
get back to the States rather than by throw-
ing them out on the streets where they have
to take drugs.

Maj. John O, Ives, psychiatrist for the
483d Air Force Hospital at Cam Ranh
Bay, does not think the amnesty program
can work either. He said:

What we are doing at the moment (with
the Amnesty Program) I do not consider at
all adequate. We offer an Amnesty Program
which consists simply of an amnesty. A per-
son is offered the chance to give himself up
in return for amnesty from prosecution for
anything he has done up to that time. After
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that the medical people see the person and
give him help in withdrawing himself from
drugs. We can do this quite effectivaly.

However, I suspect that the rates of return
to drugs are guite high. We have seen many
individuals who have returned to the drug
after being sent back to their units here in
Vietnam. We have made certaln attempts at
aftercare but these have been unsuccess-
ful. I feel guite strongly that because of the
availability of drugs here in Vietnam, that
it is difficult, extremely difficult, and almost
impossible, to treat and expect a troop who
has been on heroin to stay off heroin once
he is returned to his unit. Consequently, I
agree with Colonel Bowen's proposal that
people who have been addicted to heroin
here in Vietnam should be evacuated to the
United States as soon as possible.

Col. William Bethea, XXIV Corps sur-
geon, said the drug problem in Vietnam
is uncontrollable under existing condi-
tions for discharge and treatment. He
said:

If we took all the psychiatrists in the U.S.
Army, we wouldn't have enough medical
men to treat the drug abusers in Vietnam.

Lt. Col. Lawrence E. Ison, brigade sur-
geon, 1/5 Infantry Division, mechanized
said that drug addiction should be treated
as a medical problem, as it is in civilian
life, and said of the Murphy bill:

The discharge and treatment provisions
contained in the bill would be a great help.

Col. Jasper C. Vance, XXIV Corps pro-
vost marshal, said:

I am completely against giving a man a
dishonorable discharge for his drug use. It's
a medical problem. We owe it to the man
and to our country.

Col. George A. Robinson, Commander
of the 355 Tactical Fighter Wing, Air
Force, said the existing policy of dis-
charge for military drug abusers is not
acceptable. He said:

We wait and allow a man to get in more
serious trouble until we can get rid of him
by dumping him on soclety where he’ll even
get into bigger trouble.

Maj. Richard Cameron, the 1st Air
Cavalry Division psychiatrist, claimed
that the amnesty program does not work,
and as to treatment which could work,
he said:

(The Amnesty Program) sort of reminds
me of how we are approaching pollution in
the United States. The Army for years has
been sort of painting its own house, sort of
dumping these people back in soclety, and
I certainly think that we have to do more.
I'm not sure this 1s the Army's job, but
I think the civillan community has to do
something with these people.

Col. Clotilde D. Bowen, the USARV
psychiatric consultant who is the top
military psychiatrist in Vietnam, said:

Certainly the military cannot do it here
(treat drug addicts) in Vietnam. I would
think the only possibility would be to return
these people to the States, with the possi-
bility that they would have some center there
or some type of organization there to treat
these people. But I don't think that this is
really the mission of the Army, that is the
point. Yes I do agree with this approach
(that recommended in the Murphy bill).
I think the one thing that we would have to
watch In Vietnam though would be to carry
out testing to be sure that they are truly
addicted to drugs . . . We do have some of
these things available to us. We are getting
Naline in the country, and we are going to
be using 1t to test if people are truly addicted.
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Mr. Speaker, I believe that the need
for this legislation is well documented.
The military is not particularly equipped
to become involved in long-range pro-
grams of drug rehabilitation and this bill,
if enacted into law, will provide the
needed flexibility in Department of De-
fense drug abuse policy, which will bene-
fit both the services and the drug-ad-
dicted or dependent servicemen.

In summary, Mr. Speaker, my bill pro-
vides—

For the physical disability separation
from service of drug-dependent and
drug-addicted military personnel;

For their civil commitment to treat-
ment under the Narcotic Addict Reha-
bilitation Act of 1966, and

For penalties for drug offenses that are
commensurate with those provided for in
the Comprehensive Drug Abuse Preven-
tion and Control Act of 1970,

My bill will make all of title ITT of the
Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation Act's
civil procedures applicable in the case of
petitions filed by persons separated from
the service. This means that it provides
for the same hearing and examination
that NARA provides.

Further, in my bill, the Uniform Code
of Military Justice is amended so that, in
effect, I have established statutory pen-
alty provisions applicable to drug of-
fenses under section 934 of title 10 of
the United States Code.

I feel the same progressive freatment
of young drug offenders we provided for
in the new drug law Congress passed in
1970 should apply to our young service-
men as well.

A 19-year-cold serviceman who is an
addict should receive the same treatment
as a 19-year-old civilian.

Justice dictates that we do no less.

I understand a Member of the other
body has introduced a companion bill
similar to mine and I welcome his in-
terest in this problem. I would suggest
he study my bill, and incorporate the
more comprehensive features of it into
the final version of any legislation acted
upon by the Senate.

I urge that this bill be given the earn-
est consideration of each Member and
that it be enacted without undue delay.

THE 18-YEAR-OLD VOTE BY LAW OR
BY USURPATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Louisiana (Mr, RARICK) is rec-
ognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. RARICEK. Mr. Speaker, we will
shortly be called upon to vote on House
Joint Resolution 223, the 18-year-old
vote amendment to the Constitution
giving State legislatures an opportunity
to decide whether or not they will ratify
a constitutional amendment to apply the
18-year-old vote fo the States.

The present status of the 18-year-old
vote is uncertain inasmuch as the Su-
preme Court by a 5-to-4 decision had
earlier ruled that Congress could by stat-
ute amend the Constitution as to itself
but not to the States.

Members of this body, some members
of the Supreme Court, and even the Pres-
ident of the United States are well aware




6772

of the grave threat created by the
passage of such an unconstitutional
piece of legislation. The original enact-
ment evidenced a complete breakdown
in the constitutional system. First, Con-
gress passed the measure. Second, the
President signed the bill that even he re-
garded unconstitutional; and finally, the
High Court bowed to media-created
“public opinion” and by one vote con-
firmed such patently illegal legislation—
a classic display of buckpassing.

An organization known as the Defend-
ers of the American Constitution. Inc.,
remaining neutral on the merits ‘ut'
eranting the 18-year-old vote, has dis-
tributed & most informative and respon-
sible statement calling for the repeal of
section 302 of the Voting Rights Act
Amendments of 1970—the la-yegr-old
vote by legislation—and the placing of
the 18-year-old vote issue before the
Congress and the State legislatures in the
form of a proposed constitutional
amendment as is the proper method to
legally amend the Constitution of the
United States pursuant to the terms of
our basic law.

I include the statement and accom-
panying papers in the Recorp at this
point and commend their perusal by my
colleagues:

DEFENDERS OF THE AMERICAN CONSTITUTION,
INC., ANNANDALE, VA., FEBRUARY 15, 1971
(Statement urging State leglislatures to me-
morialize the Congress)

(1) To repeal, as usurpatious, Section 302
of the Voting Rights Act Amendments of
1970, and

(2) To place before the States a proposed
constitutional amendment for approval by
three-fourths thereof to authorize persons
from 18 to 20, both inclusive, the right to
vote in all federal, state and local elections?

I, INTRODUCTION

The Defenders of the American Constitu-
tion, Incorporated (hereinafter called “The
Defenders™) is grateful for the opportunity
to present this Statement which discusses
what leading constitutional scholars and ex-
perts, and other informed persons must sure-
1y regard as the most serious threat to con-
stitutional government in the United States
during the past century.

The Defenders is not a political, activistic
organization. It takes no position on politi-
cal pollicy questions, as such. It is an asso-
ciation of concerned citizens who are dedi-
cated to the preservation of the Constitution
and constitutional government in the United
States. It is a non-profit, education and in-
formational organization.

The Defenders does not support or oppose
the policy involved as to whether 18-year-
olds should be fully recognized as qualified
and authorized to vote in all elections, fed-
eral and state. It does oppose any method to
accomplish this, other than through estab-
lished constitutional means,

The Defenders expresses its views (1) as to
the manner in which the United States Con-
gress, attempted by statute, instead of
through an appropriate proposed amend-
ment to the Constitution, to extend to 18-
year-olds the right to vote in all elections;
(2) the failure of President Nixon to record
in our constitutional history presidential ob-
jection to this usurpation of power by a veto
of the Voting Rights Act Amendments of
1870, in order to influence a removal of this
unsupportable provision from the Act and
(3) the lack of constiutional justification
with which the Supreme Court rendered

Footnotes at end of article.
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valid, in so far as federal elections are con-
cerned this dangerous and unconstitutional
procedure.

The Defenders urge that our legislators
fully realize the dangerous implication of
the recent federal action on this matter and
to recommend that our legislatures, in their
wisdom, take appropriate action by resolu-
tion to memorialize Congress to repeal the
statutory provision and to enact a proposed
constitutional amendment for ratification by
the States to authorize the 18-year-old vote.

II. CONSTITUTIONAL POWER TO FIX AGE QUALIFI-
CATION OF VOTERS IS VESTED SOLELY IN THE
STATES BY THE UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION
Article I, section 2, United States Constitu-

tion, reads as follows:

“The House of Representatives shall be
composed of Members chosen every second
Year by the People of the several States, and
the Electors in each State shall have the
Qualifications requisite for Electors of the
most numerous Branch of the State Legis-
lature.”

Article II, sectlon 1, United States Con-
stitution, reads as follows:

“Each State shall appoint, in such Manner
as the Legislature thereof may direct, a Num-
ber of Electors, equal to the whole Number
of Senators and Representatives to which
the State may be entitled in the Congress:
but no Senator or Representative, or Person
holding an Office of Trust or Profit under the
United States, shall be appointed an Elec-
tor.”

The 17th Amendment, United States Con-
stitution. reads as follows:

“The electors in each State (for the elec-
tion of Senators) shall have the qualifications
requisite for electors of the most numerous
branch of the State legislature.”

The 10th Amendment, United States Con-
stitution, reads as follows:

“The powers not delegated to the United
States by the Constitution, nor prohibited
by it to the States, are reserved to the States
respectively, or to the people.”

‘The power of the States to set voting quali-
fications is subject only to the limitations of
the three amendments, respecting abridg-
ment based on race or sex, and the limitation
on the imposition of poll taxes, and of the
14th Amendment, respecting denial of equal
application of the laws. Bubject only to pro-
hibiting legislation to enforce these four
limitations, Congress has no authority what-
ever over voting.

IIT. LEGISLATIVE, EXECUTIVE AND JUDICIAL ERROR

(a) Legislative Usurpation

Not once in the almost 200 years of our
existence as a nation, until 1970, when it
enacted Section 302 of the Voting Rights Act
Amendments of 1970, intended to lower to 18
the right to vote in all elections, federal, state,
and local, had Congress attempted by statute
to change basic voting qualifications.® It had
been consistently and uniformly recognized
by everyone that no such basic change in
voting qualifications could be established,
except through the adoption of constitutional
amendments, under the procedures provided
under Article V of the Constitution.

It was deemed necessary to proceed by con-
stitutional amendment to eliminate restric-
tions on voting by reason of race in 1870
{Amendment XV); as to sex in 1920 (Amend-
ment XIX); and for fallure to pay state poll
taxes in 1964 (Amendment XXIV).

On March 4, 1970, two days after the bill
HR 4240 to extend the Voting Rights Act of
1965 for an additional period of five years
(first passed by the House on Dec. 11, 1969)
became the pending business of the Senate,
the Majority leader, Senator Mansfield (on
behalf of Senators Magnuson, Kennedy and
himseli) offered an amendment, as a ‘‘rider”,
to lower the voting age by statute to 18 in all
elections—{federal, state and local.

No such proposal to proceed by way of
statute had been considered, much less ap-
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proved, in the House; and no such proposal
had been favorably reported to the Senate by
the responsible Senate Committee on the
Judiciary, although the question of the con-
stitutionality of proceeding by statute to
grant the vote to those above 18 was being
considered by two of its subcommittees
{Constitutional Rights and Constitutional
Amendments) at the very time when the
“rider” was offered by Senator Mansfield.

The scheme, thus to circumvent the estab-
lished amending process of the Constitution
was not conceived by Senator Mansfield, not
himself a lawyer, but a fair man, unlikely to
suggest such a devlous procedure. It was con-
ceived and masterminded by the then As-
sistant Majority Leader, Senator Edward M.
Kennedy. When he appeared before the Sen-
ate Subcommittee on Constitutional Rights
on February 24, 1870, and, only eight days
before it was offered on the Senate floor, first
disclosed his objective publicly, Senator
Kennedy said: "I have consulted with inter-
ested Sentaors and have raised the guestion
whether an 18-year-old vote amendment to
the voting rights bill should be considered.”
(Emphasis added.)

This constitutionally destructive Mans-
field-Magnuson-Eennedy “rider” was agreed
to in the Senate on March 12, 1870 by a
whopping vote of 64-17, showing the extent
of the stampede which Senator Kennedy had
been able to activate.

During the eulogistic exchange, after the
Senate had been stampeded into acceptance,
Senator Mansfield sald, concerning the 18-
year-old statutory amendment, "It was
through the initial efforts of Senator Ken-
nedy, I might say, that the ldea of estab-
lishing by statute the vote for 18-year-old
was developed ™ (Emphasis added.)

Among others whom Senator Mansflield
singled out for commendation “on the vie-
tory (they) may truly cherish,” as Senator
Mansfield characterized it, were BSenators
Magnuson, Bayh, Cook and Randolph, all
ultra-liberal EKennedy supporters for the
achievement of such goals.

On April 1, 1970, well before the Senate
substitute for the House bill was considered
by the House, in a letter to the Editor of
the New York Times, published on April 4,
1970, six members of the Yale Law School
Faculty, all recognized constitutional ex-
perts (Bickel, Black, Bork, Ely, Pollock and
Rostow) completely supported the declared
opposition by the Justice Department to the
pending proposal, to lower the voting age in
all elections, federal, state and local to 18 by
statute, as unconstitutional. (A copy of the
letter is attached.)

The Defenders, after an in depth study
of the constitutional problem invelved, fully
concur with those who conclude that to pro-
ceed by statute to extend to those over 18
the right to vote in both so-called national
and state elections is unconstitutional. That
considered conclusion is entertained by the
vast majority of leading scholars and con-
stitutional experts in our country, It is, like-
wise, the judgment of the recognized lead-
ing constitutional expert in the Senate, Sen-
ator Sam Ervin of North Carolina, who on
several occaslons on the Senate floor elo-
quently expressed sound constitutional ob-
Jjections to that effect.

But the stampede in Congress was now in
full swing and no amount of warning, could
bring the congressional herd under control.
The House did not even consider, much less
demand, a conference with the Senate on
the extensive changes the Senate had made
in the House bill. It avolided a conference be-
cause of fear by the House leadership that a
conference would result in defeat of the
legislation. Instead, the House proceeded un-
der a rule, obtalned from the cooperative
Rules Committee strictly limiting debate,
under which the Senate amendments were
accepted by the House on June 17, 1970 and
sent to the President for signature, after
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seanty. debate on the 18-year-old ‘rider”,
concerning which then House Majority
Leader, now Speaker, Carl Albert sald:

“The constitutional amendment route is
not under the present circumstances a viable
alternative of congressional statutory action.
All of us know that. There is absolutely no
chance whatscever of getting such a con-
stitutional amendment passed by the Con-
gress and ratified by the necessary three-
fourths ‘of the States prior to the 1972 presi-
dential elections.” *

Throughout the far too brief debates on
this dangerous measure in both the Senate
and the House, Senator Kennedy and other
senators and congressmen spoke in similar
vein, evidencing on their part a conviction
that insufficient support existed throughout
the country to accomplish their purpose
through ratification of a constitutional
amendment by three-fourths of the state leg-
islatures, as required by Article V of the
Constitution. They, thus, demonstrated a dis-
trust of the people and the legislatures in
their desire to impose their views upon the
people, by statute, against their will?

To summarize, what Congress did, under
the Kennedy scheme, was to accomplish, what
many people throughout the United States
believe to be good, in an evil manner. In so
doing it set the stage for what has turned
out to be an unsupportable and unaccepta-
ble Supreme Court decisior.

(b) Executive surrender

Duripg the consideration of this matter in
the Senate, President Nixon informally urged
the senatorial leaders not to adopt a staiu-
tory course to extend to 18-year-olds the
right to vote. He urged the Senate to proceed
by way of constitutional amendment and ex-
pressed his conviction that to do otherwise
would be in violation of the constitutional
amending pracess,

After the Senate had passed the statutory
provision, in an attempt to cause its rejec-
tion by the House of Representatives, Presi-
dent Nixon on April 27, 1970 addressed a let-
ter to Speaker McCormack, Majority Leader
Albert, and Minority Leader Ford, elaborately
outlining the constitutional objections to
enactment of this provision by statute and in
which he urged: (1) “that the 18-year-old
rider be separated from the bill extending the
Voting Rights Act,” and that (2) “the voting
rights bill be approved,” and that (3) “Con-
gress proceed expeditiously to secure the vote
for the Nation's 18-, 18-, and 20-year-olds in
the one way that is plainly provided for in
the Constitution, and the one way that will
leave no doubt as to its validity; by Consti-
tutional amendment,” (A copy of the Presl-
dent’s letter is attached.)

When the enrolled bill was received by the
President, he should have returned it to Con-
gress with an emphatic veto message to be-
come part of the comstitutional history of
the United States to stand as an enduring de-
fense of the amending process. Instead, he
surrendered. On June 22, 1970, when he
signed the bill, he merely accompanied his
action with a “Statement of the President.”
(A copy is attached.)

(e) Judicial circumuvention

On December 21, 1870, in what was prob-
ably the most incredibly bizarre “opinion”
ever rendered by the Supreme Court, Justice
Black announced the Court's judgment in
the case of Oregon v. Mitchell in the follow~
ing language:

“For the reasons set out in Part I of this
opinion, I believe Congress can fix the age of

voters In national elections, such as congres-,

sional, senatorial Vice-Presidential and Presi-
dentisl elections, but cannot set the voting
age in state and local elections. For reasons
expressed in separaté opinions, my Brothers

Footnotes at end of article.
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Douglas, Brennan, White, and Marshall join
me in concluding that Congress can enfran-
chise 18-year-old citizens in national elee-
tions, but dissent from the judgment that
Congress cannot extend the franchise to 18-
year-old citizens in state and local elections.
For reasons expressed in separate opinions,
my PBrothers The Chief Justice, Harlan,
Stewart, and Blackmun join me in conclud-
ing that Congress cannot interfere with the
age for voters set by the States for state and
local elections. They, however, dissent from
the judgment that Congress can control
voter qualifications in Tfederal electlon. In
summary, it is the judgment of the Court
that the 18-year-old vote provisions of the
Voting Rights Amendments of 1970 are con-
stitutional and enforceable insofar as they
pertain to federal electlons and unconstitu-
tional and unenforceable insofar as they per-
tain to state and local elections.”

On December 30, 1970, nine days after the
Justices of the Supreme Court had in *five
wide-ranging opinions . . . churned the law
on voting qualifications into a chaotic state™
Merlo J. Pusey concluded an article, in the
Washington Post, entitled “Court's Clouding
of the 18-Year-Old Vote" by saying:

“In any event, the performance of the
Supreme Court is a shabby sequel to a shabby
gesture in Congress. The clean and proper
way to lower the voting age to 18 was, and
is, a constitutional amendment. After all the
squirming and twisting and inflation of elas-
tic language, an amendment is still necessary.
Much confusion and weakening of constitu-
tional safeguards could have been avoided
by approaching this reform in the right way
in the first place. The court should have been
spared the unguestioned wound it has in-
filcted upon itself.” (A copy of the Pusey
article is attached.)

The extent of this constitutional mon-
strosity must have come as a complete sur-
prise and a deep disappointment to many
members of Congress for they had apparently
concluded, as apparently eight members of
the Court concluded, that the qualifications
for voters In federal and state elections are
firmly bound together by the provisions of
Article I, Section 2, of, and the Seventeenth
Amendment to, the Constitution and that to
alter the qualifications for voting in federal
electlons would require alteration of the
qualifications of those voting in state elec-
tions.

Justice Black also recognized that the Con-
stitution nad tied yoter quallfications in both
federal and state elections together. He then
tore them apart in .one of the strangest
Judicial performances in Supreme Court his-
tory.

In his separate opinion, which none of his
brethren shared, Justice Black relled upon
Article I, Section 4, of the Constitution which
reads, in part, as follows:

“The times, places and manner of holding
elections for senators and representatives
shall be prescribed in each state by the legis-
lators, thereof, but the Congress may at any
time "by law make or alter such regula-
fion 15"

Justice Black attempts to find his prin-
cipal support by rellance upon this language
in former Chief Justice Hughes' discussion
of congressional power under Section 4 of
Article I in the case of Smiley v. Holm, 285
U.8. 355 (1932) in which Chlef Justice Hughes
stated:

“The subject matter is the ‘tlmes, places
and manner of holding elections for Senators
and Representatives” It cannot be doubted
that these comprehensive words embrace au-
thority to provide a complete code for con-
gressional elections, not only as to times and
places, but in relation to notices, registration,
supervision of voting, protection of voters,

prevention of fraud and corrupt practices

counting of votes, duties of Inspectors and
canvassers, and making and publication of
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election returns; in short, to enact the nu-
merous requirements as to procedure and
safeguards which experience shows are neces-
sary in order to enforce the fundamental
right involved . . ."”

Justice Black then tries to read “guali-
ficatlons' of voters into this language, but
nowhere is it used. Neither Congress, nor the
Courts bave ever so construed this lan-
guage.

Justice Stewart declared in his opinion in
which The Chief Justice and Justice Blacks
mun joined that the word “manner” can
hardly be read to mean “qualifications” for
voters, pointing out that the word *“quali-
fications” was used in Article I, Section 2,
and stated “It is plain, in short, that when
the Framers meant qualifications they
sald ‘qualifications’.”” He also made it clear
that the Framers did not authorize Congress
to modify this section, pointing out that this
matter was thoroughly discussed by Madi-
son, Mason and others in the Constitutional
Convention . which decided against giving
Congress power to fix other qualifications.
He also stated that the Committee on Detall
voted seven to one against a motion to let
Congress have such power, Hamilton noted
in “The Federalist'’ that the guallfications
of voters in congressional elections ‘‘are
defined and fixed in the Constitution and
are unalterable by the legislature."

In the light of these facts how. can cre-
dence be placed in Justice Black's interpreta-
tion that the word “manner” includes the
word “qualifications”, so as to authorize Con-
gress to override state action In the estab-
lishiment of woter qualifications, as author-
ized to States in four provisions of the Con-
stitution.

Justices Brennan, White, and Marshall
(with Justice Douglas concurring in & sep-
arate opinion) held that the equal protec-
tion clause of the Fourteenth Amendment
may be made broad enough through distor-
tion In the application of Sectlon 5, its en-
forcement provision, to override any state
law with which Congress disagrees, as to
the qualifications of voters in both féederal
and State elections, without a finding that
such state laws discriminate against anyone
in violation of the substantive provisions
of the equal protection of the laws.

They hold that the powers granted Con-
gress by Section 5 of the Fourteenth Amend-
ment  to “enforce” the Equal Protection
Clause are “the same broad powers expressed
in the Necessary and Proper Clause, Article
I, Section 8, Clause 18", as stated in Katzen-
bach v. Morgan, 384 U.S. 641, 650. There it
was stated “correctly viewed Section 5 is a
positive grant of legislative power author-
izing Congress to exercise its discretion in
determining whether and what legislation
is needed to secure the guarantees of the
Fourteenth Amendment.”

Justice Black stated that Justice Bren-
nan's opinion, if carried to its logical con-
clusion, would, under the guise of insuring
equal protection, blot out all state power,
leaving all 50 states little more than im-
potent figureheads, if applied to State and
local elections. That is inescapably true, but
it is also equally true, when applied to so-
called national elections, absent invidious
discrimination.

Justices Stewart, Chief Justice Burger, and
Justice Blackmun argued that the Constitu-
tion vests voter qualifications for State elec-
tions in the States to determine, but they
disagreed with Justice Black that Congress
can override the States, except in cases of
invidious diserimination among those other-
wise fully entitled to vote.

Justice Black made two other observations
which raise serious questions:

(1) He appears to conclude that, since Ar-
ticle I, Section 4 (as he Interprets it) gives
to the federal government supervisory power
to set qualifications of voters in national
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elections, *the Equal Protection Clause of the
Fourteenth Amendment was never infended
to destroy States' power to govern themselves
making the Nineteenth and the Twenty-
fourth Amendment superfiuous.” He appears
+0 mean that what was done by these amend-
ments could have been accomplished by
statutes, If that were true, then by the same
reasoning, the Thirteenth and Fourteenth
Amendments, taken together, made the Fif-
teenth Amendment, llkewise, superfiuous.
These amendments were drafted and proc-
essed by substantially the same members of
Congress. That being the’'case, would not the
congressional leaders at that time have
known that the Fifteenth Amendment was
superfluous and thus have saved themselves
a great deal of time and work? And would
not such & concluslon make Justice Black’s
conecurring and dissenting opinion in South
Carolina v. Hatzenbach rather superfluous
too?

(2) Justice Black seems to Infer that, if
Congress could make a finding, supported
by substantial evidence, that young black
people, less than 21 years old, have been dis-
criminated against as a class by denying
them the right to vote, this could make for
them a stronger case than young white voters
who have no specific amendment like the
Fifteenth Amendment to protect them. If
that be true, and that theory advanced, as
was done in South Carolina v. Katzenbach,
then where would Justice Black suggest that
the age limitation line be drawn? It seems
clear that 1t 'could hardly be drawn any-
where, even as to babes In arms, since, if
discrimination existed at all it-would apply
to all—at all ages. There would then be no
way to differentiate between them since
literacy tests have been abolished through-
out the United States by the Voting Rights
Act Amendments of 1970.

As Bollgitor General, Justice Marshall su-
pervised and participated in the preparation
of the brlefs for and argued the case in Katz-
enbach v. Morgan to overcome the unan-
imous judgment of a 3-judge District Court,
declaring Section 4(e) of the Voting Rights
Act of 1965 unconstitutional. That case was
the sole basis on which he, Justice Marshall,
and three of his brethren declared that pro-
vision of law was constitutional. Justice
Marshall could hardly have been unblesed
in Qregon v. Mitchell, in view of the cir-
cumstances, no matter how conscientiously
he might have siriven to be such. It s sug-
gested that he should have disqualified him-
self, for he who sits In judgment of such
matters, should not only be without bias,
but he should not even allow the appear-
ance of bias. Time has not permitted a search
of the records, but it would be incredible
were one who might search them not to find
instances where former attorneys general
and former solicitors general had disquall-
fied themselves under similar circumstances
and in this respect former Attorney General
and Supreme Court Justice Tom Clark, who
was very careful about such matters, come
to mind.

There are many reasons why the Supreme
Court should reconsider and reverse its de-
termination that Congress has power to alter
voting age qualifications for federal elections,
either upon rehearing or on the basis of &
new case. A motion for rehearing in Teras
v. Mitchell, one of the associated cases, was
filed, on January 14, 1971, on behalf of Dawn
P. German, a citizen and resident of Texas,
19 years of age, who desires to ask the Court
to extend to her the right to vote in state
elections.

IV, RECOMMENDATION

The Defenders recommends that each State
legislature enact an appropriate resolution *
memorializing the Congreéss of the United
States: . i

(1) To repeal as usurpatious, Section 302
of the Voting Rights Act Amendments of
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1970 (SBec. 302, Pub. L. 91-285, 84 Stat. 314)
and

(2) To place before the States a proposed
constitutional amendment for approval by
three-fourths thereof to authorize persons
from 18 to 20, both inclusive, the right to
vote in all federal, state and local elections®

FOOTNOTES

i Prepared by Franz O. Willenbucher, Cap-
tain USN (Ret.), 7803 Overhill Road, Beth-
esda, Maryland 20014, whose doctorate in
jurisprudence (Georgetown University 1937)
was based upon constitutional and legisla-
tive interpretation. Presented to the Senate
Committee on Judicial Procedures, Maryland
General Assembly (Jan. 21, 1871) and the
Committee on Privileges and Elections, House
of Delegates, Virginia General Assembly (Feb.
4, 1971). To be distributed to the legislatures
of the remaining 48 states.

*The Voting Rights Act of 1965, enacted
under the power of Congress, granted In Sec-
tlon 2 of the 156th Amendment, dealt with
racial discriminations among members of a
class all otherwise fully qualified to vote and
did not create basically a new class of voters.
Section 302 of the Voting Rights Act Amend-
ments of 1970 was a congressional attempt
by statute to create a new class of voters by
enfranchizing persons above 18 to vote in
all elections, federal, state and local, no dis-
eriminations, theretofore, having existed
among them.

3This pragmatical conclusion caused con-
gressional leaders to adopt-a procedure they
should have known was unconstitutional and
dangerous. Senator Holland on March 18,
1070, stated on the Senate floor (Cong. Rec.
3/13/70, p. 7346) that the voters of 11 Btates
had voted down proposals to lower their vot-
ing age qualification to 18. He sald: “I have
placed a list of these'1l States (Hawall,
Idaho, Md., Mich., Neb,, ND., N.J., N.¥,, Ohio,
Okla,, 8D.) in the Record a few 'days'ago,
and I think the Record shows with great
force that the majority of the people in those
States which lie in all parts of the United
States have expressed very clearly their dis-
approval of the granting of voting to 18-year-
old citizens"” .

Senator Holland’s statement was made on
March 13, 1970. Eight months later, during
the November 1970 elction, 10 of 15 states
voted down such proposals (Colo.,, Conn.,
Fla., Hawall, Ill., Mich., Minn., N.J., 8D,
Wash.) Therefore, the number of Btates
which have rejected such proposals stands
at 17. Four states have twice rejected such
proposals (Hawail, Mich., N.J., 8D.).

Three states allow vote at 18 (Ga. 1943, Ky.
1855, Alas, 1970), four at 19 (Mass, Minn,,
Mont., Wyo.—=all 1870), three at 20 (Hawail
1059, Me, 1970, Neb. 1970). Total only 10 of
50. Only 13 States needed to prevent ratifica-
tion of a congressional amendment.

‘A copy of House Joint Resolution 68, in-
troduced on February 11, 1871 in the Virginia
General Assembly, passed its House of Dele-
gates without dissent and its Senate, on
February 28, 1971 with only two dissenting
votes has so memorialized the members. of
\ts _delegation In the Congress of the United
States, is attached.

fgenator Jennings Randolph (D-W.Va.)
has introduced in the present Congress, Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 7 which has for its pur-
pose the establishment of the right to vote
for all persons in the [United States aged
18 to 20, both inclusive.

[Prom the New York Times, Apr. 5, 1870]
AMENDMENT FAVORED FOR LOWERING
VoTiNG AcE

To the Eprror: As Thé Times has reported,
the Justice Department opposes, as uncon-
stitutional, the pending proposal to lower the
voting age In national and state elections to
18 by statute.

As constitutional lawyers—some of whom
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favor and some of whom oppose lowering the
voting age, and none of whom counts him-
self a knee-jerk partisan of all Justice De-
partment positions—we belleve the Depart.
ment is right on this very important con-
stitutional issue. Our reasons are these:

1. Within broad limits, the Constitution
leaves states free to set qualifications for par-
ticipation in national and state elections. The
limits are these: Those qualified to vote Yor
the most numerous branch of the state leg-
islature must be permitted to vote for Rep-
resentatives and Senators.

No would-be voter can be excluded from
any-election on grounds of race (the 15th
Amendment) or sex (the 19th Amendment).
And no state can impose a poll tax in any
national election (the 24th Amendment) or,
in any electlon, prescribe a voting qualifica-
tion so invidious or irrational as to be a
denial of the equal protection of the laws
(Section 1 of the 14th Amendment).

2. Those who believe Congress cen lower
the voting age by statute argue in substance
that Congress can declare that the 48 states
with a minimum voting age of 21 are denying
younger would-be voters the equal protection
of the laws.

Reliance is placed on Eatzenbach y. Mor-
gan, where the Supreme Court sustained a
Federal statute barring states from denying
the vote to Americans of Puerto Rican origin
literate in Spanish but not in English. Eatz-
enbach v. Morgan makes sense as part.of the
main stream of 14th Amendment litigation,
policing state restrictions on ethnic minori-
tles. But it has little apparent application to
a restriction affecting all young Americans in
46 states.

3. There is a further, and to us conelusive,
reason why Eatzenbach v. Morgan is unavall-
ing: The long-ignored Sectlion 2 of the 14th
Amendment explicitly recognizes the age of
21 as a presumptive bench mark Yor entry
into the franchise. It surpasses bellef that
the Constitution authorizes Congress to de-
fine the 14th Amendment’s equal-protection
clause s0 as to outlaw what the Amendment’s
next section approves.

A statute lowering the voting age would
raise the expectations of ten million young
Americans—expectations likely to be dashed
by a judicial determination that the statute
is unconstitutional, This lends point to the
fact that when heretofore the nation decided
upon a fundamental change In the composi-
tion of the electorate, the consensus was em-
bodied, in permanent and unchallengable
form, in a constitutional amendment: One
hundred years ago the 156th Amendment, en-
franchising blacks, was added to the Con-
stitution.

Fifty years ago the 18th Amehdment, en-
franchising women, was added to the Consti-
tution. If, in 1970, the nation is ready to wel-
come into the political process Americans
who have reached the age of 18, Congress
should, in fidellty to our constitutional tradi-
tione, submit to the states for ratification a
new constitutional amendment embodying
that new consensus.

ALEXANDER M. BIiCKEL,
CHARLES L. BLACK, Jr.,
RoseRT H. Bori,

Joaw HarT ELY,

Louis H. POLLAK,

EuGeNE V. RosTov,

New Haven, April 1, 1870.

(Note.—~The writers are members of the
faculty at Yale Law School.)

TeXT OF A LETTER FROM THE PRESIDENT TO
SPEAKER MCCORMACK, MAJORITY LEADER
ALBERT, AND MINORITY LEADER FORD

- A constitutional issue of great importance

Is currently before the House. As you know,

the Senate has attached to the bill modify-

ing and extending the Voting Rights Act of

1965 a rider that purports to enable Ameri-

cans between the ages of 18 and 21 to vote in

Federal, State and local elections.
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I say “purports™ because I believe it would
not in fact confer the vote. I believe that it
represents an unconstitutional assertion of
Congressional authority in an area specifi-
cally reserved to the States, and that it there-
fore would not stand the test of challenge
in the courts. This belief is shared by many
of ‘the Nation's leading constitutional
scholars.

I strongly favor the 18-year-old vote. I
strongly favor enactment of the Voting
Rights Bill. But these are entirely separate
issues, each of which deserves conslderation
on its own merits. More important, each
needs to be dealt with in a way that is con-
stitutionally permissible—and therefore, in
& way that will work,

Because the issue s now before the House,
I wish to invite the urgent attention of the
Members to the grave constitutional ques-
tions involved in the 18-year-old vote rider,
and to the possible consequences of ignoring
those questions.

STATUTE VERSUS CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT

The matter immediately at issue is not
whether 18-year-olds should be given the
vote, but how: by simple statute, or by con-
stitutional amendment.

The argument for attempting it by statute
is one of expediency. It appears easier and
auicker.

The constitutional amendment route is
admittedly more cumbersome, but it does
appear that such an amendment could be
readily approved. A resolution proposing
such an amendment already has been in-
troduced In the Senate, sponsored by two-
thirds of the members, the same number re-
quired for passage. Sentiment in the House
seems strongly in favor. Some contend that
ratification would be a long and uncertain
process. However, public support for the 18-
year-old vote has been growing, and certain-
1y the submission to the States of a constitu-
tional amendment, passed by two-thirds of
both Houses and endorsed by the President,
would provide powerful additional momen-
tum. An historical footnote is pertinent:
when the women’'s suffrage amendment was
proposed In 1919, many /saild the States
would never go along—but ratification was
completed in less than 15 months.

If the Senate provision is passed by the
Congress, and if it is later declared uncon-
stitutional by the courts, it will have im-
mense and possibly disastrous effects.

At the very least, it will have raised false
hopes among millions of young people—led
by the Congress to believe they had been
given the vote, only to discover later that
what the Congress had purported to confer
was not In its power to give.

It will have cost valuable time, during
which a constitutional amendment could
have been submitted to the States and the
process of ratification gone forward. It
would almost certainly mean that the 18-
year-old vote could not be achieved before
the 1972 election.

Beyond this, there looms the very real
possibility that the outcome of thousands
of State and local elections, and possibly
even the mext national election, could be
thrown in doubt: because if those elections
took place before the process of judicial re-
view had been completed, no one could know
for sure whether the votes of those under
21 had been legally cast. It takes little imagi-
nation to realize what this could mean. The
Nation could be confronted with a crisis of
the first magnitude. The possibility that a
Presidential election, under our present sys-
tem, could be thrown into the House of Rep-
resentatives is widely regarded as dangerous,
but suppose that a probably unconstitu-
tional grant of the 18-year-old vote left the
membership of the House unsettled as well?

The Senate measure contains a provision
seeking an early test of its constitutionality,
but there can be no guarantee that such a
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test would actually be completed before elec-
tions took place. And the risk of chaos, if
it were not completed, Is real.

THE CONSTITUTIONAL QUESTIONS

On many things the Constitution is am-
biguous. On the power to set voting quali-
fications, however, the Constitution is clear
and precise; within certain specified lim-
its, this power belongs to the States. Three
separate provisions vest this power with the
States: Article I, Section 2 (election of mem-
bers of the House of Representatives), the
Tenth Amendment (reserved powers) and
the Seventeenth Amendment (direct election
of Senators) all lodge this power with the
States. There are four provisions placing lim=-
itations on this power: the vote cannot be
limited on grounds of race (the Fifteenth
Amendment), sex (the Nineteenth Amend-
ment), or failure to pay a poll tax (the
Twenty-Fourth Amendment); nor can States
impose voting qualifications so arbitrary, in-
vidious or irrational as to constitute a de-
nial of equal protection of the laws (the
Fourteenth Amendment).

Advocates of the proposal that passed the
Senate rely on the power given Congress
under the Fourteenth Amendment to en-
force equal protection of the laws, and par-
ticularly on the Supreme Court's 1966 deci-
sion in the case of Katzenbach v. Morgan.
This case upheld Federal legislation enfran-
chising residents of New York who had at-
tended school in Puerto Rico, and who were
literate in Spanish but not in English. How-~
ever, I do not believe that the Court's deci-
sion in Katzenbach v. Morgan authorizes
the power now asserted by the Senate to en-
franchise young people. Neither do I believe
it follows that because Congress has power
to suspend literacy tests for voting through-
out the Nation, as the new Voting Rights
Act would do, it has power also to decide for
the entire Nation what the proper age quali-
fication should be.

Where Puerto Ricans were denied the right
to vote, the Court could readily conclude
that there had been discriminatory treat-
ment of an ethnic minority. This was espe-
clally so because of the particular circum-
stances of those whose rights were at issue:
U.S. citizens by birth, literate in Spanish,
but not in English because thelr schools,
though under the American flag, had used
Spanish as the language of Instruction.

Similarly with literacy tests, the Court
already has upheld the right of Congress to
bar their use where there is presumptive
evidence that they have been used in a
discriminatory fashion. If, Congress now
finds that literacy tests everywhere impose
a special burden on the poor and on large
numbers of black Americans, and for this
reason abolishes literacy tests everywhere,
it is using the same power which was up-
held when the Court sustained the Voting
Rights Act of 1965.

To go on, however, and maintain that the
2l-year voting age is discriminatory in a
constitutional sense is a giant leap. This
limitation—as I believe—may be no longer
justified, but it certainly is neither capri-
clous nor irrational. Even to set the limit
at 18 is to recognize that it has to be set
somewhere. A 2l-year voting age treats all
alike, working no invidious distinction
among groups or classes, It has been the
tradition in this country since the Constitu-
tion was adopted, and it was the standard
even before, 1t still is maintained by 46 of
the 50 states; and, indeed, 1t 1s explicitly ree-
ognized by Section 2 of the Fourteenth
Amendment itself as the voting age.

If it is unconstitutional for a State to
deny the vote to an 18-year-old, it would
seem equally unconstitutional to deny It to
a 17-year-old or a 16-year-old. As long as
the question is simply one of judgment, the
Constitution gives Congress no power to sub-
stitute its judgment for that of the states in
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a matter such as age qualification to vote
which the Supreme Court has recogniged is
one which the States may properly take into
consideration.

ONE CONSTITUTION

A basic prineciple of constitutional law is
that there are no trivial or less important
provisions of the Constitution. There are no
constitutional corners that may safely be cut
In the service of a good cause. This Constitu-
tion s indivisible. It must be read as a whole.
No provision® of 'it, not of the great guar-
antees of the Bill of Rights is secure if we
are willing to say that any provision can be
dealt with lightly in order to achieve one
or another immediate end. Neither high pur-
pose nor expediency is a good excuse. We
damage respect for law, we feed cynical atti-
tudes toward law, whenever we ride rough-
shod over any law, let alone any constitu-
tional provision because we are impatient to
achieve our purposes.

To pass a popular measure despite the
Constitutional prohibition, and then to
throw on the Court the burden of declaring
It unconstitutional, is to place a greater
strain and burden on the Court than the
Founding Fathers intended, or than the
Court should have to sustain, To enact the
Senate proposal would be to challenge the
Court to accept, or to reject, a fateful step
in the redistribution of powers and fune-
tions, not only between the Federal Gov-
ernment and the states but also between
itself and the Congress.

Historically, under the Fourteenth Amend-
ment as well as under many other provisions
of the Constitution, it has been the duty
of the Court to define and enforce the di-
vision of powers betweeén the Federal Gov-
ernment and the States. Section 5 of the
Fourteenth Amendment gives Congress power
to “enforce”  Constitutionally-protected
rights against intrusion by the States; but
the primary role in defining what those
rights are belongs fo the Court.

For the most part, the Court has acted
with due deference and respect for the views
of Congress, and for Congress’ assessment of
facts and conditions and the needs to which
they give rise. But the Court has had the
last word.

However, it is difficult to see how the Court
could uphold the Senate proposal on the 18-
year-vote without conceding that Congress
now has the last word.

To Present this challenge to the Court
would thus ralse equal and opposite dangers:
one the one hand, if the Court acquiesced,
its own power as the protector of our rights
could be irreparably diminished; and on the
other, if the Court rebuffed the challenge,
the often valuable latitude Congress now has
under broad readings of its Fourteenth
amendment power might in consequence be
severely limited. Neither outcome; in my
view, would be desirable.

THE PATH OF REASON

I have recently canvassed many of the Na-
tion’s leading constitutional scholars for
their views on the Senate proposal. Some feel
that, by a brcad reading of Katzenbach v.
Morgan, the proposal's constitutionality
could be sustained. The great majority, how-
ever, regard it as unconstitutional-—and they
voice serlous concern noft only for the in-
tegrity of the Constitution but also for the
authority of the Court, if it should be sus-
tained.

At best, then, it would be enacted under
a heavy constitutional cloud, with its valid-
ity in serious doubt. Even those who support
the legislation most wvigorously must con-
cede the exlstence of a serlous constitutional
question.

At worst, it would throw the electoral proc-
ess into turmolil during a protracted period
of legal uncertainty, and finally leave our
young people frustrated, embittered and
voteless.
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I therefore urge:

That the 1B-year-old vote rider be sep-
arated from the bill extending the Voting
Rights Act.

That the Voting Rights Bill be approved.

That Congress proceed expeditiously to
secure the vote for the Nation's 18-, 18-, and
20-year-olds in the one way that is plainly
provided for in the Constitution, and the
one way that will leave no doubt as to its
validity: by Constitutional amendment.

Sincerely,
RICHARD NIXON.

STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT

On Wednesday, Congress completed action
on & bill extending and amending the Vot-
ing Rights of 1965, and sent it to me for
slgnature. As passed, the bill contained a
“rider” which I belleve to be unconstitu-
tional: a provision lowering the voting age
to 18 in Federal, State and local elections.
Although I strongly favor the 18-year-old
vote, I belleve—along with most of the na-
tion’s leading Constitutional scholars—that
Congress has no power to enact it by simple
statute, but rather it requires a Constitu-
tional amendment.

Despite my misglvings about the Constitu-
tionallty of this one provision, I have today
signed the bill. I have directed the Attorney
General to cooperate fully in expediting a
swift court test of the constitutionality of the
18-year-old provision.

An early test is essential because of the
confusion and uncertainty surrounding an
act of doubtful constitutionality that pur-
ports to extend the franchise. Until this un-
certainty is resolved, any elections—including
primary elections, and even local referenda
on such questions as school bond issues—
could have their results clouded by legal
doubt,

If I were to veto, I would have to veto the
entire bill—voting rights and all. If the
courts hold the voting-age provisions uncon-
stitutional, however, only that one section
of the Act will be affected. Because the basic
provisions of this Act are of great importance,
therefore, I am giving it my approval and
leaving the decision on the disputed provi-
sion to what I hope will be a swift resolu-
tion by the courts,

The Voting Rights Act of 19656 has opened
participation in the political process. Al-
though this bill does not Ineclude all of the
Administration’s recommendations, it does
incorporate improvements which extend its
reach still further, suspending literacy tests
nationwide and also putting an end to the
present welter of state residency require-
ments for voting for President and Vice Pres-
dent. Now, for the first time, citizens who
move between elections may vote without
long residency requirements.

In the five years since its enactment, close
to 1 million Negroes have been registered to
vote for the first time and more than 400
Negro officials have been elected to local and
state offices. These are more than election
statistics; they are statistics of hope, and
dramatic evidence that the American system
works. They stand as an answer to those who
claim that there is no recourse except to the
streets.

The time has also come to give 18-year-
olds the vote, as I have long urged. The way
to do this is by amending the Constitution.
Because of the likelihood that the 1B-year-
old vote provision of this law will not survive
its court test, the Constitutional amend-
ment pending before the Congress should go
forward to the states for ratification now.

I therefore call upon the Congress to act
now upon the Constitutional amendment to
avold undue delay in its approval by the
states should this provision of the new law
be held unconstitutional.
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[From the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
Dec. 30, 1970]
THE 18-YEAR-OLD VoTE

Mr. AriEN. Mr. President, in this morn-
ing's Washington Post appeared an interest-
ing and most persuasive article by Merlo J.
Pusey, entitled “Court’s Clouding of the 18-
Year-Old Vote.” In this article, Mr. Pusey
analyzes the decision or decisions and the
opinion or opinions of the Court with re-
spect to the constitutionality of the 18-
year-old vote provision of the Voting Rights
Act amendment. He comments that the ef-
fect is to leave the 1B-year-old vote law
hanging by the flimsiest thread and that
the clean and proper way to lower the vot-
ing age to 18 was and is a constitutional
amendment.

The distinguished senior Senator from
West Virginia (Mr. RanpoLPH), who has been
sponsoring the 18-year-old vote and fought
for it over many years, hac Senate Joint Res-
olution 147 pending In the Senate at the
time the 18-year-old vote amendment was
added to the voting rights bill of 1965. The
junior Senator from Alabama, on several
occasions during the debate on that issue,
urged that that amendment submitting a
constitutional amendment to the States be
given attention and that action be taken
in the Senate on that measure.

There are some T3 sponsors of the amend-
ment. It would be an easy thing to have
gotten action on the amendment. By now it
would be out among the States receiving
ratification by the States. Instead, the
amendment was added and now the Supreme
Court has clouded the issue considerably
and, as Mr. Pusey has stated:

“The effect is to leave the 1B-year-old vote
law hanging by the flimsiest thread.”

On the § to 4 decision, and in the event
there should be vacancies on the Supreme
Court, it is entirely possible that this deci-
slon could be overturned in the years to
come. So it still needs a constitutional
amendment, not just a constitutional
amendment applicable to State and local
elections, but a constitutional amendment
applicable also to the vote by 18-year-olds
in Federal elections, because the matter
really has not been declded for all time as
would be the case with a constitutional
amendment.

Now the distinguished Senator from West
Virginia (Mr. RaNDOLPH) plans to reintro-
duce the measure—which is entitled in this
Congress Senate Joint Resolution 147—in
the 92d Congress. I am proud to state that
the junior Senator from Alabama was a co-
sponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 147 in
this Congress, and he is golng to be a co-
sponsor, at the kind invitation of the dis-
tinguished Senator from West Virginia, of
the amendment which he proposes to offer
in the next Congress. It will apply to the
vote by 18-year-olds in Federal, State, and
local elections, which is what Senate Joint
Resolution provided for, and it will be the
same measure which he will introduce in
the next Congress.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed In the ReEcorp the entire article
by Merlo J. Pusey entitled “Court's Clouding
of the 18-Year-Old Vote.”

Courr's CLOUDING OF THE 18-YEAR VoTE

(By Merlo J. Pusey)

Will the Supreme Court's decision In the
18-year-old voite case prove to be another
“self-infiicted wound"? That term was orig-
inally used by Charles Evans Hughes, later
Chief Justice, to describe the consequences
of the Dred Scott decislon and various oth-
ers that brought disrepute upon the court.
The current decision has proved to be pop-
ular, insofar as it permits cltizens aged 18 to
21 to vote in national elections, but five
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wide-ranging opinions from the justices have
churned the law on voter gualifications into
a chaotic state.

The decision had to be communicated to
the public with no one really speaking for
the Supreme Court. Justice Black announced
the judgment that 18-year-olds could vote
in national but not in state and local elec-
tions; not one of his colleagues joined him in
the opinion he wrote. Justices Brennan,
White and Marshall (and Justice Douglas in
& separate opinon) argued with considerable
force that the equal protection clause of the
Fourteenth Amendment is broad enough to
allow Congress to override all laws fixing
the voting age at 21, Justice Stewart, with
the support of Chief Justice Burger and
Justice Blackman, accepted the Black thesis
that the Constitution obviously leaves voter
qualifications In local elections to the states
(except In cases of invidious discrimination)
but they parted company with Justice Black
by insisting that the Constitution means
what it says in providing that voter quali-
fications In congressional elections shall be
the same as those for the most numerous
branch of the state legislature. Justice Har-
lan rejected the basic idea of applying the
equal protection clause to voter cases.

The effect is to leave the 18-year-old vote
law hanging by the flimsiest thread. Justice
Black acknowledged that the founding fath-
ers had tled together voter gqualifications in
congressional elections and in state elections.
Then he proceeded to pull them apart. His
performance must be regarded as one of the
strangest feats in the long history of Ameri-
can jurisprudence.

Where did the justice find authority for
this bizarre conclusion? Article I, Section 4,
of the Constitution provides—

The times, places and manner of holding
elections for senators and representatives,
shall be prescribed in each state by the leg-
islature thereof; but the Congress may at
any time by law make or alter such regula-
tiona. ., . .

Justice Black read this as giving Congress
sweeping authority over federal elections.
But it says nothing whatsoever about any
authority for Congress to change the guali-
fications of voters in deflance of the lan-
guage in other parts of the Constitution.

Justice Stewart pointed out that the
founding fathers were well acquainted with
the word “qualifications.” They used it in
Article I, Section 2, when they said in very
specific terms who was entitled to vote in
congressional elections. They did not give
Congress any authority to alter this section.
Madison, Mason and others argued vehe-
mently In the Constitutional Convention
against giving Congress power to fix voter
qualifications, and the Committee on Detail
voted seven to one against a motion to let
Congress exercise such power. On the basis
of this Hamilton noted in "The Federalist”
that the qualifications of voters in congres-
slonal elections “are defined and fixed in
the Constitution and are unalterable by the
legislature.”

In the face of this history and the unques-
tloned language of the Constitution itself,
the real question before the court was wheth-
er enactment of the Fourteenth Amendment
gave Congress power it did not previously
have to fix a national and state age limit for
voters. Justice Brennan and his supporters
did not pretend to find anything specific in
the Fourteenth Amendment giving Congress
such power. They acknowledged that the
authors of the equal protection clause “pa-
pered over thelr differences with . . . broad,
elastic language.” These Justices were willing
to let Congress inflate that “elastic lan-
guage” into a balloon because they belleve
in the primacy of federal power.

Justice Black, to his credit, was not will-
ing to go that far. But having substantially
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deflated the balloon fashioned from *“elastic
language,” he turned and seemed to cut the
ground from beneath his own position.

As broad as the congressional enforcement
power is, it is not unlimited. Specifically,
there are at least three limitations upon Con-
gress' power to enforce the guarantees of the
Civil War Amendments, First, Congress may
not by legislation repeal other provisions of
the Constitution.

Congress has, however, with Justice Black's
approbation, repealed that portion of Article
I, Section 2, which prescribes the qualifica-
tions of voters In congressional elections.
The whole thrust of Justice Black’s lone
opinion is to allow Congress to do what he
later says that it may not do. He goes on to
recognize that “Congress has exceeded ifs
powers in attempting to lower the voting age
in state and local elections,” without ac-
knowledging that the Constitution puts fed-
eral voting qualifications in the same pack-
age. It is difficult to avoid the conclusion
that he is willing to stretch with the elas-
ticity school in the case of national elections
because he regards congressional ccntrol over
national voter qualifications appropriate in
1970 regardless of what the founding fathers
may have written into the Constitution
nearly two centuries ago.

In any event, the performance of the Su-
preme Court is a shabby sequel to a shabby
gesture in Congress. The clean and proper
way to lower the voting age to 18 was, and
is, a constitutional amendment. After all the
squirming and twisting and inflation of elas-
tic language, an amendment is still neces-
sary. Much confusion and weakening of
constitutional safeguards could have been
avolded by approaching this reform in the
right way in the first place. The court
should have been spared the unquestioned
wound it has inflicted upon itself.

STATEMENT RESUMED

Mr. RanporPH. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator from Alabama yleld?

Mr. ArLEN. I am happy to yleld to the Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. RanporrPH. Mr, President, it is charac-
teristic of the Senator from Alabama to men-
tion the efforts being made by others in this
matter of 18-year-old voting. As has been
stated, Senate Joint Resolution 147, on which
very thorough hearings were held during the
91st Congress, were reported favorably by the
subcommittee chaired by the able Senator
from Indiana (Mr. Baya) to the full Judi-
ciary Committee. There are many persons
may I say, who felt that the Senate should
have gone ahead and acted on the Senate
joint resolution.

Mr. ArLreN. I agree with the distinguished
Senator.

Mr. RanporrH. I know that the Senator
from Alabama felt that that was necessary.
We did feel there was a large question mark
in reference to the statutory approach to
lowering the voting age for Federal, State
and local levels elections. As the Senator
has indicated tonight, the issue has been
split up and down the middle, in a sense.
And there is still, perhaps a smaller question
mark remaining, not only for voting at the
State level by 18 year olds, but even at the
Federal levels as well.

It is a complex situation. The Senator
from Alabama has been very thoughtful, as
he always is, especially to mention that I
shall introduce the resolution again on the
first day of the 92d Congress. I am grateful
that some 75 Members of the Senate have
sponsored with me this present and pending
Senate Joint Resolution 147. The Senator
from Alabamsa is one of them, and my able
colleague from West Virginia (Mr. Byrp) is
another. We have the votes to approve the
resolution when it is intreduced in the first
sesslon of the 92d Congress, with perhaps 80
Members as cosponsors, Even though we
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know there has been some difference of ap-
proach, there is a strong feeling in Congress,
not only in this body but also in the House,
that we must insure permanently the right of
18-year-olds to vote—an element of our
population whose voice and vote needs to be
heard and needs to be recorded.

I think that we have acted here in debate,
as responsible Members of the Senate, in
coming to grips with the realization that we
must complete the task which has been
started.

I feel, sometimes, that we should not in-
dulge in nostalgia. But I mention the time
when I brought a southerner from Georgia
to Washington, D.C. He came at my invita-
tion. Ellis Arnall, the Governor of that State,
who talked about what had been done there
in the 18-year-old voting. It has been good
for Georgia as it has been good for Eentucky.
It has been good for a different figure—20
years, 19 years—Alaska and Hawrii at the dif-
ferent voting age levels of 19 and 20. Alaska
has, of course, voted to lower the voting age
to 18 now.

I think generally the lower voting age will
be good for America because it will insure a
contribution by young people, with their
reasoning and thinking combined with that
of older persons,

It was in 1942 that I introduced that first
constitutional amendment, while I was a
Member of the House of Representatives from
the Second District of West Virginia. I know
that my colleague from Alabama would like,
tonight, to hope with me, that even though
we were unable to accomplish the constitu-
tional amendment approach in the 915t Con-
gress, it will be a matter of major importance
and paramount attention by the Senate and
the House early—hopefully in January—but
not later than February or in March, of 1971,

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I thank the dis-
tinguished Senator from West Virginia for
his remarks. I want to extend again my
sincere appreciation for his efforts over the
last three decades to accomplish this most
needed reform. It does appear that the time
has come for this matter to be resolved in
the proper fashion by a constitutional
amendment.

I am delighted that the senlor Senator
from West Virginia is again taking the lead,
as he has done for almost 30 years, in push-
ing a constitutional amendment that will
accomplish this most needed reform,

The five opinions of the five Justices of the
Bupreme Court with respect to this case were
printed in the ConNGRESSIONAL RECORD on the
very day the opinion was handed down by
the Supreme Court. I had the interesting
pleasure over the holidays of reading those
opinions. I was particularly impressed with
an opinion of Mr. Justice Harlan. In the
humble opinion of the junior Senator from
Alabamsa that opinion should have been the
opinion speaking for a majority of the court,
because he gives a history of the 14th amend-
ment and shows that under no stretch of the
imagination would Congress be authorized to
pass an 18-year-old voting provision by
statute.

The junior Senator from Alabama, while
this matter was under debate, pointed out
on several occasions that the Constitution
of the United States in several places, at
least five, indicates very posltively that the
States have the right to set the qualifica-
tions for electors. And as pointed out by Mr.
Justice Harlan, that right has really never
been questioned until after the 14th amend-
ment was passed. And he was unable to find
anything in the 14th amendment that would
have permitted Congress to pass this 18-year-
old provision by statute.

Article I, section 2 of the Constitution
having to do with the election of Con-
gressmen; article II, section 1 having to
do with the Presidential electors; amend-
ment 10; amendment 17, having to do with
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the United States; and in the 14th amend-
ment itself, it speaks of the States denying
the right to vote to citizens 21 years of age
or over.

Mr. President, I would like to read for
the Recorp article I, section 2 of the Con-
stitution:

“The House of Representatives shall be
composed of Members chosen every second
year by the People of the several States, and
Electors in each State shall have the Qualifi-
cations requisite for Electors of the most nu-
merous Branch of the State Legislature.

That means that those who are entitled
to vote for Congressmen should have the
quallfications requisite for electors of the
most numerous branch of the State legis-
lature. Yet this 5-to-4 decision would
provide separate rules for national elec-
tlons and for State elections, when arti-
cle 1, section 2 says that the House of
Representatives shall be composed of Mem-
bers chosen every second year by the people
of the several States and the electors of
each State for the House of Representatives
shall have the qualifications requisite for the
electors of the most numerous branch of the
State legislature,

S0 the majority opinion says the States
can set the qualifications for voting for the
State legislature election. They can set that,
but the express wording of the section says
that the electors voting for candidates for
the House of Representatives shall have the
same quallfications.

Yet the Supreme Court in its inimitable
fashion of leaving a legal question in greater
confusion and greater doubt by its decision
has set up two separate rules—one set for
the State and local elections, and another set
for the Congress for national elections when
the article itself says that the electors for
Congressmen—that is the people who vote
and it is not talking about presidential elec-
tors, but electors for Congressmen—shall
have the same qualifications as electors for
the State legislature. That shows that they
should have a uniform plan and not two
separate standards, Yet, that is what the
Supreme Court has given us.

I favor the principle of 18-year-old voting.
I still want to see that accomplished by a
constitutional amendment. That is the rea-
son that during the next Congress I am
hopeful that the amendment to be proposed
by the distingulshed senior Senator from
West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH) providing for
18-year-old voting in national, State, and
local elections will be submitted by the Con-
gress and that the States will be given an
opportunity to vote on that amendment and
that this question can be resolved properly
and in a lasting fashion, free from the con-
fusion in which we are left by the decision of
the Supreme Court.

Mr, President, I yield the floor.

House JoiNT REsoLUTION No. 66

Memorializing the Virginia members of the
Congress to initiate and support the enact-
ment of the legislation to repeal Section 302,
of the Voting Rights Act Amendments of
1970 (Public Law, 91-285, 84 Stat. 314) and
to support the enactment of an appropriate
Joint Resolution by the Congress to place
before the states a proposed Constitutional
amendment to authorize all persons aged 18
to 20, both inclusive, the right to vote in all
federal, state and local elections, for ratifica-
tion of three-fourths thereof, as required in
Article V of the Constitution of the United
States.

OFFERED FEBRUARY 11, 1971

Patrons—Messrs. Phillips, Carneal, Largent,
Cleaton, Gunn, Anderson, M. G., Dalton, G,
W., Philpott, Owens, Smith, R. M. Fildler,
Richardson; McMath, Gibb, Parris, Campbell,
Ashworth, Roller, Farley, QGeisler, Mason,
Dudley, Fowler, Putney, Anderson, C. W., Pet-
tus, Green, Reynolds, Davis, Anderson, C. B.
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Earman, Anderson, H. P., Dunn, Burnette,
McMurran, Anderson, W, M., Shafran, Funk-
houser, and Callahan.

REFERRED TO THE COMMITTEE ON FPRIVILEGES
AND ELECTIONS

Whereas, the Congress by the enactment of
Section 302 of the Voting Rights Act Amend-
ments of 1970 (Publlec Law 91-285, 84 Stat.
314), attempted through legislation, to usurp
power not delegated to the Congress by the
Constitution but reserved by the Constitu-
tion to the States in Article I, Section 2, Ar-
ticle II. Section 1, and by the Tenth and
Seventeenth Amendments thereof; and

Whereas, on December twenty-one, nine-
teen hundred seventy, the Supreme Court in
Oregon v. Mitchell, rendered what purported
to be a 504 decision in which it held the
Congress to be without power to fix voting
age qualifications for persons to vote in State
and local elections, but on irrational and un-
supportable grounds held the Congress
possessed of power to establish such quali-
fications for persons to vote in national elee-
tions; and

Whereas, the said usurpatory statutory
provision can remain effective only until re-
pealed and the Supreme Court’'s decision
valid only until overridden; and

Whereas, there Is pending in the Senate
of the United States, Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 7, 92d Congress, which has for its pur-
pose the extension of the right to vote to
all persons in the United States, aged 18 to
20, both inclusive, In all federal, state and
local elections; and

Whereas, as George Washington in his fare-
well address, as President of the United
States, declared “If, in the opinion of the
people, the distribution or modification of
the Constitutional powers be in any partic-
ular wrong, let it be corrected by an Amend-
ment in the way which the Constitution
designates. But let there be no change by
usurpation; for though this, in one instance
may be the instrument of good, it is the
customary ‘weapon by which free govern-
ments are destroyed'; now, therefore, be It

Resolved, by the House of Delegates, the
Senate concurring, That the members of the
Congress of the United States from Virginia
are hereby memorialized to initiate, and sup-
port the enactment of legislation to repeal
Sectlon 302 of the Voting Rights Act Amend-
ments of 1970 (Public Law 91-285, 84 Stat.
314); and be it further

Resolved, That the members of the Con-
gress of the United States from Virginia are
hereby memorialized to support the enact-
ment of a Joint Resolution of the Congress,
placing before the states a proposed Consti-
tutional amendment to authorize all persons
aged 18 to 20, both inclusive the right to vote
in all federal, state and local elections, for
ratification of three-fourths thereof, as re-
quired by Article V of the Constitution of the
United States; and be it further

Resolved, That the members of the Con-
gress from Virginia are quested to seek the
help of their colleagues from other states in
their endeavors which are essential for the
proper exercise of Constitutional authority,
vested in the federal and state governments
by the Constitution of the United States,
hereinbefore identified, as they had been con-
sistently recognized and applied without in-
terruption, since the adoption of the Consti-
tution, until attempt was made by the Con-
gress to usurp by legislative authority, as
hereinbefore stated, which the Congress does
not legally possess, under the Constitution;
and be it finally
" Resolved, That the Clerk of the House of
Delegates, be, and hereby is, instructed to
send copies of this resolution to both mem-
bers of the Senate of the United States rep-
resenting Virginia and to each member of
the House of Representatives representing
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this State and to the presiding officers of the
legislative bodies of each of the other forty-
nine states of the United States, with request
for supporting action.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. Pucinskr, for 60 minutes, today,
and to revise and extend his remarks and
include extraneous matter.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. FRENZEL) and fo revise and
extend their remarks and include therein
extraneous matter:)

Mr. Ramseack, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. MiLLER of Ohio, for 5 minutes, to-
day.

Mr. M1zeLr, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. ConaBLE, for 60 minutes, on March
17.

Mr. Quig, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. Esch, for 20 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. CorTEr) and to revise and
extend their remarks and include there-
in extraneous matter:)

Mr. HamrrTon, for 30 minutes, today.

Mr. GonzaLez, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. HarrINGTON, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. GriFFIN, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. PaTMman, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. MurrHY of New York, for 30 min-
utes, today.

Mr. Epwarps of California, for 60 min-
utes, on March 25.

Mr, Rarick (at the request of Mr.
AnxpersoN of California) for 15 minutes,
today, and fo revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

Mr. EpmonpsoN in three instances.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr, FRENZEL) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. LENT.

Mr. RAILSBACK.

Mr. HORTON.

Mr. BROOMFIELD in two instances.

Mr. McCLORY.

Mr., WYATT.

Mr. FINDLEY.

Mr. WymMaN in three instances,

Mr. KEUYKENDALL,

Mr. HARVEY.

Mr. AnpeErsoN of Illinois in two in-
stances.

Mr. HosMer in three instances.

Mr, TEacUE of California.

Mr. LATTA.

Mr. Steicer of Wisconsin in two in-
stances.

Mr. LLoYD,

Mr. ScamITz in two instances.

Mr. RHODES.

Mr., SEBELIUS.

Mr. SKUBITZ.

Mr. WINN.

Mr. HUNT.

Mr. GOLDWATER,

Mr. CLANCY.
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Keme in two instances.
EscH.

TaLcoTT in two instances.
ByrNEs of Wisconsin.
McDonaLp of Michigan.

Mr. REID of New York.

Mr. ROUSSELOT.

(The following Members (at the
request of Mr. Correr) and to revise
and extend their remarks:)

Mr. Mazzor: in two instances.

Mr. WoOLFF,

Mr. BEGICH.

Mr. Epwarps of California.

Mr. HAMILTON.

Mr. Bapirro in five instances.

Mr. MANN in 10 instances.

Mr. F1sHER in six instances.

Mr. MurpHY of New York in two
instances,

Mr, HARRINGTON.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee in five in-
stances.

Mr. PrYor of Arkansas in two in-
stances.

Mr. HEperT in three instances.

Mr. CaBeLL in three instances.

Mr. MurpHY of Illinois in two in-
stances.

Mr. Dow in three instances.

Mr. METCALF.

Mr. MooruEAD in four instances.

Mr. KruczyNskI in two instances.

Mr. FounTaiN in two instances.

Mr. PickLE in five instances.

Mr. James V. StanToN in three in-
stances.

Mr. CHAPPELL in two instances.

Mr, LINK.

Mr. GonNzaLEzZ in two instances.

Mr. McCormACK in two instances.

Mr. DRINAN.

Mr. AnpeErsoN of California.

Mr. WaLpIE in two instances.

Mr. RyaN in three instances.

Mr. BincgHAM in two instances.

Mr. Rarick in three instances.

Mr. OBEY in six instances.

Mr. DorN in two instances.

Mr. Gray in two instances.

(The following Members (at the
request of Mr. HasTiNcs) and to include
extraneous matter: )

Mr. FisH in two instances.

Mr, HARSHA,

(The 1following Members (at the
request of Mr. AnpeErsoN of California)
ard to include extraneous matter:)

Mr. RODINO.

Mr. N1x in two instances.

Mr. Vanix in two instances.

Mr. BROOKS.

All Members (at the request of Mr.
AnpeErsoN of California) to revise and
extend their remarks and include extra-
neous matter on the special order today
of Mr, GRIFFIN.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to. Accord-
ingly (at 2 o’clock and 44 minutes p.m.)
the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, March 17, 1971, at 12 o’clock
noon,
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

417, A letter from the Deputy Secretary of
Defense, transmitting a report on disburse-
ments during the period July 1-December 31,
1970, from the appropriation for “Contingen-
cies, Defense” as included in the Department
of Defense Appropriation Act, fiscal year 1971;
to the Committee on Appropriations.

418. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of Defense (Installations and Logistics),
transmitting part I of a report on independ-
ent research and development and bid and
proposal costs, pursuant to section 203(c)
of the 1971 Department of Defense Military
Procurement Authorization Act (Public Law
91-441); to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

419, A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of Defense (Installations and Logistics),
transmitting part I of a report on independ-
ent research and development and bid and
proposal costs, pursuant to section 203 of the
1971 Department of Defense Military Pro-
curement Authorization Act (Public Law 91—
441); to the Committee on Armed Services.

420. A letter from the Commander, Naval
Facilities Engineering Command, Depart-
ment of the Navy, transmitting a report
covering the period July 1-December 31, 1871,
of military construction contracts awarded
by the Department of the Navy on other than
a competitive bid basis, pursuant to section
604 of Public Law 91-511; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

421. A letter from the national guarter-
master, Veterans of World War I of the U.S.A.
Ine. transmitting the audit of the corpo-
ration  as of September 30, 1970, and the
proceedings of its 1970 national convention,
pursuant to sections 15 and 16 of Public
Law 85-530; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

422, A letter from the Assistani Secretary
of State for Congressional Relations, trans-
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to
amend the Immigration and Nationality Act
to facilitate the entry of forelgn tourists into
the United States, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

424, A letter from the National Advisory
Counecil on International Monetary and Fi-
nancial Policies transmitting its special re-
port on the Indonesian debt rescheduling
(H. Doc. No. 92-68); to the Commiitee on
Banking and Currency and ordered to be
printed.

425, A letter from the assistant secretary,
National Institute of Arts and Letters, trans-
mitting the annual report of the institute for
1970, pursuant to section 4 of its charter; to
the Committee on House Administration.
RECEIVED FROM THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

423. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a re-
port on the first review of the phasedown of
U.S. military activities In Vietnam by the
Department of Defense; 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. MILLS: Committee of conference. Con-

ference report on H.R. 4690. (Rept. No. 92—
42) . Ordered to be printed.
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Mr. O'NEILL: Committee on Rules. House or tear their clothing; to the Committee on

Resolution 299. Resolution providing for the
consideration of House Joint Resolution 223,
joint resolution proposing an amendment to
the Constitution of the United States, ex-
tending the right to vote to citizens 18 years
of age or older (Rept. No. 92-43). Referred
to the House Calendar.

Mr. YOUNG of Texas: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 300. Resolution providing
for the consideration of House Joint Resolu-
tion 468. Joint resolution making certain
further continuing appropriations for the
fiscal year 1971, and for other purposes (Rept.
No. 92-44). Referred to the House Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ANDERSON of California:

H.R. 6110. A bill to 1imit Federal payments
to individual farm producers to $10,000 per
crop per farm; to the Commitiee on Agri-
culture.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois (for him-
self, Mr. UpaLn, Mr, STAFFORD, Mr.
MATSUNAGA, Mr. TarcorT, Mr. PREYER
of North Carolina, Mr. Lroyp, Mr.
AwpErsoN of California, Mr. Wip-
NALL, Mr. LEGGETT, Mr. Teacue of
California, Mr. HARRINGTON, Mr. Mc-
KINNEY, Mr. Neozi, Mr. EscH, Mr.
Davis of Georgia, Mr. REegs, Mr.
IcHORD, Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. BEGICH,
Mr. MurrayY of Illinols, Mr. For-
sYTHE, Mr, HorToN, Mr. GERALD R.
Forp, and Mr. GAYDOS) :

H.R.6111. A bill to set standards of ethics
and financial disclosure in campaigns for
election to Federal office; to the Committee
on House Administration.

H.R. 6112. A bill to provide certain amounts
of teleyvision program time for candidates for
Federal offices during general elections; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

H.R. 6113. A bill to provide a reduced rate
of postage for a certain amount of campaign
literature mailed by congressional candi-
dates: to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

H.R. 6114. A bill: Tax credits for political
contributions; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois (for
himself, Mr. DewNis, and Mr,
ScHMITZ) :

H.R. 6115. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow an income tax
credit for gifts or contributions made to any
institution of higher education, to be cited
as, “The Higher Education Gift Incentive Act
of 1971"; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota:

H.R. 6116. A bill to provide for the en-
forcement of support orders in certain State
and Federal courts, and to make it a crime to
move or travel in interstate and foreign com-
merce to avold compliance with such orders;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BADILLO:

HR. 6117. A bill to amend the Older
Americans Act of 1965 to authorize & special
emphasis transportation research and dem-
onstration project program; to the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor,

By Mr. BROYHILL of North Carciina:

H.R. 6118, A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to provide an annual
clothing allowance to certain veterans who,
because of a service-connected disability,
wWear o proet.hebtc appliance or use an ap-
pliance or device which tends to wear out

Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr, BROYHILL. of Virginia (for
himself, Mr. FuqQua, Mr. BLANTON,
and Mr, GUDE) :

HR. 6119. A bill to amend the Healing Arts
Practice Act, District of Columbia, 1928,
regulating the practice of the healing art in
the District of Columbia, and for other pur=
poses; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

By Mr, CARNEY:

H.R. 6120. A bill to amend title 39, United
States Code, as enacted by the Postal Re-
organization Act, to permit certain recom-
mendations with respect to officers and
employees of the Postal Service to be made
by Members of Congress on their own initia-
tive or at the request of the Postal Service
or any officer, employee, or other person con-
cerned, and for other purposes; to the Com-~
mittee on Post Office and Clvil Service.

H.R. 6121, A bill to provide for the issuance
of a special postage stamp In honor of Wil-
liam Holmes McGuffey; to the Committee on
Post Office and Clvil Service.

H.R.6122. A bill to provide additional pro-
tection for the rights of participants in em-
ployee pension and profit-sharing-retirement
plans, to establish minimum standards for
pension and profit-sharing-retirement plan
vesting and funding, to establish a pension
plan reinsurace program, to provide for port-
ability of pension credits, to provide for regu-
lation of the administration of pension and
other employee benefit plans, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. CLARK:

HR.6123. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to continue and broaden
eligibllity of schools of nursing for financial
assistance, to improve the quality of such
schools, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. DAVIS of Georgia (for himself
and Mr, GIAIMO) :

H.R. 6124, A bill to authorize the National
Science Foundation to undertake a loan
guarantee and interest assistance program to
aid unemployed scientists and engineers in
the conversion from defense-related to ci-
vilian-oriented research, development, and
engineering activities; to the Committee on
Science and Astronauties.

By Mr. DEVINE:

H.R. 6125. A bill to require the suspension
of Federal financial assistance for educational
agencies and Institutions which are experi-
encing disorders and fail to take appropriate
corrective measures forthwith and to require
the suspension of Federal financial assistance
to teachers participating in such disorders;
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. FORSYTHE:

H.R.6126. A bill to create a catalog of
Federal assistance programs, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Government
Operatlons.

By Mr. FRASER:

H.R.6127. A bill to incorporate the Gold
Star Wives of America; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. FULTON of Tennessee:

H.R.6128. A bill to amend title 10 of the
United States Code in order to eliminate the
requirement that a person must be 60 years
of age or older in order to receive retired
pay for non-Regular service in the Armed
Forces; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

H.R. 6129. A bill to amend the act of April
14, 1910, relating to raillway safety appliances,
to require the Secretary of Transportation to
prescribe reflecting devices or materials as
a safety measure on all railroad cars, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Forelgn Commerce.

H.R. 6130, A bill to amend chapter 34 of
title 38, United States Code, to authorize
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advance educational assistance allowance
payments to eligible veterans at the begin-
ning of any school year to assist such vet-
erans In meeting educational and living ex-
penses during the first 2 months of school, to
establish a veterans’ work-study program
through cancellation of such advance pay-
ment repayment obligations under certain
circumstances, and to provide for direct pay-
ment of educational assistance allowance to
educational institutions on an optional ba-
sls;: to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

HR.6131. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide the same
tax exemption for servicemen in and
around Korea as is presently provided for
those in Vietnam; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. GALLAGHER:

HR. 6132. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide that the entire cost
of certain minimum health benefits for em-
ployees and their families shall be pald by
the United States, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Bervice.

H.R. 6133. A bill to amend the Clvll Service
Retirement Act to authorize the retirement
of employees after 25 years of service with-
out reduction in annuity; to the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. GRIFFIN (for himself, Mr.
PrcxLE, Mr. ABERNETHY, Mr. ALEX-
ANDER, Mr. AnpErRsoN of Tennessee,
Mr. Anprews of Alabama, Mr. BAKER,
Mr. BEviLL, Mr. BLaNTON, Mr. BroY-
HI1LL of North Carolina, Mr. Don H.
CLaUsEN, Mr. Davis of Georgia, Mr,
Duncan, Mr. Epwarns of Louisiana,
Mr. Prowers, Mr. FLynT, Mr. Ha-
GAaN, and Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT) @

H.R.6134. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to establish a program to
enable individuals to enter into, and engage
in, the production and marketing of farm-
raised fish through the extension of credit,
technical assistance, marketing assistance
and research, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries.

By Mr. GRIFFIN (for himself, Mr.
PicxLE, Mr. HanNaA, Mr. HENDERSON,
Mr. HuxnGaTE, Mr. Jounson of Cali-
fornia, Mr. Long of Louisiana, Mr.
MonTceoMERY, Mr. Passman, Mr. PER-
KINs, Mr. PrRevEr of North Carolina,
Mr. PrYor of Arkansas, Mr. SEBELIUS,
Mr, Sxusrrz, Mr. StEEp, Mr., STE-
PHENS, Mr. STUBBLEFIELD, and Mr,
WRIGHT: )

H.RER.6135. A bill to authorize the Becre-
tary of Agriculture to establish a program to
enable individuals to enter into, and engage
in, the production and marketing of farm-
ralsed fish through the extension of credit,
technical assistance, marketing assistance
and research, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
erles.

By Mr. HAMILTON:

H.R.6136. A bill to amend the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act of 1938 to authorize
the lease or sale of tobacco allotments within
a State under certain condltions, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Agri-
culture

H.R. 6137. A bill to amend section 620 of
the Forelgn Assistance Act of 1961 to prohibit
foreign assistance from being provided to
foreign countries which do not act to pre-
vent narcotics drugs from unlawfully enter-
ing the United States; to the Committee on
Forelgn Affalrs.

H.R. 6138, A bill amending title 13 of the
United States Code by authorlzing the Sec-
retary of Commerce through the Bureau of
the Census to undertake a quadrennial en-
rollment of those persons to vote in elections
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of the President and Vice President that meet
the qualifications of the various States other
than residency; to the Committee on House
Administration.

HR.6139. A bill to regulate the election
of Members of Congress by prohibiting the
imposition of durational residency require-
ments as a condition of voting for such offi-
cers; to the Committee on House Adminis-
tration.

H.R.6140. A bill designating certain elec-
tlon days as legal public holidays; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HARRINGTON (for himself, Mr,
ApovurezK, Mr. Bapm.ro, Mr. BEGICH,
Mr. BurToN, Mr, CAREY of New York,
Mrs. CHismEoLm, Mr., Cray, Mr
ConTE, Mr. FrENzEL, Mr., HALPERN,
Mr. Koce, Mr. Mmxva, Mr. Moss, Mr.
O'NEnL, Mr, PerPER, Mr. RANGEL,
Mr. Rees, Mr. RiecLE, Mr. ROSEN-
THAL, Mr. Roy, and Mr. SCHEUER) :

H.R. 6141, A bill to provide for the District
of Columbia an elected mayor, an elected city
council, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. HAYS:

H.R. 6142. A bill to clarify the liability of
national banks for certain taxes with respect
to personal property; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

H.R.6143. A bill to require that certain
textile products bear a label containing
cleaning instructions; to the Commiitee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

HR.6144. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Soclal 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. HELSTOSKI:

H.R. 6145. A bill to extend benefits under
section 8191 of title 5, United States Code,
to law enforcement cfficers and firemen not
employed by the United States who are killed
or totally disabled In the line of duty; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R. 6146. A blll to amend section 8336(c)
of title 5, United States Code, to include the
position of customs inspector in the category
of hazardous occupations; to the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service.

H.R.6147. A bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act to ban poly-
phosphates in detergents and to establish
standards and programs to abate and control
water pollution by synthetic detergents; to
the Committee on Public Works.

H.R.6148. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to permit certain actlve
duty for training to be counted as active
duty for purposes of entitlement to educa-
tional benefits under chapter 34 of such title;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mrs. HICES of Massachusetts:

HR. 6149. A bill to increase the annual
income limitations applicable to *“old law"
pensions for World War I and other vet-
erans; to the Committee on Veterans' Af-
fairs.

H.R. 6150. A bill to amend the Federal-
State Extended Unemployment Compensa-
tion Act of 1970 to permit Federal sharing
of the cost of unemployment benefits which
extend for 52 weeks; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. HICKS of Washington:

H.R. 6151. A bill to amend the Rallroad
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide that an
individual otherwise eligible may become en-
titled to a reduced spouse’s annuity, or a re-
duced widow's or widower's annuity, at age
50; to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce.

H.R. 6152. A bill to amend title IT of the
Soclal Security Act to provide that an indi-
vidual may become entitled to wife's, hus-
band’s, widow’s, or widower’'s insurance ben-
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efits, subject to the existing actuarial reduc-
tion, at age 50 (whether or not disabled),
and to provide that the actuarial reduction
shall not apply to the old-age or disability
insurance benefits of an indivdual with 30
or more years of coverage; to the Committee
on Ways and Means,
By Mr. JOHNSON of Pennsylvania:

H.R. 6153. A bill to amend the Housing
Amendments of 1956 to extend certain fi-
nancial assistance for construction of water-
works and sewer facilities to private corpo-
rations; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

HR.6154. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to continue and broaden
eligibility of schools of nursing for financial
assistance, to improve the quality of such
schools, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

HR.6155. A bill to provide for the pay-
ment of losses incurred by growers, manu-
facturers, packers, and distributors as a re-
sult of the barring of the use of cyclamates
in food after extensive inventories of foods
containing such substances had been pre-
pared or packed or packaging, labeling, and
other materials had been prepared in good
faith reliance on the confirmed official list-
ing of cyclamates as generally recognized as
safe for use in food under the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judicliary.

By Mr. EEMP:

H.R.6156. A bill to provide Federal reve-
nues to State and local governments and
afford them broad discretion in furnishing
training and employment opportunities
needed by individuals to qualify for satis-
fylng and self-supporting employment; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. LEGGETT:

H.R.6157. A bill to amend title 10 of the
United States Code to authorize command-
ers of military installations to lease housing
at or near such installations in order to pro-
vide adequate housing for military person-
nel, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Armed Services.

By Mr. LINK:

H.R.6158. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Army to convey certain lands in
the State of North Dakota to the Mountrail
County Park Commission, Mountrail County,
N. Dak.;: to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. McCLURE:

H.R. 6159. A bill to Improve the financial
management of Federal assistance programs,
to facilitate the consolidation of such pro-
grams, to strengthen further congressional
review of Federal grants-in-ald, to provide
a catalog of Federal assistance programs, and
to extend and amend the law relating to
intergovernmental cooperation; to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

H.R. 6160. A blll to permit a compact or
agreement between the several States re-
lating to taxation of muiltistate taxpayers;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.6161. A bill to amend the Social Se-
curity Act to extend assistance under the
maternal and child health and crippled
children's services program to the Trust Ter-
ritory of the Pacific Islands; to the Commit-~
tee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. McCORMACK:

H.R.6162. A bill to extend benefits under
section 8191 of title 5, United States Code,
to law enforcement officers and firemen not
employed by the United States who are killed
or totally disabled In the line of duty; to the
Committee on the Judilciary.

H.R.6163. A bill to provide for the pay-
ment of losses incurred by growers, manu-
facturers, packers, and distributors as a re-
sult of the barring of the use of cyclamates
in food after extensive inventories of foods
containing such substances had been pre-
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pared or packed or packaging, labeling, and
other materials had been prepared In good
faith reliance on the confirmed officlal list-
ing of cyclamates as generally recognized as
safe for use in food under the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 6164. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act to provide that a woman
who is otherwise qualified may become en-
titled to widow's insurance benefits (subject
to the existing actuarial reductions) at age 50
whether or not disabled; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. MATSUNAGA:

H.R. 6165. A bill to amend the Consolidated
Farmers Home Administration Act of 1961,
as amended, to increase the loan limitation
on certain loans; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

By Mr. MATSUNAGA (for himself, Mr.
SteicER of Wisconsin, and Mr. Moss) :

H.R. 6166. A bill to provide for the pro-
curement of voluntary military manpower; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. Mrmier of California:

H.R. 6167. A bill to authorize an appro-
priation for fiscal year 1972 to carry out the
metric system study; to the Committee on
Science and Astronautics.

By Mrs. MINK:

H.R. 6168. A bill to amend the International
Education Act of 1966 to provide for the
establishment under that act of an Aslan
Studies Institute; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor.

By Mr. MIZELL:

H.R. 6169. A bill to provide for orderly trade
in textile articles, articles of leather foot-
wear and electronie articles, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. MORSE:

H.R. 6170. A bill to amend the student loan
provisions of the National Defense Educa-
tion Act of 1958 to provide for cancellation
of loans on account of service in Headstart
programs; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

H.R. 6171. A bill to provide for annual ad-
justments in monthly monetary benefits ad-
ministered by the Veterans' Administration,
according to changes in the Consumer Price
Index: to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. MURPHY of New York:

H.R. 6172. A bill to authorize members of
the Armed Forces to be discharged from ac-
tive military service by reason of physical
disability when such members are suffering
from drug dependency, to authorize the civil
commitment of such members after their dis-
charge, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

By Mr. NIX:

H.R. 6173. A bill to amend the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 to authorize cer-
tain grants to assure adequate commuter
service in urban areas, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr. PATMAN:

H.R. 6174. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to make non-service-connected
disability pension benefits payable from the
time the cause of the disability occurs If ap-
plication for benefits is made within 1 year
of the date of such occurrence, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs.

By Mr. PEFPER:

H.R. 6175. A bill to regulate interstate
commerce by strengthening and improving
consumer proteetion under the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act with respect to fish
and fishery products, including provision for
assistance to and cooperation with the States
in the administration of thelr related pro-
grams and assistance by them in ecarrying out
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the Federal program, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. PERKINS:

H.R. 6176. A bill to provide that railroad
employees may retire on a full annuity at
age 60 or after serving 3n years; to provide
that such annuity for any month shall be
not less than one-half of the individual's
average monthly compensation for the 5
years of highest earnings, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

HR. 6177. A bill to amend the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide a 20-per-
cent increase in annuities; to the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas:

H.R. 6178. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code so as to provide that
monthly social security benefit payments
and annuity and pension payments under
the Railroad Retirement Act of 1937 shall not
be included as income for the purpose of de-
termining eligibility for a veteran's or
widow’s pension; to the Committee on Vet-
erans' Affairs.

By Mr, PUCINSKI:

H.R. 6179. A bill to authorize assistance to
local educational agencies for the financial
support of elementary and secondary educa-
tion, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. PUCINSEI (for himself, Mr.
Price of Illinois, Mr. ELUCZYNSKI,
Mr. YATES, Mr. Gray, Mr. ROSTEN-
KOWSKI, Mr., ANNUNZIO, Mr. MIKVA,
Mr. MeTcaLy, Mr. MurrHY of Illinois,
and Mr. CoLrins of Illinois) :

H.R. 6180, A bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Aect to ban poly-
phosphates in detergents and to establish
standards and programs to abate and control
water pollution by synthetic detergents; to
the Committee on Public Works,

By Mr. QUIE (for himself, Mr. EscH,
Mr. GErALD R. Forp, Mr. STEIGER Of
‘Wisconsin, Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr. VEY-
sSEY, Mr. ERLENBORN, Mr. DELLENBACK,
Mr. Hawnsen of Idaho, and Mr.
EeMP) :

H.R. 6181. A bill to provide Federal reve-
nues to State and local governments and af-
ford them broad discretion in furnishing
training and employment opportunities need-
ed by individuals to qualify for satisfying
and self-supporting employment; to the
Commlittee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. RAILSBACK (for himself, Mr.
Anperson of Illinois, Mr. ANDREWS
of Alabama, Mr. BIesTer, Mr. Grir-
FIN, Mr. IcHORD, Mr., MATHIAS of
California, Mr. Migva, Mr. NicHOLS,
Mr. Quie, Mr. RanpaLL, Mr. ScorT,
and Mr. SEBELIUS) : .

H.R. 6182. A bill to amend title 28, United
States Code, to prohibit Federal judges from
recelving compensation other than for the
performance of their judicial duties, except
in certain instances, and to provide for the
disclosure of certain financial information;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. RYAN (for himself, Mrs.
ApzUG, Mr. Appaseo, Mr. BapirLro, Mr.
BincHEAM, Mrs., CHISHOLM, Mr. HAL-
PERN, Mr. EocH, Mr. PopeEnr, Mr.

Mr. ROSENTHAL, and Mr.
SCHEUER) :

H.R. 6183. A bill to amend section 236 of
the National Housing Act and section 101 of
the Housing and Urban Development Act of
1965 to reduce from 25 to 20 percent of the
tenant's income the maximum rent which
may be charged for a dwelling unit in a sec-
tion 236 project or a dwelling unit qualify-
ing for assistance under the rent supplement
program; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.
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By Mr. RYAN (for himself, Mrs. ABZUG,
Mr. AppasBo, Mr. Bapinro, Mr. Bing-
HAM, Mr., HaLPeErRN, Mr. KocH, Mr.
PopeLL, Mr, RANGEL, Mr, ROSENTHAL,
and Mr. SCHEUER) :

H.R.6184. A bill to amend section 236 of
the National Housing Act; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. RYAN (for himself, Mrs, ABZUG,
Mr. ADDABBO, Mr. BapiLro, Mr, BING=
HAM, Mrs, CHISHOLM, Mr. HALPERN,
Mr. EocH, Mr, PopELL, Mr, RANGEL,
Mr. RosENTHAL, and Mr. SCHEUER) :

H.R.6185. A bill to authorize increases in
Federal Housing Administration mortgage
ceilings under subsidized multifamily hous-
ing programs to meet construction costs; to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. 8T GERMAIN (for himself and
Mr, TIERNAN) @

H.R,6186. A bill to amend the Federal-
State Extended Unemployment Compensa-
tion Act of 1970 to provide federally financed
emergency unemployment compensation for
up to 26 weeks in addition to the extended
compensation now available under such act;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ST GERMAIN:

H.R.6187. A bill to amend the Social Se-
curity Act to provide increases in benefits
under the old-age, survivors, and disability
insurance program, to provide health insur-
ance benefits for the disabled, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. SMITH of Iowa (for himself,
Mr. Epmonpson, Mr. HuNgaTE, Mr.
RousH, Mr. Jones of Tennessee, Mr.
TeAGUE of Texas, Mr. STEIGER 0f Wis~
consin, Mr. BurToN, Mr. HAMILTON,
Mr. GRIFFIN, Mr. BURLESON of Texas,
Mr. FraseEr, Mr, ULLman, Mr. SHIP-
LEY, Mr, RaNDALL, Mr. Price of Illi-
nois, Mr. BurLisoN of Missouri, and
Mr. EUYKENDALL) :

H.R. 6188. A bill to support the price of
manufacturing milk at not less than 85 per-
cent of parity for the marketing year 1971-
72; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. STRATTON:;

H.R. 6189. A bill to provide an equitable
system for fixing and adjusting the rates of
pay for prevalling rate employees of the Gov-
ernment, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. TAYLOR:

H.R. 6190. A bill to authorize and direct
the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs to ac-
cept certain land in Buncombe County, N.C.,
for cemetery purposes; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs,

By Mr. TERRY:

H.R. 6191. A bill to amend the Truth in
Lending Act to eliminate the inclusion of
agricultural credit; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

H.R. 6192. A bill to provide incentives for
the establishment of new or expanded job-
producing industrial and commercial estab-
lishments in rural areas; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia:

HR. 6193. A bill to direct the Interstate
Commerce Commission to make regulations
that certain railroad vehicles be equipped
with reflectors or luminous material so that
they can be readily seen at night; to the
Committee on Interstate and Forelgn Com-
merce.

HR. 6194. A bill to consent to the inter-
state environment compact; to the Commit«
tee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey:

H.R. 5195. A bill to amend section 302(c)
of the Labor-Management Relations Act,
1947, to permit employer contributions for
joint industry promotion of products in cer-
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tain instances; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor.

By Mr. WHALLEY:

H.R. 6196. A bill to provide that the re-
ceipts from all Federal gasoline and auto-
motive exclse taxes shall be placed in the
highway trust fund to be wused for roed
improvement purposes only, to eliminate the
State matching requirements in the Fed-
eral-aid highway program, and to provide
Federal assistance for State and local high-
way purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means,

By Mr. 30B WILSON:

H.R. 6197, A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to permit the recomputation of
retired pay of certain members and former
members of the Armed Forces; to the Con:i-
mittee on Armed Services.

H.R. 6198. A bill to equalize the retired or
retainer pay of members and former members
of the Armed Forces now or hereafter placed
on the retired lists; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

H.R.6199. A bill to equalize the retired
pay of members of the uniformed services
retired prior to June 1, 1958, whose retired
pay is computed on laws enacted on or after
October 1, 1949; to the Committee on Armed
Bervices.

H.R. 6200. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to equalize the retirement pay
of members of the uniformed services of
equal rank and years of service, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. GARMATZ:

H.J. Res. 469. Joint resolution making a
technical correction to a conforming amend-
ment made by Public Law 91-621 (relating to
the status and benefits of commissioned offi-
cers of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration); to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisherles.

By Mr. HARRINGTON (for himself,
Mr, ApoUREZK, Mr, BapiLro, Mr.
BEGICH, Mr. BURTON, Mr. Carey of
New York, Mrs. CrisgoLy, Mr, CLAY,
Mr. HALPERN, Mr. KocH, Mr. MIKvVA,
Mr. Moss, Mr. O'NenL, Mr. PEPPER,
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. Rees, Mr. RIEGLE,
Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. Roy, and Mr.
SCHEUER) ©

H.J. Res, 470. Joint resolution to amend
the Constitution to provide for representation
of the District of Columbia in the Congress;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas:

H.J. Res. 471. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution to pro-
vide for the direct popular election of the
President and Vice President of the United
States; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BOB WILSON:

H.J. Res. 472. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States, extending the right to vote
to citizens 18 years of age or older; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BOB WILSON (for himself and
Mr: VAN DEERLIN) :

H.J. Res. 473. Joint rescolution to establish
a national music of the United States; to
the Committee on the Judleiary.

By Mr. BLANTON (for himself, Mr.
HUuNGATE, and Mr, STEIGER of Ari-
zonw) @

H. Con. 'Res. 205. Concurrent- resolution
calling for the humane treatment and re-
lease of American prisoners of war held by
North Vietnam and the National Liberation
Front; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. CELLER:

H. Con. Res. 206. Concurrent resolution to
reprint brochure entitled “How Our Laws
Are Made'; t0 the Committee on House Ad-
ministration.
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By Mr. HAYS:

H. Res, 301. Resolution to provide funds for
the expenses of the expenses of the inves-
tigations and studies by the Committee on
House Administration; to the Committee on
House Administration.

By Mrs. HICKS of Massachusetis:

H. Res. 302. Resolution commending the
American serviceman and veteran of Viet-
nam for his efforts and sacrifices; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. HOLIFIELD:

H. Res. 303. Resolution to provide funds
for the expenses of the investigation and
study authorized by rule XI(8); to the Com-
mittee on House Administration.

H. Res. 304. Resolution to authorize the
Committee on Government Operations to
conduct studies and investigations with re-
spect to matters within its jurisdiction, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Rules.

By Mr. HUNGATE (for himself, Mr.
ABoURreEzK, Mr. ANpeErsoN of Tennes-
see, Mr. BraNTON, Mr. DINGELL, Mr.
DorxoHUE, Mr. DrRINAN, Mr. EDMOND-
soN, Mr. EviNs of Tennessee, Mr.
WitLiam D. Forp, Mr. GRIFFIN, Mr.
HaminroN, Mr. HARRINGTON, Mr.
HaTHAWAY, Mr. McCORMACK, Mr.
Mikva, Mr. PePPER, Mr. Rees, Mr.
RoserTs, Mr. Roe, Mr. Rovy, and Mr.
WILLIAMS) :

H. Res. 305. Resolution to express the sense
of the House on relationship between legis-
lative and executive branches of the Govern-
ment; to the Committee on Appropriations.

By Mr. MORSE (for himself and Mr.
RIEGLE) :

H. Res. 308. Resolution to amend rules
X, XTI, and XTIIT of the Rules of the House
of Representatives; to the Committee on
Rules,

By Mr. JAMES V. STANTON:

H. Res. 307. Resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives that
the people of all Ireland should have an op-
portunity to express their will for union by
an election under the auspices of a United
Nations commission; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs,

By Mr. VANIK (for himself, Mr.
MosHER, Mr. BapiLLo, Mr. BINGHAM,
Mrs. DwYER, Mr. FuLTon of Tennes-
see, Mrs. Grasso, Mr. HARRINGTON,
Mr. HEcHLER of West Virginia, Mr.
LENT, Mrs., Mink, Mr. Moss, Mr. Po-
DELL, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. Ryan, Mr.
ScHEUER, Mr. TiERNAN, Mrs. SuLLi-
VAN, Mr. KocH, and Mr. JAMEs V.
STANTON) :

H. Res. 308. Resolution: Mass transit—A
national priority; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
seyerally referred as follows:

By Mr. BRASBCO:

H.R. 6201. A bill for the relief of Lesley
Earle Bryan; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 6202. A bill for the relief of Faro
Mazzola; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 6203. A bill for the rellef of Vin-
cenzo Montanino, Mrs, Lina Siesto Monta-
nino, and their children, Sabato and Pas-

quale Montanino; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia (by re-
quest) :
H.R. 6204. A bill for the relief of John S.
Attinello; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

March 16, 1971

By Mr. COLLINS of Illinois:

H.R. 6205. A bill for the relief of Michele
Biundo; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr, FULTON of Tennessee:

H.R. 6206. A bill authorizing the President
to award the Medal of Honor to Harry S. Tru-
man; to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. McCLOSKEEY:

H.R. 8207. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Edith
Erdi; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 6208. A bill for the relief of Paulino
Narvios; to the Committee on the Judiciary,

H.R. 6209. A bill for the relief of Andreino
Simonetti; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas:

H.R. 6210. A bill for the relief of Kyong
Ok Eim and Mi Shil Choi; to the Committee
on the Judiciary,

By Mr. ROE:

HRER 6211. A bill for the relief of Emilie
Abbochian; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.R. 6212. A bill for the rellef of Emanuel
Licitra; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. ROSENTHAL:

H.R. 6213, A bill for the relief of Maria
Glovanna Loyero; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

H.R. 6214. A bill for the rellef of Philip
Antoun Morcos; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. VEYSEY:

H.R. 6215. A bill for the rellef of A. C.

Brown; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. WARE:

H.R. 6216. A bill for the relief of Giullano
Esposito and his wife, Dehlia Esposito; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia:

H. Res. 309. Resolution to walve any loss
or penalty assesed against Lockhed Aircraft
Corp.; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

68. By Mr. LENT: Memorial of the Legis-
lature of the State of New York, memorial-
izing the Congress to take such affirmative
action as may be necessary to obtain the
release of the American prisoners of war held
by the Government of North Vietnam; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

69. By the SPEAKER: A memorial of the
Legislature of the State of Maine, relative to
abolition of futures trading of potatoes on
the New York Mercantile Exchange; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

70. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Arkansas, relative to airport
development; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

T71. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Connecticut, relative to amend-
ing the Constitution of the United States to
lower the voting age to 18; to the Committee
on the Judiclary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

44, By the SPEAKER: Petition of the Com-
mon Councll, Buffalo, “‘N.Y. relative to
rehabilitation grants for housing; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

45, Also, petition of the City Council, New
York, N.Y., relative to the prevention of
crime in schools; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor.
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