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and I have apprised the distinguished 

majority leader before making the re- 

quests. 

QUORUM CALL 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,


I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the order 

for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered.


ORDER FOR RECESS TO 9 A.M. ON 

TUESDAY, WEDNESDAY, THURS- 

DAY, AND FRIDAY NEXT WEEK 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that when the 

Senate completes its business on Mon- 

day, Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thurs- 

day of next week it stand in recess, re- 

spectively, until the hour of 9 a.m. on


Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, and 

Friday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered.


ORDER FOR SENATE RESOLUTION 

299 TO BE LAID BEFORE THE SEN- 

ATE ON THURSDAY, JUNE 22, 1972 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that following 

the prayer on Thursday, June 22, 1972,


the Chair lay before the Senate, Senate


Resolution 299. This request has been


cleared with Mr. HRUSKA and Mr. JAVITS. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

PROGRAM 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

the program for tomorrow is as follows: 

The Senate will convene at 10 o'clock 

a.m. There will be routine morning busi-

ness for not to exceed 15 minutes, after 

which the Senate will take up S. 3645, 

Radio Free Europe, under a limitation of 

30 minutes. A rollcall vote will occur on 

S. 3645. That rollcall vote could occur 

conceivably as early as 10:30 a.m. to- 

morrow.


Next, the Senate w ill consider the 

amendment by Mr. ALLOTT to S. 3390, the 

Foreign Aid Act—Amendment No. 1241. 

T here is a time lim itation on that


amendment of 1 hour. A rollcall vote will 

occur.


Next, the Senate will take up H.R. 5066, 

the Flammable Fabrics Act, under a time  

limitation. At least one rollcall vote will 

likely occur thereon. 

Finally, H.R. 15097, a bill making ap- 

propriations for the D epartment of 

Transportation, will be called up under 

a time limitation agreement. A rollcall 

vote will occur on final passage thereof.


Therefore, Mr. President, I would an-

ticipate something like at least four yea- 

and-nay votes, and hopefully no more 

tomorrow. I would also anticipate—and 

hope— that action on all of the fore- 

going measures can be completed by not 

later than 3 p.m. tomorrow. 

ADJOURNMENT TO 10 A.M.


Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

if there be no further business to come 

before the Senate, I move, in accord- 

ance with the previous order, that the 

Senate stand in adjournment until 10 

a.m. tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and at 8:22 

p.m. the Senate adjourned until tomor- 

row, Friday, June 16, 1972, at 10 a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by the 

Senate June 15, 1972: 

INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION 

Rodolfo Montejano, of California, to be an 

Interstate Commerce Commissioner for the 

remainder of the term expiring December 31, 

1972, vice Laurence Walrath, resigned. 

IN THE COAST GUARD 

The following-named commanders of the 

Coast Guard Reserve to be permanent com- 

missioned officers in the Coast Guard Reserve 

in the grade of captain:


Robert M. Bissey James R. Lipscomb III


Ralph C. Bohn James H. C. Lowe 

Stephen Daniels Thomas M. McKeithen 

Ralph J. Diverio Peter L. Murphy, Jr.


David Gaber 

Joseph J. O'Rourke


R ichard J. Gaedtke Harold Perkins 

Herbert K. Heasley 

Oliver E. Thorpe, Jr. 

Walter E. Johnson 

George T. Vogel 

Audrey H. Jones 

Michael F. Walsh


James M. Kennelly, Jr.Marion L. Weiss


IN THE ARMY


The following-named officers for tempo-

rary appointment in the Army of the United 

States to the grades indicated under the pro- 

visions of title 10, United States Code, sec- 

tions 3442 and 3447: 

MEDICAL CORPS 

To be major general


Brig. Gen. Richard Ray Taylor,         

   8, A rmy of the United States (colonel, 

Medical Corps, U.S. Army) .


To be brigadier general


Col. Robert Wesley Green,            , 

Medical Corps, U.S. Army.


Col. Marshall Edward McCabe,            ,


Medical Corps, U.S. Army. 

Col. Charles Calvin Pixley,            , 

Medical Corps, U.S. Army. 

IN THE NAVY


The follow ing-named lieutenant com-

manders of the line and staff corps of the


Navy for temporary promotion to the grade


of commander pursuant to title 10, United


States Code, section 5787, while serving in,


or ordered to, billets for which the grade


of commander is authorized and for unre-

stricted appointment to the grade of com-

mander when eligible pursuant to law and


regulation subject to qualification therefor


as provided by law :


LINE


Calhoun, John F. 

Musgrove, Robert W.


Davis John D. 

Rasmussen, John D


Dellwo, Richard E. 

Taylor, Bruce A., Jr


Dorsey, Edward B. 

Trout, Michael D.


Epley, James M.


Walker, Dodson D., Jr.


Giese, Carl E., Jr.


Zeller, Raymond G.


McCarty, Kenneth R.


SUPPLY CORPS


Morgart, James A.


U.S. CIRCUIT COURTS


Levin H. Campbell, of Massachusetts, to be


a U.S. circuit judge, first circuit, vice Bailey


Aldrich, retiring.


U.S. DISTRICT COURTS


Robert L . C arter, of New York, to be a


U .S. district judge for the southern district


of New York, vice Thomas F. Croake, retired.


Thomas P. Griesa, of New York, to be a


U .S. district judge for the southern district


of New York, vice a new position created by


Public Law 91-272, approved June 2, 1970.


Whitman Knapp, of New York, to be a


U .S. district judge for the southern district


of New York, vice Walter R. Mansfield, ele-

vated.


Charles E. Stewart, Jr., of New York, to be


a U.S. district judge for the southern district


of New York, vice Sidney Sugarman, retired.


MISSISSIPPI RIVER COMMISSION


Subject to qualifications provided by law,


the following for appointment as a Member


of the Mississippi River Commission:


Rear Adm. Allen L. Powell, Director, Na-

tional Ocean Survey, National Oceanic and


Atmospheric Administration.


CONFIRMATIONS


Executive nominations confirmed by


the Senate June 15, 1972:


CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING


The following-named persons to be Mem-

bers of the Board of Directors of the Cor-

poration for Public Broadcasting for terms


expiring March 26, 1978:


Michael A. Gammino, Jr., of Rhode Island.


Joseph D. Hughes, of Pennsylvania.


Gloria L. Anderson, of Georgia.


Theodore W. Braun, of California.


Neal Blackwell Freeman, of New York.


U.S. POSTAL SERVICE


John Y. Ing, of Hawaii, to be a Governor


of the U.S. Postal Service for the remainder


of the term expiring December 8, 1972.


IN THE COAST GUARD


C oast G uard nominations beginning


George F. M artin, to be lieutenant com-

mander, and ending Paul J. Balzer, to be


chief warrant officer, W-2, which nominations


were received by the Senate and appeared in


the Congressional Record on June 12, 1972.


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, June 15, 1972


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 

Rabbi Steven M. Dworken, Congre- 

gation Shaarey Tphiloh, Portland, 

Maine, offered the following prayer: 

Our Father in Heaven, as another ses- 

sion 

of C ongress opens, w e turn to Y ou  

for guidance in the discharge of its 

weighty and grave responsibilities. May 

this august body, through its legislation, 

further the ideals of 

equality, liberty, 

and 

justice for all upon which our beloved 

country is founded. M ay tranquility, 

peace, and harmony reign within our


borders, and may we be the harbingers


of universal brotherhood.


Grant us of Your wisdom so that we


may be leaders in promulgating the idea


that the conference table is a far better


xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx...
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arena for settling differences than the 
battlefield. 

May the day soon come when the vast 
sums spent on machinery of destruction 
can be spent on machinery of healing, 
balm, and peace. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam­

ined the Journal of the last day's pro­
ceedings and announces to the House his 
approval thereof. 

Without objection, the Journal stands 
approved. 

There was no objection. 

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

rington, one of its clerks, announced that 
the Senate had passed without amend­
ment a bill of the House of the follow­
ing title: 

H .R. 5404. An act to direct the Secretary of 
Agriculture to release on behalf of the United 
States a condition in a deed conveying cer­
tain lands to the Arkansas Game and Fish 
Commission, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed with amendments in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requested, bills of the House of the fol­
lowing titles: 

H.R. 15093. An act making appropriations 
for the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development; for space, science, veterans, 
and certain other independent executive 
agencies, boards, commissions, corpomtions, 
and offices for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1973, and for other purposes: and 

H .R. 15259. An act making appropria.tions 
for the government of the District of Colum­
bia and other activities chargeable in whole 
or in part against the revenues of said Dis­
trict for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, 
and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the bill (H.R. 15093) entitled "An act 
making appropriations for the Depart­
ment of Housing and Urb~n Develop­
ment; for space, science, veterans, and 
certain other independent executive 
agencies, boards, commissions, corpora­
tions, and offices for the fiscal year end­
ing June 30, 1973, and for other pur­
poses," requests a conference with the 
House on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. 
PASTORE, Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. ELLENDER, 
Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. ALLOTT, Mrs. SMITH, 
and Mr. YoUNG to be the conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the bill (H.R . 15259) entitled "An act 
making appropriations for the govern­
ment of the District of Columbia and 
other activities chargeable in whole or in 
part against the revenues of said District 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, 
and for other purposes," requests a con­
ference with the House on the disagree­
ing votes of the two Houses thereon, and 
appoints Mr. INOUYE, Mr. MONTOYA, Mr. 
HOLLINGS, Mr. ELLENDER, Mr. EAGLETON, 
Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. STEVENS, and Mr. 
YouNG to be the conferees on the part of 
the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed bills of the following 
titles, in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested: 

S. 473. An act to amend the Automobile In­
formation Disclosure Act to make its provi­
sions applicable to the possessions of the 
United States; 

S. 3080. An act to amend the Lead-Based 
Paint Poisoning Prevention Act, and for other 
purposes; 

S. 3104. An act to amend existing statutes 
to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to 
issue cotton crop reports simultaneously with 
the general crop reports; and 

S. 3338. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to increase the rates of com­
pensation for disabled veterans, and for other 
purposes. 

RECESS 
The SPEAKER. The Chair declares a 

recess subject to the call of the Chair. 
Accordingly (at 12 o'clock and 1 min­

ute p.m.) the House stood in recess sub­
ject to the call of the Chair. 

JOINT MEETING OF THE HOUSE 
AND SENATE TO HEAR AN AD­
DRESS BY THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE UNITED MEXICAN STATES 
The Speaker of the House presided. 
The Doorkeeper (Hon. William M. Mil-

ler) announced the President pro tem­
pore and the Members of the U.S. Senate, 
who entered the Hall of the House of 
Representatives, the President pro tem­
pore taking the chair at the left of the 
Speaker, and the Members of the Senate 
the seats reserved for them. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints as 
members of the committee on the part 
of the House to conduct the President of 
the United Mexican States into the 
Chamber the gentleman from Louisiana 
(Mr. BoGGS) , the gentleman from Mas­
sachusetts (Mr. O'NEILL), the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MoRGAN), the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GoNZALEZ), 
the gentleman from California (Mr. RoY­
BAL), the gentleman from Texas <Mr. DE 
LA GARZA) , the gentleman from Texas 
<Mr. KAzEN), the gentleman from Dlinois 
(Mr. ARENDS), the gentleman from Cali­
fornia <Mr. MAILLIARD), the gentleman 
from Arizona <Mr. RHODES), the gentle­
man from Dlinois (Mr. ANDERSON), the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. CoN ABLE) 
and the gentleman from New Mexico 
(Mr. LuJAN). 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. As 
President pro tempore of the Senate and 
on behalf of the Senate, I appoint the 
following Senators as a committee on 
the part of the Senate to conduct the 
President of Mexico into the Chamber: 
the Senator from Montana <Mr. MANs­
FIELD), the Senator from West Virginia 
(Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD), the Senator from 
Washington (Mr. MAGNUSON), the Sen­
ator from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN), the 
Senator from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN), the 
Senator from Michigan <Mr. GRIFFIN), 
the Senator from Maine <Mrs. SMITH), 
the Senator from Vermont <Mr. AIKEN) , 
the Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. 
CoTTON), and the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. ALLOTT). 

The Doorkeeper announced the Am-

bassadors, Ministers, and Charges d' Af­
faires of foreign governments. 

The Ambassadors, Ministers, and 
Charges d'Affaires of foreign govern­
ments entered the Hall of the House of 
Representatives and took the seats re­
served for them. 

The Doorkeeper announced the Cabi­
net of the President of the United States. 

The members of the Cabinet of the 
President of the United States entered 
the Hall of the House of Representatives 
and took the seats reserved for them in 
front of the Speaker's rostrum. 

At 12 o'clock and 32 minutes p.m., the 
Doorkeeper announced the President of 
the United Mexican States. 

The President of the United Mexican 
States, escorted by the committee of 
Senators and Representatives, entered 
the Hall of the House of Representatives, 
and stood at the Clerk's desk. 

r Applause, the Members rising.] 
The SPEAKER. Members of the Con­

gress, it is my great privilege and I deem 
it a high honor and pleasure to present 
to you a distinguished representative of 
a great and free people, for whom we 
hold feelings of high regard and warm 
friendship, His Excellency the President 
of the United Mexican States. 

[Applause, the Members rising.] 

ADDRESS BY THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE UNITED MEXICAN STATES 
President ECHEVERRIA. Mr. Speak­

er, Mr. President, Honorable Senators 
and Members of the House: I thank you 
for the honor of having invited me to 
speak before this Assembly which repre­
sents the American people. 

The United States is the creator of one 
of the most significant experiences of 
contemporary history. The establishment 
of a society based on equality before the 
law and on the principles of political de­
mocracy drew people from all corners of 
the globe and made this land the source 
of great advances in the intellectual and 
material progress of humanity. 

The United States was born during the 
era of the great ideological revolution of 
the XVill century. The principles of 
liberalism were the source of its dynamic 
drive. However, the growing complexities 
of its internal and external life brought 
about attitudes that were not always in 
accord with the values of a system based 
on the right of all persons, groups of per­
sons, or nations to self-fulfillment, with­
in the framework of their own freedom. 

One of the virtues of the American so­
ciety is its capacity for deep thought and 
self-criticism which seems to correct its 
errors and to renew its concept of the 
world. Now that it has a greater aware­
ness of its strength and the careful man­
ner in which it should be used, we trust 
that it will devise a policy to meet the 

, real demands of our time. 
The United States is encouraging dia­

log with other world powers that have 
different ideologies. Apparently irrecon­
cilable antagonisms have been attenu­
ated and lines of communication that 
were closed for many years have been 
opened. Nevertheless, these changes have 
not yet been reflected in the policy of the 
United States toward the Third World 
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and toward the Latin American coun­
tries, in particular. 

The nuclear threat and arduous eco­
nomic competition among the great pow­
ers have made them seek self-limitation 
in peaceful coexistence. However, the end 
of the cold war will not be the beginning 
of a period of peace as long as the weak 
countries are excluded from its benefits. 

The countries of the Third World are 
glad to see any negotiations and any 
agreement that tends to reduce interna­
tional tensions, but they are suspicious 
of pacts between great powers that ig­
nore the rights and interests of less de­
veloped nations. 

We cannot be in agreement with those 
who try to reduce world politics to deal­
ings among powerful nations. We agree 
even less with those who confuse power 
with the capacity to produce nuclear 
weapons. The possibility of oppressed 
nations to change is also a political fact 
whose importance we cannot underesti­
mate. 

Moreover, we understand that the so­
lution of the main problems we now 
face-peace, security, and develop­
ment-lies not in the formation of closed 
international clubs, but in the partici­
pation of all the peoples of the world in 
the decisions that affect them all. 

A harmonious situation cannot be 
founded on the dissension of most of the 
inhabitants of the world. Our people are 
aware that their poverty produces wealth 
for others. The accumulated resentment 
against political colonialism is now re­
born against economic colonialism. 

Peace and progress depend to an ever­
increasing degree on the attitude that 
we adopt together to close the alarming 
gap that separates the rich nations from 
the poor ones. Political and demographic 
pressures of less developed countries en­
danger the stability of wealthy societies. 
If effective policies of balanced develop­
ment are not adopted, poverty will cross 
all borders. 

History shows that the most powerful 
empires were destroyed by the contradic­
tions and social confticts which their 
own power produced. It is more sensible 
to lay the foundations of security on a 
better distribution of wealth than on the 
progressive stockpiling of arms and tech­
nological resources. 

It is necessary to end an era in which 
the immediate interest of a few has pre­
vailed over the permanent interest of 
many. Realism in politics and economics 
consists in obtaining constant and sound 
earnings and not in procuring quick 
profits, generally unfair and frequently 
imaginary. 

With the same clearness of mind and 
pragmatism with which the need for 
mutual respect among powerful coun­
tries is recognized, it is necessary to un­
derstand that lasting peace depends on 
absolute respect for the way in which 
each country has chosen to achieve 
progress. 

Colonial attitudes that should have 
disappeared still try to control interna­
tional relations. The centers of world 
inftuence impose their conditions for ex­
change on the other countries. Moreover, 
they reduce the capacity of action of 
weak nations by opposing indispensable 

transformation of structures or by inter­
vening in the political processes of these 
nations. 

The history of underdeveloped nations 
is a permanent struggle between the 
forces that seek social change and those 
that try to perpetuate injustice. The 
latter almost always have the support of 
powerful foreign groups that try to im­
pose inadequate systems on countries 
whose true reality they ignore. 

The great powers are beginning to un­
derstand the danger that such an atti­
tu~e implies for their own stability. And 
tJ:?s ~act coincides with a better orga­
ruzation of the poor nations in defense 
of their legitimate rights and interests. 
Therefore the moment is ripe to unite 
efforts. The weak nations must be con­
vinced that the basis of change resides 
in their own attempts to improve their 
situation. The powerful nations must 
keep in mind that civilizations are 
strengthened and survive not when they 
subjugate, but when they share. 

Mexico participates in the problems 
asp~ations and demands of developing 
nations. The relations between our two 
countries are, in a certain way a mirror 
of the American attitude towa~d nations 
that struggle for their liberation. 

The United States is finding the way 
to harmonize its interests with those of 
the countries where the important revo­
lutions of the XX century were made. 
Now it is better equipped to understand 
Mexico not only as a neighbor but as a 
nation born from an ideological and so­
cial movement with its own charactertics. 

The foreign policy of Mexico toward 
the United States, as toward any other 
country, follows the nation's objectives: 
to s~ren~then its political autonomy, es­
tabllsh Its cultural personality extend 
the basis of its democracy, surmbunt un­
derdevelopment, and put an end to any 
system of exploitation. 

The main purpose of our visit to the 
United States on this occasion in re­
sponse to President Nixon's kind invita­
tion, is to assess the relations between 
o~ ~ations and examine the real possi­
bilities of establishing fairer treatment 
in the future. 

The best way for us to fulfill these ob­
jectives is to express Mexico's points of 
view with clarity and firmness. To reach 
realistic and lasting agreements, we must 
define our respective positions. 

Mexico does not expect special treat­
ment from the United States, but only 
asks that our contacts and exchanges 
be regulated by the standards of fair­
ness and respect that should govern all 
international relations. 

We must proceed in our own way we 
live our own life style and our own id~ol­
O¥Y· We do not try to impose our prin­
ciples on anyone, but neither do we al­
low any foreign interference. We are re­
spectful of the rights of others and want 
them to respect our rights. We are sure 
that a greater degree of cooperation be­
tween our two countries is not only feasi­
ble, but necessary. 

I do not think this is the time for a de­
tailed examination of the problems that 
we should solve together, but I believe 
it is advisable to refer to some of current 
interest. 

To achieve a better understanding be­
tween our two countries, it would be ad­
visable for you to consider certain prob­
lems which are not of great concern to 
American public opinion but which do 
have serious consequences for us. 

The artificial salinity of the Colorado 
River is the most delicate problem be­
tween our two countries. The water from 
the Welton Mohawk Canal has severely 
affected the agriculture of the Mexicali 
Valley and has brought poverty to thou­
sands of farmers. The damage is enor­
mous and Mexican public opinion is be­
coming increasingly impatient about 
this important matter that has been go­
ing on for more than a decade without 
any satisfactory solution. 

The Imperial Valley and the Mexicali 
Valley are part of the same river basin 
that the Colorado River irrigates. In the 
Treaty of 1944, it was agreed that the 
quality of the water to be delivered to 
us would serve useful purposes and 
therefore, the only possible interpreta­
tion of this instrument is equal conditions 
for both parties concerned. Voluntary 
pollution of the water that ftows into our 
territory is an unacceptable form of dis-
crimination. , 

Mexico does not wish to break the prin­
ciples of our neighborly friendship by re­
sorting to litigation; however, it expressly 
reserves its rights in Act 218 and will 
defend them vigorously under any 
circumstances. 

In any case, it is impossible to under­
stand why the United States does not use 
the same boldness and imagination that 
it applies to solving complex problems 
with its enemies, to the solution of simple 
prob!ems with its friends. 

Indications that there are minority 
groups who want to limit the import of 
Mexican agricultural products and for­
bid entry of goods, semimanufactured 
abroad with American raw materials and 
products, are also of concern to us. Both 
measures would be harmful to our al­
ready extremely unfavorable trade bal­
ance with the United States, and would 
also have negative effects on the Ameri­
can consumer. 

Any new limitation that might be 
established on Mexican imports would 
be a severe setback to our bilateral rela­
tions. Lack of foresight could raise a bar­
rier between economic structures that 
would obtain important reciprocal bene­
fits if they were to effectively combine 
their resources. This would be inad­
equate. 

We have made it clear, in other 
forums, that there can be no justifica­
tion for the United States' delay in the 
adoption of the general scheme of tariff 
preferences, suggested by the Second 
World Conference on Trade and De­
velopment. 

We do not aspire to special concessions 
in the field of foreign trade; but we con­
sider it unfair that the exportation of 
our manufactured goods should not be 
compensated advantageously in view of 
the high prices that we are obliged to 
pay for the capital goods and technology 
that we require. 

It is equally inexplicable, among coun­
tries solemnly dedicated to "join forces 
in order that their peoples may attain a 
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AFTER RECESS harmonious development", that meas­
ures such as the tariff reductions that 
have been granted by the United King­
dom, the European Economic Commun­
ity, Japan and other industrialized coun­
tries, both capitalistic and socialistic, 
should not be adopted. 

Let us not confuse private or local in­
terests with national interests. Let us 
not permit our many contacts-the logi­
cal result of our geographic proXimity­
to make us forget the order of impor­
tance of the different factors that deter­
mine relations among states. 

Mexico proposes to the people and gov­
ernment of the United States that we be­
gin a new phase of our relations. Thus 
you would conform to the action you 
have taken in other areas, and we would 
attain the objectives that have always 
guided our foreign policy. 

The interdependence of countries 
opens unsuspected possibilities of prog­
ress; but it also exposes us to new sub­
jections dangerous in the measure in 
which they are disguised. That is why 
cooperation among independent states 
demands the full exercise of their sover­
eign rights. 

Mexico has always defended the right 
of its people to freely forge their destiny. 
It searches incessantly for new social and 
economic formulas within the frame of 
its Constitution. 

We hold that true development de­
rives the impulse toward production from 
an equitable distribution of wealth and 
the satisfaction of social demands. We 
believe that growth without justice ends 
in the annulment of democracy and that 
freedom is only possible through equita­
ble progress. 

We do not want to negotiate, with 
other countries, advantages that favor 
economic minorities. The heritage of pro­
longed relationships of dependence 
should be combated, simultaneously, at 
the international level and within the 
scope of our own countries. 

Autonomy before others and internal 
participation are inseparable goals of in­
dependent development. We do not wish 
to consolidate privileged groups that 
serve as obvious links with centers of 
power, nor cause a breach that would 
isolate us from the currents of progress. 

If we can expand the scope of our col­
laboration, if we use the law and our 
good will to reconcile our differences, if 
we rigorously apply the standards of fair 
international coexistence to our relations, 
we will have made great progress along 
the road of our friendship. We will have 
contributed to the creation of a peace­
ful and prosperous future for both na­
tions. 

I have come to speak with you Sen­
ators and Representatives on behalf of a 
neighboring country and a friend of the 
United States. There is no true friend­
ship without frankness, a frankness will 
lead us to the solution of common prob­
lems within a framework of justice. This 
means a renewal of our common faith in 
democracy using the unlimited possi­
bilities of the human spirit, as long as it 
is developed within a framework of free­
dom, because the human spirit can 
develop only within an atmosphere which 
it needs. An atmosphere which it needs 

can be provided only within a framework 
of political, social, and economic democ­
racy. 

We cannot divide the personality of 
man and think that we can solve his 
material problems without solving the 
problems that make up his whole com­
position. The instruments that man has 
created within the economic industrial 
field and his whole contemporary civiliza­
tion in general in which he lives must be 
placed in the service of the whole man. 
That is why dictators attempt to divide 
man, to try to standardize him, and to 
try by compulsion to divide his very per­
sonality. 

That is why in political relations 
within each country or in international 
relations among countries, if there is a 
predominance of the play of passing in­
terests alone, we run the risk of interfer­
ence with the full development of con­
temporary man. 

So let us seek in our internal political 
relations within our own countries and 
in our international relations among 
ourselves this new sense of a new hu­
manism, and let us not confuse ends 
with means, because the nations of this 
hemisphere were born with a special des­
tiny that needs to be nurtured within 
those fields which give man his great­
ness, which is a greatness which we must 
not abdicate. 

Senators and Representatives, I have 
brought you the cordial and warm greet­
ings of the people of the Government of 
Mexico, leaving aside the rules of pro­
tocol and diplomacy that sometimes dis­
tract us from the very great truths of 
our time, in order that we may join to­
gether, working for our respective peo­
ples, and I bring to you for the record 
Mexico's willingness and desire to speak 
with frankness to its great neighbor and 
friend, the United States, so we may ob­
tain greater cooperation in the future 
and eliminate certain barriers that sepa­
rate us now and perhaps in the future, 
so that in the future we may achieve a 
balance of development within a frame-­
work of freedom, which is so necessary 
for the human spirit and the spirit of 
democracy, to which we may ever as­
pire, and so we may work together in 
the future for the welfare of our peo­
ples. 

Thank you very much. 
At 1 o'clock and 16 minutes p.m., the 

President of the United Mexican States, 
accompanied by the committee of escort, 
retired from the Hall of the House of 
Representatives. 

The Doorkeeper <Hon. William M. 
Miller) escorted the invited guests from 
the Chamber in the following order: 

The Members of the President's 
Cabinet. 

The Ambassadors, Ministers, and 
Charges d'Affaires of foreign govern­
ments. 

The SPEAKER. The purpose of the 
joint meeting having been completed, 
the Chair declares the joint meeting of 
the two Houses now dissolved. 

Accordingly, at 1 o'clock and 20 min­
utes p.m., the joint meeting of the two 
Houses was dissolved. 

The Members of the Senate retired to 
their Chamber. 

The recess hruving expired, the House 
was oalled to order by the Speaker at 
2 o'clock p.m. 

PRINTING OF PROCEEDINGS HAD 
DURING THE RECESS 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani­
mous consent that the proceedings had 
during the recess be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 
H.R. 15259, DISTRICT OF COLUM­
BIA APPROPRIATIONS, 1973 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill <H.R. 15259) 
making appropriations for the govern­
ment of the District of Columbia and 
other activities chargeable in whole or in 
part against the revenues of said District 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, 
and for other purposes, with Senate 
amendments thereto, disagree to the Sen­
ate amendments, and agree to the con­
ference asked by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ken­
tucky? The Chair hears none, and ap­
points the following conferees: Messrs. 
NATCHER, GIAIMO, PRYOR of Arkansas, 
OBEY, STOKES, McKAY, MAHON, DAVIS of 
Wisconsin, ScHERLE, MCEWEN, MYERS, 
and Bow. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITI'EE ON 
RULES TO FILE CERTAIN PRIVI­
LEGED REPORTS 
Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Rules may have until midnight to­
night to file certain privileged reports. 

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

There was no objection. 

A TRmUTE TO RETIRING 
TEACHERS 

<Mr. MAYNE 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. MAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I look for­
ward with great pleasure to participating 
next week in the "Salue to Education" 
being planned by the National Education 
Association. I have the very highest re­
gard for tbe teaching profession and am 
personally very indebted to the many 
fine teoohers who contributed to my own 
education. 

During the past 26 years, the teach-
ers with whom I have had the most con­
tact have been those teaching in the pub­
lic schools of my home community of 
Sioux City, Iowa. My three children were 
all educated there, and I have had a first­
hand opportunity to observe the dedica-
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tion and excellence of those who were 
their instructors. 

It is fitting that we gratefully acknowl­
edge the longtime service of the follow­
ing teachers in the Sioux City Commu­
nity School District who, after teaching 
the following number of years, have re­
tired the past year or will reach retire­
ment by September 1: 

Mrs. Alice Anderson, 45 years total in 
the teaching profession; Mrs. Mildred 
Carter, 43¥2; Miss Alice Jean Clark, 40; 
Miss Esther Coacher, 44; Mr. Lowell 
Crippen, 41; Mrs. Alice Fountain, 44 Yz; 
Miss Irene Decker, 44 Yz; Mrs. Olvena 
Foster, 29; Mrs. Ruth French, 26¥2; Miss 
Fay Freshwaters, 44; Mr. Emmett Fricke, 
43; Miss Vesta Gifford, 38; Miss Dorothy 
Kay, 46; Mrs. Minerva Luikart, 27; Miss 
Nellie Mason, 43; Miss Ruth Nelson, 43; 
Miss Anna Marie Peel en, 40 Yz; lV.Lis. 
Delia Retzloff, 33%; Miss Dorothy Ryan, 
44; Mr. Harold Stevens, 43; Mrs. Clara 
May Strain, 30; Miss Leita Stribley, 38; 
Mr. Clarence Wauer, 45; and Mrs. Mil­
dred Wyma, 32% years as a teacher. 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 
H.R. 15093, DEPARTMENT OF 
HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP­
MENT AND RELATED AGENCIES, 
1973 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill (H.R. 15093) 
making appropriations for the Depart-' 
ment of Housing and Urban Develop­
ment; for space, science, veterans, and 
certain other independent executive 
agencies, boards, commissions, corpora­
tions, and offices for the fiscal year end­
ing June 30, 1973, and for other pur­
poses, v.ith Senate amendments thereto, 
disagree to the Senate amendments, and 
agree to the conference asked by the 
Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas­
sachusetts? The Chair hears none, and 
appoints the following conferees: Messrs. 
BOLAND, EVINS of Tennessee, SHIPLEY, 
GIAIMO, PRYOR of Arkansas, ROUSH, MA­
HON, JONAS, TALCOTT, MCDADE, DEL CLAW­
SON, and Bow. 

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, AND 
HEALTH EDUCATION, AND WEL­
FARE, AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1973 
Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move that 

the House resolve itself into the Com­
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union for the further considera­
tion of the bill (H.R. 15417) making ap­
propriations for the Departments of La­
bor, and Health, Education, and Wel­
fare, and related agencies, for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1973, and for other 
purposes. 

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

Accordingly, the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill H.R. 15417, with 
Mr. HOLIFIELD in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit­
tee rose yesterday the Clerk had read 
through line 7, page 1 of the bill. 

If there are no amendments to be 
proposed, the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
O CCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH 

ADMINISTRATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses for the Occupa­

tional Safety and Health Administration, 
$69,207,000. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DENNIS 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DENNis: On 

page 6, line 25, strike out "$69,207,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$49,207,000". 

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman and mem­
bers of the committee, this amendment 
simply cuts $20 million from the ap­
propriation for the necessary salaries 
and expenses for the occupational safety 
and health administration. 

I do not think, Mr. Chairman, that in 
my brief time in this body I have ever 
received more mail objecting to an act 
and to the administration of that act 
than the Occupational Safety and 
Health Act has brought forth. 

Because of that reaction, along with a 
great many other Members of this House, 
I have cosponsored legislation to intro­
duce amendments designed to ameliorate 
the effect of that act on the small busi­
nessmen and on the farm. 

Generally speaking, these amendments 
would exempt the small farmer from the 
effect of the act. They would exempt the 
employer of under 25 people from the 
effect of the act, and would postpone the 
effect of the act as to employers of less 
than 100 people. They would cut down 
on the arbitrary rulemaking authority 
of the administration. 

I may be wrong, but so far as I can 
observe, the legislative committees in­
volved are not about to do anything about 
holding hearings on these amendments in 
spite of the fact that there is a very 
widespread demand for them and a very 
widespread support for them in this 
House, judging by the people who have 
introduced legislation. 

So, it seems to me, that we ought to 
seize on the opportunity to reduce the 
appropriation for the enforcement of the 
act, because that would do several things. 

In the first place, it would send a 
message loud and clear to the legislative 
committee and to the people downtown 
that they have got to give some relief to 
the farmer and to the small businessman 
whom you and I represent, and who is 
being victimized, so to speak, under the 
regulations and the rules of this act. 

In the second place, we could save $20 
million of the taxpayers' money and let 
it stay in their pockets, and at the same 
time that we are sending this message, 
we would also give them a little of their 
own money to use and we would take 
some of these inspectors off their backs. 

If you cut it down to the appropria­
tion last year, you would not take $20 
million off this appropriation-you 
would take off $33 million. So I am al-

ready providing $13 million more than 
last year by this amendment. 

I think there is a reason for that, be­
cause the two things are not quite equiv­
alent. They do have additional duties un­
der the new law, and I am giving them 
$13 million more to perform those du­
ties under the terms of this amendment. 
But I do think a $20 million reduction, 
which would put this down to just about 
a $50 million appropriation instead of 
a $69 million appropriation would be a 
good and beneficial thing. 

It would cut some of the fat out of 
this. It would make it impossible to con­
tinue hiring myriad inspectors and other 
bureaucrats until -ve find out how many 
really need, and how they are going to 
administer this act. 

It would give some relief to the small 
businessman and the farmer. Here is a 
practical thing we can do. We talk about 
giving these people help. We introduce 
bills, which nobody pays any attention 
to, but right here this afternoon we can 
take a $20 million load off the taxpayers, 
and I do not know how many hundreds 
of bureaucrats off them also, as a practi­
cal relief in their everyday business op­
erations. 

I think the people I represent and the 
people you represent would appreciate 
our doing just that. So it is a very simple 
amendment, easy to understand, and its 
purpose is clear. It provides an oppor­
tunity to strike an immediate, although 
modest, blow for liberty, and I urge sup­
port of my amendment. 

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

Mr. DENNIS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Tilinois. 

Mr. FINDLEY. I am much in support 
of the amendment. I wonder if the gen­
tleman would clarify how his amendment 
would give relief to the small business­
man from the application of the Health 
and Safety Standards Act. Could you 
amplify that a little? 

Mr. DENNIS. As I understand it, they 
are asking for $69 million, which is $33,-
323,000 more than last year, so as to 
hire additional personnel to enforce this 
act and to go out and ride herd on you in 
the conduct of your business. If they do 
not have as much money, they cannot 
hire as many people to do that. 

Mr. FINDLEY. If the gentleman will 
yield further, certainly adoption of the 
amendment would be notice to the ex­
ecutive branch that the Congress does 
want the small businessman virtually to 
be exempt from the application of the 
Health and Safety Standards Act, is 
that correct? 

Mr. DENNIS. The gentleman is emi­
nently correct. That is certainly what I 
am trying to do. 

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

Mr. DENNIS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

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

Heated controversy surrounded the 
Occupational Safety and Health Act 
when it was first introduced, debated 
and finally approved. Even before the 
law went into effect, its checkered legis-
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lative history gave some indication of the 
difficulties it would encounter after pas­
sage. The act's intentions are praise­
worthy-it aims to insure a safe and 
healthful working environment for every 
employee in the country-but, as so often 
happens, a great gap developed between 
intention and execution. 

Much of the problem lies with the law 
itself. In an effort to insure strict and 
swift application of safety and health 
standards, it adopts a punitive approach 
to enforcement. Considering the com­
plexity and universal applicability of the 
regulations-744 columns in the Federal 
Register-very little time was allowed to 
familiarize employers with their new 
duties. Most small businessmen and 
farmers have never been subject to such 
regulation before. Faced with a bewilder­
ing welter of minutely prescribed safety 
and health standards, they are at a loss 
to know which ones apply to them. Big 
corporations employ professional staffs 
solely in order to analyze and apply such 
standards. The small businessman can­
not afford to hire a lawyer to interpret 
the law and an accountant to keep the 
records it requires. The first time he is 
even aware of a violation may well be 
when a Federal inspector slaps a fine on 
him for noncompliance. 

The inspector is not being personally 
arbitrary when he does this. The law 
makes it mandatory to impose a "first in­
stance sanction," an automatic penalty 
for the first violation. This may entail a 
fine of $1,000, an insignificant sum for 
General Motors, perhaps, but a serious 
loss for the small machine f-hop cperator 
who is subject to exactly the same rules. 
The law takes no cognizance of the em­
ployer's ability to pay the fine or to make 
the necessary changes in his operations 
to comply with the ru1es. 

Realizing that the Occupational Safety 
and Health Act discriminates in effect if 
not in intention against small employers, 
Congress is considering a r.u.mber of 
amendments to the law. I have intro­
duced or cosponsored three bill.s exempt­
ing nonmanufacturing firms and those 
with no more than 25 employees, recog­
nizing the difference between heavy and 
light residential construction, and pro­
posing other changes to make the law 
more equitable and less onerous. These 
measures are designed to restore the bal­
ance between concern for employees' 
safety and realistic consideration for em­
ployers' problems and responsibilities. 

As a first step I urge the House to adopt 
this amendment. 

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

Mr. DENNIS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. I, too, rise in support of 
the gentleman's amendment. There 
seems to be no other way to stop the har­
assment of the bureaucrats than to rap 
their knuckles by cutting the funds that 
keep them in business. It is a good 
amendment. 

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

Mr. DENNIS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Nebraska. 

Mr. THONE. I, too, rise in support of 
the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the Occupational Safety 
and Health Act of 1970 is imperfect legis­
lation. The act shou1d be amended in 
many respects. 

The law provides that an OSHA in­
spector can walk into a place of busi­
ness, decide that the agency's regula­
tions are being violated and levy a fine 
up to $1,000 on the spot. He may return 
the next day and levy another fine. This 
is the most flagrant violation of the 
American system of due process of law 
ever to come to my attention. 

The act is written so that every farmer 
or shopkeeper who hires one part-time 
helper comes under the same Federal re­
quirements for safety and health as ma­
jor factories. 

The House Special Subcommittee on 
Labor has not scheduled hearings on any 
of the many bills introduced to amend 
this act. Reducing the OSHA appropria­
tions will send a message to the sub­
committee that it is time to schedule 
hearings. 

This act is being administered poorly 
in my opinion. In administering OSHA, 
the Labor Department has issued a di­
rective that the same regulations shall 
apply to the builder of one house at a 
time as apply to the contractor building 
a giant dam or a high rise office building. 
Commonsense dictates that they should 
be different standards for heavy out­
right construction. 

In administering this act, the Labor 
Department has ruled that when one 
farmer helps another, an employer-em­
ployee relationship exists even though no 
money changes hands. In other words, 
the heavyhanded, bureaucratic regula­
tions of OSHA are about to end the cen­
turies-old tradition of neighbor helping 
neighbor. 

In administering this act, the Labor 
Department have issued volumes of 
regulations, many of which have no bear­
ing on the health or safety of employees. 
For example, OSHA has decreed that a 
toilet seat must not be a complete circle. 
OSHA proclaims that a toilet seat must 
be split in the front. Officials of the La­
bor Department have been unable to ex­
plain to me how this contributes to the 
health and safety of employees. 

The Labor Department has been unco­
operative in administering the Occupa­
tional Safety and Health Act. When a 
businessman wrote asking that someone 
come to his shop to explain the law, he 
received an answer which said that if 
OSHA officials came to his shop, they 
wou1d make an inspection and if they 
found violations he would be fined. 

The Labor Department has been un­
cooperative when Members of the House 
of Representatives and the Senate have 
pointed out OSHA regulations that are 
silly or of no contribution to health and 
safety. Reducing the OSHA appropria­
tions will send a message to the Labor 
Department that it is time to revise the 
regulations of this act so that they make 
sense. 

I urge approval of the amendment. 
Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, of course 

I rise in opposition to the amendment. 
It should not be necessary for me to go 
into a song and dance as to why. I under­
stand the position and the feelings of the 

gentlemen who have indicated support 
for the amendment. The committee 
knows about the problems. The com­
mittee knows about the mail. But my 
friends who say they are now in opposi­
tion to funding the program know per­
fectly well that that is not the way to 
combat this kind of problem, that is not 
the way to meet this kind of problem, that 
is not the way to solve this kind of prob­
lem. We went through all of this at great 
length in the committee. 

Keep in mind what we are talking 
about. When Congress passed the Oc­
cupational Safety and Health Act, I am 
sure this was not done with tongue in 
cheek or anything like that. This is a 
basic, organic law. We passed this act 
with the expectation that it wou1d be 
enforced. This is the Occupational Safe­
ty and Health Act. The act must be en­
forced, which makes a lot of people un­
happy. No matter whether you are talk­
ing about a traffic light or a piece of 
legislation like this, a lot of people get 
unhappy. 

A lot of things have happened that 
were wrong. There is no question about 
that. Somebody always goofs a little here 
and there on something like this-so far­
reaching, and new, and of such major 
import. But this is not the way to pro­
ceed: "Let's cut out the money and put 
handcuffs on those clowns downtown." 
That is not the way to do it. 

Mr. Chairman, this act covers approxi­
mately 60 million employees and almost 
5 million establishments throughout the 
entire Nation. The amount in the bill pro­
vides for only a little over 1,000 jobs to 
enforce the bill's requirements relating 
to 60 million workers in 5 million places. 
Just about 1,000. That is what? One for 
every 4,000-plus establishments in the 
country, one inspector for about 4,000 
places. Good heavens. Reduction in en­
forcement? Why, the amendment would 
defeat the entire purpose of the act and, 
by the way, that would be to the detri­
ment not only of the employees but of 
society at large, who must pay the costs 
of these thousands and thousands of pre­
ventable occupational injuries, illnesses, 
and deaths. That is what this bill is for. 
The entire society is involved, not merely 
the businessman. 

There is no question several some­
bodies have made mistakes and we have 
had the to-be-expected reactions. I have 
seen the mail. There is no doubt about 
this. We went into this thing in the hear­
ings with these people and I took these 
people apart and so did the rest of the 
committee. We knocked their brains out 
for the very reasons the gentlemen who 
support this amendment are talking 
about. 

I think every Member of this House 
has received these complaints about 
overly zealous enforcement activities. We 
know about that. But to the extent there 
is a problem, the committee feels that 
this is one that can be worked out with 
better training and supervision of the 
Departments' compliance officers. 

Do not forget this. Also, every Mem­
ber of this House has seen and has heard 
allegations on the part of organized labor 
on this. They say that the budget does 
not provide half enough inspectors to do 
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a proper job of enforcing this act. There 
is no question about that. 

This, of course, should be defeated. 
This is not the way to improve the en­
forcement of this act-obviously. 

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

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair will count. 
One hundred Members are present, a 

quorum. 
The gentleman from Idaho is recog­

nized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Chairman, I was 

going to offer an amendment to elimi­
nate all of the funds to operate the Oc­
cupational Health and Safety Act ex­
cept for the Review Commission. 

Many of us harbored some fears about 
the OSHA bill when it was before us a 
year-and-a-half ago, but I dare say that 
not in our wildest dreams did we en vi­
sion it becoming the bureaucratic night­
mare it is today. 

When the Daniels bill was reported 
out of committee, it was obvious that the 
Federal Government was about to usurp 
the safety field once and for all. So, we 
looked for the most reasonable ap­
proach--one that not only assured the 
worker he was working under safe con­
ditions, but one that assisted-rather 
than penalized-the businessman. 

The most reasonable alternative be­
fore us appeared to be the Sikes-Steiger 
substitute. It had the support of the ad­
ministration and the support of business. 
Both the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and 
the National Association of Manufactur­
ers urged its adoption. A majority of the 
Members of this body voted to substi­
tute it for the original bill and it was 
then adopted by a vote of 383 to 5. 

We were then told that the conference 
report was also reasonable. And they 
said that, after all, this is a reasonable 
administration, so the law will be ad­
ministered reasonably too. 

Finally, we were told that if it does not 
work out as planned, Congress can al­
ways amend the law. Well, it has not 
worked out, and we find ourselves vir­
tually helpless. In the intervening 
months, approximately 75 bills have been 
introduced in the House, including one 
of my own, to amend the law, but no 
action has been taken on any of them. 

So these amendments are not offered 
merely to hamstring the Department of 
Labor, but rather to get the attention 
of the administration and to get the at­
tention of our congressional leaders and 
to say to them, ''This law is not working 
out as planned. Small businessmen are 
being harassed needlessly. Some are on 
the verge of closing down. Men will be 
thrown out of work and the unemploy­
ment rates increased-all in the name 
of safety. And it is wrong." 

If the adoption of the Dennis amend­
ment forces the administration and the 
Education and Labor Committee to take 
the coercion out of the Occupational 
Safety and Health program, then I say 
we will have put in a pretty good day's 
work. 

I want to reiterate the fact that this 
amendment would not strike the funds 

for the Review Commission. If there is 
one thing the business community needs 
now, it is someplace to turn to try and 
re!;>air the damage already done. In this 
connection, I am also introducing today a 
bill which would help some of these peo­
ple recover the costs of taking their pro­
tests into the court. It makes the United 
States liable for court costs and attor­
ney's fees to persons who prevail over 
the Government in actions arising out 
of administrative actions of Federal 
agencies. 

You all have had the same oom­
plaints, the same pleas from small busi­
nessmen that I have had. You know 
something is going to have to be done. 
The big businessman can probably ride 
out this act, but the little fellow who 
has sunk his life's wages into his busi­
ness probably cannot. There has been 
enough talk about OSHA. This is the 
one and only opportunity you are going 
to have this year to really do something 
about it. I urge you to join me in taking 
the first step toward correcting the out­
rageous administration of this law. 

The following is an excerpt from a con­
stituent dated March 1, 1972: 

The initial OSHA inspection was made at 
our plant on December 2, 1971. At that time 
the federal 1nspector established certain 
deadlines to meet all necessary corrections 
which he felt were necessary. On his sub­
sequent inspection on February 8, 1972, we 
were found to have complied with all major 
corrections and most of the minor correc­
tions as identified by this federal inspector. 

On the first inspection on December 2, 
1971, we were fined the sum of $500.00 for 
violations as identified by the federal in­
spector. On February 8 during his follow-up 
visit, he found three minor violations which 
since have been corrected. 

The three minor violations as identified 
by the federal inspector were: 

(1) One of our receivers had that day, in­
advertently dropped a pallet of glue blocks 
in front of one of our portable fire extin­
guishers causing an obstruction. 

(2) We had failed to paint the weight 
load capacity on one of our overhead crane 
assemblies (not that the holst assembly was 
insufficient for the loads carried; but that 
the maximum load weight capacity was not 
painted in legible figures.) 

(3) We were advised to provide addition­
al water closet fac111tles for the employees. 
This we failed to do due to a lack of com­
munication ... For this we assume total re­
sponslb111ty. 

Our concern is with the severity of the 
fines for the minor violations. (1) Obstruc­
tion in front of fire extinguisher $6600.00. 
(2). Weight load not painted on holst as­
sembly $2900.00. (3). Fined for not provid­
ing water closet facilities, for which we ac­
cept responsibllity, $700.00. Total fines 
$10,260.00 plus a $500.00 initial fine on Jan­
u:l.ry 4, 1972. 

This, I believe, illustrates the exact 
reason why there are those of us who are 
willing to take some very drastic steps 
at this point to get the message to the 
people who are charged with the en­
forcement of this act, that they are be­
ing unreasonable, arbitrary, and capri­
cious, that their actions are confiscatory 
and will not result in saving lives but 
will result in the loss of jobs and the 
closing of businesses. 

I believe it is high time that the Con­
gress spoke up and made itself heard 
and heard in terms the people downtown 

can understand. This is the way it ought 
to be done. I know of no other way in 
which this message will be given to them 
downtown. 

I have heard it said that the commit­
tee has raised some questions and has 
told them they ought to do better. I ask 
if there has been one change for the 
better in the administration of this act 
since that took place, and the answer. 
of course, is that there has not. 

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

As the chairman said, we gave this a 
thorough hearing in the committee. 
When we had the markup, this issue 
took the longest to discuss in the entire 
bill. 

There were those on the subcommittee 
who wanted to add around 400 new in­
spectors, and add $5 million. We labored 
hard and debated that particular item 
longer than any other item in this bill. 

After the subcommittee worked its will 
it was determined that this was a fair 
number to carry out the Occupational 
Safety Act which was enacted by the 
Congress. 

Now we hear about some of the abuses 
under the act. I would be the last person 
to stand up here to say that there are 
no abuses under the act, but this is not 
the way to go about correcting them. To 
try to come here to ''gut" this particular 
item is the wrong way. 

If there are those who feel the intent 
of the law as passed by the Congress 
is not being carried out, let them go to 
the Committee on Education and Labor 
and seek an amendment to the act. They 
should not come in through the back 
door to try to "gut" the act. 

The Select Committee on Small Busi­
ness, on which I am the ranking Repub­
lican member, in the next few weeks will 
hold extensive hearings on this partic­
ular matter. Shall industries throughout 
the United States have been called in 
before that committee to express their 
grievances. Hopefully, if the evidence 
proves that changes should be made some 
of the members of that committee will 
then offer amendments to the act before 
the Committee on Education and Labor 

I offer today my colleague from Idaho 
and my colleague from Indiana the op­
portunity to come before the Select Com­
mittee on Small Business, to testify, and 
to present to that committee the evidence 
they have of abuses under the act. 

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

Mr. CONTE. I will be glad to yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. McCLURE. The gentleman from 
Massachusetts heard me read the letter 
that I had received from a gentleman in 
my district in Idaho, and I am sure the 
gentleman would agree that the enforce­
ment of this is arbitrary and capricious, 
and that this is wrong. 

Mr. CONTE. I do not believe that on 
the strength of one letter we should take 
the approach the gentleman is suggest­
ing. I say let us do it right, and I invite 
the gentleman, and the gentleman who 
wrote him the letter, to come before the 
committee and testify. We would like to 
have them. do so. 
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Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield further? 
Mr. CONTE. I will agree that there are 

grievances. I know there are grievances, 
and there are abuses to the law. All I am 
saying is that this is the wrong way of 
going about handling it. Instead they 
should come up before the Select Com­
mittee on Small Business, make their 
presentation, and do it in the proper 
manner. 

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

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I have 
nothing further to say, and I hope that 
the amendment is defeated. 

Mr. McCLURE. I thank the gentleman 
for his courtesy. 

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words, and I rise in opposition 
to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, as chairman of the 
Select Subcommittee on Labor which has 
jurisdiction over this particular subject 
matter, I brought the bill to the House 
floor, but a substitute was adopted, as 
mentioned by the previous speakers. 

However, I would like to say that the 
bill is substantially the same as the bill 
that was originally introduced. 

If there are any abuses or complaints 
with regard to the enforcement of this 
law then the blame belongs downtown 
with the Department of Labor. There are 
not sufficient inspectors. We have a little 
over 1,000 inspectors, as our distinguished 
chairman of the Appropriations Sub­
committee, the gentleman from Pennsyl­
vania, has indicated, who supervise 5 mil­
lion plants encompassing 55 million to 
60 million employees. 

I might point out that if fines are being 
imposed which are deemed to be arbi­
trary, the Secretary of Labor has the 
authority to compromise those fines. 

As a matter of fact, I sent a letter to 
the Secretary of Labor protesting the 
manner in which fines are imposed and 
compromised. He is required under the 
law to give his reasons in the Register, 
and this he has failed to do. There is no 
question about that, and I have seen this 
happen time and again since the enact­
ment of this bill. 

But, Mr. Chairman, I further believe 
that the approach being taken here today 
is absolutely wrong. I have received some 
objections, as have other Congressmen, 
about half a dozen, and I want the Mem­
bers to know that I propose to hold hear­
ings before the end of the year. 

This amendment is not the way to go 
about correcting any abuses that may be 
in this law. If any changes are deemed 
desirable in this law then they should be 
considered in the committee, and if they 
can prove their case before the committee 
then we can make the changes to correct 
any abuses that are taking place. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I ask for the 
defeat of this amendment. 

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

Mr. Chairman, we are getting the same 
old story of procrastination over and over 
again. I doubt if there is a Member of 
this House who has not had protests over 
the enforcement of this occupational 
safety law. Cases have been related. The 
chairman of the subcommittee that 
brought the bill to the House floor ad-

mitted the law has not been well admin­
istered. So did the gentleman from Mas­
sachusetts (Mr. CoNTE). 

But it is the old story all over again, 
wait until tomorrow or next year to do 
something about it, meanwhile the oper­
ators of plants throughout the country, 
particularly the small operators, are the 
victims of harassment and abuse. If I 
remember correctly, the gentleman from 
New Jersey suggested at one time that 
the inspectors be allowed to close down 
plants. If they had that power there 
would be a lot of small plants closed 
today. 

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

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

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I would respectfully refer the 
gentleman to the debate on the floor of 
the House with regard to the provisions 
dealing with imminent dangers. I pro­
posed on the House floor when the bill 
was first considered that that provision 
be eliminated because I deemed it to be 
an unreasonable provision. 

But I would also like to remind the 
gentleman from Iowa, if I may con­
tinue--

Mr. GROSS. Yes, I yield to my friend 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. We have 
in this country 14,500 workmen who are 
killed on the job annually, and in addi­
tion to that there are other innumerable 
instances of accidents, some 2.2 million 
people in this country being disabled. 

Mr. GROSS. Just 1 minute. How 
many plants and businesses are going to 
be closed by the kind of administration 
of the occupational safety law that we 
have had up to this point? 

The gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. CoNTE) said that we should go to 
the Committee on Small Business for 
legislation to stop the harassment. The 
Committee on Small Business is not a 
legislative committee, and the gentleman 
knows it. Even if you were to go to the 
Committee on Education and Labor for 
the corrective legislation, in my opinion 
the gentleman from Massachusetts might 
just as well take a running jump into the 
Potomac River as far as getting any real 
help by way of legislation to stop the 
abuses. 

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. If the 
gentleman will yield further, I would say 
that I have the greatest respect for the 
gentleman from Iowa, and the gentle­
man knows that I have the highest re­
gard for his ability. May I say that I have 
not heard any complaint from the gen­
tleman; he has not sent me any letters 
complaining about this fact, and I have 
had only half a dozen at the most from 
other Members. 

Mr. GROSS. I do not know whether 
the gentleman has received complaints. 
I assumed the gentleman has been hear­
ing, as I have from businessmen, and 
would operate on his own initiative. 

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. If the 
gentleman has received complaints and 
has not reported them to the proper 
authority, which is the Committee on 
Education and Labor, then I believe that 
the gentleman should do so. 

Mr. GROSS. I will be glad to do so. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I have the rather 
dubious honor, I suppose, of not being 
present and being a Member of this 
House when this bill was passed in a 
previous session. But at the time it was 
passed, I did applaud it because the title, 
as such, sounded like something we did 
need. However, the application of it has 
proven to be exactly the opposite. 

In directing a reply to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts in offering time to 
be heard before the Select Committee on 
Small Business, I thank him for the 
privilege. He has accepted my applica­
tion. I will be there to testify. I say to 
the gentleman from New Jersey who has 
said that he will hold oversight hearings 
on this particular bill, I am waiting to 
hear, though, when they will have hear­
ings on legislative proposals and amend­
ments to this bill that will do some­
thing about it. 

I am afraid that we are getting no 
place with nothing but oversight 
hearings. 

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

Mr. SHOUP. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr. 

Chairman, our committee has been hold­
ing hearings on other legislation that has 
been pending since last year. We have in 
committee a number of important bills. I 
assure the gentleman we will have hear­
ings early this fall. 

Mr. SHOUP. There will be legislative 
hearings on proposed amendments? 

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Over­
sight and on proposed amendments, yes. 

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

Mr. SHOUP. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

the gentleman for yielding. 
I think the record should be made 

straight so that people do not get con­
fused. 

Mr. Chairman, when you are talking 
of mining accidents, you are talking 
about an entirely different body of legis­
lation, as the gentleman well knows. 
Whatever mine accidents do occur are 
under different legislation in spite of dif­
ferent legislation. I, along with others, 
have asked for the strengthening of that 
legislSJtion to make mines as safe as pos­
sible and to get good ones. 

But this is an entirely different body 
of law and an entirely different inspec­
tion procedure. 

It is not just one letter that I have re­
ceived and read, but there are dozens 
of letters that I have not read that ought 
to be made a matter of record and that 
ought to be considered by this Congress. 

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

Mr. SHOUP. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Chairman, a.s a 

former member of the Committee on Ed­
ucation and Labor, we held extensive 
hearings clear across the country and the 
legislation finally passed in the House 
was certainly not the legislation that the 
committee acted upon and worked on for 
many, many months. The final version 
was the Senate bill and rewritten by the 
majority staff on the House committee. 
It appears this legislation was de-signed 
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to harass and force small business out of 
business. 

Mr. SHOUP. Mr. Chairman, we have 
heard continual references to small in­
dustry and to small businessmen and to 
the businessman. 

I would like to ask the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, who certainly supports the 
bill as written and as it is being admin­
istered, and supports the additional 
money-what do I answer to my working 
people who are saying, "Dick, when are 
you going to get around to helping us to 
get better working conditions and get 
more safe conditions and more healthful 
conditions?" 

"The last time an inspector came to 
our plant and in our business, he spent 
more of his time going into the rest rooms 
and counting the number of hangars and 
seeing whether the lids were on the waste 
baskets." 

"When is he going to get out into the 
plant and find out if we have safe work­
ing conditions or not?" 

I cannot agree with him to put more 
money into this program. 

Mr. RONCALIO. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

While I want very much for the work­
ers of this Nation to be protected by ade­
quate safety and health laws, I do not 
believe an additional amount of money 
to hire more OSHA inspectors within 
the Department of Labor is going to con­
tribute anything toward the promulga­
tion and enforcement of occupational 
safety and health standards. 

In the committee report on H.R. 15417, 
it states: 

The Committee has received many com­
plaints of overly zealous enforcement offi­
cers a.nd other complaints of great difficulty 
in getting assistance from the Department 
in interpreta-tion of the standards and regu­
lations in order to determine whether or 
not a particular workplace is in compliance 
or what would be required to get it in com­
pliance. 

This describes exactly the occurrences 
in my State of Wyoming time and time 
again. 

It is for this very reason that I have 
introduced an amendment to the Occu­
pational Safety and Health Act which 
would provide for a first-time, on-site 
inspection by Department of Labor offi­
cials for the purpose of giving advice, 
not fines. It is for this very reason that 
I have urged the leadership of the House 
of Representatives to hold hearings on 
the Occupational Safety and Health Act 
so that we can take a look at the diffi­
culties faced by small businessmen, farm­
ers, and ranchers in trying to comply 
with this new law. It is for this very 
reason that I am opposing any increased 
funding for the employment of addition­
al OSHA inspectors. 

All indications I have point to the pos­
sibility that more Department of Labor 
inspectors will result in one thing-more 
harassment for the small businessman, 
farmer, and rancher. 

In my State of Wyoming the Occupa­
tional Safety and Health Act has caused 
nothing but chaos. Businessmen have 
been besieged with Department of Labor 

officials who are passing out fines even 
before owners and managers have re­
ceived a copy of the 400-plus-page docu­
ment detailing the rules and regulations 
to which they must comply. 

Furthermore, when the 400-page docu­
ment is received, the farmer, rancher, 
and small businessman is overpowered 
with the duty of wading through each 
page and trying to decide which rules 
apply to his own operation. 

The Department of Labor is not ad­
ministering the Occupational Safety and 
Health Act, Mr. Chairman. In addition 
to a reluctance to provide guidance and 
information, I have received reports of 
arbitrary fines, rudeness, and sarcasm on 
the part of Department of Labor inspec­
tors. The overall effect has been to drive 
a. serious and growing wedge between the 
public and the Federal Government. 

Although I was not a Member of Con­
gress when the Occupational Safety and 
Health Act was passed, I feel a real re­
sponsibility to putting forth my best ef­
forts in helping to bring some justice and 
equity to the act. 

One mistake was made when the De­
partment of Labor was given a free rein 
on devising rules and regulations regard­
ing safety and health. We would be 
doubling the injustice to small business­
men, ranchers and farmers if we were to 
call for more inspectors to cause more 
harassment, more rudeness, and more 
arbitrary penalties. Furthermore, we 
would be failing in our duties of listening 
to the citizens to whom we are responsi­
ble. 

Based on past attitudes and activities, 
Mr. Chairman, the Department of Labor 
has no right to an additional penny for 
the promulgation and enforcement of oc­
cupational safety and health standards. 

I have letters to support my position 
from employers in Wyoming, of 1C or 15 
people or less, saying that they had writ­
ten to OSHA's Denver office for guidance, 
but were threatened only with a fine. 

This has gone on mointh after month, 
and now we expect tu give the Depart­
ment of Labor an additional $20 million 
to reward them for that type of public 
service, I submit, is a reflection on all of 
us. I submit that if Members have a con­
science for their duties they will sup­
port the amendment. 

The gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
FISHER) joins me in that support, as do 
the gentleman from Montana <Mr. MEL­
CHER) , the gentleman from South Da­
kota (Mr. DENHOLM), the gentleman 
from Nebraska <Mr. THONE), and the 
gentleman from Kansas (Mr. SEBELIUS). 
We have joined four of our colleagues in 
the other body asking for amendments. 
But we get vague promises of a hearing. 
We are not asking that the law be re­
pealed or that it be amended with rela­
tion to those employers who employ 25 
or less. We are not trying to cut the guts 
out of the enforcement procedure. We 
believe that every employer should have 
safe premises for his employees regard­
less of size. 

The Department of Labor has loused 
this up so badly sometimes I wonder if 
this administration rE-ally seeks to sub­
vert the entire OSHA program. Instead 
of giving attention to the places where 

14,000 deaths annually occur we find the 
inspectors determining what kind of rest 
rooms should be provided in barber­
shops, or telling an automobile dealer 
that he must put a restroom in his prem­
ises for his wife, even though they use 
the same restroom at home. 

I urge support of this decent amend­
ment. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
California is recognized. 

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, I hate to 
take time on this question, but I think 
we are all concerned about the same 
thing. It seems to me the thing we are 
attempting to do in this amendment­
and I have great sympathy for the prob­
lem my friend from Wyoming has, be­
cause I have similar problems-but I 
question whether this is the way to get at 
them. :;: think many of us supported the 
bill. I was a strong supporter of the bill 
introduced by my good friend from New 
Jersey for health and safety, because I 
thought we needed it. 

I take this time primarily to direct a 
few questions to my colleague from New 
Jersey <Mr. DANIELS) . It was my under­
standing that a few moments ago the 
gentleman indicated that he expected 
to hold hearings this year. Did I under­
stand correctly? 

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Absolute­
ly correct, hearings will be held. 

Mr. SISK. Do you have at this moment 
in time any particular idea of the scope 
or to what extent you expect to go into 
that subject? I raise the question for this 
reason: A number of questions have been 
raised in my area similar to the problems 
my friend from Wyoming and others 
are experiencing. I have been informed 
basically by the staff of the Committee 
on Education and Labor that they felt 
there was enough ftexibility to have cor­
rected some of the abuses that were 
going on in the assessment of very unfair 
fines and the way they were being han­
dled. Does the gentleman basically agree 
with that, or does he feel that we will 
probably have to amend the act? 

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. No, that 
is absolutely true. The Secretary has the 
auth~rity under the act to fine up to 
$1,000 for each violation. But he also has 
the necessary discretion under the act to 
compromise those fines. The act also 
provides that when he does effect a com­
promise, he must insert the facts in the 
Register and give his reasons for the 
compromise. 

There are a lot of things the Secretary 
is not doing, and I brought them to the 
Secretary's attention, but he disagreed 
with my interpretation of the act. 

Mr. SISK. May I ask the gentleman 
another question on the act and the way 
it is being administered? We have, for 
example, some rather blanket across­
the-board rules and regulations that are 
being laid down, particularly in the area 
of construction. They are apparently 
using the same requirements, the same 
criteria, if you are building a one-story 
home as though you were building a 
40-story skyscraper in New York. Is it 
not a fact that there is flexibility enough 
in the law that requirements and criteria 
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could be on the basis of the type and 
kind of job it is? 

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. I will 
say to the distinguished gentleman from 
California that your understanding with 
reference to the manner in which the 
Secretary is enforcing this law is correct. 
The Secretary does have the right under 
the law to establish a different set of 
standards for the light construction in­
dustry as distinguished from the heavy 
construction industry. Therefore, those 
people in the light construction industry 
can petition the Secretary of Labor to 
establish the necessary standards or con­
duct the necessary hearings for those 
standards to be established. I have re­
ceived complaints on that matter. I do 
not know what the Secretary of Labor 
has done about that, but we will consider 
the subject hereafter when we conduct 
our hearings. 

Mr. SISK. I appreciate the comments 
of the gentleman. I do hope he looks into 
this, because what he has said has been 
my understanding. Apparently there 
have been petitions by the light con­
struction industry. I am talking primar­
ily of the homebuilders where these 
fellows never get more than 6 to 8 feet 
off the ground. Apparently there has 
been an absolute refusal to consider any 
different kind of regulation or criteria 
with respect to those people. 

I appreciate the comments of the 
gentleman. I basically support the com­
mittee headed by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania because I doubt that this 
is the way to get at the problem. I think 
we had better move through the legis­
lative committee. 

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

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

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
the gentleman to yield just for one ob­
servation. I become a little disturbed 
when I hear on the :floor of this House 
that the responsibility for interpreting 
a law which this Congress passed should 
be laid upon the bureaucrats in the 
Labor Department. If the law was 
written properly in the first place, we 
would not be faced with the situation 
where we are now permitting interpreta­
tion of vaguely written legislative lan­
guage in the Department. That is exactly 
what we have done and the chickens are 
coming home to roost. 

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

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

Mr. Chairman, this bill means a very 
great deal to the workers in the tire in­
dustry, which happens to be one of the 
largest industries in this country. To gut 
the appropriations, which are too small 
to begin with, for the administration of· 
this law is going to mean that the neces­
sary protection for the workers in that 
and other major industries is crippled. 

We have been moving ahead too slow­
ly in implementing the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act. We should be 
moving ahead much faster, not only in 
funding the Occupational Safety and 

Health Administration but also in fund­
ing the National Institute for Occupa­
tional Safety and Health. On the latter, 
we should be doubling or even tripling 
the provosed appropriation. 

I recognize that there are adjustments 
that need to be made in the act or at 
least the administration of the act, and 
the gentleman from New Jersey has in­
dicated that his subcommittee is going 
to review this. But to gut the funds to 
administer the act in the many indus­
tries of his country where this act has 
been desperately needed for years would 
be a miscarriage. 

I hope this House will not take that 
kind of drastic action. To do so would 
frustrate the important purpose for 
which the act was enacted less than 2 
years ago. 

The purpose of the Occupational Safe­
ty and Health Act, as stated in its pre­
amble, is to assure "so far as possible 
every working man and woman in the 
Nation safe and healthful working con­
ditions." 

In signing the bill into public law, 
President Nixon called it perhaps the 
most important legislation passed by the 
91st Congress. 

Last year, the Congress passed a total 
appropriation of $61 million for this 
act-$36 million for the Occupational 
Health and Safety Administration in the 
Department of Labor, and $25 million for 
the National Institute for Occupational 
Safety and Health in the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare. 

During consideration of the bill on the 
:floor, the distinguished chairman of the 
Labor-HEW Appropriations subcommit­
tee, Mr. FLOOD, assured me that that 
sum-which was actually slightly less in 
the House-was "adequate for the time 
being, but that it will surely be increased 
in the future." 

Last year when we were considering 
this appropriation, in la.te July, the oc­
cupational health and safety program 
was just getting off the ground. This 
was the justification used for appropriat­
ing such a very small sum at that time. 

Now this program has been in opera­
tion for a full year. This is the second 
appropriation to come before the Con­
gress. The administration requested, and 
the Appropriations Committee has rec­
ommended, a total appropriation of $95 
million, $67 million will go to OSHA and 
$28 million to NIOSH. 

Although the 1973 request represents 
a one-third increase over the 1972 ap­
propriation, it appears, from all the evi­
dence available to me, that the 1973 ap­
propriation is woefully inadequate. We 
simply cannot come anywhere near 
meeting the goal established in the 
preamble of this act with the kind of 
barebones appropriation before us to­
day. 

If President Nixon truly feels that this 
is one of the historic acts of the 91st 
Congress, he has not translated that 
feeling into his budget requests for the 
program. 

In testimony before the Labor-HEW 
appropriation subcommittee last month, 
George Taylor, an economist with the 
AFL-CIO, made an interesting compari-

son between the level of funding in the 
Department of the Interior for health 
and safety activities and the level of 
funding in the Department of Labor for 
such activities. 

In fiscal 1972, the U.S. Bureau of 
Mines, which administers the Coal Mine 
Health and Safety Act, budgeted $309.54 
in enforcement dollars per covered work­
er while the Department of Labor al­
lotted a mere 41 cents per covered work­
er for its corresponding activities under 
the Occupational Safety and Health Act. 

I am not arguing against full funding 
for the Coal Mine Health and Safety 
Act, Mr. Chairman. On the contrary, I 
support a far more intensive effort to 
rid that occupation of the hazards and 
high death and accident rate which now 
plague it. 

But I would point out that the 57 mil­
lion workers who rely on the Department 
of Labor to assure them a healthy and 
safe working environment deserve a com­
parable commitment of Federal dollars. 

Let me briefly describe what this 
meager appropriation will mean in terms 
of performance ability over the next 
year: 

As of February, 1972, 20,700 work­
places had been inspected under the pro­
visions of the act, and only 23 percent 
were found to meet the guidelines set 
under the law. In other words, 77 per­
cent of all the workplaces checked were 
in violation of the law. 

This statistic is startling for two rea­
sons: 

First, there are 4.1 million workplaces 
in the United States and only about 400 
compliance officers at OSHA. At the rate 
inspections are being carried out now, it 
will take 20 to 30 years just to complete 
the first round. One expert estimates 
that by April, 1973, when the act is 2 
years old, only 1.4 percent of the work­
places covered by the act will have been 
inspected. 

Second, it is important to understand 
that most of the violations that were 
cited were for the most routine and ob­
vious kinds of safety violations such as 
slippery floors and unguarded machines. 
The compliance officers have had very 
little training in industria: hygiene, and 
usually are not equipped to do even rou­
tine health tests such as measurement 
of noise. 

This is quite a violations record for 
this small group of overworked, under­
trained inspectors, and the mind bog­
gles to think what a full complement of 
trained experts would turn up in the way 
of additional safety and health viola­
tions. But that is not likely to happen 
under this appropriation. 

At present, as I indicated, there are 
approximately 400 compliance officers, 
and only a handful of industrial hygien­
ists. Under this bill, the Department of 
Labor has plans for 800 compliance of­
ficers and 40 to 50 industrial hygienists 
by the t.nd of 1973. 

But I understand that officials of the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare testified during congressional 
hearings that we need a ratio of one 
industrial hygienist to every 35,000 work­
ers-which means a total of 8,000 indus­
trial hygienists. 
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Obviously, we cannot even begin to 

scratch the surface of the health and 
safety problems facing American work­
ers without a substantial increase in en­
forcement personnel. 

Enforcement and compliance are just 
one facet of this program, however. 

The real backbone of the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act is the work per­
formed by the National Institute for 
Occupational Safety and Health in the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. 

Under the act, NIOSH is responsible 
for doing all the research from which the 
standards are developed, and training for 
standards implementation. 

For 1973, the proposed budget for 
NIOSH is $28 million. This represents 
an increase of only $3 billion over last 
year-when most regional offices were 
not staffed-and it comes no where near 
the figure needed to launch an effective 
research and training program. 

For example, there are 12,000 poten­
tially harmful toxic substances used in 
the American workplace, and we have 
standards for only a handful. Under this 
budget, the Secretary of Labor has in­
dicated that by the end of the year we 
will have only nine or 10 more standards. 

In fiscal 1972, 20 research proposals 
recommended by the NIOSH Research 
Advisory Committe for funding were 
turned down because of lack of funds. 

According to the Government's own 
estimates, 3,000 doctors are needed im­
mediately to provide medical services 
generated by the act. But only a few 
dozen doctors are being trained as spe­
cialists in occupational medicine. 

The responsibility placed on NIOSH 
by the Occupational Safety and Health 
Act is enormous. Unless NIOSH is ade­
quately funded, the entire effort will be 
rendered ineffective, and the $28 million 
appropriation before us today certainly 
cannot be termed adequate. 

One often hears the complaint that 
strict and aggressive enforcement of this 
law will be very costly. I recognize that, 
and I think the majority of the Mem­
bers of Congress who voted in favor of 
this act recognized that. 

The evidence presented to the Con­
gress at that time indicated that on-the­
job deaths, injuries, work-related dis­
eases et cetera represented one of the 
most serious health problems in the Na­
tion. 

By passing this act, Congress pledged 
to attack that problem to make the 
American workplace a safe and healthy 
environment, and by so doing, pledged to 
make available whatever funds were 
necessary to do the job. 

Yet this administration has pledged 
only five one-hundredths of 1 percent 
of its total 1973 budget to help wage 
this war. With continued funding at 
this level, the Occupational Safety and 
Health Act will surely die a slow death. 

Mr. Chairman, the AFL-CIO presented 
an alternative budget for administration 
of the Occupational Safety and Health 
Act when they testified before the Labor­
HEW Appropriation Subcommittee, and 
I insert a copy of that budget in the 
RECORD at this point: 

TABLE 1.-SUMMARY: SUPPORT! NG DATA FOR AFL-COI 
PROPOSAL-FISCAL YEAR 1973, FOR ADMINISTRATION OF 
PUBLIC LAW 91-596 

[Dollars in thousands) 

Agency 

Occupational Safety and 

Presi-

Increase over 
President's 

budget 

dent's AFL-CIO Per-
budget proposal Amount cent 

Health Administration. $67, 500 $102, 446 $34,946 51.0 
National Institute for 

Occupational Safety 
and Health ___________ 122,117 60,000 37, 883 171.3 

Occupational Safety and 
Health Review 
Commission --------- 1, 280 3, 800 2, 520 196.9 

TotaL ___ ------ ____ 90,897 166,246 75, 349 82. 6 

1 $6,200,000 deleted from NIOSH budget, as this amount is 
earmarked for research by NIOSH under the Federa1 Coal Mine 
Safety Act. 

TABLE 2.-0CCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH ADMIN­
ISTRATION, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

[In thousands of dollars) 

Program item 

Standards __ ____ __ ___ _ 
Enforcement_ __ ------
Training ___ • ________ _ 
State programs ______ _ 
Statistics ___________ _ 
Management_ _______ _ 

TotaL ______ -----

Increase 
over 

President's AFL-CI 0 President's 
budget proposal budget 

$2,800 
23,285 
6, 500 

29, 975 
4, 600 
3, 546 

67,500 

$6, 000 $3, 200 
I 70, 400 47, 115 

3, 294 3, 206 
I 10, 000 -19,975 

6, 000 1, 400 
3, 546 ------------

102,446 34,946 

1 Reprogram $19,975 from State programs to enforcement. 

The AFI.r-CIO proposal would provide for 
an increase of compliance officers from the 
present total of 407 to 2,500, and for 70 more 
industrial hygienists, bringing the total for 
that type position to 115, as compared to the 
present level of 40. The cost per each such 
position is about $17,000 annually and would 
include provision for backup personnel. 

The most important priority of OSHA is 
enforcement of occupational safety and 
health standards. We have therefore recom­
mended the reprograming of $19,975,000 from 
the $29,975,000 allocated to State grants for 
enforcement. 

There is no indication that satisfactory 
State plans will be submitted by more than 
a. few States between July 1, 1972, and 
June 30, 1973. Our conclusion is based on 
data and reports we have received from 25 
State bodies, and on the fact that 18 State 
legislatures were not in session this year. 

We do not anticipate the need for more 
than the $10 million for program grants 
which we have suggested for allocation to 
States with approved plans under section 
18(b) of the act. 

The AFI.r-CIO policy is to oppose any State 
plan which does not contain the full range 
of worker protections found in the Federal 
act; does not have equivalent penalties for 
violations; does not have adequate budget 
and staff under civil service, and does have 
adequate enabling legislation. It can there­
fore be anticipated that we will be request­
ing and obtaining administrative hearing on 
any plans failing to meet these conditions, 
which will further delay their approval until 
they have been revised. 

The sharp recommended increase in com­
pliance personnel by the proposed AFL-CIO 
proposal cannot be realized unless training 
resources are at the same time equivalently 
increased. This means that the President's 
budget recommendation for training be dou-

bled. Actually or potentially eligible man­
power for compilance positions is not in 
short supply. Our own unions are a huge 
potential resource. Some 200 union members 
with backgrounds in job safety, have sub­
mitted applications for OSHA compliance 
positions. 

Job specifications must be changed, how­
ever, to allow substitution of competent 
practical experience in safety for college edu­
cation, before our union members in any 
numbers can be qualified under civil serv­
ice, also present restrictive Labor Depart­
ment policies on their hiring. Unfortunately, 
nearly all union applicants who were fully 
qualified under present specifications have 
been passed over for positions under hiring 
policies of the Department of Labor. 

TABLE 3.-NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR OCCUPATIONAL 
SAFETY AND HEALTH 

[Amount in thousands) 

Program item 

Research and training 
grants ----------------

Standards 
Technical asslsta·n·c·e·.---~~== 

TotaL. __ ---- __ -_---

Presi-
dent's AFL-CIO 

budget proposal 

$4,414 $10,000 
14, 193 40,000 
3, 510 10,000 

22,117 60,000 

(A) Research and training 

Increase 
over Presi­

dent's 
budget 

$5,586 
25,807 
6, 490 

37,883 

The increase of $56 million over the Presi­
dent's proposal is needed to provide expan­
sion into new and existing but unsolved oc­
cupational health problems. Such research is 
badly needed to expand knowledge about ef­
fects of large numbers of toxic materials 
used in industrial processes. There are an 
estimated 12,000 of these at present and 600 
new ones are added each year. The additional 
funding we propose would be for extramural 
grants to institutions with resources in fields 
beyond the capacity of the research program 
of NIOSH itself. 

(B) Standards 
The AFL-CIO-recommended increase of 

$25.8 million is to enable NIOSH to speed up 
drastically its production of criteria and 
standards on toxic materials. Under the Pres­
ident's budget, funds are available for criteria 
and recommended standards on only 12 toxic 
substances. . . . 

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

Mr. Chairman, I did not hear all the 
debate on this subject but I am quite 
aware, as I am sure most of the Mem­
bers are, of the widespread concern that 
is being expressed throughout the coun­
try regarding the manner in which the 
Occupational Safety and Health Act is 
being implemented and enforced. 

I was pleased to learn a moment ago 
from the gentleman from the Education 
and Labor Committee that some over­
sight hearings are planned. I understand 
the same is true in the other body. I 
wonder if I could ask the gentleman from 
New Jersey to announce when he plans 
to hold hearings of that kind. We need 
legislative action more than oversight 
action. 

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, if the gentleman will yield, I 
would point out the Democratic National 
Convention will take place in a couple 
of weeks and the Republican National 
Convention shortly after that, and I will 
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endeavor to hold these hearings in 
September or shortly thereafter. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISHER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chairman, 
it is a little amusing, to be frank, that 
we expect that committee, which sent to 
the floor a committee bill which was far 
tougher than the bill that passed the 
Congress in this area, to correct the sit­
uation. I have no faith that that com­
mittee is going to do anything to mod­
erate this legislation. The majority on 
that committee tried to ram down the 
throat of the House a far tougher bill, 
and now to expect that committee to do 
anything in a remedial way is ridiculous. 

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

Mr. FISHER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I share the 
concern which has been expressed by my 
distinguished friend from Texas, by the 
distinguished minority leader, the gen­
tleman from Michigan, and others, about 
this matter. I recall very well what has 
happened heretofore on this subject. The 
House passed a good health and acci­
dent safety bill. The Senate passed a bad 
bill, and our conferees accepted in large 
measure the Senate bill. The result is we 
have a bill whose administration now is 
a monstrosity in the eyes of a great many 
of the people who are being subjected to 
rules they can hardly live with and con­
tinue to operate. 

Let us face it. We are not going to get 
a bill in this Congress to give relief to 
our constituents. If we are going to get 
any relief for them, we had better get it 
here and now. I am going to vote for the 
amendment. I say this regretfully be­
cause I have the greatest respect for the 
chairman and members of the subcom­
mittee which brought the appropriations 
bill to the floor. But I must vote to pro­
vide a measure of relief for the people I 
represent. I trust that a majority of us 
in the House have the same attitude. 

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, I share 
the view expressed by the gentleman 
from Florida. I think those who have 
followed this thing in recent months 
must recognize that it is absolutely im­
perative that this law be changed in a 
number of respects. Pending that, I 
would think it appropriate to proceed 
cautiously in terms of additional expend­
itures, So I, too, support the pending 
amendment. 

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair­
man, I move to strike the last word. 

I was amused by the statement of my 
colleague from Michigan, the distin­
guished minority leader. The record will 
show that the committee to whom he 
refers brought a bill to the floor that was 
then changed very dramatically. One 
way in which it was changed, at his in­
stance and with his earnest support, was 
to take the restraints we tried to place 
around the Secretary of Labor off of him 
and turn him loose to run around doing 
the kinds of things described on the floor. 

I submit to the gentleman from Mich­
igan, there is nothing wrong with this 

law that cannot be cured by the Novem­
ber election this year. What we need is 
a new set of bureaucrats who know what 
is in the law and how to administer it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. DENNIS). 

The question was taken; and on a divi­
sion (demanded by Mr. DENNIS) there 
were-ayes 47, noes 55. 

TELLER VOTE ~TH CLERKS 

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
tellers. 

Tellers were ordered. 
Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman, I demand 

tellers with clerks. 
Tellers with clerks were ordered; and 

the Chairman appointed as tellers 
Messrs. DENNIS, CONTE, FLOOD, and Mc­
CLURE. 

The Committee divided, and the tellers 
reported that there were-ayes 160, noes 
206, not voting 67, as follows: 

[Roll No. 203] 
[Recorded Teller Vote) 

AYEB-160 
Abbitt Forsythe 
Alexander Fountain 
Andrews, Ala. Frey 
Andrews, Galifianakis 

N.Dak. Gettys 
Archer Giaimo 
Arends Goldwater 
Ashbrook Goodling 
Baker Griftln 
Bennett Gross 
Betts Grover 
Blackburn Gubser 
Bray Haley 
Brinkley Hammer-
Brotzman schmidt 
Brown, Ohio Harvey 
Broyhill, N.C. Hastings 
Broyhill, Va. Heckler, Mass. 
Burke, Fla. Heinz 
Burleson, Tex. Henderson 
Byrnes, Wis. Horton 
Byron Hunt 
Cabell Hutchinson 
Camp !chord 
Carlson Johnson, Pa. 
Carter Jonas 
Cederberg Jones, N.C. 
Chamberlain Jones, Tenn. 
Chappell King 
Clancy Kuykendall 
Clawson, Del Kyl 
Collier Landgrebe 
Collins, Tex. Latta 
Colmer Lloyd 
Conable Lujan 
Conover McClure 
Coughlin McCollister 
Crane McCulloch 
Daniel, Va. McKevitt 
Davis, S.C. Mallary 
Davis, Wis. Mann 
Denholm Martin 
Dennis Mathias, Calif. 
Derwinski Mathis, Ga. 
Devine Mayne 
Dorn MUler, Ohio 
Downing Mllls, Md. 
Duncan Mizell 
du Pont Myers 
Edwards, Ala. Nelsen 
Erlenborn O'Konski 
Findley Passman 
Fisher Pelly 
Flynt Pettis 
Ford, Gerald R. Pickle 

Abzug 
Adams 
Addabbo 
Albert 
Anderson, 

Calif. 
Anderson, Ill. 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Annunzio 
Ashley 

NOE8-206 
Asp in 
Aspinall 
Badlllo 
Barrett 
Begich 
Bergland 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Biester 
Boggs 
Boland 

Pirnie 
Poft' 
Powell 
Price, Tex. 
Quie 
Qulllen 
Rarick 
Rhodes 
Roberts 
Robinson, Va. 
Rogers 
Roncalio 
Ruth 
Sandman 
Satterfield 
Saylor 
Scherle 
Schmitz 
Scott 
Sebellus 
Shoup 
Shriver 
Sikes 
Skubitz 
Smith, Calif. 
Smith, N.Y. 
Snyder 
Spence 
Stanton, 

J.Wlliiam 
Steiger, Ariz. 
Stratton 
Stubblefield 
Stuckey 
Taylor 
Terry 
Thompson, Ga. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Thone 
VanderJagt 
Veysey 
Waggonner 
Wampler 
Whalley 
Whitehurst 
Whitten 
Wiggins 
Williams 
Wilson, Bob 
Winn 
Wylie 
Wyman 
Zion 

Bolling 
Brademas 
Brasco 
Brooks 
Brown, Mich. 
Buchanan 
Burke, Mass. 
Burlison, Mo. 
Burton 
Byrne, Pa. 
Caffery 

Carney Hechler, W.Va. Podell 
Casey, Tex. Helstoski Preyer, N.C. 
Chisholm Hicks, Ma~s. Price, Til. 
Clark Hicks, Wash. Pucinski 
Clausen, Hlllis Purcell 

Don H. Hogan Railsback 
Clay Holifield Randall 
Cleveland Howara Rangel 
Colllns, lll. Hull Rees 
Conte Hungate Reid 
Conyers Jacobs Reuss 
Corman Jarman Riegle 
Cotter Johnson, Calif. Robison. N.Y. 
Culver Jones, Ala. Rodino 
Daniels, N.J. Karth Roe 
Danielson Kastenmeier Rosenthal 
Davis, Ga. Keating Rostenkowsk.l 
de la Garza Keith Roush 
Delaney Kemp Roy 
Dellenback Kluczynski Roybal 
Dellums Koch Runnels 
Dent Leggett Ruppe 
Diggs Lennon Ryan 
Donohue Lent St Germain 
Dow Long, Md. Sarbanes 
Drinan McClory Scheuer 
Dulski McCormack Schwengel 
Eckhardt McDade Seiberling 
Edwards, Calif. McFall Shipley 
Eilberg McKinney Sisk 
Esch Macdonald, Slaclt 
Evans, Colo. Mass. Smlth, Iowa 
Evins, Tenn. Madden Stanton, 
Fascell Mahon Jamea V. 
Fish Matsunaga Steed 
Flood Mazzoli Steele 
Flowers Meeds Stokes 
Foley Melcher Symington 
Ford, Michel Teague, Calif. 

William D. Mikva Tiernan 
Frenzel Mlller, Calif. Udall 
Fulton Minish Van Deerlin 
Garmatz Mink Vanik 
Gaydos Minshall Vigorito 
Gibbons Mitchell Waldie 
Gonzalez Monagan Whalen 
Grasso Moorhead White 
Gray Morgan Widnall 
Green, Oreg. Moss Wilson, 
Green, Pa. Murphy, Ill. Charles H. 
Gude Natcher Woltr 
Hamilton Nedzi Wright 
Hanley Nix Wyatt 
Hanna Obey Wydler 
Hansen, Idaho O'Hara Yates 
Hansen, Wash. O'Neill Ya.tron 
Harrington Patten Young, Fla.. 
Hathaway Pepper Young, Tex. 
Hawkins Peyser Zablocki 
Hays Pike Zwach 

NOT VOTING-67 
Abernethy Griffiths 
AboureZk Hagan 
Baring Hall 
Belcher Halpern 
Bell Harsha 
Bingham Hebert 
Blanton Hosmer 
Blatnik Kazen 
Bow Kee 
Broomfield Kyros 
Carey, N.Y. Landrum 
Celler Link 
Curlin Long, La. 
Dickinson McCloskey 
Dingell McDonald, 
Dowdy Mich. 
Dwyer McEwen 
Edmondson McKay 
Eshleman McMillan 
Fraser Mailliard 
Frelinghuysen Metcalfe 
Fuqua Mills, Ark. 
Gallagher Mollohan 

Montgomery 
Mosher 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Nichols 
Patman 
Perkins 
Poage 
Pryor, Ark. 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rooney, Pa. 
Rousselot 
Schneebeli 
Springer 
Staggers 
Steiger, Wis. 
Stephens 
Sullivan 
Talcott 
Teague, Tex. 
Thompson, N.J. 
Ullman 
Ware 

So the amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FINDLEY 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FINDLEY: On 

page 6, after line 25, add the following-
"None of the funds appropriated by this 

Act shall be expended to pay the salaries of 
any employees of the Federal Government 
who inspect firms employing twenty-five per­
sons or less for compliance with the Occu­
pational Safety and Health Act of 1970." 
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Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is similar, in fact it goes 
right to the heart of the question raised 
by the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from Indiana CMr. DENNIS). I am 
going to ask for recorded tellers, and I 
hope and expect we will have enough 
Members stand to effect that order. That 
is why I think you would want to listen 
to the amendment. I will read it again 
for that reason: 

On page 6, after line 25, add the follow­
ing-None of the funds appropriated by this 
Act shall be expended to pay the salaries of 
any employees of the federal government 
who inspect firms employing 25 persons or 
less for compliance with the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act of 1970. 

If my amendment becomes law, it will 
give the small business firms of the Na­
tion a year's moratorium from our form 
of Federal harassment. It will enable 
Mr. DANIELS' committee and any other 
committee that might like to have any 
further hearings to decide just what 
type of Federal safety and health regu­
lations should be proposed for small 
business firms. It would relieve the small 
businessman of the harassment that has 
been so visible to all of us, resulting in 
many complaints from every district in 
the country. 

I ha.ve no need to prolong this discus­
sion--

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

Mr. FINDLEY. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. LATTA. I wish to commend the 
gentleman from illinois for offering the 
amendment, which I support whole­
heartedly and wish to be associated with 
his remarks. 

Mr. FINDLEY. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. FINDLEY. I yield to the gentle­

man from Texas. 
Mr. FISHER. I rise in support of the 

gentleman's amendment. I think it is 
very fair, very reasonable, and very time­
ly. There are at present situations that 
are impossible. It is simply unfair to ap­
ply the same standards, the same regu­
lations and the same controls to a small 
business, where they are much better 
able to police their own problems, than 
we would apply to the big companies 
scattered throughout the land. I think it 
is an appropriate amendment. 

Mr. FINDLEY. I will say to the gen­
tleman that the amendment might be 
described as the amendment on toilet 
seats, because the OSHA inspectors have 
gone to the ridiculous point of specifying 
the style of toilet seats that shall be used 
in restrooms of small business firms. 

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

Mr. FINDLEY. I yield to the gentle­
man from Iowa. 

Mr. MAYNE. I join the gentleman from 
Dlinois in support of his amendment. We 
should attempt to restore some element 
of common sense to the administration 
of the act as it relates to the small busi­
nessmen of the country. I support the 
gentleman's amendment and commend 
him for offering it. 

Mr. Chairman, firms employing 25 per­
sons or less do not require the same 
rigorous inspection for compliance with 
the Occupational Safety and Health Act 
of 1970 as the larger firms. I believe the 
Findley amendment makes good sense 
and is very necessary. Many of my con­
stituents, both owners and employees of 
small firms and farms alike, have written 
my office requesting that they be relieved 
of the very unreasonable and burden­
some regulations imposed on them under 
the Occu:?ational Safety and Health Act 
of 1970. 

As is so often the case, legislation de­
signed to correct problems prevalent in 
big business operations has created un­
reasonable and unnecessary hardships 
when applied indiscriminately to smaller 
firms and farms. This has been like try­
ing to shoot a mouse with an elephant 
gun. 

I am deeply concerned about the con­
tinuing serious losses, both human and 
financial, which are occurring due to oc­
cupational related accidents, and am for 
any reasonable steps necessary to pro­
tect both agricultural and industrial la­
bor. However, I would like to point to the 
excellent safety records which have been 
compiled by small business entities dur­
ing the years before OSHA was in exist­
ence. It was through the application of 
down-to-earth commonsense, not the 
unreasonable OSHA regulations, that 
these ~mall businesses were able to op­
erate safely and economically. 

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

Mr. FINDLEY. I yield to the gentle­
man from Indiana. 

Mr. DENNIS. I think the gentleman in 
the well has an excellent amendment. It 
will not gut the appropriation at all. You 
can put the money on the big fellows, 
which is where it ought to go, and it will 
largely accomplish the objective of giving 
relief to the small man. 

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

Mr. FINDLEY. I yield to the gentle­
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. MIZELL. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I support the gentleman in 
his amendment. 

Mr. SEBELIUS. Mr. Chairmam, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FINDLEY. I yield to the gentle­
man from Kansas. 

Mr. SEBELIUS. I, too, support the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from illinois. I would direct his atten­
tion to one item. I had the administrator 
of OSHA in my office, and they are leav­
ing the toilets alone and going on to 
bigger things. Now, another thing that 
is still a big problem is the situation of 
the farmer exchanging work with his 
neighbor which is covered by the act 
according to the Department of Labor. 
Your amendment would cover it, and I 
am for it. 

Mr. FINDLEY. I thank the gentleman 
for this progress report. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. I have been 
here a long time and I have heard 
amendments, and amendments, and 
amendments to amendments, but this is 

the first time I have seen an amendment 
that would almost give a license to kill. 
We are saying, in the amendment, to 
an employer of under 25 employees, "You 
don't have to worry about health hazards. 
Don't worry about injuries. Don't worry 
about hazards that may result in fatal 
accidents. We are giving carte blanche 
to him. It is a change in the law, as a 
matter of fact, and perhaps I should 
have raised a point of order, but I am 
advised it would likely have been over­
ruled since the amendment is in the form 
of a limitation. 

This is a can-of-worms bill, but let 
us not get too silly this early in the day. 

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

I would like to point out that statistics 
will show that the overwhelming num­
ber of accidents occur in small plants. 
I am sure that everyone who is aware 
of the manner in which big business is 
conducted knows that they have health 
and safety crews operating to protect 
the health and safety of its employees. 
Big business cannot afford to have many 
accidents. They cannot afford to lose the 
services of a talented, experienced indi­
vidual. The major number of accidents 
that do occur, occur in small plants. 

Second, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment because this is not the way 
to legislate. This type of amendment 
should not be offered to this bill on the 
floor without giving our committee an 
opportunity to consider the amendment. 
Therefore, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from Tilinois (Mr. FINDLEY). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman being in doubt, the Committee 
divided, and there were-ayes 105, noes 
68. 

TELLER VOTE WXTH CLERKS 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
tellers. 

Tellers were ordered. 
Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I demand 

tellers with clerks. 
Tellers with clerks were ordered; and 

the Chairman appointed as tellers 
Messrs. FINDLEY, DANIELs of New Jersey, 
FLOOD, and McCLURE. 

The Committee divided, and the tellers 
reported that there were-ayes 213, noes 
154, not voting 66, as follows: 

[Roll No. 204] 
[Recorded Teller Vote] 

AYES-213 
Abbitt 
Alexander 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Andrews, Ala. 
Andrews, 

N . Dak. 
Archer 
Arends 
Ashbrook 
Aspinall 
Baker 
Baring 
Belcher 
Bennett 
Betts 
Blackburn 
Bow 
Bray 
Brinkley 

Brooks 
Brown, Mich. 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Broyhill, Va. 
Buchanan 
Burke, Fla. 
Burleson, Tex. 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Byron 
Cabell 
Caffery 
Camp 
Carlsen 
Carter 
Casey, Tex. 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
Chappell 
Clancy 

Clark 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Clawson, Del 
Cleveland 
Collier 
Collins, Tex. 
Colmer 
Conover 
Coughlin 
Crane 
Culver 
Daniel, Va. 
Davis, Ga. 
Davis, S .C. 
Davis, Wis. 
de la Garza 
Denholm 
Dennis 
Derwinski 
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Devine Kyl 
Dickinson Landgrebe 
Dorn Latta 
Downing Leggett 
Duncan Lennon 
Edwards, Ala. Lent 
Findley Lloyd 
Fisher Lujan 
Flowers McClory 
Flynt McClure 
Ford, Gerald R. McCollister 
Forsythe McCulloch 
Fountain McKevitt 
Frelinghuysen McKinney 
Frenzel Mahon 
Frey Mallary 
Galifl.anakis Mann 
Gettys Martin 
Giaimo Mathias, Calif. 
Goldwater Mathis, Ga. 
Goodling Mayne 
Green, Oreg. Melcher 
Griffin Miller, Ohio 
Gross Mills, Md. 
Grover Minshall 
Gubser Mizell 
Haley Mollohan 
Hamilton Myers 
Hammer- Nelsen 

schmidt O'Konski 
Harsha Passman 
Harvey Pettis 
Hastings Pickle 
Heckler, Mass. Pike 
Heinz Pirnie 
Henderson Poff 
Hicks, Wash. Powell 
Hogan Preyer, N.C. 
Horton Price, Tex. 
Hungate Purcell 
Hunt Quie 
Hutchinson Quillen 
!chord Randall 
Jarman Rarick 
Johnson, Pa. Rees 
Jonas Rhodes 
Jones, N.C. Roberts 
Jones, Tenn. Robinson, Va. 
Kazen Robison, N.Y. 
Keith Rogers 
Kemp Roncalio 
King Roush 
Kuykendall Roy 

NOE8-154 

Runnels 
Ruppe 
Ruth 
Sandman 
Satterfield 
Saylor 
Scherle 
Schmitz 
Schnee bell 
Schwengel 
Scott 
Sebelius 
Shipley 
Shoup 
Shriver 
Sikes 
Skubitz 
Slack 
Smith, Calif. 
Smith, N.Y. 
Snyder 
Spence 
Staggers 
Stanton, 

J. William 
Stratton 
Stubblefield 
Stuckey 
Taylor 
Teague, Tex. 
Terry 
Thompson, Ga. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Thone 
Vander Jagt 
Veysey 
Waggonner 
Wampler 
Whalley 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitten 
Widnall 
Williams 
Wilson, Bob 
Winn 
Wright 
Wylie 
Wyman 
Young, Fla. 
Young, Tex. 
Zion 

Abzug Esch Mikva 
Adams Evans, Colo. Miller, Calif. 
Addabbo Evins, Tenn. Minish 
Albert Fascell Mink 
Anderson, Fish Mitchell 

Calif. Flood Monagan 
Anderson, ill. Foley Moorhead 
Annunzio Ford, Morgan 
Ashley William D. Moss 
Aspin Fraser Natcher 
Badillo Fulton Nedzi 
Barrett Garmatz Nix 
Begich Gaydos Obey 
Bergland Gibbons O'Hara 
Bevill Gonzalez O'Neill 
Blagg! Grasso Patten 
Biester Green, Pa. Pelly 
Blatnik Gude Peyser 
Boggs Hanley Podell 
Boland Hanna Price, Ill. 
Bolling Hansen, Idaho Pucinski 
Brademas Hansen, Wash. Railsback 
Brasco Harrington Rangel 
Burke, Mass. Hathaway Reid 
Burlison, Mo. Hawkins Reuss 
Burton Hays Riegle 
Byrne, Pa. Hechler, W.Va. Rod ino 
Carney Helstoski Roe 
Chisholm Hicks, Mass. Rosenthal 
Clay Holifield Rostenkowski 
Collins, Ill. Howard Roybal 
Conte Hull Ryan 
Conyers Jacobs StGermain 
Corman Johnson, Calif. Sarbanes 
Cotter Jones, Ala. Scheuer 
Daniels, N.J. Karth Seiberling 
Danielson Kastenmeier Sisk 
Delaney Keating Smith, Iowa 
Dellums Kluczynski Stanton, 
Dent Koch James V. 
Diggs Long, Md. Steed 
Donohue McCormack Steele 
Dow McDade Stokes 
Drinan McFall Symington 
Dulski Madden Teague, Calif. 
duPont Matsunaga Tiernan 
Eckhardt MazzoU Udall 
Edwards, Calif. Meeds Van Deerlin 
Eilberg Michel Vanik 

Vigorito 
Wh alen 
Wilson, 

Charles H . 

Abernethy 
Abourezk 
Bell 
Bingham 
Blanton 
Broomfield 
Brotzman 
Carey, N.Y. 
Celler 
Conable 
Curlin 
Dellenback 
Ding ell 
Dowdy 
Dwyer 
Edmondson 
Erlenborn 
Eshleman 
Fuqua 
Gallagher 
Gray 
Griffiths 
Hagan 

Wolff 
Wyatt 
Wydler 
Yates 

Yatron 
Za block i 
Zwach 

NOT VOTING-66 

Hall 
Halpern 
Hebert 
Hillis 
Hosmer 
Kee 
K yros 
Landrum 
Link 
Long, La. 
McCloskey 
McDonald, 

Mich. 
McEwen 
McKay 
McMillan 
Macdonald, 

Mass. 
Mailliard 
Met calfe 
Mills, Ark. 
Montgomery 
Mosher 

Murphy, Ill. 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Nichols 
Patman 
Pepper 
Perk1ns 
Poage 
Pryor, Ark. 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rooney, Pa. 
Rousselot 
Springer 
Steiger, Ariz. 
Steiger, Wis. 
Stephens 
Sullivan 
Talcott 
Thompson, N.J. 
Ullman 
Waldie 
Ware 
Wiggins 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

OFFICE OF EDUCATION 

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION 

For carrying out, to the extent not other­
wise provided, title I ($1,597,500,000}, title 
III ($146,393,000), and title V, Parts A and C 
($43,000,000}, of the Elementary and Second­
ary Education Act, $1,786,893,000: Provided, 
That grants to States on behalf of local edu­
cation agencies under said title I-A shall 
not be less than grants made to such agencies 
in the fiscal year 1972. 

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose 
does the gentleman from Michigan <Mr. 
O'HARA) rise? 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, I make 
a point of order to the proviso beginning 
on line 10, page 19, and extending 
through line 13, page 19. 

The CHAIRMAN. That is as to the 
language beginning on line 10, with the 
word "Provided,"? 

Mr. O'HARA. That is right, Mr. Chair­
man, and continuing on through line 13 
on page 19. 

Mr. Chairman, may I be heard on the 
point of order? 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman is 
recognized. 

Mr. O'HARA. ~~r. Chairman, I make 
the point of order that the proviso con­
stitutes legislation on an appropriation 
bill and, therefore, ought to be stricken. 

I call the attention of the Chair to the 
ruling made by the Chair on a very sim­
Uar point which is found in the CoN­
GRESSIONAL RECORD, VOl. 116, part 3, page 
4019. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania <Mr. FLOOD) desire 
to be heard on the point of order? 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, the same 
point of order was raised last year, and 
we concede the point of order. 

The CHAffiMAN <Mr. HOLIFIELD) . The 
gentleman from Pennsylvania concedes 
the point of order. 

The point of order is sustained. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FLOOD 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FLooD: On page 

19, line 10, a.fter the dollar amount, 1nserl 
the following: 

"· Provided, That none of the funds con­
ta.ined herein for carrying out title I of said 
Act sha.ll be used to make grants to any State 
under tha.t title in excess of the total grants 
made to such State from approprta.tions un­
der said title for fiscal year 1972" 

POINT OF ORDER RESERVED 

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose 
does the gentleman from Michigan <Mr. 
O'HARA) rise? 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
a point of order against the amendment. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman from 
Michigan reserves a point of order 
against the amendment. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, the pur­
pose of this amendment is to replace the 
section which has just been deleted from 
the bill, but in the from of a limitation 
which, of course, is not subject to a point 
of order. 

Mr. Chairman, if the amendment is 
adopted, it will assure that each State 
receives the same amount under title I 
of the program for the fiscal year 1973 as 
it did for the fiscal year 1972. And it will 
prevent reductions in some State allot­
ments which would otherwise occur. So, 
Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of the 
amendment. 

POINT OF ORDER 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
desire to press his point of order? 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, I will 
continue to press a point of order, al­
though I concede that the amendment 
takes a somewhat different form. It is 
merely, as explained by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania, a different way of 
accomplishing exactly the same thing. 
I would, therefore, make the point that 
if the language which was stricken con­
stitutes legislation on an appropriation 
bill, then the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania, which he 
says accomplishes the same thing, is 
likewise legislation upon an appropria­
tion. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to be heard on the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman may 
be heard. 

Mr. FLOOD. The language of the 
amendment is very clearly only a limita­
tion on the use of funds in the traditional 
manner. It is completely a negative 
thing. But of importance, it does not 
impose any additional duties on anyone 
in the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, for right now they must 
now determine the total amount granted 
to each State in order t.o comply with 
the allocation formula in the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act. Most cer­
tainly, Mr. Chairman, it does not violate 
the rules of the House. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. Mr. Chair­
man, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. In the event 
the Chair were to overrule the point of 
order, and in the event the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Pennsyl­
vania were to be agreed to, would it 
thereafter be in order to offer an amend­
ment to title I of ESEA, the point at 
which we are now in the bill, increasing 
appropriations for that purpose? 
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The CHAIRMAN (Mr. HOLIFIELD). If 
the amendment were agreed to, the 
Chair would inform the gentleman from 
Colorado that further amendments to 
the paragraph would still be in order. 

The Chair is ready to rule. 
The gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 

O'HARA), has raised a point of order 
against the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
FLOOD) alleging that it is legislation upon 
an appropriation bill. 

The Chair would like to point out that 
the language which was just ruled out 
on a point of order by the gentleman 
from Michigan provided that "grants to 
States * * * shall not be less than grants 
made to such agencies in the fiscal year 
1972.'' 

The language set a minimum amount 
for grants and was in the nature of af­
firmative directions to the Omce of Edu­
cation. 

The present amendment, on the other 
hand, is limited to the use of the funds 
in this bill. It is prefaced with the phrase 
"That none of the funds contained here­
in.'' 

Furthermore, it places a maximum 
amount on the amount of grants. It is 
a negative restriction on the use of funds 
in the bill and proposes that the grants 
be measured by an ascertainable stand­
ard-that is, the amount of the grants 
in fiscal 1972. 

The Chair holds that the amendment 
is a proper limitation and overrules the 
point of order. 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, as the situation now 
stands, the formula provided for title I, 
title m, and title V of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act will be as 
it is in the authorizing legislation, unless 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania suc­
ceeds by his amendment in changing that 
formula. 

The way title I, the biggest title, works 
now, Mr. Chairman, each State receives 
one-half of the cost of education in that 
State or one-half of the national average 
cost of education, whichever is higher, 
times the number of educationally dis­
advantaged children residing within the 
State. Naturally, those figures change. 
Some States increase their appropria­
tions for education, and when they in­
crease their State effort, they are entitled 
to more Federal money. Other States may 
decrease their local effort, and when t:1ey 
do, they are entitled to less Federal 
money. Some States may have more chil­
dren who, because of bad ecomonic con­
ditions in the State, would qualify as 
educationally disadvantaged. 

The formula in the legislative act takes 
all that into account and each year we 
must recompute the State's entitlement. 
What the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
is proposing to do is to say, "F .:>rget all 
that. Do not recompute their entitlement. 
Do not take into account whether the 
State has been increasing its own ex­
penditures or not. Do not take into ac­
count whether there are more or less 
children who would be entitled to assist­
ance under this bill. Go ahead and give 
them what they got L.st year, -vhether or 

not that makes sense, or whether or not it 
is fair." 

What is the effect of this amendment? 
I have not the time to recite it, but it 
costs a number of States who have in­
creased their expenditures on education a 
considerable amount of money. It costs 
the State of Georgia for instance $2,712,-
000. It costs the State of Dlinois $5,724,-
000, and so on. 

I would hope Mr. Chairman, that we 
will stick by the formula in the bill. It 
does not make a bit of difference in terms 
of how much total money we are going to 
spend. It makes a difference only in terms 
of equity. 

I hope the amendment will be defeated. 
Mr. EVANS of Colorado. Mr. Chair­

man, I move to strike the requisite num­
ber of words and I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I associate myself with 
the comments of the gentleman from 
Michigan. I think he has explained why 
this should be defeated better than I 
could. Also his explanation tells us why 
this House should support the package 
amendment which is going to be offered 
to several sections on the educational 
part of this bill. 

But while I have the floor, so I may 
be perfectly clear with regard to the par­
liamentary situation we are in, may I 
ask this question for my own under­
standing of our situation? In the event 
the amendment of the distinguished 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
FLOOD) passes, thereby limiting the ex­
penditures under title I to that which 
was spent the last fiscal year, thereafter, 
after the adoption of the gentleman's 
amendment, would it be in order to offer 
an amendment to increase the sum of 
money contained in the bill for title I? 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. HOLIFIELD). 
The Chair will say that the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Penn­
sylvania <Mr. FLooD) is an amendment 
to the paragraph, a perfecting amend­
ment, and if that amendment is agreed 
to an amendment striking and inserting 
a whole new paragraph would still be in 
order. 

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. I thank the 
Chair. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to point 
out to the Members of the House that on 
page 60 of the report is a list showing 
the States that will have their funding 
reduced below last year's level if this 
amendment is defeated. I think the 
Members might want to get out there­
port and look at that list. The total is 
$36,498,049. This is a reduction below the 
amount they received in the present 
fiscal year that is about to end. Perhaps 
some others would get some more, but 
these listed States would have a decrease. 
It is going to be more diiDcult for those 
States who will not get as much as they 
have this year. So Members ought to be 
fully aware of that and look at the table 
on page 60 of the report. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. The 
gentleman from Michigan has just 
pointed out there will be some readjust-

ments. Some States will have more and 
some less money simply because the ratio 
has changed. In the authorizing legisla­
tion we passed in this House we provided 
for those changes. Now we are coming in 
here and changing the rules. What about 
the States which in 1967 and 1968 and 
1969 and 1970 were tied to the archaic 
figures of the 1960 census in the distribu­
tion of the money? They did not come in 
here and ask for readjustments in this 
formula. We said this was the formula 
the House authorized in the bill and we 
accepted that. 

We accepted all those inequities. Now, 
as the figures change and as States that 
have improved their contributions are 
entitled to a better formula, the Appro­
priations Committee comes around to 
say, "We are going to change the ground 
rules, because we do not want to hurt 
anybody.'' 

That is no way to play the game. For 
every State which will get more money 
under the amendment pending before 
the House other States will lose money. 

I suggest we should stay with the for­
mula authorized in the authorizing leg­
islation. That is the only way to get 
equity in the distribution of these funds. 
Otherwise we will make a mockery of the 
whole legislative system. 

We in the authorizing committee care­
fully studied all the aspects of this, as the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. O'HARA) 
pointed out, and we took into considera­
tion all of the factors as to the distribu­
tion of the money. 

I regret that the point of order was 
not sustained, but in view of the fact 
that the point of order was not sustained 
it is up to the Members of this House to 
retain the equity and the dignity of the 
legislative process instead of letting the 
Appropriations Committee come in now 
with an amendment to change and undo 
the whole thing. 

These States are entitled to increases 
based on new figures compared to 1968, 
1969, and 1970, when they were dealing 
with the archaic census figures. Why 
penalize them now, when they have a 
break coming and when they have been 
enduring hardship long enough? 

I hope that the amendment will be 
defeated. 

I will say that if this amendment is 
sustained, sooner or later every Member 
of this House will feel the full adverse 
effects of this amendment. I hope the 
amendment will be defeated. 

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

Mr. Chairman, first let me address my 
comments in answer to the gentleman 
from Dlinois <Mr. PuciNSKI) as to how 
these moneys will be distributed and un­
der what formula. 

Members should know that we may 
not get from the Census Bureau the 
updated figures from the 1970 census 
that will change the formula for the 
fiscal year 1973. If that be the case, then 
the argument does not hold any water 
whatsoever. 

I personally hope that we are going 
to have those figures a vail able so that 
we can crank them into an updated 
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computation in line with the authorizing 
formula. 

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

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gentlemen 
from Dlinois. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Is it not a fact, how­
ever, that we will ultimately get those 
figures and the Census Bureau has as­
sured us these figures will be forthcom­
ing? This amendment would totally 
negate any new figures . 

Mr. MICHEL. No; I do not agree. 
Mr. PUCINSKI. And we might as well 

not have any new census figures. 
Mr. MICHEL. I do not agree with the 

gentleman at all. 
Mr. PUCINSKI. The gentleman knows 

that is right. 
Mr. MICHEL. I beg to differ, because 

I have just talked to Commissioner of 
Education this morning on that very 
point. I asked the question, "Have you 
got yet the revised census figures?" The 
answer was "No." I asked, "Can they 
get them to you soon?" And the answer 
was, "I do not know that they can." 

Mr. PUCINSKI. He did not say they 
cannot. He did not say they will not. 

Mr. MICHEL. I am just suggesting that 
there is an area of doubt that we will 
get them before September or October. 

In answer to the gentleman from Mich­
igan (Mr. O'HARA), the point was made 
that we are just going to give to each 
State what we did before. I would not oe 
too concerned about that. 

What was the concern of everybody 
here and of the subcommittee itself? It 
was to bring every State up to the point 
where they would not receive any less 
money this year than last. The Hathaway 
amendment does the same thing and goes 
beyond and grants some m.ore. 

So that particular argument does not 
hold water either. 

Really, what the amendment of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
FLOOD) will do here is to provide that 
base for every State as it got last year. 

If Members are interested in getting 
some more money for this title I, I would 
remind Members of the new Emergency 
School Assistance Act provisions; 15 per­
cent of that $1 billion appropriation that 
will come up here will go into title I, 
targeted in by the legislative act we all 
authorized. So they will get more money 
in the amount of $150 million. 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

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

Mr. O'HARA. Last year I made the 
same point of order, and that proviso 
was knocked out. 

I want the Members of the House to 
know that not a single State got a penny 
less as a result of my action, because the 
Appropriations Committee made sure of 
that when the supplemental came up. 
They put in the money needed for those 
States that had lost something, to make 
them whole. 

I say to the Members of the House that 
if they defeat the amendment, the same 
thing will happen this year. No State 
will be hurt, and the States which need 
more will get justice. 

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

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

Mr. FLOOD. Of course, as the gentle­
man from Illinois knows, the language 
was stricken out of the bill last year. A 
supplemental was necessary. The Mem­
bers voted for it, and it passed almost 
unanimously. But it was also necessary 
to restore the fioor language in the sup­
plemental bill. 

Mr. MICHEL. I would urge support 
of the gentleman's amendment. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I am sorry I am differ­
ing with my colleague, the gentleman 
from Dlinois, on the Flood amendment, 
but I think it would be a mistake for us 
to adopt that and make certain that 
every State receives the amount it re­
ceived the year before. One of the things 
that will happen when we do receive 
the new census information-and I am 
astonished that the Census Bureau can­
not get it to the Office of Education, and 
we cannot utilize it-we are going into 
the next school year, the 1972-73 school 
year still basing the formula on the 1959 
income information. There is not a 
child in school who is counted now under 
that information, there is not a one in 
school. We do not know where poor chil­
dren live until the census information 
comes out. 

But there is another part of the 
formula that counts people on welfare; 
if it does happen that one State changes 
in respect to perhaps having less of a 
welfare problem and another State's 
position changes to having a worse wel­
fare problem, then the money should 
shift to where the problem exists. 

That is the way the silly formula is 
written. And if we do not like the formula 
then do not try to change it by saying 
that every State will come out with the 
same amount of money. We really ought 
to change the formula, and we will take 
that up in the next Congress. You cannot 
wait until all the kids have left school 
before you change the allocation to the 
States. It does not make any sense at 
all. All you are saying is let us just keep 
every State receiving the same amount of 
money. It is terrible to do that. Title I is 
not written to guarantee States a certain 
amount of money but to fund compensa­
tory education for disadvantaged where 
they happen to live. Let us use the 
formula we have, and vote down the 
Flood amendment. 

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

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

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, actu­
ally there may be some very embar­
rassed Members in this Chamber when 
the census figures do come out, and many 
Members may find that by voting for 
the Flood amendment they have short­
changed their respective districts, be­
cause when these new census figures 
come up we will be using data from 1970 
instead of 1960 and you may find that 
you have dealt away or voted away a 
very substantial improvement in your 

district by locking in the 1972 formula 
for 1973 as proposed by our colleague, 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
FLOOD). 

Mr. QUIE. It does not make any sense 
to pay for needs that do not exist. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania <Mr. FLOOD). 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HATHAWAY 

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment to the paragraph of 
the bill just read which is a single sub­
stitute for several paragraphs of the bill 
dealing with the Office of Education, and 
I hereby give notice that if the amend­
ment is agreed to I will make motions 
to strike out the remaining paragraphs 
beginning with line 14 on page 19 and 
extending through and including line 17 
on page 21. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HATHAWAY: 

On page 19, strike out lines 6 through 13 
and substitute in lieu thereof: 

"For carrying out, to the extent not other­
wise provided, title I ($1,810,000,000), tiltle II 
($171 ,393,000), and title V, Parts A and C 
($53,000,000), of the Elementary and Second­
ary Education Act, $2,034,393,000. For carry­
ing out title I of the Act of September 30, 
1950, as amended (20 U.S.C., ch. 13), and 
the Act of September 23, 1950, as amended 
(20 U.S.C., ch. 19), $671,405,000, of which 
$645,495,000, including $41,450,000 for 
amounts payable under section 6 and $10,-
000,000 for complying with section 303 (1) (C) 
shall be for the maintenance and operation 
of schools as authorized by said title I of 
the Act of September 30, 1950, as amended, 
and $25,910,000, which shall remain avail­
able until expended, shall be only for pro­
viding school facilities as authorized by sec­
tion 5 and subsections 14(a) and 14(b) of 
said Act of September 23, 1950. For carrying 
out, to the extent not otherwise provided, 
the Education of the Handicapped Act, and 
section 5 of Public Law 85-905, $143,609,000. 
For carrying out, to the extent not otherwise 
provided, section 102(b) ($29,898,000), parts 
B and C ($444,682,000), D, F ($38,322,000), 
G ($19,500,000), H ($10,524,000), and I of 
the Vocational Education Act of 1963, as 
amended (20 U .S.C.1241-1391), and the Adult 
Education Act of 1966 (20 U.S.C., ch. 30) 
($75,000,000) , $643,460,000, including $16,-

000,000 for examplary programs under part 
D of said 1963 Act of which 50 per centum 
shall remain available until expended and 50 
per centum shall remain available through 
June 30, 1974, and not to exceed $18,000,000 
for research and training under part C of 
said 1963 Act. For carrying out, to the ex­
tent not otherwise provided, titles I ($62,-
000,000), II, and m ($7,530,000) of the Li­
brary Services and Construction Act (20 
u.s.c. ch. 16); and title n ($100,000,000) 
of the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act; $184,500,000, of which $15,000,000, to 
remain available through June 30, 1974, shall 
be for grants for public library construction 
under title ll of the Library Services and 
Construction Act. 

Mr. HATHAWAY (during the read­
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the further reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with, and that 
it be printed in the RECORD and open to 
amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Maine? 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, reserving 
the right to object, may I ask the gentle­
man whether or not 1n his amendment 
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there is any provision for amending the 
section entitled "Educational Renewal" 
which appears on page 21? 

Mr. HATHAWAY. As I understand, 
yes; my amendment can be amended. 

Mr. YATES. In other words, in your 
amendment you do cover or make some 
changes in that paragraph? 

Mr. HATHAWAY. No. 
Mr. YATES. You do not? 
Mr. HATHAWAY. No. 
Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my reserva-

tion of objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 

to the request of the gentleman from 
Maine? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. Chairman, this 

is an amendment calling for an increase 
in the funding of titles I, II, III, and V 
of ESEA the Vocational Education Act, 
and the Library Services and Construc­
tion Act, the Impact Aid Act, and the 
Adult Education Act, by $364 million. 

The primary purpose of most of the 
money requested is to help people 
throughout this country who have been 
disadvantaged with regard to the educa­
tion they have received. 

Title I of the Elementary and Sec­
ondary Education Act was designed to 
help children from families of very low 
income, children who are definitely dis­
advantaged. We know that the Adult 
Education Act helps those who for one 
reason or another have not completed 
their education. Initially this act ex­
tended only to eighth-grade education, 
but a couple of years ago this was 
changed, and now under the adult edu­
cation program those who did not receive 
a high school education are entitled to 
participate. 

The principle purpose of this amend­
ment is to bring school districts and 
State agencies throughout the Nation 
aid up to the funding level they had in 
1972. Because, and as it has been ex­
plained in answer to the distinguished 
chairman of the subcommittee's amend­
ment, the one that was just defeated, 
when the facts in the formula change, 
and you have the same amount of money, 
then you will have unequal distribution 
and many States who, for example, have 
increased the number of AFDC children 
would not be getting the same level of 
funding as they were last year unless 
we raise the amount of money. In fact, 
the tables that had been printed-and I 
believe they are in the report, and have 
been printed in the CONGRESSIONAL REC­
ORD, and which have been sent around to 
the various offices-indicate that some 
25 States would get less under title I, 
for example, than they got last year un­
less this amendment is agreed to. If the 
amendment is agreed to there is only 
one State, New Mexico, that would get 
less funding than it did in 1972. 

We as a nation, for many years dedi­
cated ourselves to making sure that every 
child throughout the country got some 
kind of education. Our objective initially 
on education in this Nation was quantity 
education. When the Nation was first 
founded, there were many young people 
who had no access to education whatso­
ever. We completed that objective. Every-

where in this Nation today a person can 
get some kind of education that is paid 
for with taxpayers' money. 

But since the advent of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act, which was 
passed as you know in 1965, we have con­
cerned ourselves with the quality of ed­
ucation the children throughout this Na­
tion are getting. 

The purpose of this amendment, which 
is called the quality education amend­
ment, is to make sure we afford quality 
education throughout the Nation. 

I think that in our every day delibera­
tions here on the floor of the House and 
in committee, we get tied up too much 
with numbers and we forget just what 
those numbers really mean. We talk 
about children from disadvantaged fam­
ilies, those who come from families that 
have an income level of $4,000 or less. 
But we fail to go further and really 
examine what it means to be a child 
coming from a family with an income of 
only $4,000 a year or less. There are 12 
million children in this Nation who come 
from such families. These children are 
coming from families where they have 
barely enough money for food and for 
rent. There certainly is not enough money 
for any educational material and devices 
such as books and magazines. Undoubt­
edly, the parents in these families do not 
have the educational background such 
as we in this Chamber and many others 
throughout the country have to give to 
our children. 

So these children who come from these 
low-income families, come to school, and 
school is the only place really where they 
are going to get any kind of education 
unlike the middle-income family. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

(Mr. HATHAWAY asked and was given 
permission to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. HATHAWAY. So they come to 
school where they are going to get their 
only education-unlike the middle in­
come or the upper income family where 
a lot of the educational process takes 
place in the home. 

So when they come to that school, 
they are at a considerable disadvantage 
competitively with the other students 
in that school. 

This amendment today to title I is 
only $22.5 million and adds merely $17 
per child for the 12 million disadvantaged 
children in this country. 

In fact, the appropriation recom­
mended by the committee is only $133 
per child and this would raise it to only 
$150 per child. 

Certainly we can afford in this country 
that has a gross national product of over 
a trillion dollars and which is the richest 
nation in the world-we can afford an 
additional $17 for the disadvantaged 
child in this Nation. 

But more than that, the investment in 
education-or the money we are going to 
put out for education, not only in title 
I but the other titles that are being 
amended here today, is going to con­
stitute a savings to us in the long run. 
We are going to eliminate a lot of our 
welfare payments and a lot of the unem­
ployment payments. 

We are going to be able to eliminate a 
lot of the causes and the cost of crime 
and it is going to help to cut down on 
delinquency. 

More than that, because of the invest­
ment we are making in education, we are 
going to make more productive individ­
uals in this Nation so that they can go 
out and earn a living. They will more 
than repay in income tax the amount of 
money we are investing here today. 

But even more than the money invest­
ment and the return that we are going 
to get from the investment we will make 
in education in terms of taxes, we have 
to look at the potential of each and 
every one of the individuals that we have 
in this Nation. If we are ever going to 
make this Nation the really great Na­
tion that it is capable of being, we have 
to do everything we can do to help every 
individual regardless of what his eco­
nomic circumstances are, realize his full 
potential. 

By adopting the amendment here to­
day, which does not provide a large sum 
of money-it is only $364 million, and 
we spend many more dollars than that 
on hardware, and certainly we should 
be putting humans ahead of hardware­
by adopting this amendment today, we 
can at least partially help many indi­
viduals in this country realize that 
potential. 

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

Mr. BARRET!'. Mr. Chairman, I com­
mend the chairman of the Labor-HEW 
Subcommittee, my longtime friend and 
colleague, the gentleman from the 11th 
Congressional District of Pennsylvania 
<Mr. FLooD) and the members of the 
Appropriations Committee for the bill be­
fore us. It provides funds for so many 
vital, needed programs dealing with the 
health of the American people. However, 
I must express my disappointment over 
the paucity of funds for a program which 
deals with a major health problem of so 
many of our young children. Preschool 
age children living in our cities and in 
rural America, generally in homes over 
30 years old-and there are many of 
them. 

I refer to the shortage of fundS for 
Public Law 91-695, the Lead-Based Paint 
Poisoning Prevention Act, a program to 
conquer the man-made malady of lead 
poisoning. 

Mr. Chairman, I would offer an amend­
ment to the bill to increase the funding 
for this program, unfortunately the pres­
ent authorization expires at the end of 
this month. However, I do not expect the 
program to expire for just yesterday the 
Senate passed S. 3080, which will extend 
and expand the program as well as au­
thorize a much needed increase in appro­
priations. Similar legislation is pending 
in the Banking and Currency Committee. 

This health problem, affecting almost 
one-half million young, preschool age 
children yearly, of lead poisoning is a 
man-made malady which has reached ep­
idemic proportions. It has been called the 
silent epidemic. It results from the use 
of lead-based paints in older houses. 

The first funds for this program were 
appropriated in 1971. Unfortunately, the 
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funds appropriated, including those in 
this bill, are far from what is needed to 
screen and treat the thousands of pre­
school age children subjected to the lead 
paint hazard and to inspect and remove 
lead from homes. We have just started 
to scratch the surface in dealing with 
this peril to our children. Of the approxi­
mately one-half million who suffer from 
this, only 12,000 to 16,000 actually re­
ceive treatment, and half of them are 
left mentally retarded. About 200 die 
from lead poisoning each year, and this 
from a manmade malady. Although lead 
based paint poisoning accounts for only 
5 percent of all accidental poisonings of 
preschool children, this disease accounts 
for up to 70 percent of an deaths due to 
poisoning among these children. Ap­
proximately 3,200 children suffer moder­
ate to severe brain damage, and 800 
are so severely amicted that they require 
institutionalization for the remainder of 
their lives. It has been estimated that 
such care costs $250,000 per child for a 
lifetime of institutionalization. Annually, 
that is a cost of $200 million to the tax­
payer. There is no way to estimate or 
assess the untold pain, misery, and suf­
fering of the parents and families of 
these children. 

Mr. Chairman, we know the cause of 
this epidemic and we know how it can be 
conquered. As soon as the continuation 
of the program is approved, I sincerely 
hope that the Appropriations Committee 
will take the necessary action to provide 
full funding. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
oppose the amendment. 

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

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

Apparently the authors of this amend­
ment do not like the term "package." 
Now it is a "quality" amendment. Don't 
you love that? "Package" is a bad 
word now. Now it is a "quality" amend­
ment. The name has changed, but the 
same people are behind it. It is the same 
people. They used to hang out in the 
Congressional Hotel. Now that is closed 
down, of course, and they meet in some 
hidden, mysterious place in the dead of 
night to concoct these amendments. 

I am reminded of the three preparing 
the witch's brew in Macbeth: 

When shall we three meet again? In thun­
der, lightning or in Maine? 

They call it a quality amendment. At 
the shopping center we see quality beer, 
quality corn, or quality bologna. No mat­
ter how thin you slice it, it is still bolo­
gna. 

It seems that no matter what the com­
mittee does, this group has to put to­
gether one of these "package" amend­
ments, in order to justify their existence. 
I would remind you that the last time 
one of these "package'' amendments was 
adopted in the House, the Labor-HEW 
appropriation bill was vetoed, the veto 
was sustained, and as a result, the appro­
priations were not :finally enacted until 
March 5, after three quarters of the fis­
cal year had elapsed. 

Let me make a few general remarks 
about how we have treated education 

programs. As I have said on so many pre­
vious occasions, this bill is a can of 
worms. There are hundreds and hun­
dreds of separate and distinct programs 
in it. Each one has its own clientele, its 
own constituency, its own advocates, all 
over this Nation. We cannot possibly 
please all of them. Our committee has 
to make tough decisions. There is only so 
much pie, and we have to try to divide it 
up equitably and sensibly. We try to 
achieve a balance which will be accept­
able to a majority of the Members of 
this House. We are acting as your agents. 
You are looking over our shoulders all 
the time, and we are very much aware of 
it. 

If you look at the summary table on 
page 2 of the report, you will find that 
this bill includes $912 million in increases 
over the President's budget for 1973. 
There is a little over $600 million in in­
creases for health programs and about 
$300 million in increases over the budget 
for education programs. 

For the education programs which are 
in the bill before us today, we are pro­
viding increases of $190 million, or 5.5 
percent, over the 1972 level. But, this 
bill includes only a portion of the 1973 
appropriations for education which are 
eventually going to be enacted. We have 
not yet considered appropriations for 
programs authorized in the education 
amendments which we passed last 
Thursday, and which contain authoriza­
tions for appropriations amounting to 
over $6 billion for :fiscal1973. 

We have left out of the bill a total 
of almost $2.9 billion in 1973 budget pro­
posals for education programs. If you 
add this to the amount in this bill for 
education, you will get a total of over 
$6.5 billion which is an increase of $1.3 
billion, or 25 percent, over the 1972 ap­
propriations. This is without considering 
any further congressional add-ons, which 
we all know are very likely to occur. I 
feel confident that when we are finished 
with all the appropriation bills in this 
session of Congress, we will have pro­
vided very large increases in funds for 
all levels of education. 

Now, to be more specific: 
The biggest single item in the gentle­

man's amendment is an increase of over 
$200 million for title I of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act. The bill 
already contains $1,597,500,000 for the 
title I program. This is the same as the 
budget request and the amount appro­
priated for 1972. Let me emphasize that 
we are talking about billions, not mil­
lions, here. When we discussed the edu­
cation programs in our subcommittee 
markup session, we considered very care­
fully whether we should add funds over 
the budget request for the title I program. 
We decided against it for the following 
reasons: 

We have added $301,455,000 over the 
budget request for other education pro­
grams. We were quite sure that most 
Members-not all, of course--would 
rather have us put additional funds into 
those programs than into title I. 

There have been many reports that 
school districts are not using title I funds 
properly. In a number of these cases, 
HEW is taking steps to recover title I 

funds from school districts which have 
misused them. 

The President's budget for 1973 in­
cludes an additional $1 billion in new 
money under the Emergency School Aid 
Act. This money will go to schools edu­
cating low income, minority group chil­
dren-the same children who are the 
target of the title I program. The con­
ference report on S. 659, which author­
izes this new program, passed the House 
last Thursday. I am sure that the $1 bil­
lion, or some portion of it, will be appro­
priated for 1973. 

These are the reasons why the sub­
committee did not recommend an in­
crease for the title I program. Now I 
would like to comment on the other 
parts of this "package" amendment. 

First. School Libraries-Title II, 
ESEA-the bill includes $90 million, the 
full budget request, and the same as the 
amount appropriated for 1972. 

Second. Supplementary Centers and 
Services-title m, ESEA-The bill in­
cludes $146,393,000, the full budget re­
quest, and the amount appropriated for 
1972. This is for demonstration projects. 
The period of Federal support for these 
projects is limited. Therefore the appro­
priation will support 52 new projects for 
1973. 

Third. Strengthening State Depart­
ments of Education-Title V, ESEA-The 
bill includes $43 million, the full amount 
of the budget request, and an increase 
of $10 million over the 1972 appropria­
tion. 

Fourth. Vocational Education-The 
committee added $50 million over the 
budget request and the 1972 appropria­
tion. This is for basic State grants, which 
give the States flexibility to use the funds 
for programs which they believe to have 
the highest priority. We have also ap­
proved a requested increase of $14 mil­
lion for demonstration projects in career 
education. And finally, we have included 
language in the bill to assure that no 
State receives less in 1973 for vocational 
education than it did in 1972. 

Fifth. Adult Education-The bill in­
cludes $51,300,000, the full budget re­
quest and the same as the amount appro­
priated for 1972, together with language 
to insure that no State receives less in 
1973 than it did in 1972. 

Sixth. Library Services and Construc­
tion-The committee added $26,770,000 
over the budget request to keep this pro­
gram going at above the current level. 

Seventh. Impacted Area Aid-Public 
Law 874-The bill includes an increase 
of $200,495,000 over the budget request 
and $22,915,000 over the 1972 appropria­
tion. This bill provides every school dis­
trict with the same percentage of its en­
titlement in 1973 as in 1972. I assume 
that this means that every school dis­
trict will get more money in 1973 than 
in 1972, unless its enrollment of federal­
ly connected children declines. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I hope 
the Members will agree that we have 
done the best we could for education pro­
grams under the circumstances and will 
vote down the gentlemen's amendment. 

The CHAffi.MAN. The time of the gen­
tleman from Pennsylvania has expired. 

<On request of Mr. GERALD R. FORD, 
and by unanimous consent, Mr. FLOOD 
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was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FLOOD. Of course I yield to the 
distinguished minority leader. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chairman, 
I have listened to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania. First let me say I whole­
heartedly agree with his point of view 
and I will do all I can to help and assist 
in defeating the Hathaway amendment. 

Mr. FLOOD. I am sure the gentleman, 
with his distinction and intelligence, will 
do so. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Let me ask the 
distinguished gentleman from Pennsyl­
vania if this is a correct analysis in sum­
mary of what he has been saying: In 
every one of the categories covered by 
this amendment there is at least as much 
if not more money recommended by the 
subcommittee for fiscal year 1973 as there 
was for fiscal year 1972. 

Mr. FLOOD. Yes, that is right. 
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. In no instance 

has any program or category been re­
duced. 

Mr. FLOOD. That is right. 
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. As a matter of 

fact, the committee has increased in vari­
ous ways some $300 million or more to 
help and assist, over what the President 
recommended and over what we appro­
priated for these programs in 1972. 

Mr. FLOOD. I could not say it better 
myself. That is praise from Caesar. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I thank my 
friend. 

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. FLOOD. I yield to the gentleman 
from Maine. 

Mr. HATHAWAY. The gentleman does 
not mean, however, that if the increase 
is not made in title I some 25 States will 
not get less in 1973 than they did in 1972 
because of the increase in AFDC or the 
increase in per-pupil costs of education? 

Mr. FLOOD. I say that we cannot play 
any numbers game. I do not have this 
crystal ball; your friends have it. You do 
not know it, and I do not know, and you 
know I do not know it. 

The CHAmMAN. The time of the gen­
tleman from Pennsylvania has again ex­
pired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. FI.oon was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional min­
ute.) 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair­
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FLOOD. I yield to the distin­
guished minority leader. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. To answer the 
gentleman from Maine, did he not vote 
in the :first place for the Federal aid to 
education program which established 
this formula which provides the in­
equities he alleges for 25 States? 

Mr. HATHAWAY. If the gentleman 
will yield, I voted for the program, but it 
does not establish any inequity, in my 
opinion. If we have changes in the for­
mula factors and we have the total 
amount fixed, then we are apt to have 
many States-this year it would be 25-
who would get less money in 1973 under 
the committee bill than they got in 1972. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. But the gen-

tleman from Maine voted for that au­
thorization legislation about which he 
now complains. I do not understand. 

Mr. FLOOD. Of course he did. I am not 
complaining about the formula. 

Mr. HATHAWAY. I am just complain­
ing about the funding to fulfill the for­
mula. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I want to make about 
three points with regard to this amend­
ment so that the Members are fully aware 
of what they are doing when they vote 
on this amendment. 

No. 1: The amendment strikes from 
the provisions of the bill, and does not 
reinsert it, a provision with regard to 
impacted aid which would provide the 
100-percent and 90-percent provisions 
for Indian children, and category A chil­
aren. 

Talk about the children who are most 
in need of Federal support, these are the 
ones who are. The A's live on Federal 
property, and they go to school on Fed­
eral property, and we have protected 
them in this bill. This pending amend­
ment would reduce the funds for them. 
The language which gives them more 
money is stricken in this pending amend­
ment, and it is not reinserted. 

In addition to that, the Indian chil­
dren-and no one would claim, I would 
think, who has visited an Indian reser­
vation, that it is possible to educate the 
Indian children on the same amount 
that most others are educated for in this 
country. I think they ought to be put 
under special legislation, but they are 
under the Impact Aid Law. So we have 
tried to protect them. 

Well, if you vote for this pending 
amendment, you will vote to reduce the 
aid for the Indian children, and against 
protection for the A's also. 

Then they talk about title I, the fact 
of the matter is that in this year, or for 
the school year of 1973, we are going to 
appropriate a total of about $2.5 billion 
or a little more for a combination of title 
I and emergency school aid. The emer­
gency school aid authorization just 
passed but is not as yet signed by the 
President. So in this bill there is $1.6 bil­
lion for title I, the same amount as last 
year for title I, but the committee is not 
tying down the final amount for sure 
because the ratio will be determined 
when we reach the point where we can 
combine the emergency school aid in 
title I. We will not receive a request for 
additional money from the administra­
tion until the recently passed bill is 
signed by the President, but what we 
are going to be doing here if you vote for 
this amendment is to tie it down the 
ratio, at the ratio of 1.8 for title I, com­
pared to . 7 for emergency school aid. 

This money should eventually go to 
essentially the same people. Whatever 
the majority after considering both pro­
grams together want to do should be it, 
and we ought to preserve some elbow 
room rather than determine it prema­
turely today. 

We ought to have a balanced pack­
age and that includes all of these items 
that I have talked about. As far as these 

other items in the amendment are, I 
think they ought to be considered sep­
arately, and I favor eventual increases 
for some. But I say that bringing this 
whole thing in as a package is not the 
way to do it. So you want to vote this 
amendment down and let these items 
come up one at a time, and then deal 
with them on their merits. And if they 
have merit they can be voted on on their 
merits, but they should not be included 
in a package like this. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I just want to add my 
few words to what the gentleman from 
Iowa <Mr. SMITH) has said about the 
need for a balanced package. We have ex­
panded programs in a number of ways 
and I favor expanded Federal aid to edu­
cation. 

Just recently, as you will recall, I 
strongly supported S. 659, the higher 
education authorization, and as the 
gentleman from Iowa has indicated, that 
has not been signed into law as yet, so 
that therefore the Committee on Appro­
priations could not bring forth appro­
priations for that. 

Now, what we need to make certain 
that with a limited amount of funds 
available--and I am certain that we will 
appropriate more money for education 
than the administration asked for, and 
more money above the budget than the 
$301 million that the Committee on Ap­
propriations brought out--that we fund 
all authorizations in a balanced way. 

Let us look at the disadvantaged kids, 
do you want to help them only under 
title I or also under the aid in the high­
er education bill? I would like to fund 
the student aid authorizations of the 
higher education bill so needy students 
can go not only to the 4-year liberal arts 
colleges, but vocational schools, and 
proprietary schools whose students get 
jobs as soon as they get out of school? 

The only way we are going to write a 
balanced package that I can see is to 
send this bill to the other body, and the 
authorization bill will be signed at that 
time, and they will write as balanced 
a program as they possibly can, then our 
conferees can try to do the best for the 
House. They have shown their interest 
in education by appropriating $301 mil­
lion over what the President requested, 
and I think they made wise decisions 
in their increases. But on the Hathaway 
proposal that is before us, I do not think 
all of these are wise increases. 

Let us look at the $212 million for the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act, title I. Where do we need the money 
most? It is where there is a concentra­
tion of disadvantaged children, meaning 
under the act--poor children-but only 
27 percent of title I money goes to 
schools that have 30 percent or more of 
poor children in them. 

You know if a child goes to a school 
where most of the kids are advantaged, 
according to the studies I have seen, they 
then absorb that motivation from those 
advantaged kids that they sit with. 

But if kids go to school where a high 
percentage are disadvantaged, they have 
to have compensatory education and 
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some have improved from compensatory 
education. 

But there is regression on the part of 
some title I students rather than im­
provement. There are some that have 
not shown any change at all. Others have 
shown substantial improvement and 
seems to be where there is concentration 
of funds which we don't even now do ade­
quately enough. 

I would say on title I they are just 
learning how to handle that money well. 
So I would expect you would keep this at 
that level for another year and provide 
the additional help through the emer­
gency school aid authorization this year. 

Last, I would say is that in impact aid 
money, I recognize that the committee 
has substantially increased the money 
for impact aid because they always have 
to do that because the majority of the 
Members of the House have substantial 
impact aid going into their district. 

But when the Hathaway amendment 
adds some money for category "C" stu­
dents, that is just an effort to bring the 
rest of us into the act to also vote for 
increased impact aid. 

I do not care how you look at it-­
category "B" impact aid money is in 
many instances just a big boondoggle. 

There is no reason why my children 
should be counted for impact aid in 
Montgomery County as they are. That 
is ridiculous. 

Some category "B" students are really 
on impact, they ought to receive the 
money. But as yet, we have not separated 
the reasonable from the unreasonable. 

Let us not go beyond what the Com­
mittee on Appropriations has proposed 
in this bill. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I urge that you 
vote down the Hathaway amendment not 
as a move to stop spending money for ed­
ucation, but rather to enable the other 
body and the Committee on Appropria­
tions in conference to write up a balanced 
package for education to provide in­
creased funds that would provide the 
greatest amount of help to the young 
people who need it. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong opposition to the Hathaway pack­
age of amendments and would like to 
voice my objections to each of the items 
in chronological order. 

First, your committee considered add­
ing funds to title I, and we decided not 
to. Why? 

One reason is that we still have ques­
tions about the effectiveness of title I as 
compared with some of our other educa­
tion programs. Yes, we had questions last 
year-and the year before-and we are 
still not persuaded that another dollar 
put into title I will buy as much as a dol­
lar put elsewhere. 

The evaluation of title I is still really a 
mixed bag. You have one study showing 
significant gains in learning among dis­
advantaged children, and then you have 
others showing no appreciable difference. 

Then, this year we also heard testi­
mony on alleged misuse of title I funds 
by some school districts, and this con­
cerns us very much. 

But, besides this, we also have the 
administration's request for a billion 
dollars for the new emergency school 

aid legislation, at least 15 percent of 
which would be earmarked for compen­
satory education-the target of title I. 
This would be $150 million at a mini­
mum. And probably more. 

I urge my colleagues to turn down this 
effort to prematurely add over $200 
million for this title I item. 

In a statement by the Secretary on 
April 23, 1972, there is reference to a 
study entitled "Effect of Compensatory 
Education" which gives evidence on both 
sides of the question. 

Three other large-scale investigative 
studies indicate that title I is not effec­
tive. These studies are: G.E. Temple 
Study, conducted in 1965-67 and was 
done in 11 large cities; National Evalu­
ation of Title I, this was done by the 
Office of Education; National Evaluation 
of Headstart Program, while this study 
was done only with regard to Headstart, 
the findings revealed that a very small 
percentage of the participating children 
made any appreciable advance and that 
even this was lost when the child was 
placed into a normal school situation. 

Thus, there have been four major 
studies with negative findings. 

Second, for school library resources, 
the amendment would add an additional 
$10 DU[tlon above tne $90 nUilion rec­
ommended by our committee. Funds for 
this item have more than doubled within 
the past 3 years, and what we have pro­
posed in our bill will serve 98 percent of 
the target population of 50 million 
students. 

I think you should also keep in mind 
that this is not the only source of funds 
for library resources. For example, $60 
million of title I funds are used to pur­
chase books and library materials. 

The third item, supplementary serv­
ices, title m, is funded at a level of 
$146.4 million in our bill, and the amend­
ment would add another $25 million. 
This is a demonstration program, not 
designed to provide on-going support to 
school districts. Its purpose is to initiate 
supplementary educational programs 
with Federal funds-programs which 
can then be taken over by the States 
and localities. This means that we have 
old projects terminating and new ones 
starting each year. 

Under our committee's recommenda­
tion, the level of support per pupil would 
remain the same-there would be no loss 
on that basis--and some 52 new projects 
could be initiated. We would have nearly 
1,000 projects operating next year, and 
the success of this program is evidenced 
in the fact that about 62 percent of all 
projects funded by it have been con­
tinued with State and local funds. There 
is no justification for an increase here. 

Your committee bill already contains 
almost a 30-percent increase for the next 
item, strengthening State departments of 
education-title V-ESEA. And, alto­
gether, in the whole education budget, we 
have provided some $141 million for State 
education agencies, compared with $123 
million in 1972. There is no reason for a 
further increase here. 

The gentleman proposes another $30 
million for impact aid. This is prepos­
terous. We should not add another dime 
to this item, which is already nearly $23 

million over the current year, and $200 
million over the budget. 

And, for heaven's sake, let us not bring 
"C" students into the picture. Public 
housing is not a federally imposed bur­
den, and there is simply no way of guar­
anteeing that the funds would go for the 
education of public-housing students 
within a school district. This could only 
further complicate an already inequita­
ble program, and eventually wind up 
costing hundreds of millions more with 
little, if anything, to show for it. This 
House last year turned down a $60 mil­
lion amendment proposed for the same 
purpose-to initiate a funding of so­
called "C" students. 

I can certainly appreciate the good in­
tentions of the gentleman from Maine 
in proposing the $27 million-plus increase 
for the vocational education programs, 
but I wish he could have sat in on some 
of our hearings and discussions on this 
item. He might better understand why 
we recommended what we did. 

In the first place, there is increasing 
evidence that our existing vocational ed­
ucation programs need to be more re­
sponsive to the demands of the current 
job market. The problem is, How do we 
make this happen? We are taking kind of 
a dual approach here. Commissioner 
Marland is working hard to develop a 
career-education thrust, to redirect both 
our thinking and our efforts in this area. 
The budget includes some $55 million in 
increases for career-education programs. 

At the same time, your committee add­
ed $50 million over the budget, not for 
the more inflexible, categorical programs, 
but for basic State grants, which leave 
the States free to decide their own prior­
ities. This is simply not the time to tie 
down more Federal dollars in categorical 
aid. 

As far as adult education is concerned, 
again, if our committee language remains 
intact, no State will receive less than 
they have this current fiscal year. Be­
sides an additional $10 million in the OE 
budget for experimental projects and 
teacher training activities in this area, 
over $30 million in fiscal1973 adult basic 
education funds is available from sources 
outside the Office of Education-through 
OEO, Model Cities, and other appropria­
tions. 

Finally, for library services and con­
struction, I would just point out that 
your committee has already added nearly 
$27 million over the budget. The admin­
istration proposed reductions here pri­
marily because-as they correctly indi­
cated-95 percent of all States over­
match Federal funds for libraries. Here 
again, it is a question of priorities. 

So, we have a package here of good 
intentions but poor justifications. I com­
mend the gentleman from Maine for his 
concern, but at the same time, I urge my 
colleagues to reject his amendment. 

Let me emphasize again, this is a very 
generous bill which we had put together 
for your consideration, and over $300 
million of the increases for the budget 
q_re in the field of education. 

We have provided for a 30-percent 
increase in programs designed for edu­
cating the handicapped. The State grant 
program, the deaf-blind centers, early 
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childhood projects, specific learning dis­
abilities, regional resource centers, pro­
grams for innovation and development, 
as well as technology and communica­
tions, and special education and man­
power. These items are increased by more 
than $33 million over last year's level for 
a total of $143.6 million. 

In addition our bill provides increases 
over the 1972 appropriation for special 
technology projects in the amount of $10 
million; the right to read program, $10.3 
million; career education models, $14 
million; environmental education and 
school health and nutrition projects, $1.3 
million; education statistics, $2.7 mil­
lion; education extension agents, $6.6 
million; and the national achievement 
study, $1 million. 

These are all selective increases, based 
on the testimony and best judgment of 
both departmental and outside witnesses, 
as to the need in these particular areas. 

Your committee weighed this testi­
mony carefully and recommended these 
increases in the light of overall budget 
priorities for education funds. 

In other words, every item of concern 
to the gentleman from Maine has been 
considered in detail by your committee, 
and we have found that the further in­
creases he recommends are simply not 
justified when weighed against the avail­
able dollars and the budget priorities 
with which we are working. 

One final word if I may. I do not 
want to see this bill vetoed, and we are 
already on some shaky ground with our 
significant increases and from what we 
might expect over in the other body. I 
would certainly caution against piling on 
another $364 million with this amend­
ment. We are still faced with a $26 bil­
lion deficit, and while some may dare 
the President in an election year to veto 
this bill, I think he has demonstrated 
quite recently that he is a gutsy, feisty 
President who will have no reservation 
about vetoing a money bill if it gets too 
far out of line. 

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in su_pport of both 
the Hathaway quality education appro­
priation amendment and the amendment 
to be offered later for increased funding 
of bilingual education programs. 

While I commend the Appropriations 
Committee in making certain increases 
over the administration's funding request 
for the Office of Education, I believe that 
unless greater increases are made in 
certain areas of this appropriations bill, 
current programs for disadvantaged 
children, for vocational training, and for 
adult education cannot be maintained 
at their present levels and may even have 
to be cut back considerably, due to the 
increase in the past year in the costs of 
services. 

Particularly important in this amend­
ment is the increased appropriation for 
title !-disadvantaged children-of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act. As reported by the committee this 
bill provides no increase for title I funds 
over the current year. Under this amend­
ment, $212.5 million would be added to 
\nsure that programs presently in opera-
tion will not have to be discontinued and 

dismantled because of lack of funds next 
year. Our education programs are an in­
vestment in the future of our country, 
and we must make sure, particularly, 
that those children presently from dis­
advantaged backgrounds are not denied 
a share in this future. 

In addition, these amendments will 
provide increased funds for school 
libraries by $10 million, for vocational 
education programs by $27.6 million, and 
for adult education programs by $23 mil­
lion. I must stress that these increases 
will provide for minimum funding levels, 
which are absolutely essential if we are 
merely to maintain viable education pro­
grams in all our States. 

With respect to the bilingual educa­
tion amendment which will be offered 
this afternoon, let me again stress the 
urgency of funding increases. At present, 
there are only about 100,000 children in 
the entire country being served by 
bilingual education programs under title 
VII of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act, and last year the Office 
of Education was able to approve only 
about 26 percent of the total applica­
tions it received for new programs. With 
the additional $15 million provided by 
this amendment, approximately 90,000 
more children-practically double the 
present number-could be reached. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Hathaway amendment 
which would add approximately $364 
million to the Labor-HEW appropria­
tions bill for eight vital programs. 

While I commend the work of the Ap­
propriations Committee, its subcommit­
tee, and its chairman for supporting 
health manpower, equal education, and 
bilingual education, I believe the Hath­
away amendment provides justified and 
reasonable program increases in these 
areas. 

The largest chunk is for title I, Ele­
mentary and Secondary Education Act, 
which is designed to aid school districts 
in meeting the special educational needs 
of children residing in areas with high 
concentrations of low-income families. 
Here the amount to be added is $212.5 
million, increasing the total for title I to 
$1.81 billion. 

As you know, the major portion of 
title I funds is allocated by congressional 
formula to local educational agencies. 
The remaining funds serve special State 
agency programs for the handicapped, 
juvenile delinquents, neglected children, 
and children of migrant workers. 

In fiscal year 1972, Congress appro­
priated $1.59 billion for this program 
against an authorization of $4.1 billion. 
For fiscal year 1973, the Labor-HEW ap­
propriations bill has recommended the 
exact same level of funding as in fiscal 
year 1972. 

I believe that there is more than am­
ple justification for additional funds. 
First of all, there are over 8 million 
needy chUdren who come from families 
with an income of $2,500 per year or less. 
While many of these children are served 
by this program, the level of support per 
student is inadequate. The bill would 
only provide about $203 per eligible child 
above what is annually expended for 
each child in the school he attends, in 

contrast to the administration's own 
estimate that at least $300 per child is 
needed to produce lasting results. The 
National School Boards Association 
places that figure closer to $800. 

In this context we should also remem­
ber that there are some 12 million chil­
dren from families with an annual in­
come of $4,000 or less that certainly need 
our support. 

An additional argument can be made. 
Given our current formula for distrib­
uting title I funds, 25 States would suf­
fer cutbacks unless more moneys are 
provided for in this bill. The Hathaway 
amendment would assure that all except 
New Mexico would receive at least what 
they had in fiscal year 1972, with New 
Mexico's cutback drastically reduced. 

Quite clearly the objective of this 
amendment is to provide adequate and 
equitable funding for every State not 
only for title I, but also for titles II, III, 
and V of our Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act; for vocational educa­
tion programs, particularly for the dis­
advantaged; for the expanded adult edu­
cation programs; our library services and 
construction efforts; and impact aid. This 
approach will help maintain the effec­
tiveness of these programs and avoid 
serious reversals. 

I strongly urge your support for this 
important amendment. 

Mr. MINISH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the amendment offered 
by Mr. HATHAWAY, known as the quality 
education amendment. 

The amendment would add approxi­
mately $364 million to the pending ap­
propriation bill for the Departments of 
Labor and HEW. Among the programs 
whose funding would be increased if the 
amendment is enacted are title I of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act, funds for school libraries, vocational 
education, adult education, and library 
services and construction. 

It should be noted that even if this 
amendment is adopted, the programs 
strengthened by it will still fall substan­
tially short of their authorized funding 
levels. 

A great deal has been said in previous 
debates this year about quality educa­
tion. Well, we are not going to achieve 
quality education by funding vital edu­
cation programs at or below last year's 
level. 

The amendment is supported by the 
Committee for Full Funding of Educa­
tion, an umbrella organization of more 
than 100 education groups including the 
National Education Association and the 
American Federation of Teachers. I urge 
approval by the House of the quality ed­
ucation amendment. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair­
man, I rise in opposition to the amend­
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Maine (Mr. HATHAWAY) which would add 
some $364 million in appropriations for 
the Office of Education. I might point 
out that the omnibus bill before us today 
is already some $912 million over the ad­
ministration request, and that the com-
mittee's request for the Office of Educa­
tion is already some $300 million in ex­
cess of the budget estimate. In addition, 
I a~ told that this bill does not. cover 
~ ...... -__ - - ... · -"'·-· - _...... 
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nearly $5 billion under the Labor-HEW 
category which will have to be appropri­
ated at a later date, including nearly 
$1.5 billion for higher education as a re­
sult of our recent authorization. And we 
are already talking about a revised budg­
et deficit of some $27 billion in fiscal 
1973. And yet the gentleman from Maine 
would have us appropriate another third 
of a billion dollars in a bill which is al­
ready nearly $1 billion over the budget 
request. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask, where does 
it all end? Where do we draw the line? 
We have heard a lot of talk about rais­
ing additional revenues by plugging the 
so-called tax loopholes, and I would cer­
tainly be in favor of taking a hard look 
at the various tax reform proposals which 
have been advanced. But Mr. Chairman, 
let us not be guilty of putting the pro­
verbial cart before the horse by spending 
vast new sums before we have made 
provision for raising additional revenues 
by one means or another. 

I note with interest that the gentleman 
has termed his amendment the quality 
education amendment, and that, as in 
the past, this has the support of various 
education groups. The largest portion of 
the $364 million-some $212.5 million­
would go for title I programs-that is, 
those programs designed to assist edu­
cationally deprived children-for which 
the administration and the committee 
have already requested nearly $1.6 billion. 
I think it is rather curious that this has 
the support of presumably the same edu­
cators who paraded before the House 
Education Subcommittee in opposition to 
the President's proposed Equal Educa­
tion Opportunities Act which would tar­
get more moneys for compensatory edu­
cation programs. You will recall that, 1n 
submitting this legislation, the President 
promised that a major portion of the 
emergency school desegregation funds be 
used as incentive grants to encourage 
eligible school districts to design educa­
tional programs to assist disadvantaged 
children. Specifically, the President asked 
for a compensatory education grant of 
approximately $300 per low-income pupil 
for schools in which substantial numbers 
of the students are from poor families. 

Why, I would ask, do those same edu­
cators who so vehemently oppose the 
President's Equal Education Opportunity 
Act to increase funding for compensatory 
programs now come out so strongly for 
the Hathaway amendment which would 
increase funding for these very same 
programs to the tune of an additional 
$212.5 million? Under the President's 
proposal, about 15 percent of the $1 bil­
lion annual emergency school aid money, 
or $150 million annually, would be added 
to title I or compensatory programs. I 
appreciate the fact that the results of 
the title I program have been mixed, and 
to this day I am confused about its real 
value. But I am even more confused about 
this apparent contradiction on the part 
of the so-called educators who in one 
breath attack an additional $150 million 
for compensatory programs, saying it is 
not the answer, and in another breath 
support an additional $212.5 million for 
compensatory programs, saying this is a 
quality education amendment. They 
cannot have it both ways. 

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, although the Appropriations 
Committee added over $300 million to the 
President's budget, most of these funds 
restored and were earmarked for pro­
grams the administration sought to cut. 
This year, with the battle over busing, 
most people, including the President, 
have been saying that it is not the trans­
portation of children that is important, 
but the quality of the education at the 
end of the ride. The quality education 
appropriations amendment was therefore 
introduced. 

The quality education appropriations 
amendment places funds in the areas of 
greatest need. The total package is 
modest compared to previous years­
$363.8 million. The amendment will also 
remove the 73-percent limitation on 
impact aid. 

The quality education appropriations 
amendment provides much needed funds 
for: 

First. Title I-ESEA-disadvantaged 
children, $212.5 million. 

Second. Title II--ESEA-school li­
braries, $10 million. 

Third. Title III-ESEA-supplemen­
tary services and centers, $25 million. 

Fourth. Title V-ESEA-strengthen­
ing State departments of education, $10 
million. 

Fifth. Vocational education programs: 
Disadvantaged students, $9.898 million. 

Sixth. Consumer and homemaking, 
$12,658 million. 

Seventh. Work-study, $4.524 million. 
Eighth. State Advisory Council, $0.514 

million. 
Ninth. Public Law 874, impact aid, $30 

million. 
Tenth. Adult Education Act, $23.7 

million. 
Eleventh. Library Services and Con­

struction Act, $25 million. 
New Jersey school districts are in dire 

need of these additional funds. If this 
amendment were to fail, New Jersey 
would receive less Federal aid in fiscal 
1973 than in fiscal 1972. New Jersey 
school districts, like school districts 
throughout the country, face a severe 
financial crisis. 

The problem in New Jersey, however, 
is compounded by a recent superior 
court decision in New Jersey-Robinson 
against Cahill-that declared that the 
current property tax base of financing 
public education is unconstitutional. As 
of January 1, 1973, more than 50 percent 
of the local school districts will stop 
receiving State aid due to the superior 
court decision. 

This means that more than half of the 
local school districts in New Jersey will 
not receive the State aid they antici­
pated 1n their fiscal 1972-73 budget. 
If the quality education appropriations 
amendment is not enacted, New Jersey 
school districts will receive less Federal 
aid in fiscal 1973 than they received in 
fiscal 1972. The loss of both Federal and 
State aid to local school districts in New 
Jersey is likely to cause a cutback in 
essential services to the youth of our 
State. I do not believe that we can permit 
this to happen to any child, whether he 
resides in New Jersey or any other part 
of our country. 

The hue and cry we all hear in educa-

tiona! circles is for "accountability." Can 
we in the Congress possibly hold the edu­
cational community "accountable" if we 
do not provide them with the necessary 
resources to do the job? 

I urge the Members of the House of 
Representatives to make themselves "ac­
countable" to the youth and to the future 
of this Nation. 

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
express my strong support for the quality 
education appropriations amendment to 
H.R. 15417 sponsored by Congressmen 
BILL HATHAWAY, DAVID PRYOR, DONALD 
RIEGLE, and seven other members of the 
Appropriations Committee, to add the 
sum of $363.8 million to the appropria­
tion for the U.S. Omce of Education for 
fiscal year 1973. 

Before commenting further on this 
amendment, I wish to put my comments 
in perspective by briefty reviewing the 
recent history of congressional appro­
priations for education. The Nixon ad­
ministration and the Congress clearly 
disagree on the role that the Federal 
Government should play in stimulating 
the growth of elementary and secondary 
education in this country. This point is 
made in the Brookings Institution's bril­
liant new study, ''Setting National Prior­
ities: The 1973 Budget," which was pub­
lished last month. If I may quote at 
length from chapter 10, "Financing Ele­
mentary and Secondary Education": 

The administmtion's past elementary and 
secondary education budgets have pursued 
four objectives. First, they have placed an 
emphasds on holding down expenditures; 
only very modest increases were requested 
in 1971 and 1972. Second, last year the 
administration made a major effort to con­
solidate certain categorical aid programs by 
combining them into a special education 
revenue sharing grant that was to have been 
distributed. on a formula basis to states and 
school districts. Third, this a.dm1nistration, 
like its predecessor, has persistently and un­
successfully tried to reduce the impacted 
areas aid program. . • . 

The Congress, on the other hand, has 
ignored the aims of the administration, and 
instead has tended to maintain past em­
phases while increasing the total amount 
spent on education. In both fiscal 1970 
and 1971, it enacted appropriations for edu­
cation that the President vetoed because he 
considered them both too large and misdi­
rected. The administration's special revenue 
sharing program for educat ion, which was to 
have consolidated more than thirty programs 
into five block grants, was not acted on by the 
Congress last year. Instead it passed a 1972 
appropriation for the Office of Education ... 
that reflected its usual priorities. . . . 

In no other area of Federal responsibil­
ity has Congress exerted its considerable 
influence over the executive branch more 
forcefully and more successfully than 
over the annual appropriation for ele­
mentary and secondary education. Yet 
this year the Appropriations Committee 
of this House has asked us to approve ex­
actly what the President has requested, 
despite the President's demonstrated hos­
tility to the provisions and the intent of 
the Elementary and Secondary Educa­
tion Act. 

For example, the President-and the 
Appropriations Committee-want to allo­
cate $1.598 billion for title I of the act. 
The purpose of title I is to provide funds 
to improve the educational achievement 
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of children from low-income families. 
Since its inception in 1965, title I has 
been one of the most successful of all pro­
grams administered by the Office of Edu­
cation. Yet the $1.598 billion sum, if ap­
proved, would force half the States in the 
Union to decrease their title I expendi­
tures in 1973. 

Under the terms of the Hathaway 
amendment, an additional $212.5 million 
would be added to the important title I 
appropriation, the sum necessary to as­
sure that no State would have to make 
drastic cuts in its title I program for 1973. 
Altogether $257.5 million would be added 
to the four principal titles of the Ele­
mentary and Secondary Education Act, 
enough at least to restore some sense of 
forward movement to the largest and 
most important single program in the 
Office of Education. 

The Hathaway amendment adds $27.6 
million to the $54.3 million recommended 
by the Appropriations Committee for the 
Vocational Education Act. In 1972 the 
Congress voted $54.3 million in VEA 
funds. For 1973 the President requested 
the same sum and the Appropriations 
Committee approved it without change, 
despite the tremendous interest gener­
ated in the act's provisions. The Hath­
away amendment adds 50 percent to the 
funds for the consumer and homemaking 
program, 50 percent to the work-study 
program, 75 percent to the program for 
disadvantaged students with special 
needs, and 25 percent for the State ad­
visory councils. The overall appropriation 
for vocational education is raised from 
$54.3 million to a more realistic $81.9 mil­
lion. 

Fortunately, and much to the Appro­
priations Committee's credit, the com­
mittee has done its usual admirable job 
of safeguarding one program from the 
Nixon administration's annual attempt 
to reduce it. The program is, of course, 
the enormously important impact aid 
program, which provides financial assist­
ance to school districts whose tax base is 
seriously affected by Federal installa­
tions or Federal activities. The Presi­
dent's request of $415 million for 1973 is 
almost $180 million below the figure ap­
proved for 1972, and the committee in its 
wisdom restored more than $200 million 
to the President's wholly inadequate re­
quest. The committee's $615.5 million 
recommendation for 1973 is still $30 mil­
lion short of the figure in the Hathaway 
amendment, but it is nonetheless an im­
portant step in the preservation and ex­
pansion of the highly successful impact 
aid program. 

In summary, the Appropriations Com­
mittee has added approximately $301.5 
million to the administration's 1973 edu­
cation budget request. However, two­
thirds of this sum was added to the im­
pact aid program, for which the Nixon 
budget request was $177 million below 
the expended amount for fiscal year 1972; 
in total, therefore, the 1973 recommen­
dation of the Appropriations Commit­
tee is only $54.1 million greater than 
1972 outlays--a small increase in light 
of the traditional role of this committee 
in the educational budgetary process. 

The Hathaway amendment would add 
a much needed $363.8 million to the com­

CXVIII--1830-Part 16 

mittee's recommendation, including an 
additional $257.5 million for elementary 
and secondary education, $27.6 million 
for vocational education, $30 million for 
impact aid, $25 million for library serv­
ices and construction, and $23.7 million 
for adult education. This amendment is 
entirely consistent with actions this 
House has taken in the past several years 
in appropriating considerably more for 
education than the President requested­
three-quarters of a billion dollars more 
in fiscal year 1971, for example. 

In a year when the debate over qual­
ity education has all too frequently dis­
solved into highly emotional and parti­
san considerations of issues which are 
only distantly related to education, it is 
appropriate that we should intensify our 
efforts to assure that the Nation's schools 
get the funding they need to move for­
ward. I urge my colleagues to approve 
Congressman HATHAWAY's quality edu­
cation appropriations amendment, and I 
suggest that everybody who is interested 
in the field of education recall the words 
of the Red Queen in Lewis Carroll's 
"Through the Looking Glass": 

Here, you see, it takes all the running you 
can do, to keep in the same place. I! you want 
to get somewhere else, you must run at 
least twice as fast as that I 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, I wish to 
express my strong support for the Hath­
away amendment, and for the contribu­
tion which it will make toward making 
"quality education"-not a catch 
phrase-but a reality. 

I would hope that my colleagues would 
consider this amendment, first and fore­
most, on its merits--for on this basis, 
alone, it deserves favorable consideration. 

Beyond that, I would hope that my col­
leagues w.ould consider this amendment 
in the light of the votes which we have 
cast in this Chamber on the busing issue. 
I see a direct relationship between the 
action which we have taken on busing 
and the action which we will take today 
on doing something about quality educa­
tion for all children, but particularly 
those who are educationally disadvan­
taged. 

There has been much discussion in this 
Chamber-about the rationale behind 
court-ordered busing. And it always 
seemed to boil down to the issue of how 
do we go about assuring quality education 
in this country. 

I was a cosponsor of the Broomfield 
amendment. I worked for its inclusion fu 
the Higher Education Act and I sup­
ported it every step of the way. I did so 
because I felt that busing to achieve ra­
cial integration-or busing to achieve 
quality education-simply did not make 
any sense. The overwhelming number of 
my constituents feel the same way. In 
my annual congressional questionnaire, 
which my staff has just completed tabu­
lating, 92.9 percent of the people voted 
against forced busing. 

At the same time that the people in 
my district were expressing their over­
whelming opposition to court-ordered 
busing, they also placed themselves 
solidly on record in favor of making a 
greater financial commitment to the 
inner-city schools. By a margin of bet­
ter than 2 to 1, my constituents said they 

were willing to support increased ex­
penditures of public funds for educa­
tional programs to aid the educationally 
disadvantaged. 

This amendment involves precisely the 
kind of commitment that my constitu­
ents have indicated they supp.ort-more 
money where it is needed most to get the 
educational job done. I believe that this 
principle is shared by those in this Cham­
ber who provided the majority vote by 
which we have passed antibusing amend­
ments. 

If we adopt the Hathaway amendment, 
the words "quality education" will re­
flect our conscience, our commitment, our 
sincerity. 

If we reject the Hathaway amend­
ment-in the light l)f our votes on school 
busing-then quality education will be 
nothing more than code words for 
racism. 

I do not believe that this body is racist. 
I am confident that the Hathaway 

amendment will prevail-and that we 
will put our money where our conscience 
is. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the quality education appro­
priations amendment which would pro­
vide additional funds for essential ed­
ucational programs. 

This amendment would provide addi­
tiona! appropriations totaling $363.8 
million for a variety of programs rang­
ing from grants for vocational education 
to education of the handicapped. It 
would provide an additional $9.8 million 
for vocational students with special 
needs and would insure that no State 
receives less in fiscal year 1973 than it 
received in fiscal year 1972. The amend­
ment would provide an additional $4.5 
million for vocational work-study pro­
grams, again insuring that no State re­
ceives less in fiscal year 1973 than it 
received in fiscal year 1972. And an ad­
ditional $25 million would be provided 
for library services and construction. 

I would like to touch briefly upon one 
program which has been consistently un­
derfunded by the Congress and which 
would receive additional funds under the 
Hathaway amendment. 

Title I of the Elementary and Second­
ary Education Act provides financial as­
sistance for disadvantaged children and 
represents an attempt to alleviate edu­
cational deficiencies resulting from an 
impoverished environment and inade­
quate cultural, health, social, and educa­
tional experiences. The committee bill 
provides for $1.5 billion for title I pro­
grams, the same amount as was appro­
priated for fiscal year 1972. The Hath­
away amendment would increase this 
amount by $212.5 million. 

I think that an excerpt from a study 
published in 1971 by the Committee for 
Economic Development, entitled "Edu­
cation for the Urban Disadvantaged," 
clearly points out the need for increased 
funding of these programs: 

While the American schools have generally 
provided middle and upper income youth 
with the intellectual tools necessary for suc­
cess in our society, they have commonly 
failed to cope effectively with the task of 
educating the disadvantaged youth in our 
wb~ centers. 'J:'o an alarming extent they 
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have simply swept disadvantaged youth un­
der the educational rug. 

It is true that we cannot solve this 
problem with money alone, but a lack of 
funds will deny any possibility of success 
in assisting these children. 

The programs funded by the om.ce of 
Education appropriations bill are, and 
should be, of enormous im::;x>rtance to all 
Americans. It is vital that adequate edu­
cational opportunities be provided for 
the people of our country. The Hatha­
way amendment is essential in meeting 
that responsibility, and I urge my col­
leagues to vote in favor of it. 

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the quality education 
amendment, which would add $364 mil­
lion in education funds to this bill, and 
in support of the Badillo amendment, 
which would add $15 million to the ap­
propriation for the bilingual education 
program. 

Congress can face no greater chal­
lenge than to increase our commitment 
of Federal tax dollars to the educational 
programs in this country. Education is 
the lifeblood of a society, and it is our 
most important tool for assuring prog­
ress for America and equal opportunity 
for all Americans. 

The bulk of the money proposed in the 
quality education amendment-$2-12.5 
million-would be for programs under 
title I of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act. Aid under title I is for 
local educational agencies serving areas 
with concentrations of children from 
low-income families to expand and im­
prove their educational programs by 
various means-including preschool pro­
grams-which contribute particularly to 
meeting the special educational needs of 
educationally deprived children. 

Under the law, these funds are not 
just swallowed up in the budgets of local 
school boards; they must be spent in 
areas having high concentrations of de­
prived children; they must be used in 
addition to--not instead of-funds 
otherwise made available to those areas. 
In short, they represent a direct pipe­
line from the Federal Government to 
the children of this Nation who are most 
in need of that help. They represent a 
national commitment on which we must 
not scrimp or cut corners. Nothing-not 
the war in Indochina, not the space 
shuttle, not the SST-is as critical to 
assuring equal opportunity in our so­
ciety as a proper education, and title I 
programs are an important factor in 
bringing this about. 

The quality education amendment 
also contains much needed additional 
funding for vocational education, school 
libraries, and adult education. These too 
are areas in which we should make the 
fullest possible commitment of our re­
sources, and I urge the adoption of this 
amendment. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I must 
make several comments about this ap­
propriations bill for the Departments of 
Labor and HEW. The bill provides funds 
for hundreds of vital programs dealing 
with human needs. The sums are vast, 
but the needs are impossible to measure 
in dollars. I am generally pleased with 
the bill. The Subcommittee on Labor-

HEW and the full Appropriations Com­
mittee have increased the President's 
budget request by just over $900 million. 
I commend my colleagues on the com­
mittee for this demonstration of com­
mitment to people programs. Health 
programs, particularly in the manpower 
area, and education vitally need the in­
creased funds which the bill provides. 

There is one portion of the bill which 
I feel is inadequate. That is the funding 
recommended for the Office of Educa­
tion. I understand and appreciate the 
fact that a very substantial increase in 
this item was approved. I regret to say, 
however, that the increase was insuf­
ficient. I was one of nine members of the 
Appropriations Committee who submit­
ted additional views. I urge my colleagues 
to read that statement which begins at 
page 59 of the report on the bill. The 
quality education amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Maine <Mr. HATHA­
WAY) has our support. It is designed to 
prevent reduction in funds available un­
der the Elementary and Secondary Edu­
cation Act. Because of revisions in the 
formula. under which such funds areal­
located, many States would suffer serious 
cuts in ESEA funding if our amendment 
is not adopted. In addition, the amend­
ment will provide much needed increases 
in funding for vocational education pro­
grams, and programs under the Library 
Services and Construction Act. I hope 
that my colleagues will recognize the 
necessity for these additional funds and 
support the amendment. 

I regret that this bill, like the Higher 
Education Act, is tainted by antibusing 
provisions. Sections 208 and 209 at pages 
33 and 34 of the bill are of questionable 
legal effect. The implication is clear. 
These sections are yet another expres­
sion of the foot-dragging resistance to 
the elimination of the last vestiges of 
segregation in our schools. Like all of 
the other antibusing legislation which 
has come before this House, I am vehe­
mently opposed to these provisions. Once 
more I call upon my colleagues to bury 
this volatile and totally insubstantial 
busing issue. Let us get on with the effort 
to provide both quality and equality in 
education. 

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I hope 
the Hathaway amendment will pass. We 
hear a lot of talk about reordering na­
tional priorities these days, but we have 
seen very little action. Today we have 
a chance to put our money where our 
mouths have been. 

The Appropriations Committee has 
done good work in appr.opriating funds 
above the level requested by the Nixon 
administration. But I believe we should 
improve on this work still further by 
passing the Hathaway amendment. 

This package of amendments con­
tains $30 million for impact aid, which, 
of course, is a matter l)f personal interest 
to me given the heavily impacted nature 
of my district. A number of my school 
districts are on the brink of :fiscal disaster 
and this will certainly help. 

But, in addition, the Hathaway amend­
ment contains $212.5 million for educa­
tion for the disadvantaged, $10 million 
for school libraries, $25 milli.on for li­
brary services and construction, $27.6 

million for vocational education, and $25 
million for library services. 

Mr. Chairman, these are the kinds of 
services a government is supposed to pro­
vide for its citizens. This is the reason 
we are in business. The total Hathaway 
amendment is less than one-twentieth of 
1 percent of the projected military 
budget. 

If we can afford anything at all, we 
can afford the Hathaway amendment. 

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
1n support of H.R. 15417, the Depart­
ments of Labor, and Health, Education, 
and Welfare, and Related Agencies ap­
propriation bill for the :fiscal year end­
ing June 30, 1973. 

I also support and will vote in favor 
of the amendment to be offered by our 
colleague <Mr. HATHAWAY) to add addi­
tional funds to this appropriation meas­
ure for activities of the Office of Educa­
tion. These increases are needed to bols­
ter the basic section of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act, Federal 
aid to local school districts with large 
numbers of disadvantaged children and 
to prevent decreases in funding. With­
out passage of this amendment, 25 States 
will receive less money for :fiscal year 
1973 for their local educational agencies 
than they received for :fiscal year 1972. 

In addition this amendment will pro­
vide $10 million additional dollars for 
school library construction and services 
programs. In Queens, N.Y., we have seen 
the need for additional assistance in 
this area to prevent the shutdown of 
library services. 

As a member of the Appropriations 
Committee I believe we must assign a 
high priority to education and it was for 
that reason that I joined with nine of 
my colleagues of the committee in :filing 
additional views in connection with the 
committee report on H.R. 15417. The 
committee has considered the many 
programs covered by this appropriation 
measure with a view toward readjust­
ing some of the priorities recommended 
by the administration. For example, 
while no funds were requested for the 
construction of community mental 
health centers, we have added $20 mil­
lion to the bill and we have increased by 
$10 million the request for programs for 
mental health for children. 

Another area in which the committee 
felt more funds were needed was al­
coholism prevention and control. A total 
of $59 million additional has been added 
for research, training, and project grants 
to the States. We decided not to drop 
funds for hospital construction and pub­
lic health centers as recommended by the 
administration but instead we have ap­
propriated at the 1972 level. Other health 
programs funded by this measure include 
the new National Cancer Institute, the 
new National Heart and Lung Institute, 
health manpower training programs, and 
nutrition programs for the elderly. 

Under the Labor Department appro­
priation sections of the bill, we have 
funded at the level requested by the Oc­
cupational Health and Safety Act pro­
gram for administration of controls to 
protect workers in hazardous employ­
ment as well as manpower training pro­
grams. 
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I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 

15417 and to vote for the amendment to 
increase appropriations for Office of Ed­
ucation programs. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I support 
the commendable work done by Chair­
man FLOOD and the Appropriations Com­
mittee in the arduous task of weighing 
the merits of so many worthwhile Fed­
eral programs, of balancing competing 
fiscal considerations against the urgent 
needs of labor, education, health, and 
welfare. 

The results of their deliberations in­
clude a number of items of special in­
terest in the $28 billion HEW appropria­
tion and the $3 billion Department of 
Labor budget. Among other things, the 
committee has added $59 million over 
the budget for alcoholism prevention and 
control, $20 million to keep the program 
for construction of community mental 
health centers going, $112 million for hos­
pital construction, and $2.5 million over 
the budget request of $9.5 million for 
lead-based paint poisoning prevention 
programs. 

I am, however, somewhat disappointed 
to find some less favorable recommenda­
tions sandwiched in an otherwise good 
bill. I refer to the sickle cell appropria­
tion, the so-called Whitten amendments, 
and the education appropriations. 

When an estimated 10 percent of the 
black population carries the sickle cell 
trait, and when one out of every 500 black 
babies born has the hereditary disease 
ttself, it is discouraging to learn that 
the committee has made no increase in 
the $15 million administration request 
for sickle cell anemia research. 

Another disappointment is the so­
called Whitten amendments relating to 
school desegregation and busing which 
again have been towlined on to the ap­
propriations of HEW. Under section 208 
of the appropriations bill, HEW is pre­
vented from requiring any school district 
to bus students, to close down any segre­
gated school, or to transfer any pupil 
to another school unless by freedom of 
choice. Under section 209 of the bill, HEW 
is prevented from authorizing as a con­
dition precedent to obtaining Federal 
funds any of these traditional modes 
of dismantling dual school systems. These 
ill-conceived amendments do little other 
than undermine the constitutional man­
date of school boards to end State-fos­
tered segregation at once. I am hopeful 
that the Senate will again neutralize 
these repugnant measures as it did last 
year. I think it is very unfortunate that 
there are simply not enough votes here 
in the House to cleanse this appropria­
tions bill of the racist taint in these 
amendments. 

Another disappointment is the funding 
levels for education-programs for dis­
advantaged children, school libraries, 
supplementary centers, State depart­
ments of education, impacted aid, voca­
tional education, adult education, and 
library services. 

Under the committee recommenda­
tions these eight key educational pro­
grams would receive a total of $2.657 
billion. Title I for disadvantaged children 
would receive $1.597 billion, title n for 
school libraries would receive $90 million, 

title III for supplementary centers would 
receive $146 million, title V for strength­
ening State departments of education 
would receive $43 million, impacted aid 
would receive $615 million, vocational 
education programs would receive $53 
million, adult education would receive 
$51 million, and library services would 
receive $60 million. For the most 
part, all these programs would be 
funded at basically the same level as 
they were for fiscal 1972. Since teacher 
salaries, equipment, supplies, and serv­
ices are continuing to go up, it would 
mean that the same programs could not 
be run again this coming fiscal year on 
the local level. Ir.. other words, inflation­
ary costs would cause a 5-percent cut­
back in existing programs now being 
conducted in local school districts. 

For this reason, I strong!~- favor the 
Hathaway amendment. Under this pack­
age amendment, appropriations for 
these key educational programs would 
be boosted by $364 million. Some $212 
of this $364 million increase would go 
to disadvantaged children under title I 
programs. This additional amount pro­
posed by the Hathaway amendment 
would guarantee that every State but 
New Mexico would have at least as much 
as it received for the previous fiscal year 
and the difference in New Mexico would 
amount only to $270,000 instead of $1.4 
million. 

Title I , as you may know, is a pro­
gram to assist school districts in meet­
ing the special educational needs of chil­
dren residing in areas with high con­
centrations of low-income families. Un­
der the committee bill, New York State 
would receive about $207 million of the 
total $1.597 billion appropriated nation­
wide for the program. The Hathaway 
amendment would boost New York 
State's share some $32.5 million from 
$207 million to over $239 million. 

Title I has not been very successful in 
meeting the special educational needs of 
disadvantaged children in New York 
City where about $140 million was spent 
this fiscal year. Primary responsibility 
for this snafu lies with the State depart­
ment of education which has approved 
dozens of projects it should not have pri­
marily because of sloppy monitoring. The 
central board of education, of course, un­
der decentralization looks only to see 
that the forms are properly :filled out 
and does not really review the substance 
of the proposals submitted by the local 
districts. The State simply has not put 
enough professionals on the monitoring 
process but rather has allocated them 
for other work such as devising innova­
tive reading models. 

When I find that the reading and 
quantitative skills of the title I target 
children in my congressional district 
show no substantial improvement after 
title I funds have been poured in, I have 
a difficult time continuing to justify vot­
ing for increased appropriations above 
the amounts recommended by the House 
Appropriations Committee. 

I see two big problems citywide in title 
I. First, the programs submitted for ap­
proval are frequently not designed to 
meet the greatest needs of the children 
themselves. For example, it is fine to fund 

hundreds of paraprofessionals but they 
should be utilized full time in helping 
children develop mathematics and vo­
cabulary skills rather than running er­
rands for principals or doing community 
work in an OEO fashion. The second 
problem is that the evaluative process is 
ineffective for determining how good the 
programs are and whether they should 
be continued or changed. Large sums of 
money are contracted out to private con­
cerns to do this evaluating and yet their 
results don't really respond to what 
evaluation is all about. 

Still another problem is that the 
m 1ney to meet teacher union demands 
seems to come out of title I. Title I is an 
exceptionally complex program where 
administrators and coordinators must 
exercise hard judgment on which chil­
dren should receive the benefits since 
the funds must be concentrated on 
limited numbers if the funds are to have 
any effect and exercise hard judgment on 
which needs are the most urgent since 
all needs cannot realistically be met. It 
is unfortunate that the teacher union de­
mands and special needs of educationally 
deprived children do not always coincide. 

It is with some reluctance, then, that 
I vote today in favor of the Hathaway 
amendment which would give the State 
$32.5 million more for title I, the bulk of 
which would go to New York City. But 
I feel it would be unconscionable to de­
prive our children of additional funds if 
there is any hope for their improvement 
as a result of this increase. I am hopeful 
that State and local school officials will 
now take the appropriate steps to cor­
rect some of these deficiencies. 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to support the Hathaway amend­
ment, which I feel will be adopted. How­
ever, the adoption of the amendment will 
preclude my offering of an amendment 
to this section which I know would have 
had a great deal of support from my 
colleagues here on the ftoor. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment was 
directed specifically to the special pro­
grams for children with specific learning 
disabilities established in April of 1970. 

This program is aimed not primarily 
at the physically, mentally, or emotion­
ally handicapped child but at the child 
who experiences academic failures as 
a result of learning disabilities and a lack 
of adequate attention to such disabilities. 
I understand that about 70 percent of 
the handicapped conditions could be 
prevented or ameliorated with the ap­
propriate early intervention. Yet only 
about 10 percent of the 2.5 million chil­
dren under six actually receive any direct 
attention under such federally sponsored 
programs. 

Under Public Law 91-230 the Office of 
Education is authorized to establish and 
operate, in conjunction with a variety of 
State and local agencies and organiza­
tions, model centers for the improve­
ment of education of children with spe­
cific learning disabilities which would 
provide testing, evaluation, program de-
velopment and teaching assistance in 
this vitally important area. A report re­
cently submitted to the Secretary of the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare concluded that "a student's 
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initial failure in learning to read can 
have enormous consequences in terms of 
emotional maladjustment tendency to­
ward delinquency, likelihood of be­
coming a dropout, and difficulty in ob­
taining employment." I know that many 
of my colleagues supported the original 
program for children with disabling 
learning problems precisely in order to 
identify early and hopefully eliminate 
the potentially dire consequences of such 
problems. 

However, let us look at the record of 
the Congress for this important program. 
We provided an authorization. spread 
over a period of 4 years of $94 million for 
these special programs for children with 
specific learning disabilities. During the 
past 3 years, we have been, I feel, dere­
lict in our responsibility to this program 
since we have appropriated only $3.25 
million. If we enact this section today 
without amendment, we will have ap­
propriated a grand total of $6.5 million 
for the entire 4-year period. At this 
rate, it will take almost 20 years to ex­
pend the funds that were authorized for 
4 years. This is an intolerable situa­
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, innumerable Members 
of this body have time and time again 
taken to the floor to call for a particu­
lar problem to be dealt with at its very 
source. We hear of alpha and omega 
costs, that is the cost of prevention and 
the cost of cure. It is cheaper to prevent 
than to remedy. 

Here we had an opportunity to im­
prove our educational system by diag­
nosing disabilities and setting up pro­
grams to deal with them. We also had 
the opportunity to prevent before it hap­
pens, dropouts, juvenile delinquents, and 
other emotional disorders. 

My amendment merely provides for an 
accelerated expenditure of funds in this 
area during the 1973 fiscal year. The $31 
million total would still put this program 
at about only one-third of its originally 
authorized funding. Certainly this is a 
small amount of money compared to the 
sums spent on dealing with the results 
of the lack of efforts to check these dis­
abilities at their source. Inasmuch as 
there was considerable support for my 
amendment, I hope that we will be ablP. 
to add it on to the next supplemental 
appropriation. 

Mr. Wn.LIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair­
man, I rise in support of the Hathaway 
quality education amendment. This 
amendment would add approximately 
$364 million to the appropriations for 
the Office of Ed.ucation for the coming 
fiscal year. 

It contains additional funds for such 
vitally important education programs in 
the Elementary and Secondary Educa­
tion Act as title I, for disadvantaged 
children; title II, for school library re-
sources, textbooks and other instruc­
tional materials; title III, for supple­
mentary educational centers and serv­
ices; and title V, for State departments 
of education. 

It also contains additional funds for 
the impact aid program, for vocational 
education programs, for adult education, 
and for library services and construction. 

The Hathaway quality education 

amendment is supported by virtually 
every educational organization in the 
United States, including the National 
Education Association, the American 
Federation of Teachers, the Council of 
Great City Schools, and the Emergency 
Committee for Full Funding. 

Mr. Chairman, while the debate on 
this amendment has been heated and 
vigorous, and while educators through­
out the country are anxiously awaiting 
the final outcome, I would like to stress 
that even with the adoption of the Hath­
away amendment the amount we will be 
appropriating today does not even come 
close to the amount which is actually 
needed to solve the crisis in education 
presently confronting this country. 

The adoption of the Hathaway amend­
ment is necessary. It is crucial. But in 
proper perspective it amounts to noth­
ing more than merely applying a band­
aid or a temporary splint when major 
surgery is actually required. What Con­
gress should really be doing here today. 
instead of bickering over an additional 
$364 million for education, is making a 
much greater financial commitment-­
the kind of commitment which experts 
have told us is so urgently required and 
the kind of commitment which some of 
us have been advocating for years. 

We should be making the type of com­
mitment Commissioner of Education 
Sidney Marland was talking about last 
year whe~ he told nine big-city majors 
that he believed "the Federal Govern­
ment should pay 25 to 30 percent of the 
cost of public education:• We should be 
responding to the study financed by the 
omce of Education which tells us that: 

Public schools should receive at least 22 
percent a.nd preferably 30 percent o! their 
total revenue !rom the Federal Government 
in order for the schools to have an adequate 
tax base and in order for the Federal Govern­
ment to accomplish legitimate and appro­
priate Federal purposes. 

The National Education Association 
has also recommended that the Federal 
Government should provide 33 percent of 
the cost of educating our children. 

While I hope this body will act favor­
ably on the amendment before us to­
day-so we can at least get a few more 
Federal dollars to our local schools im­
mediately-it is my hope that by this 
time next year we will have had the op­
portunity to act on my own proposal­
the Quality School Assistance Act. This 
legislation would do away with this pres­
ent patchwork approach and provide the 
mechanism to send enough Federal dol­
lars to each and every local school agency 
throughout the country so that we can 
begin to provide the quality and equality 
in education which is so urgently needed 
in almost every State. 

The Quality School Assistance Act, 
which I introduced last year and rein­
troduced this year with almost 40 addi­
tional cosponsors, would enable the Fed­
eral Government to contribute immedi­
ately to each local school agency, an 
amount eqUivalent to 20 percent of the 
average per-pupil expenditure. This 
amount would increase gradually each 
year until it reached a level of 35 per­
cent· of the cost of educating each child 
in 1976. 
- But while we quibble today over this 

amendment, which simply provides for a 
mere 364 million additional dollars to the 
Federal Government's contribution to 
the cost of educating our children, it 
should be kept in mind that despite all 
the recommendations of the experts, the 
amount of the Federal contribution to 
education today remains at a level of ap­
proximately 7 percent of the total cost. 

It should also be kept in mind that in 
spite of all the talk we have heard during 
the past year about school finance reform 
and about quality education, the bulk of 
the burden of financing education con­
tinues to be home by the financially 
starved State and local governments. Ap­
proximately 41 percent of the cost is de­
rived from State governments and most 
of the remainder-which amounts to 
over 50 percent of the cost---is derived 
from what the Office of Education•s study 
refers to as "the most regressive of any 
of the major types of taxes" -the local 
property tax. 

Mr. Chairman, we simply can no longer 
afford to depend on property taxes as the 
major source of revenue for educating 
our children. The property tax is grossly 
unfair-it is unfair to families with 
school-age children, it is unfair to our 
senior citizens living on fixed incomes, 
and it is unfair to the struggling small 
businessman. 

The voices of the people have spoken 
loudly and clearly on this issue. They 
simply will not and cannot afford any 
more increases in local property tax. 
They are depending on us in Congress to 
find a solution to this problem, and the 
only immediate solution is more Federal 
funds. During the past few years the 
people in my own congressional district 
have on several occasions voted down 
further increases in property tax-not 
because they are not interested in quality 
education for their children, but because 
they simply can no longer afford the in­
creases in this type of tax. 

The situation is the same in virtually 
every part of the country. Last year vot­
ers approved only 47 percent of the 
school bond issues put before them­
compared with 75 percent as recently as 
1965 and 89 percent in 1960. 

The result has been disastrous, but it 
is the result which many of us have been 
predicting for several years. We are now 
faced with the sad spectacle through­
out the country, of overcrowded and de­
teriorating schools, half -day sessions, 
bankrupt school districts, and court or­
ders requiring students to be bused 
away from their neighborhoods so they 
can receive a proper education. 

Mr. Chairman, only the Federal Gov­
ernment has the resources to respond to 
this national crisis in education, and it is 
up to us in Congress to take the 1ni­
tiative. 

The response of the executive branch 
under the leadership of Mr. Nixon has 
been shameful and irresponsible. The 
Nixon administration•s response to this 
growing national problem has been the 
typical Nixon approach to any domestic 
problem-plenty of soothing rhetoric 
concocted by his White House staff of 
slick advertising executives and public 
relations men, but no substantive or de­
cisive action. 

The reason that most of us here 1n 
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Congress have been visited by educators 
from all over the country during the past 
week is that these people know we are 
their last hope. They know their pleas 
have fallen on deaf ears in the White 
House, and they know all about Mr. 
Nixon's colorful rhetoric and his do­
nothing approach. 

They remember all too well Mr. 
Nixon's campaign speech in February 
1968, in which he stated that "when you 
cut expenditures for education, what you 
are doing is short-changing the Amer­
ican future." Of course that was back in 
the days when Mr. Nixon was also tell­
ing us that he was capable of running 
things properly and that he had a secret 
plan to end the war in Southeast Asia. 
Th~re was, however, one line of rhet­

oric which came out of the Nixon ad­
ministration which proved to be very 
true indeed. That was when we were 
told by the Nixon administration to 
"watch what we do rather than what 
we say." 

This statement is particularly appro­
priate with respect to Mr. Nixon's record 
on education, for after that speech he 
made in 1968 in which he told us that we 
are short-changing America's future 
when we cut expenditures for education, 
he promptly began to build an excellent 
record of short-changing America's 
future. He vetoed the appropriations for 
education for fiscal years 1970 and 1971 
and this year, despite all his rhetoric 
about quality education and high prop­
erty taxes, he sent a budget request to 
Congress which was labeled by the Na­
tional Education Association as "a totally 
inadequate response to the pressing needs 
for the schools," because it was so far 
below the amount Congress had already 
authorized to be spent on education. 

Mr. Chairman, we in Congress can no 
longer fail to respond to this country's 
educational needs. We have seen the 
dismal response of the Nixon adminis­
tration and we have heard the voice of 
the people. The additional funds in the 
Hathaway amendment amount to no 
more than what Mr. Nixon spends in 3 
or 4 days on that war in Southeast Asia 
which he told us he could end back in 
1968. The amount contained in the Hath­
away amendment is necessary just to 
prevent 25 States from receiving less 
Federal funds this year than they did last 
year, and I strongly urge its adoption. 

We are told today, as we have been 
told in the past, that passage of the 
Hathaway amendment will cause the 
President to veto the entire appropria­
tions for both health and education. I 
am sure that the parents and students in 
Michigan who face a very uncertain fu­
ture in their schools will be watching as 
the President has a chance to express 
himself on the priority rating of educa­
tion in his administration. 

The action we have already taken in 
this Chamber today by supporting my 
friend and distinguished colleague from 
Michigan (Mr. O'HARA) in defeating the 
Flood amendment has already assured 
the State of Michigan an additional $12.1 
million in title I funds. 

The passage of the Hathaway amend­
ment will assure Michigan schools of at 
least another $17.8 million over and above 
the recommendations of President Nixon 
and the Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. Chairman, when many of the chil­
dren of Michigan are at this very mo­
ment wondering whether their schools 
will have enough money to reopen their 
doors next September, we simply cannot 
afford to continue quibbling over these 
additional funds for education and we 
cannot afford to back down because of 
Mr. Nixon's irresponsible threat of a 
Presidential veto. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Chairman, edu­
cation is one area where we cannot allow 
ourselves simply to stand still in our ef­
forts. Yet the appropriations for educa­
tion contained in H.R. 15417 would mean 
that, as a consequence of inflation, ma­
jor programs would be cut back in nu­
merous instances. We know only too well 
of the effects of the shrinking dollar at 
the food market and in the home. We 
cannot allow this blight to spread to the 
schoolhouse as well. It is for this reason 
that I rise in support of the package of 
amendments designed to increase the fis­
cal year 1973 funding for several vital 
education programs. 

The compensatory education provided 
to disadvantaged children under title I 
of the Elementary and Secondary Educa­
tion Act constitutes the major activity 
of the Office of Education. Over 12 mil­
lion children benefit from the programs 
funded under this title. The additional 
$212.5 million beyond what the Appro­
priations Committee has voted would 
mean that only one State would have less 
money for these programs in the upcom­
ing fiscal year than it presently does. 
Twenty-five States would be faced with a 
reduction in funds under the commit­
tee's appropriation. 

Fifty -one million children are served 
by title II assistance for school libraries. 
At present, the libraries in 50 percent of 
our elementary schools and 45 to 67 per­
cent of our secondary schools fail to 
meet State standards in at least one re­
spect. It is also estimated that 425 mil­
lion volumes are needed to bring school 
libraries in line with nationally recog­
nized standards. The additional $10 mil­
lion requested for this title will help to 
prevent us from falling even further be­
hind in this area. 

In the field of vocational education, 
we are again faced with the prospect of a 
diminution in the funds available to sev­
eral States. The proposed increase would 
bring each State back up to last year's 
level of spending for special vocational 
education programs, which primarily aid 
students from urban centers and other 
economically depressed areas. 

For 13 million adult Americans, their 
failure either to read, speak, or write 
English adequately represents a substan­
tial impairment of their ability to find 
and then to maintain employment com­
mensurate with their real ability. The 
additional money sought in the area of 
adult education is the basic minimum 
figure for adequate programs in this vital 
area. 

All of the programs affected by this 
amendment are of proven worth. The 
additional $363 million to be provided for 
these programs will bring a return far 
greater than the original investment. I 
urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, several 
Members have asked me about the ab-

sence of any funds for title m of the 
National Defense Education Act, a pro­
gram to help our schools obtain vitally 
needed equipment and materials to meet 
priority needs. May I just point out that 
we are not considering it in the 1973 
Labor-HEW appropriations bill because 
NDEA III was a part of the Education 
Amendments Act of 1972 which was just 
passed on June 8, too late for authorized 
programs to be included for appropria­
tions. Ever since the House Appropria­
tions Subcommittee on Labor-Health, 
Education, and Welfare, on which I 
serve, worked on the 1973 education ap­
propriations bill, NDEA ill's authoriza­
tion has been pending in the education 
amendments of 1972, now awaiting the 
President's signature. He is expected to 
sign it, I understand, and thus funding 
of NDEA ID-A and other programs in 
that bill will come before us at a later 
date. We all regret the extraordinary 
delay in the authorizing bill. Because the 
program is so crucial to our schools, I 
just want to say I wish the Education 
Committees of both houses had moved 
their bill forward more swiftly. 

NDEA min recent years has been sub­
ject to much debate and its status hangs 
today in question since the administra­
tion continues to oppose it. The Congress, 
however, has funded it since its incep­
tion 14 years ago and I hope this year 
will be no exception to that fine record 
of support. NDEA m is the major pro­
gram providing funds for schools to pur­
chase instructional media; in fact, it is 
the only program that can reach all stu­
dents in all schools in all areas for al­
most all subjects. NDEA m provides the 
tools which make learning more efficient, 
effective, and more individualized. In­
deed, it is at the heart of education­
in the classrooms of America for the di­
rect benefit of students. 

Why then, if it is such a basic program, 
is it opposed each year? Administration 
opponents are fond of saying it is not 
needed, that schools can purchase in­
structional media under other programs. 
citing as examples ESEA I and ESEA 
m. A moment's thought reveals that 
these programs are aimed at specific 
problems and that they cannot serve all 
schools as does NDEA m. Additionally, 
schools receiving title I funds are encour­
aged primarily to use those funds for 
teachers and teacher aids. In fact, in 
some States such as North Carolina, pur­
chase of instructional media is prohibited 
under title I by State regulations. NDEA 
m cannot be replaced by any existing 
Federal program; there is no program 
which has its unique feature of serving 
all students in all schools in such a basic 
manner. 

Another charge often heard is that 
the goals of NDEA m have been met. Re­
search reveals the contrary. The increas­
ing need for educati.onal media in our 
classrooms has been documented time 
and again; in fact, only 20 percent of 
the Nation's schools can meet the widely 
accepted school media standards, and 
media is used only about 5 percent of all 
instruction time. Even though since 1958 
enrollments have increased, schools have 
been modernized, and costs of instruction 
have climbed, the appropriation for 
NDEA m has had to be cut back because 
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of overriding Federal budget problems. 
Particularly critical is the fact that 
NDEA III's program base has been ex­
panded; subjects not heretofore eligible 
are now covered. And the program's flex­
ibility-another good feature of the pro­
gram-allows NDEA III funds to be used 
to help such endeavors as Right To Read. 
NDEA III is critical to Right To Read, 
an administration-backed program, since 
remedial efforts often require intensive 
use of audiovisual equipment and ma­
terials. U.S. Office of Education studies 
show that NDEA III helps to support 
about half of the federally funded read­
ing projects under the Right To Read 
effort. 

A third objection often raised against 
NDEA lli is that funds appropriated are 
not used. Since passage of the "Tydings 
amendment" in 1970, a provision allow­
ing States and localities to carry over 
funds from 1 year to the next, OE reports 
that all funds are indeed used, primarily 
in the first year of funding. Prior to en­
actment .of this amendment a small 
amount of NDEA III money, as well as 
others, was returned to the Federal 
Treasury. But OE officials maintain that 
school officials had to return funds be­
cause of problems related to late appro­
priations-not because of inherent flaws 
in the program. 

A recent study entitled "The New In­
structional Technologies: Are They 
Worth It?" following up the 1970 report 
of the Commission on Instructional 
Technology has provided further evi­
dence of the need for NDEA III. In this 
report, Sidney Tickton of the Academy 
for Educational Development has told 
the President's Commission on School 
Finance of the cost-benefits of technol­
ogy, though conclusive data remains 
somewhat scattered. But this researcher 
concludes without reservation that in­
structional media can be cost effective, 
that costs of instructional media spread 
over a reasonable period are not great­
er than those of traditional methods, 
and that media should certainly be used 
to teach the disadvantaged. 

Another report issued this month, ''The 
Fourth Revolution: Instructional Tech­
nology in Higher Education," outlines 
the critical need for technology in edu­
cation-particularly focusing on the fu­
ture needs in higher education. This 
study brings me to plead, as :r have be 
fore, for funding title VI of the High­
er Education Act, NDEA III's counter­
part. This program has suffered the same 
plight as NDEA m and in my view 
should receive a very high priority. Col­
lege instruction has traditionally been 
the weakest of all. This report dra­
matically concludes: 

The new technology may provide the 
single greatest opportunity for academic 
change on and off campus. 

Thus. evidence mounts to convince me 
that the Congress must continue audio­
visual technology as a high priority in 
education. No advocate of technology in 
teaching wishes to replace teachers with 
machines: we must have the human ele­
m ent, too. But, as Sir Eric Ashby has 
said: 

Any technology which increases the rate of 
learning would enable (as Comenius put it 

centuries ago) the teacher to teach less and 
the learner to learn more. 

Is this not, after all, our goal? 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from Maine (Mr. HATHAWAY). 

TELLER VOTE WITH CLERKS 

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered. 
Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. Chairman, I 

demand tellers with Clerks. 
Tellers with clerks were ordered; and 

the Chairman appointed as tellers 
Messrs. HATHAWAY, MICHEL, FLOOD, and 
O'HARA. 

The Committee divided, and the tellers 
reported that there were-ayes 212, noes 
163, not voting 58, as follows: 

[Roll No. 205] 

[Recorded Teller Vote] 

Abzug 
Adams 
Addabbo 
Albert 
Alexander 
Anderson, 

Calif. 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Andrews, Ala. 
Annunzio 
Ashley 
Asp in 
Badillo 
Baring 
Barrett 
Begich 
Belcher 
Bergland 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Biester 
Blatnik 
Boggs 
Bolling 
Brademas 
Brasco 
Brinkley 
Brooks 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill, Va. 
Buchanan 
Burke, Mass. 
Burton 
Byrne, Pa. 
Byron 
Ca:f!ery 
Carey, N.Y. 
Carney 
Chamberlain 
Chisholm 
Clark 
Clay 
Cleveland 
Collins, Ill. 
Conyers 
Corman 
Cotter 
Culver 
Daniels, N.J. 
Danielson 
Davis, Ga. 
de la Garza 
Delaney 
Dell urns 
Denholm 
Dent 
Diggs 
Donohue 
Dow 
Drinan 
Dulski 
Dwyer 
Eckhardt 
E dwards, Calif. 
Eilberg 
Esch 
Evans, Colo. 
Fascell 
Flowers 
Foley 
Ford, 

William D. 

AYE&-212 

Forsythe O'Hara 
Fountain O'Konski 
Fraser O 'Neill 
Fulton Patten 
Galifianakis Pepper 
Gaydos Pettis 
Gonzalez Peyser 
Grasso Pike 
Gray Podell 
Green, Pa. Powell 
Gubser Preyer, N.C. 
Gude Price, TIL 
Hamilton Pucinski 
Hammer- Purcell 

schmidt Quillen 
Hanley Randall 
Hanna Rangel 
Hansen, Wash. Rees 
Harrington Reid 
Hathaway Reuss 
Hawkins Riegle 
Hays Rodino 
Hechler, W.Va. Roe 
Heckler, Mass. Roncalio 
Heinz Rosenthal 
Helstoski Rostenkowski 
Henderson Roush 
Hicks, Mass. Roy 
Hicks, Wash. Roybal 
Holifield Runnels 
Horton Ruppe 
Howard Ryan 
Hungate St Germain 
Ichord Sarbanes 
Jacobs Scheuer 
Jarman Schwengel 
Johnson, Calif. Seiberling 
Jones, N.C. Shipley 
Jones, Tenn. Shoup 
Karth Sisk 
Kastenmeier Staggers 
Kazen Stanton, 
Keating James V. 
Kemp S t eed 
Kluczynski Steele 
Koch Stokes 
Leggett Stratton 
Lent Stubblefield 
Lujan Symington 
McClory Taylor 
McCormack Thomson, Wis. 
McKinney Thone 
Macdonald, Tiernan 

Mass. Udall 
Madden Van Deerlin 
Matsunaga Vander Jagt 
Mazzoli V anik 
Meeds Veysey 
Melcher Vigorito 
Mikva Waldie 
Miller, Calif. Whalen 
Minish White 
Mink Widnall 
Mitchell 
Mello han 
Moorhead 
!v!organ 
Moss 
Murphy, Ill. 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Nedzi 
Nix 
Obey 

Wilson, 
Charles H . 

Wol:f! 
Wright 
Wyatt 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young, Tex. 
Zablocki 
Zwach 

Abbitt 
Anderson, Ill. 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Archer 
Arends 
Ashbrook 
Aspinall 
Baker 
Bennett 
Blackburn 
Boland 
Bow 
Brotzman 
Brown, Mich. 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Burke, Fla. 
Burleson, Tex. 
Burlison, Mo. 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Cabell 
Camp 
Carlson 
Carter 
Casey, Tex. 
Cederberg 
Chappell 
Clancy 
Clausen, 

Don H . 
Clawson, Del 
Collier 
Collins, Tex. 
Colmer 
Conable 
Conover 
Conte 
Coughlin 
Crane 
Daniel, Va. 
Davis, Wis. 
Dell en back 
Dennis 
Derwinski 
Devine 
Dickinson 
Dorn 
Downing 
Duncan 
duPont 
Edwards, Ala. 
Erlenborn 
Evins, Tenn. 
Findley 
Fish 
Fisher 

NOE8-163 

Flood Nelsen 
Flynt Pelly 
Ford, Gerald R. Pickle 
Frelinghuysen Pirnie 
Frenzel Po:f! 
Frey Price, Tex. 
Gettys Quie 
Giaimo Railsback 
Gibbons Rarick 
Goldwater Rhodes 
Goodling Roberts 
Green, Oreg. Robinson, Va. 
Griffin Robison, N.Y. 
Gross Rogers 
Grover Ruth 
Haley Sandman 
Hansen, Idaho Satterfield 
Harsha Saylor 
Harvey Scherle 
Hastings Schmitz 
Hogan Schneebeli 
Hull S cott 
Hunt Sebeliu s 
Hutchinson Shriver 
J ohnson, Pa. Sikes 
Jonas Skubitz 
Jones, Ala. Slack 
Keith Smith, Calif. 
King Smith, Iowa 
Kuykendall Smith, N.Y. 
Kyl Snyder 
Landgrebe Spence 
Latta Stanton, 
Lennon J. William 
Lloyd Steiger, Ariz. 
Long, Md. Stuckey 
McCollister Teague, Calif. 
McCulloch Teague, Tex. 
McDade Terry 
McFall Thompson, Ga. 
McKevitt Ullman 
Mahan Waggonner 
Mallary Wampler 
Mann Ware 
Martin Whalley 
Mathias, Calif. Whitehurst 
Mathis, Ga. Whitten 
Mayne Williams 
Michel Wilson, Bob 
Miller, Ohio Wydler 
Mills, Md. W ylie 
Minshall Wyman 
Mizell Young, Fla. 
Monagan Zion 
Myers 
Natcher 

NOT VOTING-58 
Abernethy Hall Montgomery 

Mosher Abourezk Halpern 
Bell Hebert 
Betts Hillis 
Bingham Hosmer 
Blanton Kee 
Bray Kyros 
Broomfield Landrum 
Celler Link 
Curlin Long, La. 
Davis, S.C. McCleskey 
Dingell McClure 
Dowdy McDonald, 
Edmondson Mich. 
Eshleman McEwen 
Fuqua McKay 
Gallagher McMillan 
Garmatz Mailliard 
Griffiths Metcalfe 
Hagan Mills, Ark. 

Nichols 
Passman 
Patman 
Perkins 
Poage 
Pryor, Ark. 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rooney, Pa. 
Rousselot 
Springer 
Steiger, Wis. 
Stephens 
Sullivan 
Talcott 
Thompson, N.J. 
Wiggins 
Winn 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the last word. 
Mr. PRICE of lllinois. Mr. Chairman, 

I move to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, today we have an op­

portunity to improve upon the commit­
tee's efforts to maintain a strong Federal 
commitment of :providing educational op­
portunities for our people despite the less 
than adequate recommendations of the 
Nixon administration. For this purpose 
I must rise to urge every one of my col­
leagues to consider the vital necessity of 
adequate educational appropriations and 
to support the quality education appro­
priation amendment. 

No one can truthfully say that money 
spent on education is money ill-spent. I 
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have always personally felt that educa­
tion of our youth is a critical priority for 
the future protection of our planet. The 
problems of the present and the future 
can only be solved, I feel, by education. 

The committee has appropriated $301,-
455,000 above the administration's 1973 
budget, including almost $2.5 million ex­
tra for impacted aid under Public Law 
874 and $27 million extra for Library 
Services and Construction Act projects. 
This is necessary and desirable. Yet the 
evidence clearly demonstrates that even 
the committee's generosity would not be 
enough to adequately provide what is 
needed for the proper application of our 
worthwhile Federal educational assist­
ance programs. 

According to the committee report, my 
home State of Tilinois would receive, un­
der the basic proposal, $1,602,478 less for 
local education agencies in 1973 than in 
1972. This is an example of the inade­
quacy of the basic bill and the need for 
complementary appropriations. 

Mr. Chairman, you can cut back 
spending in many areas, and I am all for 
it, but I cannot support reductions in 
worthwhile educational expenditures. 
After all, if we can spend an additional 
$5 billion in Vietnam for the stepped up 
bombing and naval blockade, we cancer­
tainly spare a few dollars to fund educa­
tion programs adequately. I will cast my 
vote for the amendment and urge my col­
leagues to do the same. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUmY 

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HATHAWAY. Has the Clerk 
started to read the next paragraph? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk has not 
started to read, but at this time the Clerk 
will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
SCHOOL ASSISTANCE IN FEDERALLY AFFECTED 

AREAS 

For carrying out title I of the Act of Sep­
tember 30, 1950, as amended (20 U.S.C., ch. 
13), and the Act of September 23, 1950, as 
amended (20 U.S.C., ch. 19), $641,405,000, of 
which $615,495,000, including $41,450,000 for 
amounts payable under section 6 shall be for 
the maintenance and operation of schools as 
authorized by said title I of the Act of Sep­
tember 30, 1950, as amended, and $25,910,000, 
which shall remain available until expended, 
shall be only for providing school facilities 
as authorized by section 5 and subsections 
14(a) and 14(b) of said Act of September 23, 
1950: Provided, That none of the funds con­
tained herein shall be available to pay any 
local educational agency in excess of 73 per 
centum of the amounts to which such agency 
would otherwise be entitled pursuant to sec­
tion 3(b) of title I: Provided further, That 
none of the funds contained herein shall be 
available to pay any local educational agency 
in excess of 90 per centum of the amounts 
to which such agency would otherwise be 
entitled pursuant to section 3(a) of said title 
I if the number of children in average daily 
attendance in schools of that agency eligible 
under said section 3 (a) is less than 25 per 
centum of the total number of children in 
such schools. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. HATHAWAY 

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the paragraph beginning 
on line 14, page 19, and ending on line 11, 
page 20. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the motion is agreed to. 

There was no objection. 
So the motion was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

EDUCAT ION FOR THE HANDICAPPED 

For carrying out, to the extent not other­
wise provided, the Education of the Handi­
capped Act, and section 5 of Pulblic Law 
85-905, $143,609,000. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. HATHAWAY 

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the paragraph on page 20, 
beginning with line 12 and ending with 
line 15. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the motion is agreed to. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, reserving 
the right to object, what is going on? 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair will be 
glad to inform the gentleman that the 
gentleman from Maine (~Ir. HATHAWAY) 
announced he would strike out a certain 
number of paragraphs to make the bill 
conform to the controlling paragraph 
which has just been adopted, and the 
committee is now taking such action. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my reservation. 

There was no objection. 
So the motion was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

VOCATIONAL AND ADULT EDUCATION 

For carrying out, to the extent not other­
wise provided, section 102(b) ($20,000,000}, 
parts B and C ($444,682,000), D, F ($25,625,-
000), G ($19,500,000), H ($6,000,000}, and I 
of the Vocational Education Act of 1963, as 
amended (20 U.S.C. 1241-1391), and the 
Adult Education Act of 1966 (20 U.S.C. ch. 
30) ($51,300,000), $592,127,000, including 
$16,000,000 for exemplary programs under 
part D of said 1963 Act of which 50 per 
centum shall remain available until expended 
and 50 per centum shall remain available 
through June 30, 1974, and not to exceed 
$18,000,000 for research and training under 
part C of said 1963 Act: Provided, That grants 
to each State under the Adult Education Act 
shall not be less than grants made to such 
State agencies in fiscal year 1971: Provided 
further, That grants to each State under the 
Vocational Education Act shall not be less 
than grants made to such states in fiscal 
year 1972. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. HATHAWAY 

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the paragraph beginning 
on line 16, page 20, and extending down 
through line 8 on page 21. 

The CHAffiMAN. Without objection, 
the motion is agreed to. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, reserving 
the right to object, I would like to make 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair cannot 
hear the gentleman. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, my parlia­
mentary inquiry is this: I have an 
amendment at the desk which would, on 
page 21, line 1, strike out the words after 
"1974" down through the word "Act" on 
line 3. Is it possible to offer that amend­
ment now that the Hathaway amend­
ment has been adopted? 

The CHAIRMAN. It is possible. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. QUXE 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I offer that 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. Qum: 
On page 21, line 1, strike out all that 

follows after "1974" through the word "Act" 
on line 3. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair was of 
the impression that the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Maine 
had been agreed to, striking out the 
paragraph to which the amendment is 
offered. 

Mr. QUIE. I did not hear the chair­
man. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair thought 
that amendment had been agreed to 
striking out the paragraph. That was th~ 
last Hathaway amendment. 

Mr. QUIE. In my copy of the Hatha­
way amendment it was not stricken out. 
If that is correct, the Hathaway amend­
ment would put a period after "1974~' on 
line 1 and strike out the rest. It was my 
understanding the Hathaway amend­
ment put a period after the word "Act" 
on line 3 and struck out the proviso, 
which is the rest of line 3 down through 
line 8. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would 
have to rule that the gentleman rose too 
late. The motion had been offered by 
Mr. Hathaway, and there was no objec­
tion and it was acceded to. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, the Chair 
asked if there was any objection, and I 
reserved the right to object, which I am 
still reserving, and on that I asked my 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair must 
state that the Chair did not hear the 
gentleman say he was reserving the right 
to object on the Hathaway motion. 

Mr. QUIE. It was on that reservation 
that the chairman recognized me. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair will rec­
ognize the gentleman on the basis of his 
statement which the Chair did not hear. 

The Clerk will report the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Minne­
sota. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I still feel 
constrained to say the amendment was 
agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. Qum: 
On page 21, line 1, strike out all that fol­

lows after "1974" through the word "Act" on 
line 3. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, a point of 
order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his point of order. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, my point 
of .order is that the committee has just 
agreed to this. 

The CHAIRMAN. The committee has 
agreed to what? 

Mr. FLOOD. The position taken by my 
friend, the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. QuiE) . I have here, for instance, 
that we voted not to exceed $18 million 
for research and training, under part C 
of said 1963 act. Now I had the clear im­
pression, I am sorry to say, that the com­
mittee just agreed to this. I am in a 
strange position now, but I do not think 
it will last, but that is the way I under­
stand it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state 
that the first amendment offered by Mr. 
HATHAWAY on page 19, was to the para-
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graph beginning on line 7 and that 
amendment was a substitute amendment, 
and was agreed to. 

Now we still have to read each one of 
the paragraphs of the bill duplicated or 
modified by the Hathaway amendment, 
and a perfecting amendment to those 
paragraphs is in order even though a mo­
tion to strike out is first offered. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, a point 
of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his point of order. 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, my point 
of order is if a motion to strike has been 
made, is it not then out of order to try 
to amend the paragraph that the motion 
to strike applies to? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would 
have to rule that a perfecting amend­
ment is in order although a motion to 
strike is pending. Therefore the Chair 
rules that the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Minnesota <Mr. Qum) 
is in order on the basis that it is a per­
fecting amendment to the paragraph to 
which the motion to strike is pending. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, as you 
might want to follow along on the 
amendment again, I will repeat it to you. 
It is on the top of page 21 of the bill, and 
there are these words: "June 30, 1974." 

My amendment then strikes out the 
words, "not to exceed $18 million for 
research and training under part C of 
said 1963 act." 

The effect of dropping that $18 million 
limitation would make the law as it pres­
ently reads apply. 

Now, if you will go back to page 20, 
line 18, the Hathaway amendment did 
not change this, it provides for-
parts B and C ($444,682,000)-

These are basic grants in parts B and 
C for research money. Fifty percent of 
the research money the Commissioner 
is responsible for making the determina­
tion on how it is to be expended in each 
of the States, and 50 percent goes to the 
States for them to make the determina­
tion on how this is to be used for re­
search. This would mean that 10 percent 
of the $444,682,000 would be used for 
part C as the law requires. And I urge 
you not to put a restriction on that of 
$18 million because the effect of what 
happened last year was that the research 
money of part C was limited to $18 
million. And there was a colloquy be­
tween the gentleman from Dlinois, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania, and the 
gentleman from Iowa, and it was the im­
pression at that time that the $18 million 
would go to the States for them to use, 
but instead only $9 million was used by 
the States, and that was only after we put 
pressure on the Office of Education to al­
locate at least that much to the States. 

We need research in occupational edu-
cation. There is a dramatic need for this 
kind of research program. There is no 
other area of education that is in greater 
need of such a program so that the 
young people can leave their formal 
education and secure a job. 

The administration asked for the Na­
tional Institute of Education so they 
could do more research. Here we have 
authorization already on the books, and 

the Congress fully intended that 10 per­
cent of the money should be used for 
part C. 

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

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

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment in no way changes the dollar 
:figures; all it does is bring this appro­
priation into conformity with the author­
ization. This House has already estab­
lished the rule that 10 percent of this 
money should go for research. That is 
what the House adopted. What the 
Committee on Appropriations is doing is 
putting a limitation on that. I submit 
that the gentleman from Minnesota 
<Mr. QUIE), makes a good point, because 
if you go along with the gentleman from 
Minnesota all you will be doing is taking 
care of what is authorized, and would be 
helping every vocational educational de­
partment in every State in the country. 
You will also be giving the States 50 per­
cent of this to develop research programs 
of their own at the State level in order to 
meet the job needs and the career needs, 
and vocational needs of their students. 

So I would suggest to the Members of 
the House that they should go along 
with the amendment offered by the gen­
tleman from Minnesota, so that we can 
assure that the vocational needs across 
this country will be helped, which are so 
urgently needed. 

I urge that the amendment be agreed 
to. 

Mr. QUIE. I would say in explanation 
that this does not change the money. 
It does not increase the appropriation. 
It merely lets part B and part C be ad­
ministered and the allocation of money 
the way the authorization legislation 
provides. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. QUIE. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. The gentleman 

referred to me in his remarks. I thought 
we had a clear understanding last year, 
but the department for some reason ig­
nored it. 

You and I tried to convince the de­
partment that they were misinterpret­
ing the appropriation law and with only 
partial success. 

I agree with what the gentleman said 
about th'3 t situation. 

Mr. QUIE. I know that the gentle­
man wants to do what he believes is 
necessary to do. 

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

Mr. QUIE. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Is it my un­

derstanding that the difference between 
what you are seeking to do and what 
the gentleman from Maine seeks to do 
with the amendment pending is that 
you want to reinsert or retain in the bill 
the language starting with "Provided," 
on line 3? 

Mr. QUIE. Oh, no, the gentleman is 
not correct. 

I do not want to reinsert any lan­
guage that the gentleman from Maine 
struck out but to strike out language 
that he retains which changes the in-

tent or changes the authorization leg­
islation. 

If we are going to change the authori­
zation legislation, we ought to do it in 
our committee. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

(Mr. QUIE was granted permission to 
proceed for 3 additional minutes.) 

Mr. QUIE. But instead, the gentleman 
will recall, part B and part C are author­
ized at one figure--90 percent of that 
figure is to be used for part B and 10 
percent for part C. 

I believe that is the way we ought to 
appropriate the money. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. QUIE. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. The problem the 

gentleman conceives to be in disagree­
ment with what we are trying to accom­
plish, but we are confused about how 
your amendment reads. 

It does not seem to do what you say. It 
looks like all you want to do is to strike 
out that language and do not want to 
change the Hathaway amendment so the 
effect would be a balance of that para­
graph down through line 8 which would 
also be stricken. 

Mr. QUIE. That would be the effect. 
The adoption of my amendment would 

not affect the Hathaway amendment. 
Line 3 would be stricken through line 8. 
The Hathaway amendment changes the 
figures on lines 18, 19, and 22 of page 20 
and my amendment would not affect that 
either. 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. QUIE. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. O'HARA. The trouble is that the 

Hathaway amendment is a substitute for 
all of the language beginning on page 19, 
line 6 and continuing right on through 
page 21, line 17. The gentleman's amend­
ment to be effective had to be made to 
the Hathaway amendment, but the 
Hathaway amendment has already been 
adopted and it is too late to amend the 
Hathaway amendment. 

The trouble now is that the gentle­
man's amendment will not have any ef­
fect because the Hathaway amendment 
has already replaced the language the 
gentleman is trying to amend. 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
be permitted to offer his amendment to 
the Hathaway amendment. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, reserving 
the right to object, I should like to pro­
pound a parliamentary inquiry. 

I should like to inquire how far the 
Clerk had read in this bill prior to the 
last amendment? 

This bill, in my opinion, has not been 
read. We are simply adopting amend­
ments without ever having read the 
bill-not the point of the last amend­
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Maine (Mr. HATHAWAY). 

Mr. Chairman, I submit the bill ought 
to be read. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state 

that the Clerk did read each one of the 
paragraphs on which notice was served 
by the gentleman from Maine <Mr. 
HATHAWAY) that he would offer motions 
to strike if his amendment was agreed 
to. 

Now the Clerk has read the beginning 
ef this paragraph "Vocational and Adult 
Education." 

The same occupant of the Chair made 
a similar ruling on July 29, 1969, where 
an amendment in the nature of a substi­
tute for several paragraphs of an appro­
priation bill had been offered with notice 
given that motions to strike out the fol­
lowing paragraphs would be made as 
they were read. 

The Chair indicated such paragraphs 
were subject to perfecting amendments 
as well as to motions to strike after hav­
ing been read. 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, I with­
draw my unanimous-consent request. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, a parlia­
mentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state the parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, it is my un­
derstanding that my amendment does 
nothing to the Hathaway amendment 
with the exception that it strikes out the 
language on line 1, page 21, after 1974 
down through the word "act." 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
partly right and partly wrong. 

The motion to strike now pending ap­
plies to line 16 on page 20 to line 8 on 
page 21. The original Hathaway amend­
ment has been disposed of. This is a sub­
sequent amendment, which is a motion 
to strike. The gentleman from Minne­
sota can perfect the paragraph by strik­
ing out the lines which have been read 
in his amendment. He is entitled to a 
vote on it as a perfecting amendment, 
and the Chair is ready to put tt .. e ques­
tion on the perfecting amendment. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, a par­
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. If the Quie amend­
ment is adopted, it will apply to the 
language in the Hathaway amendment 
just as it would the language which we 
are now striking from lines 1 through 3; 
is that correct? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair cannot 
interpret the legal effect. The Chair can 
only rule on parliamentary procedure 
and has ruled that the perfecting amend­
ment to the pending paragraph is in 
order. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, a 
further parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. The Chair advises that the Chair 
cannot give the gentleman a legal in­
terpretation. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. As I understand, the 
gentleman from Michigan raised the 
question that even if you were to adopt 
this amendment, it would have no mean­
ing in the Hathaway amendment. My un­
derstanding is it would, that if this lan­
guage is dropped from page 21, it will 
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be similarly dropped from the Hatha­
way amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
not COITect. The original Hathaway 
amendment was offered at line 5 on page 
19. That was the original Hathaway 
amendment. The gentleman served no­
tice at that time that he would offer mo­
tions to strike the remaining paragraphs 
in order for them to conform to the fig­
ures which were substituted in his 
amendment. So there has been a series 
of motions to strike paragraphs. We are 
now on the next-to-last paragraph, and 
the motion to strike is pending. A per­
fecting amendment to the paragraph is 
in order, and the Chair has recognized 
the gentleman from Minnesota for that 
purpose. The gentleman has offered it 
and the Chair is ready to put the ques­
tion. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, now that 
this is as clear as things usually are, let 
us talk about the merits. Usually we do 
that. Let me tell you about the amend­
ment itself. 

It is true that the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Minnesota does 
not increase the appropriations in the 
bill, but this is what it does do. It does 
increase the amount which the States 
will be required to spend for research, ex­
clamation mark! This bill as reported by 
our committee contains a limitation. We 
have a limitation in here of $18 million 
on the amount which the States must 
spend for research. That is in here, 
period. If the gentleman's amendment 
prevails, do you know what is going to 
happen? The States will then be required 
to use 10 percent of their basic grants, 
they will be required to spend 10 percent 
of their basic grants for research, 
whether they like it or not. Under the 
bill, that would be $44 million-that is an 
increase of $26 million-this $26 million 
would have to come out of other voca­
tional educational programs. 

In other words, this is it. The gentle­
man's amendment would increase re­
search at the expense of all the other 
programs. I do not think there are many 
Members in this House, Mr. Chairman, 
who want to vote for that kind of a 
redistribution of the appropriation. 

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

Mr. FLOOD. Of course, I yield to the 
gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. QUIE. It is true that if you take 
10 percent of the money for research, 
then they cannot spend some of that 
money for some of the basic programs. 
But this will not reduce the amount of 
money in basic grants from last year. 
In fact, it will still permit basic grants to 
be increased just about $24 million. 

Mr. FLOOD. That has nothing to do 
with the case at all. You know exactly 
what I am talking about. If you cut 6 
inches from the bottom of the blanket to 
sew it on the top of the blanket, what 
do you achieve? What you are doing is 
compelling 10 percent of the grants to 
States to be used for that purpose. Under 
your proposal they must spend 10 per­
cent for research, whether they like it 
or not. These people do not want to do 
it. 

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

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

Mr. QUIE. That is exactly what the 
authorization legislation says. If you 
want to change that, let us change the 
authorization legislation. That is the way 
we should do it, rather than on an ap­
propriation bill coming in here with the 
statement, "We do not think you need it 
for research." We believe it is needed for 
research if you are going to use this 
money in a worthwhile way. 

Mr. FLOOD. Now that the Hathaway 
amendment has been adopted, you are 
making mandatory that the 10 percent 
be spent for research and that it must 
come out of other funds. It must come 
out of other funds because you are not 
adding any money. You are doing some 
hanky-panky with the bill. 

Mr. QUIE. I am not doing the hanky­
panky. You did the hanky-panky. 

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

The distinguished chairman of this 
subcommittee failed to state that which­
ever way we distribute this money, it still 
goes to the States. We are not short­
changing anybody. We are not taking 
anything away. But it was the State vo­
cational administrators who came before 
our committee, before my subcommittee, 
and asked specifically that 10 percent of 
this money be set aside for research, so 
they can come in with more realistic, 
meaningful programs. 

We have developed 5,000 new skills in 
this country in the last 10 years, so these 
vocational education people want to de­
velop courses and curricula to keep pace 
with these changing times and changing 
needs in vocational education. 

This is not something the gentleman 
from Minnesota and I dreamed up. This 
is something the vocational educational 
people asked for, so we put it in the au­
thorization bill. Now the Appropriations 
Committee comes along and says, "You 
people did not know what you were do­
ing. We are going to set a maximum of 
$18 million." What we are saying is go 
back to what the vocational education 
people have asked for. They have asked 
for 10 percent, half of that goes to the 
States. They will develop curricula. The 
other half remains with the Commis­
sioner and he will develop curricula in 
cooperation with the States. 

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

Mr. Chairman. I want to try to get 
clear what is being done. I address a 
question to the gentleman from Min­
nesota <Mr. HATHAWAY): On page 21: 
line 3, of the bill, the language there­
after, from line 3 through line 8 is 
stricken by the amendment the gentle­
man offered; is that correct? 

Mr. HATHAWAY. No. That was in­
cluded in my amendment. 

Mr. GROSS. So that language is in the 
bill? 

Mr. HATHAWAY. That is correct. 
After my motion to strike the language 
was made, the gentleman from Minnesota 
<Mr. QuiE) objected so he could intra-
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duce his amendment. So my amendment 
language has to be perfected by strik­
ing this language. 

Mr. GROSS. Does the gentleman strike 
the language and then reintroduce it 
by virtue of his motion? 

Mr. HATHAWAY. My amendment in­
cluded some of the language that is al­
ready in the bill. 

Mr. GROSS. The amendment that was 
adopted earlier? 

~v:Ir. HATHAWAY. Yes, that is correct. 
Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from Minnesota <Mr. QurE). 

The amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the motion to strike the language on 
page 20, line 16, through line 8 on page 
21, offered by the gentleman from Min­
nesota (Mr. HATHAWAY). 

The motion was agreed to. 
AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. GOLDWATER 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GoLDWATER: On 

page 20, line 15--

Mr. FLOOD. A point of order, Mr. 
Chairman. We have gone by this. 

The CHAffiMAN. That is correct. The 
Chair will rule tha t the gentleman 's 
amendment is not in order. 

Mr. GOLDVvATER. Mr. Chair man, I 
was on my feet. 

Mr. FLOOD. Regular order. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Chairman, the 

section was read and I was on my feet 
seeking recognition and the Chair passed 
over that section and did not recognize 
me for my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. If the Chair did not 
see the gentleman, the Chair apologizes. 
However, that section has been taken 
care of and we cannot go back, unless 
the gentleman asks unanimous consent 
to go back. The Chair will entertain that 
kind of request. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that we go back 
and reopen that section. 

Mr. O'HARA. I object, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 

Regular order is demanded. 
The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

LIBRARY RESOURCES 

For carrying out, to the extent not other­
wise provided, titles I ($47,270,000), II, and 
III ($2,730,000) of the Library Services and 
Construction Act (20 u.s.a. ch. 16); and title 
n ( $90,000 ,ooo) of the Elementary and Sec­
ondary Education Act; $149 ,500,000, of which 
$9,500,000, to remain available through June 
30, 1974, shall be for grants for public library 
construction under title II of the Library 
Services and Construction Act. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. HATHAWAY 

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. Chairman, I of­
fer a motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. HATHAWAY moves to strike the lan­

guage beginning on page 21, line 9, through 
line 17. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the motion. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, did the 
Chair recognize me? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair also saw 

the gentleman from Maine on his feet 
and knew he had an amendment. Is this 
another motion to strike sections? 

Mr. HATHAWAY. Yes; it is, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair was at­
tempting to give preference to recogniz­
ing the gentleman from Maine to offer 
motions to strike the sections relating 
to his previously adopted amendment. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman from 
Maine. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, during the last few 

days, as the contents of H.R. 15417, the 
Labor-HEW appropriations bill, were 
reviewed back home, I received a num­
ber of inquiries from my constituents 
asking why no funds were included for 
title ill of the National Defense Educa­
tion Act of 1958. A number of other Con­
gressmen have received similar calls, so 
therefore, as a member of the subcom­
mittee responsible for this bill, I feel it 
appropriate to enter an explanation at 
this point in the RECORD. 

NDEA III is authorized for an addi­
tional 3 years in S. 659, the Educational 
Amendments Act of 1972, which was 
enacted too late for any appropriations 
to be considered for the various pro­
grams included. 

Therefore, our subcommittee had no 
opportunity to include NDEA III or any 
higher education programs in H.R. 15417. 
This fact in no way prejudices NDEA Til; 
nor does it indicate, as some have sug­
gested, that there will be no funds this 
year for NDEA TII. 

It is entirely possible that when the 
Labor-HEW appropriations bill is taken 
up by the Senate Labor-HEW Subcom­
mittee that they could add the funds 
there. Our subcommittee has already 
received testimony on NDEA In and we 
would be prepared to consider the Sen­
ate's recommendation in conference. 

NDEA In is a valuable 50-50 matching 
program which has proved to be one of 
the most successful. The need for con­
tinuing NDEA m has been amply dem­
onstrated by witnesses before our sub­
committee so I am hopeful we will be 
able to fund, at least at last year's level 
in the near future. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it is important 
that, whenever possible, we try to move 
school program funding forward as 
rapidly as possible so that administra­
tors have adequate time to plan. This 
is certainly true in the case of NDEA m 
and I hope that something can be worked 
out this month to continue this valuable 
program. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

EDUCATIONAL RENEWAL 

For carrying out, to the extent not other­
wise provided, titles VII and VIII of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act, 
part B-1 of the Education Professions De­
velopment Act, section 309 of the Adult 
Education Act, as amended, part IV of title 
III of the Communications Act of 1934, the 
Cooperative Research Act (except section 4), 
the Drug Abuse Educat ion Act of 1970, the 
Environmental Education Act, and sections 
402 and 412 of the General Education Pro­
visions Act , $219 ,190,000, of which $13 ,000,-

000 shall be for educational broadcasting 
facilities and shall remain available until 
expended. 

AMENDMENT OFFERE D BY MR. BADILLO 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BADILLo: On 

page 22, line 2, strike out "$219,190,000" and 
insert "$234,190,000" and before the period 
in line 4 insert the following: "and of which 
$60,000 ,000 shall be for carrying out Title 
VII of the Elementary and Secondary Edu­
cation Act." 

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Chairman, when 
the Congress enacted the Bilingual Edu­
cation Act 5 years ago it gave clear rec­
ognition to the fact that foreign lan­
guage-speaking children were being 
seriously cheated educationally and vir­
tually neglected by typical American 
teaching methods and practices. For 
many years students who spoke languages 
other than English-in most cases Span­
ish-were treated as disadvantaged, 
h andicapped, or even retarded. Often­
times these children were punished for 
speaking their mother tongue and they 
were forced into conforming with an alien 
culture. They were frequently placed in 
classes for the retarded as they could not 
cope with placement tests and other 
standardized educational devices con­
ducted in English. In other cases they 
were relegated to remedial classes and 
were usually not permitted to pursue aca­
demic or college-preparatory courses but 
vocational programs. Believe me as I 
speak from personal experience. 

However, the Bilingual Education Act 
held out some hope to these youngsters 
and the Congress made a commitment to 
afford full and equal educational oppor­
tunities to children with limited English­
speaking ability and raised in surround­
ings in which the dominant language is 
Spanish, French, Greek, Portuguese, or 
one of the American Indian or Eskimo 
tongues. 

The Bilingual Education Act was sub­
sequently incorporated into the Elemen­
tary and Secondary Education Act as 
title VII. Programs funded under title 
VII promote the development and im­
plementation of bilingual/bicultural edu­
cation programs, the teaching of English 
as a second language, the teaching of the 
students' mother tongue as the native 
language, the establishment of programs 
aimed at providing Spanish-speaking and 
other foreign language-speaking children 
with a basic knowledge and appreciation 
of their culture and heritage and there­
cruitment of qualified teaching per­
sonnel. 

Regretably the Congress has failed to 
match its words with action as historical­
ly bilingual education programs have 
been consistently underfunded. In fiscal 
year 1969, for example, the Congress ap­
propriated only $7.5 million, just 25 per­
cent of the authorization. This was bare­
ly enough money to adequately fund pro­
grams for less than 1 percent of the ap­
proximately 5 million children who were 
estimated to be in desperate need of spe­
cial bilingual education. For the succeed­
ing 4 fiscal years the story has been basi­
cally the same and this year we are con­
fronted with an appropriation figw·e 
which is just barely more than 30 percent 
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of the authorization, even though the 
need is far more critical today than when 
the bilingual program was initiated. By 
failing to approve more significant in­
creases in title VII funds the Congress 
has simply retreated from the goals en­
visioned in the Bilingual Education Act 
and has done little to encourage the de­
velopment and expansion of bilingual 
education. 

Because of the severe shortage in title 
VII funds, the U.S. Office of Education 
was only able to approve 49 new projects 
for the current fiscal year-about 26 per­
cent of the total applications it received 
for new programs. The Office of Educa­
tion was able to approve project plans for 
only six New York City school districts. 
These programs will benefit an estimated 
7,300 students. However, consider the fact 
Spanish-speaking children in the New 
York City public school system who, be­
cause of severe language handicaps, are 
not receiving a meaningful education. 

I am often questioned as to how the 
lack of bilingual education affects the 
learning process of foreign language­
speaking children. A good example is the 
almost insurmountable problems being 
experienced by Puerto Rican children in 
New York City-although their difficul­
ties are also being repeated by Puerto 
Ricans in Philadelphia, various commu­
nities in New Jersey, Cleveland, Chicago; 
by Chicanos in Los Angeles, San Fran­
cisco, and countless communities in 
Texas, Arizona, and New Mexico; by 
French-speaking children in Maine; and 
by oriental language, speaking children 
on the west coast and in New York. 

Half of the Puerto Rican population in 
New York is school age; although a large 
percentage are not attending school. The 
dropout rate boggles the imagination­
an estimated 87 percent of Puerto Ricans 
over the age of 25 in the city of New 
York have not completed their high 
school education. Of those Puerto Ricans 
25 years of age and over living in one of 
New York City's 26 poverty areas, the 
average student has completed only 8.3 
years of school as compared with the me­
dian of 12.1 years for the city population 
as a whole and 11.8 years for nonwhites. 
In this same age category only 15 percent 
earned high school diplomas. 

Earlier this month Mr. Louis Nuiiez, 
former executive director of Aspira of 
America and currently the Acting Dep­
uty Staff Director of the U.S. Civil Rights 
Commission, made a very revealing and 
timely presentation to the House Civil 
Rights Oversight Subcommittee. He re­
ported, for example, that the number of 
students with serious to severe language 
difficulties in New York City in October 
1970 was 135,000 or 11.3 percent of the 
school population. Puerto Rican children 
represent 70 percent of these students. 
More than 1 out of every 3 Puerto 
Rican pupils-38.7 percent-has a seri­
ous to severe language difficulty. 

Mr. Nuiiez also shared with the sub­
committee the disorienting, depressing, 
and discouraging experiences foreign 
language-speaking children undergo in 
school. They do not understand their 
teachers or school books; guidance coun­
selors offer advice only in English; Span­
ish language testing is virtually nonexist­
ent; and some school systems persist in 

placing foreign language-speaking chil­
dren in the lowest tracks or in education­
ally mentally retarded classes without 
adequate testing in the mother tongue. 

I raise these statistics and problems 
only to demonstrate that we are not even 
beginning to effectively cope with the 
problem. We must take affirmative ac­
tion to insure that foreign language­
speaking children are not educationally 
cheated and barred from entry into the 
mainstream of American life. It is clear 
that significantly increased funds are ur­
gently required if the needs of Spanish­
speaking and other foreign language­
speaking children are to be met. 

The amount of financial support for 
bilingual education requested by the ad­
ministration-less than even one-third 
of the authorization-can only be inter­
preted as a standing affront to the mil­
lions of foreign language-speaking 
schoolchildren in this country. Accord­
ing to the Office of Education only 25 new 
projects, serving an additional 20,000 
children, could be funded at this level. 

I am indeed pleased that the Appro­
priations Committee had the foresight 
to raise this figure by more than $3 mil­
lion and commend its members for tak­
ing this action. However, the need is 
critical and much more must be done. 
Therefore, the amendment I am offering 
will increase title VII appropriations by 
$15 million to a level of $60 million. This 
figure is still less than half of the $135-
million authorization and, in view of the 
great need for effective bilingual/ bicul­
tural education, the amount called for in 
my amendment is really rather modest. 
Nevertheless, with a total appropriation 
of $60 million an estimated 110 new proj­
ects could be mounted and appToximately 
90,000 more children-almost double the 
present number-could be reached. Fur­
ther, by raising this appropriation we 
will be renewing our commitment to pro­
viding meaningful bilingual education to 
those requiring it and providing the 
wherewithal to enable the Office of Edu­
cation to expand the programs to areas 
now denied such aid or with only a lim­
ited number of programs. The Office of 
Education, working with grossly insuffi­
cient funds, has made some attempts to 
achieve a degree of balance in the allo­
cation of title VII funds. Unfortunately, 
however, it has been at the expense of 
needy children. We simply cannot cut off 
one area or State to serve another as 
such action would defeat the basic prin­
ciples underlying the Bilingual Educa­
tion Act. The solution is to approve in­
creased appropriations. 

Mr. Chairman, approximaJtely one­
third of this body has constituents who 
are currently participating in one of the 
213 bilingual education programs funded 
under title VII. I urge that they and our 
other colleagues give this issue full, care­
ful and sympathetic consideration and 
that they support my amendment to give 
these foreign language speaking children 
an opportunity to reap the full benefits 
of citizenship and to overcome language 
handicaps. It is a fact that we live in 
a multilingual/multicultural environ­
ment and all elements of the community 
must be given full respect and the chance 
to participate on an equal footing. In­
creased support for bilingual/bicultural 

education will be a significant advance 
in this direction. 

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

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

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I commend 
my distinguished colleague from New 
York for offering this amendment to in­
crease the funding for bilingual educa­
tion-a program which is essential to the 
development of our Spanish-speaking 
schoolchildren-as well as other non­
English-speaking children. 

This amendment to the Labor-HEW 
appropriations bill for fiscal year 1973 
would appropriate an additional $15 mil­
lion for bilingual education programs 
funded under title VII of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act. This 
would bring the appropriations for bilin­
gual education under this title up to $60 
million, although the authorization for 
fiscal year 1973 is $135 million. The ad­
ministration budget request was for $41,-
130,000, and the committee's recom­
mendation is for $45 million. 

The Bilingual Education Act was origi­
nally funded in the 90th Congress under 
title VII of ESEA. However, the funding 
for this program has never been realis­
tic in light of the large number of chil­
dren who stand to benefit from this type 
of assistance. As an original sponsor of 
this act, I have repeatedly stressed the 
need for raising the funding level. 

Only $7.5 million was appropriated for 
fiscal year 1969, despite the fact that $30 
million had been authorized. The appro­
priation was increased to $21.25 million 
for fiscal year 1970, although the au­
thorization had been for $40 million. The 
appropriation was again increased for 
fiscal year 1971 to $25 million, an amount 
that was $55 million below the authoriza­
tion level. And the $35 million appro­
priated for fiscal year 1972 is $65 million 
less than the amount authorized. 

I have introduced legislation each year, 
beginning in 1969, to provide supple­
mental appropriations for the bilingual 
education program. In 1969, I introduced 
a measure to provide a supplemental ap­
propriation of $22.5 million for title VII 
for fiscal year 1969, a figure that would 
have brought the appropriation figure 
up to the amount authorized. In 1970, I 
introduced a bill calling for a supple­
mental appropriation of $18.75 million to 
bring the appropriation figure up to the 
level of the authorization. In 1971, I 
again introduced a bill to increase the 
appropriation for title VII, by $55 mil­
lion, a figure that represented the dif­
ference between the amount authorized 
and that appropriated for fiscal year 
1971. And this year, I again introduced 
legislation, H.R. 12424, cosponsored by 
10 Members of the House, to provide a 
supplemental appropriation of $65 mil­
lion for fiscal year 1972 to bring the ap­
propriation up to the authorization level 
of $100 million. 

Not only is the amount of Federal 
funding for bilingual education programs 
totally insufficient, but another inequity 
exists as well-namely, the distribution 
of funds that are made available. For ex­
ample, under this program in 1970, New 
York State received $1.5 million, Califor­
nia $7.2 million, and Texas $4.7 million. 
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That these allocations were inequitable 
is clearly seen when we examine the 
number of Spanish-surnamed children 
in school in those States in 1970: New 
York had 300,000, California 500,000, and 
Texas 600,000. 

A recent New York City Board of Edu­
cation study justifiably criticizes the 
manner in which funds are distributed 
under title VII of the ESEA, and states 
that allocations are extremely competi­
tive and vulnerable to political pressure, 
and that committees from Texas and 
California have been far more organized, 
visible, and voluble. 

In meetings which I arranged for 
members of the New York congressional 
delegation, the Office of Education con­
ceded that New York State and New York 
City have been shortchanged in the past 
in the allocations of funds for bilingual 
education programs. Unfortunately, the 
Office of Education has not taken the 
necessary steps to remedy this situation, 
for the figures for continuation costs for 
bilingual education programs for fiscal 
year 1972 illustrate that this inequity is 
being continued-California will receive 
almost $8.5 million, Texas $6.1 million, 
while New York will be given only $2.9 
million. The money for these programs is 
being concentrated in certain regions of 
the country, while other areas, particu­
larly New York State and New York City, 
lack the resources to meet adequately the 
needs of children who need this type of 
assistance. No justification has been of­
fered by the Office of Education for this 
disparity; indeed, as I have pointed out, 
the Office of Education has admitted that 
inequities do exist and that they should 
be corrected. 

There is yet another issued involved 
in the failure to provide bilingual edu­
cation programs for those children who 
need this aid. Those school districts that 
do not provide this type of help are fail­
ing to comply with title VI of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964 which prohibits dis­
crimination on the basis of national ori­
gin in federally assisted programs. 

On January 21 of this year, I wrote to 
John G. Veneman, Under Secretary of 
the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, requesting a full report on 
a study conducted by HEW's Office of 
Civil Rights regarding noncompliance 
with title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act. 
The Office of Civil Rights found that 50 
school districts throughout the Nation 
are failing to comply with civil rights 
laws because they deny Spanish-speak­
ing citizens equal opportunity to learn. 

The requirements of title VI as they 
relate to school districts enrolling na­
tional origin group students were set 
forth in a memorandum issued by HEW 
on May 25, 1970. The memo, written by 
the Director of the Office for Civil Rights, 
J. Stanley Pottinger, states that-

Where inabillty to speak and understand 
the English language excludes national ori­
gin-minority group children from effective 
participation in the educational program of­
fered by a school district, the district must 
take affirmative steps to rectify the language 
deficiency in order to open its instructional 
program to these students. 

The memo further states that-
Any abillty grouping or tracking system 

entployed by the school system to deal with 

the special language skill needs of national 
origin-minority group children must be de­
signed to meet such language needs as soon 
as possible and must not operate as an edu­
cational dead-end or permanent track. 

Therefore, title VI specifically requires 
school districts with significant numbers 
of non-English-speaking children to take 
whatever steps are necessary, including 
the provision of linguistically competent 
educational services, to prevent the ex­
clusion of such children from participa­
tion in and the full benefits of the edu­
cational programs of the school chil· 
dren. 

Clearly, numerous school districts 
throughout the country are not fulfilling 
this directive. They are not providing 
adequate assistance to the thousands of 
schoolchildren who need it. For example, 
in a speech before the U.S. Civil Rights 
Commission on February 15 of this year, 
New York State commissioner of educa­
tion Ewald B. Nyquist stated that ac­
cording to the most recent New York 
City school census, there are 160,815 chil­
dren who have English language difficul­
ties, 94,800 of whom are Puerto Rican 
pupils with moderate to severe language 
handicaps. Yet a recent New York City 
Board of Education study estimates that 
only 4,418 non-English-speaking stu­
dents of Spanish background had some 
kind of bilingual instruction in the last 
school year. 

It has been estimated that 86 percent 
of the Puerto Rican students in New 
York City may be below normal reading 
levels and it has been documented that 
their dropout rate is the system's worst-
57 percent compared with 46 percent for 
blacks and 29 percent for other groups. 
While Puerto Rican pupils account for 
25 percent of the New York City school 
population, only one Puerto Rican in a 
hundred received an academic diploma. 
Twelve percent of Puerto Ricans of col­
lege age pursue a higher education, while 
45 percent of college age people in the 
general population go on to college. 

The staff report of the U.S. Civil Rights 
Commission, dated February 1972, and 
entitled "Public Education for Puerto 
Rican Children in New York City,'' con­
cluded that higher dropout statistics and 
below-average reading scores clearly in­
dicate that the needs of educationally 
disadvantaged students, particularly 
those who are Spanish-speaking, with 
moderate to severe English language dif­
ficulties, are not being met in the public 
schools of New York City. 

If only $45 million for bilingual educa­
tion programs is appropriated, approxi­
mately 20,000 additional children will 
be able to benefit from these programs. 
However, if we raised the appropriation 
to $60 million an additional 90,000 chil­
dren will be given the opportunity to 
benefit genuinely from the educational 
experience. I, therefore, urge support of 
the amendment. 

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

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

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New York <Mr. 
BADILLO), which would increase bilin­
gual education funds by $15 million, for 

a total appropriation for the program of 
$60 million. 

There are approximately 3 million 
children who have been estimated to 
need special bilingual education, but at 
the present time only 100,000 children in 
the entire country are served. These 
children are from a variety of back­
grounds: Children of Italian, Albanian, 
Greek, Puerto Rican, Mexican, CUban, 
Oriental, American Indian, French, and 
Portuguese parentage who urgently re­
quire this special assistance. 

When the Congress passed the Bilin­
gual Education Act 5 years ago it demon­
strated its recognition of the fact that 
foreign-language speaking children were 
being seriously shortchangd and ne­
glected by the educational process. The 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York <Mr. BADILLO) would 
serve to carry out the intentions of the 
act by providing the necessary funds to 
do the job properly. 

While I support this amendment, I 
do not feel that the emphasis of such a 
program should be directed exclusively to 
one group as the gentleman from New 
York <Mr. BADILLO) has indicated in his 
statements on the floor. I believe that this 
program should incorporate not only the 
Puerto Rican community, but the other 
minority groups as well. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. BADILLO) in order 
that this program may be funded at a 
level which will enable it to benefit all 
of the minority groups I have mentioned. 
In this way, these children will be able 
to enter the mainstream of American 
life. Their language barrier will no longer 
prohibit them from participating in the 
daily activities which other children al­
ready enjoy. 

Mr. BADILLO. The gentleman is cor­
rect in his statement, and I thank him 
for his assistance. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the gen­
tleman from New York has expired. 

<On request of Mr. EDWARDS of Califor­
nia, and by unanimous consent, Mr. BA­
DILLO was allowed to proceed for 3 addi­
tional minutes.) 

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to say to the gentleman from New 
York <Mr. BIAGGI) that I agree with the 
gentleman completely. I only used the 
Spanish-speaking children as an exam­
ple of what I meant, but the need :or bi­
lingual programs is equally there for 
those of Greek, Portuguese, or Chinese, 
Japanese, Filipino, or French ancestry, as 
well as other groups, and this also would 
cover the American Indians and the 
Eskimos. 

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

Mr. BADILLO. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to commend the distinguished gentle­
man from New York <Mr. BADILLO) for 
his continued leadership in this area, 
and I wish to associate myself with his 
remarks. This vital amendment must be 
approved. 

In addition to the Spanish-speaking 
communities of our country, this added 
funding is needed to expand this pro­
gram for the Japanese, Chinese, and Fili­
pino communities. 
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I urge my colleagues to vote "aye" on 

this amendment. 
Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. BADilLO. I yield to the gentle­

woman from New York. 
Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, I want to 

commend the gentleman for raising this 
extremely important issue that is so nec­
essary not only to many students in the 
New York area, but is equally of impor­
tance to students all over this country. 

Mr. Chairman, I support the amend­
ment which would appropriate an addi­
tional $15 million for the bilingual edu­
cation program under title VII of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act. Last year, only $35 million of the 
authorized $100 million was appropri­
ated; further, the Nixon administration 
had the impounded $10 million of that 
sum until several Members, including 
myself, pressured them about it back in 
December. This year, the Appropriations 
Committee has proposed $45 million for 
bilingual education. While this is an im­
provement, it is barely a drop in the 
bucket in comparison with the author­
ization for 1973, which is $135 million, 
and with our needs, which are even 
greater than the authorized sum. 

There are 5 million children in this 
country, 600,000 of them in my own State 
of New York, who are in need of bilin­
gual educational assistance. Presently, 
only 100,000 of that 5 million are being 
served by programs under title VII, and 
the additional appropriation proposed 
for the coming year would add only 
35,000 more. 

We must increase these funds, which 
represent a direct and clearly identifi­
able commitment to the struggle of 
Chicanoes, Puerto Ricans, Chinese, 
American Indians, and other linguistic 
minorities for equal educational and 
equal social opportunity all over this 
country. The funds contained in this 
amendment are needed to begin to make 
the promise of education a reality for all 
children regardless of whether English 
is their primary or secondary tongue, and 
I urge the adoption of this amendment. 

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

Mr. BADilLO. I yield to the gentle­
man from California. 

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair­
man, I rise in strong support of the 
amendment by the distinguished gen­
tleman from New York, <Mr. BADILLO) 
to provide $15 million additional to our 
bilingual education programs. 

Enhancement of bilingual education 
is vital if we are to be able to provide 
equal opportunities for all Americans in­
cluding those for whom English is their 
second language. 

I have been pleased to support fully 
the bilingual education e:ffort ever since 
former Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, Robert Finch was able to 
get the program moving and bring it to 
its present e:ffective level. 

Language is a simple but fundamen­
tal reflection of cultural heritage. By 
presenting educational opportunities in 
their native language to those from non­
Anglo cultures we o:ffer both increased 
opportunities . for advancement within 

our American society as well as protec­
tion for their cultural background. 

Our Nation has grown strong by learn­
ing from and incorporating the strengths 
of the diverse groups which have come 
to our shores--some seeking haven; some 
seeking opportunity. Bilingual education 
programs are a small but important 
means to retain that strength and main­
tain our growth as a free people. 

Therefore, I strongly urge prompt 
passage of the Badillo amendment. 

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

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

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Chairman, I wish to 
commend the gentleman from New York 
for o:ffering his amendment. There is 
such a program in my district, and I 
know that it is very helpful, and that we 
should extend these programs and make 
them available to many more children 
who would gain from a bilingual pro­
gram. 

Mr. GREEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BADilLO. I yield to the gentle­
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GREEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment proposed by the gentleman 
from New York. The amendment would 
increase the appropriation in the com­
mittee bill by $15 million. The additional 
funding would bring the appropriation 
just under half of what was authorized. 
I do not think this is asking too much. 

The money is sorely needed not only 
for new bilingual education projects, but 
for expansion of existing projects as well. 
In Philadelphia, for example, there are 
85,000 Spanish-speaking ·people and 
9,000 Spanish-speaking schoolchildren 
in desperate need of bilingual training. 
The Philadelphia School Board receives 
calls daily from principals seeking help 
for newly enrolled Spanish-speaking stu­
dents. The number and need is contin­
ually increasing. 

But the Philadelphia school system has 
not been able to open new projects or 
expand existing projects in order to meet 
these ever increasing demands. In fact, 
during fiscal year 1972, no money was al­
located in the entire State of Pennsyl­
vania for new projects, and, in Philadel­
phia, the amount for existing projects 
was $200,000 less than sought. As a re­
sult, the English second language pro­
gram failed to meet the needs of the stu­
dents, because there was not enough 
teachers. In Philadelphia, we have been 
unable to establish much needed bilin­
gual day care centers and cultural cen­
ters for bilingual material, nor could we 
begin a planned Spanish adult education 
program. 

This is a tragic situation, Mr. Chair­
man. It is a situation in which children 
are being e:ffectively denied a decent edu­
cation and a fair start in life. And the 
reason for this denial, this injustice, is 
clear: We in the Congress have not met 
our responsibilities with respect to ade­
quately funding bilingual education. With 
this amendment we can begin to meet 
that obligation. This amendment ad­
dresses itself to a special situation. Some 
may question it for that reason. But I be-

lieve that special attention is called for. 
Where I come from, the children a:ffected 
most by this amendment have always 
been given special treatment by society. 
They are especially poor and have an 
especially difficult time finding jobs. They 
live in especially bad housing and are fre­
quently forced to pay especially uniair 
rents. The schools these children attend 
are in especially sad condition. Those this 
amendment helps, need special help. And 
everything just--everything human, 
everything fair dictates that we respond 
with special concern. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BADilLO. I yield to the gentleman 
from california. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of the pro­
posed amendment to increase the appro­
priation for bilingual education pro­
grams. As chairman of the Civil Rights 
Oversight Subcommittee of the Com­
mittee on the Judiciary, I have just com­
pleted a series of hearings on the edu­
cational problems of the Spanish speak­
ing. The testimony presented to my sub­
committee at these hearings is an in­
dictment of the failure of our Nation's 
schools to reach and properly educate 
Spanish-speaking students. 

The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights 
has conducted a comprehensive study of 
the education of Mexican-Americans in 
the Southwest and of mainland Puerto 
Ricans in the Northeast and has found 
that Spanish-speaking students are bur­
dened with the problems of ethnic isola­
tion, educational failure, and cultural 
exclusion. The Commission has found, in 
the five Southwestern States studied, that 
Mexican-American students are achiev­
ing at a lower rate than Anglo students: 
they drop out of school at an earlier age; 
their reading achievement is poorer; rep­
etition of grades is more frequent; 
overageness is more prevalent; and their 
participation in extracurricular activities 
is less than that of Anglo students. 

The reasons for this failure of school 
systems to educate chicano students in 
the Southwest is clear. The Civil Rights 
Commission has reported that the school 
districts studied in the Southwest have 
almost universally failed to recognize the 
rich cultural history and traditions of 
the chicano community. In many schools 
use of the Spanish language is discour­
aged and no e:ffort is made in the school 
curriculum to provide chicano students 
with a knowledge of their rich heritage. 
The result is frustration, discourage­
ment, and alienation experienced by 
Mexican-American youth to the extent 
that four out of 10 chicano students 
leave high school without graduating. 

The Bilingual Education Act, passed 
by the Congress in 1968, was intended to 
provide a partial answer to the educa­
tional problems of Spanish-speaking stu­
dents. Bilingual education is a vehicle 
which permits non-English-speaking 
children to develop to their full poten­
tial as bilingual, bicultural Americans. 
In a bilingual education program all 
subjects are presented in the native lan­
guage of the student, with an emphasis 
on the history and culture of the child 
whose first language is other than Eng-
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lish. When such a program works effec­
tively, the non-English-speaking child 
learns two languages and two cultures, 
while the English-speaking child receives 
the same bilingual and bicultural abil­
ities and sensitivities. 

Bilingual education has been ac­
claimed by educators. The tragedy is 
that the programs initiated under the 
Bilingual Education Act have reached 
so few Spanish-speaking students. In the 
five Southwestern States studied by the 
Civil Rights Commission only 1.9 percent 
of eligible Spanish-speaking students 
were receiving bilingual education. The 
reason for this is clear. The administra­
tion regards the bilingual education pro­
gram as a pilot effort, one not intended 
to be fully implemented by the Federal 
Government. I see no validity for this 
claim. In passing the Bilingual Educa­
tion Act the Congress stated that bi­
lingual education was being provided in 
recognition of the special educational 
needs of non-English-speaking students 
and to provide financial assistance to 
local educational agencies to develop and 
carry out new elementary and secondary 
school programs designed to meet these 
educational needs (21 U.S.C. sec. 880b). 
The Congress authorized appropriations 
of $250 million for the first 4 years of 
the program, yet the President has re­
quested only a minuscule fraction of this. 
In 1971 the President requested only $10 
million for bilingual education programs, 
while the Congress appropriated $25 mil­
lion. In 1972 the President requested 
$25 million, while the Congress appropri­
ated $35 million. The present request is 
$41 million and the proposed appropri­
ation is $45 million. 

This amount, Mr. Chairman, is totally 
insufficient to provide the needed ex­
pansion of bilingual education programs 
for the Spanish-speaking students in 
this Nation. The Federal Government 
must act to end the massive educational 
retardation of Spanish-speaking stu­
dents. As we have addressed ourselves 
to antibusing legislation in this Cham­
ber, many have claimed that the answer 
to educational problems is not to be 
found in busing, but in the development 
and implementation of good compensa­
tory education programs. It is the height 
of hypocrisy to make this claim and then 
continue to deny adequate funding for 
one of the most hopeful and successful 
programs for improving the educational 
achievement of the Spanish-speaking 
student. 

I hope that those of us in this Cham­
ber who really are interested in dealing 
with educational problems will support 
the proposed amendment to provide in­
creased funding for bilingual education. 

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

Mr. BADn.LO. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, as one 
of the original authors of the Bilingual 
Education Act I am pleased to rise in 
support of the amendment being offered 
by the gentleman from New York <Mr. 
BADILLO). 

When thP. Congress acted upon the 
bilingual education legislation some 4 
years ago we declared that foreign-lan­
gUage speaking children must no longer 

be cruelly deprived of equal educational 
opportunities. In enacting this measure 
we hoped to meet the pressing education­
al needs of the millions of children who 
suffer from severely limited English­
speaking ability and who are raised in 
environments in which the dominant 
language is not English but perhaps 
Spanish, French, Greek, Portuguese, or 
one of the American Indian or Eskimo 

dialects, or any other language other than 
dialects, or any other language other 
than English. 

Unfortunately, however, the goals 
which we envisioned at that time have 
not been realized but have been seri­
ously handicapped by the lack of suffi­
cient funds. During the program's first 
fiscal year, for example, just 25 percent 
of the amount authorized was appropri­
ated. Since that time we have seen the 
same sad story repeated year after year. 

This year the administration came to 
us with a request to appropriate just 
barely 30 percent of the amount previ­
ously authorized. At this level only 25 
new bilingual programs could be 
mounted. Consider these numbers in 
comparison with the 185 requests for 
new projects which the Office of Educa­
tion received last year alone. Consider 
the fact that, at the level proposed bY 
the administration, only an estimated 
123,000 children will be reached by bilin­
gual education as compared with the 
estimated 5 million children who are in 
need of this assistance. Such an attitude 
displays a clear lack of a substantive 
commitment to effectively deal with the 
problem and to encourage and expand 
bilingual-bicultural programs. 

The amendment offered today is really 
rather modest. By adding $15 million to 
the $45 million approved by the Appro­
priations Committee we will at least be 
able to implement many new programs 
and reach many more than the present 
number of students participating in bi­
lingual projects. Furthermore, the Con­
gress will have the opportunity to re­
affirm its commitment to the principles 
established in the Bilingual Education 
Act. 

Mr. Chairman, bilingual-bicultural ed­
ucation not only provides an oppor­
tunity for non-English-speaking chil­
dren to fully enjoy the rights and privi­
leges of citizenship, but can become a 
national asset of tremendous value--if 
we but develop it as such. 

Bilingualism pursued as a national 
goal would affirm our belief in a plural­
istic and free society enriched by our 
various cultures and languages. 

I urge my colleagues to join with me 
in supporting the pending amendment. 

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BADn.LO. I yield to the gentle­
man from California. 

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I wish to commend the gen­
tleman from New York for his leader­
ship in this field, and I urge support of 
his amendment which would provide an 
additional $15 million for the bilingual 
education program designed to meet the 
unique educational needs of children who 
have limited English-speaking ability, 
and who come from an environment 

where the dominant language is not 
English. 

Because of this language barrier, many 
bright students are dulled and cannot 
compete in an Anglo society. 

According to a December 1971, U.S. 
Commission on Civil Rights report: 

Out of every 100 Mexican American young­
sters who enter first grade, only 60 graduate 
from high school. In contrast, 86 out of every 
100 Anglos remain in school and receive high 
school diplomas. 

Mr. Chairman, the Mexican-American 
child can learn as well and as fast as any 
child, but not if he or she does not com­
prehend the language. And the fact is 
that an estimated 1 out of 5 Span­
ish-speaking Americans is illiterate in 
English. 

The Bilingual Education Act was de­
signed to meet this challenge and insure 
that foreign-language speaking children 
are not educationally cheated. 

However, we have not adequately 
funded this program. For fiscal year 1973, 
the administration requested $41 million. 
The Appropriations Committee deserves 
our thanks for increasing this level to $45 
million. 

Yet, much more can be done with ade­
quate funding. In fiscal year 1972, only 
26 percent of those school districts which 
applied for a new program were ap­
proved. 

The Badillo amendment would in­
crease funding to $60 million, thus, an 
estimated 110 new projects could be im­
plemented and approximately 90,000 
more children could be served by the 
program. 

Mr. Chairman, I support this amend­
ment and I urge my colleagues to join 
with me in this step toward removing the 
unnecessary barriers of language which 
have deprived our society of the fruits of 
many intelligent students who were 
forced to drop out because they did not 
understand the language of their teach­
er, the textbooks, nor their fellow stu­
dents. 

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

Mr. BADn.LO. I yield to the gentle­
man from California. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to commend the gentleman in the 
well on his very important amendment, 
and I wish to associate myself with his 
remarks, and urge the adoption of the 
amendment. 

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

Mr. BADn.LO. I yield to the gentle­
man from illinois. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of this amendment. 

The Chairman, this is an important 
amendment and I rise in its support. An 
estimated 75 percent of Spanish-speak­
ing children do not finish high school be­
cause of language barriers. The Badillo 
amendment would increase funding for 
the Bilingual Education Act. 

In 1967 it was my privilege to serve as 
chairman of the subcommittee which 
wrote the Bilingual Education Act, pres­
ently title VII of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act. Congress ac­
cepted our work in 1967 because of the 
obviously enormous need for bilingual 
education programs for the 5 million 
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children who were estimated by the 
Office of Education to have limited 
English -speaking ability. 

Our foresight in 1967 has been proven 
by time. Those children who are now 
participating in bilingual education pro­
grams are for the first time iJl their lives 
being given a true opportunity to receive 
an adequate education. No longer will 
they be handicapped by limited English­
speaking ability in their strivings to se­
cure a proper place in American life. And 
all of us deserve credit for that accom­
plishment. You have helped thousands 
of Spanish-speaking children learn 
English and be able to continue their 
education. 

But this opportunity is only being 
made available to a pitifully small num­
ber of childen. The Office of Education 
estimates that, with the present year's 
appropriations for the Bilingual Educa­
tion Act, only 2 percent of the children 
which need such instruction will actually 
be benefiting by bilingual education. The 
Office also estimates that because of the 
sparsity of funds only one-fourth of the 
applications received from school dis­
tricts are being funded. If more funds 
were available I am sure that far more 
school districts would eagerly seize upon 
this opportunity to provide good bilin­
gual education programs for the 98 per­
cent of the children who are not now 
being served. 

I would like to congratulate the Ap­
propriations Committee for its empathy 
for these children. The committee has 
increased the appropriations for bilin­
gual education by $10 million over that of 
the present fiscal year, but this increased 
appropriation will only permit funding 
of new programs to reach an additional 
35,000 children. This increase in funds 
will not even be sufficient to reach an­
other 1 percent of the children in need 
of these programs. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I enthusias­
tically support the Badillo amendment 
which would make an additional $15 
million available for bilingual education. 
The Badillo amendment in conjunction 
with the committee increase will permit 
us to almost double the number of chil­
dren served. We would double it to 4 per­
cent of the children in need. 

All other things being equal, I would 
say that even the Badillo amendment is 
totally inadequate; but I am a great be­
liever in trying to achieve what is possi­
ble and I believe that at this particular 
time all that we can try to do is secure 
this increase of $15 million. In terms of 
this entire bill, this increase is a pittance 
but it will allow us to do so much. 

In addition to the need for new funds 
I would like to comment upon another 
problem with the Bilingual Education 
Act, namely, the inequitable distribution 
of funds. In Dlinois we have 200,000 
Spanish-speaking children, many of 
whom live in Chicago; but last year we 
received only $220,000 in Federal funds. 
This amounts to about $1 per child which 
is less than the amount per child which 
Texas and California received. 

I am fully aware of the enormous needs 
existing among the Spanish-speaking 
people in the Southwest, but I would like 
to remind the omce of Education of the 
problems facing the Spanish-speaking in 

the other States. For instance, the statis­
tics on the lot of Puerto Ricans in this 
country are ::;taggering. One of every two 
Puerto Rican families has an income of 
less than $4,000 a year. One out of every 
10 Puerto Ricans in the labor force is un­
employed as compared to 1 out of every 
22 for the community as a whole. And 
lastly 7 out of every 10 who are em­
ployed have low-wage, low-skilled, low­
status positions. And these people are 
concentrated in the States which the Of­
fice of Education is ignoring in its dis­
tribution of funds. 

I would urge the Office to recognize 
these facts and to more equitably (lis­
tribute these bilingual education fun<lli 
so that all the Spanish-speaking people 
in our country will at least have an even 
chance to make a better living. 

It is ironic that while Dlinois ranks 
fifth in the number of Spanish-speaking 
children in the United States, Dlinois 
ranks 20th in terms of funds received 
from title Vll. This in.equity must be cor­
rected. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words, and 
I rise in opposition to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. BADILLO). 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I do not have the 
impression that this is Daniel walking 
into the lion's den by a long shot. A~­
parently all of those, I hope, who support 
this amendment have been vying with 
each other to be next to talk on it since 
it was offered. I did not know I would get 
mixed up in the New York primary, but 
you know how those things are. 

They are my good friends, these fellows 
are my friends, but keep this in mind, 
take a look at those fellows and then take 
a look at me. I spoke Spanish before 
many of these fellows were born, and I 
was raised and went to school with 
chicanos before you fellows ever heard 
the word. 

I am a strong supporter, and this com­
mittee is a strong supporter of bilingual 
education. Do not forget that. We have 
nurtured it year after year. However, 
Mr. Chairman, I believe that the com­
mittee has made ample provision in the 
bill for bilingual education programs. If 
you will look at pages 50 and 51 of the 
report, you will see that we have provided 
$45,000,000 for bilingual education pro­
grams under title VII of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act. That is 
an increase of $3,870,000 over the budget 
request and an increase of $10,000,000, 
or 28 percent over the 1972 appropria­
tion. I should add that the 1972 appro­
priation for this program represented an 
increase of 40 percent over 1971. 

Do you think we are not in favor of 
this? You are out of your mind. 

There is undoubtedly a much greater 
need for bilingual education than could 
ever be met through this particular pro­
gram. The Offi.ce of Education told us in 
our hearings this year that there are 
another 230,000 children enrolled in 
bilingual education classes supported by 
local, State, and Federal funds other 
than the title VII program. 

It seems obvious that the Federal Gov­
ernment cannot support all bilingual ed­
ucation, any more than it can be the sole 

source of support for education of the 
handicapped or any other special group. 

The Federal Government's role here, 
as in so many other areas, is to find out 
and demonstrate what works best; to 
produce materials that can be used in 
school systems all over the country; and 
to provide a base on which other schools 
and the States can build. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the education 
amendments which we cleared for the 
President last Thursday, authorize an 
appropriation of $1 billion for fiscal year 
1973 for emergency school aid. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the gen­
tleman has expired. 

(Mr. FLOOD asked and was given per­
mission to proceed for 2 additional min­
utes.) 

Mr. FLOOD. Under this law that you 
just passed last Thursday, 1, 2, 3, 4 per­
cent of the appropriations for that 
emergency school aid is reserved for bi­
lingual education. 

Under the circumstances, I do not 
think it is necessary or desirable to have 
more money than what we have included 
in the bill. It is not necessary and you 
should not do it. I do not blame these fel­
lows, but they are wrong. 

Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of Mr. BADILLo's amendment 
to add an additional $15 million to the 
budget recommended by the Appropria­
tions Committee for bilingual education 
programs. 

According to Office of Education fig­
ures, approximately 5 million children in 
the United States need to be instructed 
bilingually. The question I asked myself 
as I was reviewing this legislation was, 
how many children who need this in­
struction actually receive it? In 1972 at 
a funding level of $35 million, federally 
funded bilingual education programs 
reached 107,000 children. That is not 
much. Combined with State and local 
programs, we find an additional 230,000 
children enrolled in such programs. That 
is twice 107,000, but next to 5 million we 
still have a long, long way to go. 

The committee bill added an addi­
tional $10 million to the 1972 budget 
bringing the 1973 level to $45 million. 
What that means is that 55 to 60 new 
programs could be funded serving an 
additional 35,000 children. 

If we passed the Badillo amendment 
which called for an addition of $15 mil­
lion to the committee recommendation of 
$45 million, we can almost double the 
number of children now receiving bi­
lingual education. I believe there is an 
urgency surrounding our need to sub­
stantially increase the funding for these 
programs. Let me use the city of Bridge­
port in my district to illustrate the mag­
nitude of the problem. 

In Bridgeport, 22 percent of the ele­
mentary school students are Spanish 
speaking. Now we have been lucky in 
Bridgeport because we have a Federal 
grant of $85,000. However, let me tell 
you about that grant. It funds a kinder­
garten program reaching 250 children. 
But these children move on to the first 
grade in a year, yet the bilingual pro­
gram does not. It is a kindergarten pro­
gram and it will remain a kindergarten 
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program until we can find a way to raise 
another $85,000 for a similar program for 
first grade students. 

Let me go one step further and tell 
you that in Bridgeport 13 percent of our 
high school student body is Spanish 
speaking. Somewhere along the line, 
more than 50 percent of our Spanish­
speaking students drop out of school. It 
does not stretch the imagination too 
much to realize that there is not much 
incentive for a child remaining in school 
if he cannot understand what is being 
said, let alone understand the print in 
his books. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word and rise in sup­
port of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I have been hearing 
the same speech from the distinguished 
chairman of the Appropriations Sub­
committee for the last 3 years. I know 
that because I have offered amendments 
to increase the funds for the bilingual 
program over the last 3 years and in each 
instance he has taken the floor to make 
the same speech. Such speeches do not 
speak to the facts or alter the facts re­
specting the enormous need for addi­
tional money for the bilingual program. 

The fact is that there are 5 million 
children of Spanish -speaking families in 
this country. The present bilingual edu­
cation appropriation takes care of ap­
proximately 83,000 of them. Where is the 
equity in that? 

From what the chairman said, you 
would think that there were adequate 
funds in this bill. Yes, there has been an 
increase in this bill-an increase that 
should have been made years ago, but it 
is still inadequate. 

The authorization for this program 
exceeds $100 million. Yet, in this bill 
there is made available only-what 
amounts?---$45 million-not even half of 
the funding this program deserves. 

The plain fact is that Spanish-speak­
ing children all over the country are be­
ing deprived of equal opportunities to 
obtain an education, the same opportuni­
ties that their American counterparts 
receive. 

The gentleman from Florida made the 
same speech last year about having 
learned to speak Spanish before any of 
us even knew or heard about these 
programs. 

That may be true, but the gentleman 
was lucky enough to learn to speak Eng­
lish as well and to become an integral 
part of the American community as a 
result of being able to speak English. 
That same opportunity is not available 
to the children of Spanish-speaking fam­
ilies. It would be available if there were 
more money in this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a good program. 
It will open the door to a better life for 
thousands of young children if we pro­
vide the funds. Do not close that door. 
Let us support the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New York. I urge 
the House to do so. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. O'HARA TO THE 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BADILLO 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment to the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New York <Mr. 
BADILLO). 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. O'HARA to the 

amendment offered by Mr. BADILLo: In the 
Badillo amendment strike out "$234,190,000" 
and insert "$259,190,000," and at the end 
of the Badillo amendment insert: ", and of 
which $25,000,000 shall be for carrying out 
the Environmental Education Act". 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment is a very simple one. It would 
raise the amount appropriated for en­
vironmental education by $25 million­
the full funding level originally proposed 
by the Congress at the time it passed the 
Environmental Education Act of 1970. 

In offering this amendment, I wish to 
commend the members of the Labor­
HEW Subcommittee on Appropriations 
for having the good sense to go beyond 
the President's recommendation with re­
spect to this program. 

The administration had asked the 
Congress for only $3.18 million to fund 
this vital program for fiscal 1963. This 
amount was only about one-eighth of 
what we had in mind when we passed 
this legislation. The committee almost 
doubled this amount-recommending an 
appropriation of $6 million. This is a vast 
improvement over the President's propo­
sal. But it simply does not go far enough. 

There is a critical need for an environ­
mental education program in this coun­
try if we are to do the job that needs to be 
done in cleaning up our air, land, and 
water. Environmental education involves 
everyone-teachers, public service per­
sonnel, community leaders, labor repre­
sentatives, industry officials, and govern­
ment employees at State, Federal, and 
local levels. It offers the first-and most 
important-link in the chain of getting 
people working together, pooling their 
resources to save the Nation's ecology. 
The brief history of environmental edu­
cation has been one of instantaneous ac­
ceptance a~ross the country. Records 
made public by the Office of Education, 
which is charged with the responsibility 
for carrying out this program, showed 
there was an instant response which in­
dicated the eagerness of Americans to 
participate in such a program. 

Only one out of 25 applications re­
ceived by the Office of Education has 
been approved because of the low level 
of funding for this program. Up to now, 
it seems, our promises to do something 
have outstripped our willingness to back 
up those promises with cold, hard cash. 

We have heard the administration's re­
peated calls for action in this field. Two 
years ago, in his environmental mes­
sage to the Congress, the President de­
clared: 

The task of cleaning up our environment 
calls for a total mob111zatlon by all of us. It 
involves government at every level; it re­
quires the help of every oitizen. 

This Congress showed its willingness to 
become involved in the battle to save 
the ecology when it passed the Environ­
mental Edu~ation Act of 1970-and 
passed it, I might add, on a bipartisan 
basis. 

We must show our renewed willing­
ness to do battle on this front today by 
increasing the appropriation for this pro­
gram to its full-funding level-and, 
again, by doing so on a bipartisan basis. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to have Members' attention so they 
will see what they are doing. We were 
talking about bilingual education. There 
is no question that it certainly is a popu­
lar program. We have God, country, and 
Yale-and now ecology. Wow. What are 
you against? Motherhood? This bill al­
ready provides over $4 million for this 
very line item, right now-environmen­
tal education. The gentleman knows that 
very well. 

This is an increase of $820,000 over 
the budget and over the 1972 appropria­
tion. Mr. Chairman, this is one of many 
categorical grant programs for specific 
purposes which have been authorized 
by Congress and which are funded 
through this bill. We have never bothered 
to count them, but I am sure they num­
ber in the hundreds. Each of those pro­
grams has its own advocates. Most of 
them have funding authorizations far in 
excess of the amounts Congress is likely 
to appropriate in the foreseeable fu­
ture. We could not possibly fully fund all 
of these authorizations, even if we 
wanted to. 

The advocates for this particular pro­
gram are especially vigorous. And, of 
course, anything with the name "envi­
ronmental" or "ecological" attached to 
it is very popular these days. 

Mr. Chairman, the committee has al­
ways looked with favor on this program. 
We have given it favorable treatment 
again this year. We have not cut it. 

On the contrary, we have increased 1t 
over the budget request and over the cur­
rent year appropriation. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the committee 
recommendation permits a reasonable 
rate of expansion for this program, and 
therefore I oppose the amendment. 

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

I just want to simply underscore on 
the latter point that we are increasing 
in this bill those environmental project 
grants from 125 to 160. That is orderly 
progress. I think to pile onto that the 
additional money in the amount sug­
gested by the gentleman from Michigan 
is just an unconscionable amount. 

If I may briefly review for the Mem­
bers now, the various programs in which 
we have funds for bilingual education: 
$24 million in title 1, ESEA; $9 million 
in title m, ESEA; and $41,130,000 in 
title VII, ESEA; and $7 million Follow 
Through for bilingual; and $3 million for 
adult education. 

As the chairman commented, under the 
Emergency School Assistance Act, 4 
percent of $1 billion will come up in a 
supplemental, and that is $40 million 
on top of $84 million. 

That is $124 million in the field of 
bilingual education alone. 

I think we certainly ought to stick 
with the committee on this item. You 
have all had your fun and have all kinds 
of things to talk about with the folks 
back home about how much you have 
increased this bill. I have added it up. 
With this amendment, if it is adopted, 
we will have $1,316,000,000 over the 
budget before it goes over to the other 
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body-and without the higher education 
items. 

I wonder how many of you here will be 
willing to stand up for a tax increase 
one of these days to fund these increases 
in spending? Usually the ones voting to 
spend more and more are the first to 
run for cover when we talk about addi­
tional taxes required to pay the bill. 

I would plead with you to vote down 
this additional add on. 

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

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

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, the gentle­
man correctly points out the amount in 
the authorizations for bilingual pro­
grams. But authorizations mean little 
without adequate funding. The fact re­
mains that no matter how high the au­
thorizations go, the Appropriations Com­
mittee continues to keep down the fund­
ing to woefully inadequate levels. 

Mr. MICHEL. Of course, we must. If 
we are going to have simply an author­
izing figure prevail, we could have the 
authorizing and appropriating in one 
step. We did away with the procedure a 
number of years ago. We contend that 
we take a good look at these items, and 
we looked over them for a period of 3 
months, and then to have the Members 
toss that all down the drain simply be­
cause Members are all running for reelec­
tion and want to make a few points back 
home-it does get a little discouraging. 
Again, I ask the committee to support us 
on this item. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in strong support of the amend­
ment to the Labor-HEW appropriations 
bill, H.R. 15417, proposed by my col­
league from New York, HERMAN BADILLO. 
This amendment provides an opportu­
nity to support, expand, and improve our 
national programs of bilingual education. 

Approximately 3 million children have 
been estimated to need special education, 
yet only 100,000 children in the entire 
country are being served because funds 
are not available. This amendment pro­
vides an additional $15 million. With 
these new funds we will be able to mount 
about 100 new programs and reach ap­
proximately 90,000 more children. These 
funds can help us meet the urgent and 
growing need for programs of bilingual 
education. 

One of the recipients of this worth­
while bilingual education program is the 
Thaddeus Kosciuszko, which is in my 
congressional district. This program pre­
pares pupils for entry into the regular 
curriculum and provides onsite teacher 
training programs, as well as summer 
courses and workshops. We must con­
tinue to support these programs for the 
benefit of our children and of our com­
munities. Bilingual education programs 
are not only a necessary step in meeting 
an immediate need, but an insurance 
policy for the future of this country. 

The amendment before us represents a 
step further in the progress we are mak-
ing to resolve the problem of bilingual 
education. It deserves the support of this 
body and I wholeheartedly endorse its 
adoption. 

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in strong support of the amend­
ment by the distinguished gentleman 
from New York <Mr. BADILLO) to provide 
$15 million additional to our bilingual 
education programs. 

Enhancement of bilingual education is 
vital if we are to be able to provide equal 
opportunities for all Americans including 
those for whom English is their second 
language. 

I have been pleased to support fully the 
bilingual education effort ever since 
former Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare Robert Finch was able to 
get the program moving and bring it to 
its present effective level. 

Language is a simple but fundamental 
refiection of cultural heritage. By pre­
senting educational opportunities in their 
native language to those from non-Anglo 
cultures we offer both increased opportu­
nities for advancement within our Amer­
ican society as well as protection for their 
cultural background. 

Our Nation has grown strong by learn­
ing from and incorporating that the 
strengths of the diverse groups which 
have come to our shores-some seeking 
haven; some seeking opportunity. Bi­
lingual education programs are a small 
but important means to retain that 
strength and maintain our growth as a 
free people. 

Therefore, I strongly urge prompt pas­
sage of the Badillo amendment. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to support the Badillo amendment which 
would add $15 million to the present $45 
million earmarked for bilingual educa­
tion programs funded under title VII of 
the Elementary and Secondary Educa.­
tionAct. 

Bilingual education is designed to meet 
the unique needs of Puerto Rican, 
chicano, and other youngsters whose na­
tive tongue is not English. The main 
problem with the program has been that 
the Office of Education has not had 
enough money to take care of the needs of 
all Spanish-speaking children and has 
concentrated its limited funds primarily 
in the Southwest to the neglect of those 
in the Northeast. 

A regional comparison of allocation of 
title VII funds reveals that the 2¥2 mil­
lion Spanish-speaking people in New 
York, representing over 13 percent of the 
State's population, are victims of a severe 
imbalance in funding between the North­
east and the Southwest as the following 
tables refiect: 
EXAMPLE OF INEQUITIES IN DISTRIBUTION FORMULA FOR 

TITLE VII FUNDS 

Spanish-
surnamed Title VII 

public appropriation Per 
school (fiscal year pupil 

State enrollment 1970) amount 

New York ________ 263,799 $1, 494, 059 $5.66 
New Jersey ______ 46, 063 535, 000 1.16 
Massachusetts ____ 8, 733 378, 508 4.33 
Ill inois _____ ----- 68, 917 200, 000 2. 90 
California ___ _____ 646,282 7, 231 , 886 11.19 
Texas __ --------- 505, 214 4, 791 , 481 9. 48 New Mexico ______ 102,994 992,607 9. 64 
Colorado _________ 71,348 389, 290 5.46 

19~l~rce: DHEW and U.S. Civil Rights Commission , March 9, 

MisCE LLANEOUS FACTS ON BILINGUAL 

EDUCATION 

[Sou r ce: Bilin gual Education Division, U.S. 
Office of Education] 

1. There are a total of 214 Title VII pro­
grams : 

a . a total of 45 programs are identified as 
Puerto Rican. 

b. a total of 135 programs are identified as 
Chicano. 

2. The 45 Puerto Rican projects-primarily 
on the East Coast-serve approximately 
20,000 children. 

a. Average Cost per Project=$270,000. 
b. Average Cost per Child=$504.00. 
3. The 135 Mexican-American projects­

primarily in the Southwest with a few in the 
Mid West--serve approximately 55,000 chil­
dren. 

a . Average Cost per Project=$280,000. 
b. Average Cost per Child=$509.00. 
4. State/ Regional Project Comparison: 

SOUTHWEST PROJECTS 

Calliornia ---------------------------- 59 
Arizona - - ---------------------------- 8 
~ew Mexico___________________________ 12 

Texas -------------------------------- 42 

Total ___________________________ 121 

NORTHEAST PROJECTS 
New York_____________________________ 26 
New Jersey____________________________ 4 
Connecticut -------------------------- 3 
Pennsylvania ------------------------- 2 
Massachsuetts ------------------------ 6 

Total--------------------------- 41 

The Badillo amendment would provide 
sutncient funds to the Office of Education 
so that more projects in the Northeast 
region also could be funded. I am not 
suggesting that the funds be given just 
to the Northeast States nor am I sug­
gesting that funds be cut from the pro­
grams in California, Arizona, New Mex­
ico, or Texas. Rather I am supporting 
the Badillo amendment so that all qual­
ity bilingual programs may be approved 
and funded. 

In view of the limited amount of funds 
now available, for example, the Office of 
education was only able to approve some 
six projects in New York City. While 
these six programs benefit some 7,300 
pupils, there has been a great deal of 
concern because there are over 250,000 
Spanish-speaking pupils there who have 
severe language handicaps and are in 
need of assistance. An indication of this 
tremendous need is the overall dropout 
rate: Over 87 percent of those Spanish­
speaking persons over 25 never com­
pleted high school. The inability of these 
men and women to communicate ef­
fectively in the English language pre­
vents their full participation in the polit­
ical and social struggle in the country and 
denies their access to meaningful em­
ployment. 

It must be emphasized that bilingual 
education is not simply the teaching of 
English as a second language. 

It does considerably more by providing 
children an appreciation of the history 
and culture associated with their lan­
guage. 

For too many years educators treated 
students who spoke languages other than 
English as handicapped or retarded, pun­
ishing them for speaking their mother 
tongue. By stifling the child's self-ex-
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pression in his own native tongue, edu­
cators also did injury to his sense of 
identity and self-esteem. 

Fortunately, about 5 years ago anum­
ber of farsighted Congressmen and Sen­
ators introduced the Bilingual Educa­
tion Act which was subsequently incor­
porated into the Elementary and Sec­
ondary Act as title VII and enacted into 
law. 

Unfortunately, the ideals of the spon­
sors of this legislation have never been 
realized and have been thwarted by lack 
of sufficient funds. Authorization levels 
have been sufficient but appropriation 
levels have been worse than stingy. 

I find it ironic that many of my col­
leagues point out with pride they support 
bilingual education but neglect to men­
tion the consistently inadequate sums 
they support it with. It is remarkable 
that millions of dollars are spent to en­
courage pupils to learn foreign lan­
guages-with Spanish being the most 
popular choice-and that at the same 
time many of my colleagues continue to 
consistently underfund bilingual edu­
cation. 

During fiscal year 1971, 158 Bilingual 
Education projects proposals were sub­
mitted to the Office of Education. Of 
these, only 33 were funded, all at re­
duced levels because of monetary lim­
itations. In New York State, only eight of 
the 33 proposals submitted were funded. 
During fiscal year 1972, only 49 of the 
new applications received were funded. 
Nationwide that amounted to only about 
26 percent of the total received. 

Congress today has the unique oppor­
tunity to fulfill its commitment made to 
Puerto Rican, Mexican-American, and 
other foreign language speaking chil­
dren. The administration requested only 
$41 million. The Appropriations Commit­
tee wisely increased the amount to $45 
million. At this level an estimated 35,000 
more children would be helped in some 
50 or so new projects. The Badillo 
amendment proposes a modest $15 mil­
lion increase to $60 million so that 110 
new projects involving about 90,000 more 
children could be reached. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to adopt 
this modest increase to $60 million so 
that we can realistically demonstrate our 
commitment to providing full and equal 
educational opportunities to those of our 
children whose native tongue is other 
than English. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment otiered by the gentle­
man from Michigan <Mr. O'HARA) to the 
amendment otiered by the gentleman 
from New York <Mr. BADILLO). 

The amendment to the amendment 
was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment otiered by the gentle­
man from New York <Mr. BADILLO). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap­
peared to have it. 

TELLER VOTE WITH CLERKS 

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Chairman, I de­
mand tellers. 

Mr. MYERS. Regular order, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The regular order 
is that the gentleman from New York 
demanded tellers. 

Tellers were ordered. 
Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Chairman, I de­

mand tellers with clerks. 
Tellers with clerks were ordered; and 

the Chairman appointed as tellers 
Messrs. FLOOD, DELL UMS, BADILLO, and 
MICHEL. 

The Committee divided, and the tellers 
reported that there were--ayes 144, noes 
205, not voting 83, as follows: 

[Roll No. 206] 
[Recorded Teller Vote] 

AYES-144 
Abzug Fascell Obey 
Adams Foley O 'Hara 
Adda bbo Ford, O'Konski 
Alexander William D. Patten 
Anderson, Frey Pepper 

Calif. Fulton Pettis 
Annunzio Goldwater Pickle 
Archer Gonzalez Price, Ill. 
Ashley Grasso Pucinski 
Aspin Green, Pa. Purcell 
Badillo Gude Railsback 
Barrett H amilton Rangel 
Begich Hanna Rees 
Biaggi Harrington Reid 
Boggs Hathaway Reuss 
Boland Hawkins Riegle 
Bolling Hechler, W.Va. Rodino 
Brademas Helstoski Roe 
Brasco Hicks, Mass. RoncaEo 
Burke, Mass. Horton Rosenthal 
Burton Howard Rostenkowski 
Byrne, Pa. Hungate Roy 
Caffery Hunt Roybal 
Carey, N.Y. Jacobs Runnels 
Chisholm Johnson, Calif. Ryan 
Clausen, Karth St Germain 

Don H. Kastenmeier Sarbanes 
Clay Kazen Seiberling 
Coll1ns, Ill. Keith Sisk 
Collins, Tex. Koch Stanton, 
Conyers Leggett James V. 
Corm.an Lujan Steele 
Cotter McClory Stokes 
Culver McCormack Symington 
Daniels, N .J. McFall Teague, Calif. 
Danielson McKinney Udall 
de la Garza Madden Vanik 
Dellums Matsunaga Veysey 
Derwinski Meeds Waldie 
Diggs Melcher Whalen 
Donohue Mikva White 
Dow Minish Wilson, 
Drinan Mink Charles H. 
Dulski Minshall Wolff 
duPont Mitchell Wright 
Dwyer Moorhead Wydler 
Eckhardt Moss Yates 
Edwards, Calif. Murphy, Ill. Young, Tex. 
Eilberg Nedzi Zablocki 
Esch Nix 

Abbitt 
Anderson, Ill. 
Andrews, Ala.. 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Arends 
Ashbrook 
Aspinall 
Baker 
Baring 
Belcher 
Bennett 
Bergland 
Betts 
Bevill 
Biester 
Blackburn 
Bow 
Brinkley 
Brooks 
Brotzman 
Brown, Mich. 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Buchanan 
Burke, Fla.. 
Burleson, Tex. 
Burlison, Mo. 
Byron 
Cabell 

NOEB-206 
Camp 
Carlson 
Carney 
Carter 
Casey, Tex. 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
Chappell 
Clancy 
Clawson, Del 
Cleveland 
Collier 
Conable 
Conover 
Conte 
Coughlin 
Crane 
Daniel, Va. 
Davis. Ga. 
Davis, Wis. 
Dell en back 
Denholm 
Dennis 
Dent 
Devine 
Dickinson 
Dorn 
Downing 
Duncan 
Edwards, Ala. 

Erlenborn 
Evans, Colo. 
Evins, Tenn. 
Findley 
Fish 
Fisher 
Flood 
Flowers 
Flynt 
Ford, Gerald R. 
Forsythe 
Fountain 
Frelinghuysen 
Galifianakis 
Gaydos 
Gettys 
Giaimo 
Gibbons 
Goodling 
Gray 
Green, Oreg. 
Grlffi.n 
Gross 
Gubser 
Haley 
Hammer-

schmidt 
Hanley 
Hansen, Idaho 
Hansen, Wash. 

Harvey 
Hastings 
Hays 
Heckler, Mass. 
Heinz 
Henderson 
Hicks, Wash. 
Hogan 
Hull 
Hutchinson 
I chord 
Jarman 
J ohnson, Pa. 
Jonas 
Jones, Ala. 
Jones, N.C. 
Jones, Tenn. 
Keating 
Kemp 
King 
Kuykendall 
Kyl 
Landgrebe 
Latt a 
Lent 
Lloyd 
Long, Md. 
McCollister 
McCulloch 
McDade 
McKevitt 
Macdonald. 

Mass. 
Mahon 
Mallary 
Mann 
Martin 
Mathias, Calif. 
Mathis, Ga. 
Mayne 

Mazzoli 
Michel 
Miller, Ohio 
Mills, Ark. 
Mills, Md. 
Mizell 
Mollohan 
Monagan 
Morgan 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Myers 
Natcher 
Nelsen 
Passman 
Pelly 
Pike 
Powell 
Preyer, N .C. 
Price, Tex. 
Quie 
Quillen 
Randall 
Rarick 
Roberts 
Robinson, Va. 
Robison, N.Y. 
Rogers 
Roush 
Ruppe 
Ruth 
Sandman 
Satterfield 
S aylor 
Scherle 
Schmitz 
Schnee bell 
Schwengel 
Scott 
Sebelius 
Shipley 

Shoup 
Shriver 
Sikes 
Skubitz 
Smith, Iowa 
Smith, N .Y. 
Snyder 
Spence 
Staggers 
Stanton, 

J. William 
Steed 
Stratton 
Stubblefield 
Stuckey 
Taylor 
Terry 
Thompson, Ga. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Thone 
Tiernan 
Ullman 
Vander Jagt 
Vigorit o 
Waggonner 
Wampler 
Ware 
Whalley 
Whitt en 
Widnall 
Williams 
Winn 
Wyatt 
Wylie 
Wyman 
Yatron 
Young, Fla. 
Zion 
Zwach 

NOT VOTING-83 

Abernethy 
Abourezk 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Bell 
Bingham 
Blanton 
Blatnik 
Bray 
Broomfield 
Broyhill, Va. 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Celler 
Clark 
Colmer 
Curlin 
Davis, S.C. 
Delaney 
Ding ell 
Dowdy 
Edmondson 
Eshleman 
Fraser 
Frenzel 
Fuqua 
Gallagher 
Garmatz 
Griffiths 
Grover 

Hagan 
Hall 
Halpern 
Harsha 
Hebert 
Hillis 
Holifield 
Hosmer 
Kee 
Kluczynski 
Kyros 
Landrum 
Lennon 
Link 
Long, La. 
McCloskey 
McClure 
McDonald, 

Mich. 
McEwen 
McKay 
McMillan 
Mailliard 
Metcalfe 
Miller, Calif. 
Montgomery 
Mosher 
Nichols 
O'Neill 

Patman 
Perkins 
Peyser 
Pirnie 
Poage 
Podell 
Poff 
Pryor, Ark. 
Rhodes 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rooney, Pa. 
Rousselot 
Scheuer 
Slack 
Smith, Calif. 
Springer 
Steiger, Ariz. 
Steiger, Wis. 
Stephens 
Sullivan 
Talcott 
Teague, Tex. 
Thompson, N.J. 
Van Deerlin 
Whitehurst 
Wiggins 
Wilson, Bob 

So the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike out the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I wish to propound 

some questions to the distinguished 
chairman of the subcommittee, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
FLoon) so as to clarify a few points about 
the appropriation item under the head­
ing "educational renewal," which is on 
page 50 of the committee report. 

Allow me if you will, also to preface my 
questions with the observation that sev­
eral members of the Committee on Edu­
cation and Labor have been concerned 
for several months about an Office of 
Education proposal for renewal strategy, 
or renewal sites, or renewal programs, 
or renewal centers--the Office of Educa­
tion itself has not been able adequately 
to explain this renewal concept. 

Indeed, because it was evident that no 
legislative authority for such a program 
existed, the conferees on S. 659, the Edu-
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cation Amendments of 1972, which now 
await the President's signature, expressly 
prohibited the so-called renewal strategy 
until OE had received legislative author­
ity from Congress for it. 

Mr. Chairman, I point out, also, that 
because the education amendments es­
tablished a new National Institute of Ed­
ucation, to support research in educa­
tum, the conferees amended the Coopera­
tive Research Act to reflect the new or­
ganization of our educational research 
·efforts. 

Now, my question for my distinguished 
colleague from Pennsylvania is that as I 
understand the appropriation item en­
titled, "educational renewal," it is merely 
a new grouping, a new arrangement of 
existing categortcal appropriations, and 
that the item, therefore, in no way 
changes the manner in which Congress 
~xpects these categorical appropriations 
to be used. Am I correct in that under­
standing? 

Mr. FLOOD. The gentleman from In­
diana is correct. 

Mr. BRADEMAS. That is to say, then, 
to go a step further, that this appropria­
tion in no way authorizes a renewal 
·strategy, or renewal sites, or centers, or 
whatever else the Office of Education 
calls this program? 

Mr. FLOOD. The gentleman is correct. 
Mr. BRADEMAS. In which case then, 

if the gentleman will bear with me for a 
moment longer, this appropriation in no 
way authorizes the Office of Education to 
"package" categorical grant programs 
which the Congress designed to meet 
specific needs? 

Mr. FLOOD. That is correct. 
Mr. BRADEMAS. I thank the distin· 

guished chairman of the subcommittee. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. YATES 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. YATEs: On page 

22, line 4, change the period to a semicolon 
.and add the following: "Provided that the 
funds herein appropriated for bilingual edu­
cation under the Bilingual Education Act 
shall be distributed in accordance with the 
authority contained in Section 703(b) of said 
Act requiring that the Commissioner shall 
give highest priority to states and areas with­
in states having the greatest need for pro­
grams under the Act, and that such priority 
shall take into consideration the number of 
children of limited English-speaking ability 
between the ages of three (3) and eighteen 
(18) in each state; and provided further that 

.such distribution of funds shall be made 
without regard to the provisions of Section 
704(a) of the Bilingual Education Act that 
distribution be 'from familles (A) with in­
comes below $3,000 per year, or (B) receiving 
payments under a program of aid to families 
with dependent children under a State plan 
approved under title IV of the Social Security 
Act', and of Section 704(c) of the Btlingual 
Education Act that distribution be 'from 
famutes (A) with incomes below $3,000 per 
year, or (B) receiving payments under a pro­
gram of aid to fam111es with dependent chU­
dren under a State plan approved under title 
IV of the Social Security Act.' " 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I make a 
point of order against the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
desire to be heard on the point of order? 

Mr. FLOOD. Yes, Mr. Chairman, and 
very briefly. 

Mr. Chairman, the length of this 
amendment should speak for me rather 
than for itself. 

Mr. Chairman, it is very clear and I 
read now from Cannon's Procedures in 
the House of Representatives, page 46, 
which reads as follows: 

Any deviation however sltght from the 
text of existing law. 

It says that no deviation however 
slight. This is certainly that, if you 

heard it as I did. I had a copy of the 
amendment and I read it carefully in 
some detail. 

Mr. Chairman, I could not make ii1 
any plainer if I wrote it myself. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from illinois desire to be heard on the 
point of order? 

Mr. YATES. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman, I conceive of this 

amendment as being a limitation on an 
appropriation bill in determining the 
manner in which funds be spent. I, 
therefore, think it is in order. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. HOLIFIELD). The 
Chair is ready to rule. The amendment 
does not restate existing law but changes 
existing law. Therefore, it becomes legis­
lation on an appropriation bill, and the 
Chair sustains the point of order. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. YATES 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. YATEs: at page 

22, line 4, change the period to a semi­
colon and add the following: "Provided that 
the funds herein appropriated for btlingual 
education under the Bilingual Education Act 
shall be distributed in accordance with the 
authority contained in Section 703 (b) of 
said Act requiring that the Commissioner 
shall give highest priority to states and areas 
within states having the greatest need for 
programs under the Act, and that such prior­
ity shall take into consideration the num­
ber of chtldren of limited English-speaking 
abtllty between the ages of three (3) and 
eighteen ( 18) in each state;" 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I make a 
point of order to the amendment on the 
ground it is obviously legislation on an 
appropriation bill. The amendment ap­
plies to a specific provision of the act, 
and any time you do that, that is patent­
ly, obviously, and clearly legislation upon 
an appropriation bill. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman. I think 
the gentleman is indulging in double talk. 
I do not quite understand what his point 
of order is. This is a repetition of the 
5tatute itself and is therefore complete­
ly clear. 

Mr. FLOOD. There is a deviation. 
Mr. YATES. There is not a deviation. 

It is an actual quotation. 
Mr. FLOOD. There was a slight 

change, which was ruled on by the Chair 
in ruling on the point of order, and it 
ic; out of order for that reason. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. HOLIFIELD). 
The Chair is ready to rule. The language 
of the gentleman's amendment states 
that the Commissioner shall give the 
highest priority to States and areas 
within the States having the greatest 

need for the program under the act. 
But the amendment goes further and also 
states that the funds in the pending bill 
shall be distributed in accordance with 
the authortty contained in section 703 of 
the act. While the statute states prtori­
ties, the amendment is mandatory and 
directs the Commissioner to follow those 
prtortties. It thus goes beyond the law, 
is a modification of existing law, and is, 
therefore, legislation. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
Chair indulge me and permit me to read 
what the act states? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has just 
read the act. The gentleman may read it 
again. 

Mr. YATES. Here is what the act 
states. I read from section 703: 

In determining distribution of funds un­
der this title, the Commissioner shall give 
highest priority to States and areas within 
States haVing the greatest need for programs 
under this title. Such priority shall take into 
consideration the number of children of lim­
ited English-speaking ability between the 
ages of 3 and 18 in each State. 

I incorporated that language in my 
amendment, Mr. Chairman, and I am not 
deviating from it. I am following the act 
and asking that the funds be allocated 
in accordance with the authortty of that 
section. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman's 
language is different from the language 
in the act although it is similar. There 
is a mandate in the gentleman's language 
that the funds shall be distrtbuted in ac­
cordance with the prtortties stated in the 
act, and the statute only says the Com­
missioner shall give the highest prtortty 
to States and areas within the States hav­
ing the greatest need for programs Pur· 
suant to this title. Therefore, the Chair 
finds that the amendment carrtes a 
stronger mandate than that in the stat­
ute and is, therefore, legislation on an 
appropriation bill. 

The Chair, therefore, sustains the 
point of order. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not intend to 
take the 5 minutes. There was pur­
pose to my offering my first amend­
ment. I consider the present bilingual 
education act most unfair in requiring 
that funds distrtbuted under that act be 
distributed in greatest part to families, 
that earn less than $3,000 a year or are 
on welfare. That is a most unrealistic 
provision. In my district, and I think in 
most districts of the country, any per­
son who works for a living must make 
more than $3,000 a year. It operates most 
unfairly on working families because 
they do not qualify under the language 
of that act. Thus, children of Spanish­
speaking families are barred from ob­
taining the help they need if their par­
ents earn more than $3,000 a year. How 
unfair. 

It is my purpose to bring this to the 
attention of the Education and Labor 
Committee, with which I have filed an 
amendment and with which I have 
sought a hearing, asking that those pro­
visions be stricken. I shall continue to 
press for that hearing and for a change 
in the law. 
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The mandate of the bilingual educa­
tion program is clear. It is to provide an 
education for all children regardless of 
income who need the special benefits 
that the act provides. The act applies to 
all children. If they lack skills in English 
as they all do, the income limitation op­
erates to create an unfair and artificial 
barrier to their hopes and aspirations. 

I oiiered the second amendment in 
order to show the outrageous manner in 
which the bilingual education program 
has been administered. I am not given 
to extravagant denunciations of execu­
tive agencies ordinarily, but I believe 
that t:h.e Office of Bilingual Education is 
discriminating against my State of 
lllinois and against other States in their 
distribution of bilingual funds. 

For example, in the distribution of 
funds for Spanish-speaking students, 
California is ranked No. 1 in numbers of 
Spanish-speaking students, and right­
fully California is given the greatest 
share of funds. Texas is ranked No. 2, 
and is rightfully given the second spot. 
New York is rightfully ranked No. 3, and 
New Mexico as No.4; but Dlinois which 
is No. 5 in the list having the greatest 
number of Spanish-speaking children, 
ranks 14th in the amount of funds it 
receives under this program. Last year 
millions of dollars went to other States 
for this program. Illinois received a little 
over $500,000. 

In the 5 years that the bilingual edu­
cation program has been operating to 
date, California, Texas, New York, and 
New Mexico which have the greatest 
Spanish-speaking population have been 
given the first four places in the Spanish 
funding, but Dlinois, which is No. 5, is 
still No. 12 in that distribution of funds. 
Does that make sense? Obviously not. 
There are States who have received more 
money than the State which I am hon­
ored to represent, even though they do 
not deserve such funds. That discrimina­
tion must be corrected. 

Therefore I would urge that the Com­
mittee on Education and Labor will con­
sider this matter immediately. The prob­
lems are so great as to require their ur­
gent attention. I would hope they would 
amend the law to provide for a much 
more equitable distribution of funds. 

I also state, Mr. Chairman, I would 
hope and expect that the Office of Edu­
cation would administer this law much 
more fairly. I intend to take this obvious 
discrimination to that office and I hope 
its patterns will be changed. 

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

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to read into the REcoRD a statement 
of a former President of the United 
States, Theodore Roosevelt, who said: 

We have room for but one language here, 
and tha.t is the English language, for we in­
tend to see that the crucible turns our peo­
ple out as Americans, a.nd not as dwellers in 
a polyglot 'boal'ding house. 

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman. 
Certainly English is America's mother 
language and all America's children 
should be given the opportunity to learn 
it. 

Mr. Chairman, I would tell the gentle­
man from Iowa of the letter I have re­
ceived from teachers in the schools in 
my district pointing out the tragedy of 
Spanish-speaking students struggling to 
understand their courses which are 
taught in English and not being able to 
comprehend them. As bright, as diligent, 
as anxious to learn as their English­
speaking schoolmates, they invariably 
drop behind. They cannot keep pace with 
their fellow students who speak English 
and they suffer as a result. They are 
handicapped to that extent and handi­
capped unfairly. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairm·an, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from lllinois (Mr. MICHEL) . 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I com­
mend the gentleman for the statistics 
which he cited in his presentation. I am 
sorry I cannot put my finger on the ex­
change I have had with the Commission­
er of Education on this very subject of 
the proper geographical distribution of 
these funds for bilingual education 
around the country. I think there has 
been a renewed emphasis to redirect some 
of those funds, particularly to the East 
and Midwest, where there was always 
prior to that a concentration in the 
Southwest and maybe in the South. The 
Commissioner told me this morning in a 
specific conversation in which we dis­
cussed this matter that he would con­
tinue those efforts. 

I would hope with the impetus given 
to it by the gentleman in his effort at 
least to offer an amendment, even though 
it be ruled out of order, that in trying to 
get this point across he will continue in 
a renewed effort to do just that. 

Mr. YATES. I tha.mt the gentleman. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PEYSER 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PEYSER: On 

pa.ge 22, line 2, strike "$210,190,000," a.nd in­
sert in lieu thereof "$225,190,000." 

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to review something that came up a few 
minutes ago, which I had no idea was 
coming up, and that was an amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. O'HARA) dealing with the Environ­
mental Education Act. 

Mr. Chairman, I circulated a letter, as 
the Members are aware, dealing with the 
Environmental Education Act in April, 
when I announced I was planning on in­
troducing an amendment to increase the 
funds for this act by $6 million. 

With all the hundreds of millions we 
have been talking about today, I realize 
this probably looks like an insignificant 
amount, but in reality it is of the utmost 
importance and I think it is the best 
form of preventive medicine for us that 
we can take right now to stop this ever­
increasing flow of money that we are 
putting out in areas such as water pol­
lution and the battle to save the environ­
ment, all of which are absolutely neces­
sary and which I support. 

But, Mr. Chairman, if we do not start 
building today the kind of program that 
is going to educate the young people of 
our country, that is going to create pro-

grams that they can work within to learn 
about the environment and learn what 
they can do to solve the pollution prob­
lems while they are young, then I think 
we are going to be spending and talking 
about billions in 1980, amounts that will 
be double and triple the amounts we are 
talking about now to try to save the en­
vironment. 

So this, if you will, is a piece of legisla­
tion I hope will be enacted, which will 
move up the $4 million that has been ap­
propriated to $10 million. 

The reasons for this are as follows: 
Last year there were over 1,900 qualified 
applications for this program. This pro­
gram is sponsored by Boy Scout troops, 
by churches, by libraries, by museums, by 
schools; in other words, by all these types 
of organizations. It brings into actual 
play the young people in these orgar~a­
tions. 

As to the average sized grant in the last 
year, out of 74 grants the average was 
$18,000. So this is not a big giveaway­
type program. It is a prograrr. which is 
really speaking to the people, to the little 
organizations who want to get into this 
environment battle and who want to 
work with the young people to improve 
our future. 

By moving this up $6 million we are 
going to be able to have over 200 new 
projects this coming year. 

I hope the Members of the House will 
give consideration to this, and view the 
approach as environmental preventive 
medicine for the future. I am asking its 
enactment. 
Mr.BRADE~.Mr.Chamnan,will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PEYSER. I am glad to yield to the 

gentleman from Indiana. 
Mr. BRADEMAS. I commend the 

gentleman from New York on his amend­
ment. 

As a sponsor of the Environmental 
Education Act of 1970, which was sup­
ported by members of both sides of the 
aisle in the subcommittee, in the full 
committee, and here in this body, I have 
been aware of the immense demand for 
funds for environmental education pro­
.grams. 

Although the Appropriations Commit­
tee added some money to the amount ap­
propriated for the current fiscal year­
the figure in the bill for environmental 
education is $4 million-the demand far 
exceeds that amount. 

I note, moreover, that the proposal of 
the gentleman from New York is much 
more modest than that of my friend, the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. O'HARA), 
which I also supported but which was 
voted down. I hope that this more modest 
request will win the approval of the 
committee. 

For, Mr. Chairman, I believe--and I do 
not think that champions of clean air, 
land, and water would disagree-that if 
we are to be able to make substantial 
progress in meeting our ecological crisis, 
we are going to need a citizenry informed 
and educated about the whole spectrum 
of issues that are called environmental; 
and we are going to require as well 
changes in basic attitudes toward the en­
vironment and man's place in it. 

That is why several colleagues and I, in 
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the House, sponsored the Environmental 
Education Act of 1970, which authorizes 
Federal funds to support elementary and 
secondary school courses on ecology as 
well as curriculum development and 
teacher training for environmental 
studies. 

Mr. Chairman, witnesses before our 
subcommittee were virtually unanimous 
in their support of this measure. 

But allow me, if I may, to cite not the 
eloquent testimony which the sub com­
mittee heard in favor of environmental 
education, but point rather to certain 
facts which, since enactment of the law, 
have dramatized the need for more ade­
quate funding of the Environmental 
Education Act. 

I ask that Members consider the fol­
lowing information: 

In the first year of the implementation 
of the act, with only 3 weeks' notice of the 
grant procedures--and almost no pub­
licity-the Office of Environmental Edu­
cation was deluged with 1,925 proposals 
from all over the country, totaling $70 
million. 

Only $2 million were a vail able to meet 
that avalanche of requests. 

Last year, the Office of Education 
claims to have spent $11.4 million from 
other legislative authorities, on environ­
mental education, above and beyond the 
$3.515 million available through the En­
vironmental Education Act. The testi­
mony of the administration itself, there­
fore, indicates the need for more funding 
for environmental education. 

The Environmental Education Act, I 
should point out, is obviously filling a 
great public need. 

Mr. Chairman, as we are talking, the 
United Nations is conducting a Confer­
ence on the Human Environment in 
Stockholm. Extensive publicity has at­
tended this conference in this country 
and around the world. Undoubtedly the 
conference will increase public aware­
ness of the need for environmental pro­
grams of all kinds. 

So I urge support of this amendment 
to increase funds for the environmental 
education program within the Office of 
Education. Public interest in environ­
mental education-and the need for the 
programs--clearly justify increasing the 
extremely modest appropriations which 
have characterized this act to date. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. I am 
amazed that it was offered. 

I spoke at some length in opposition 
to an almost identical amendment of­
fered by the gentleman from Michigan, 
just a few minutes ago, I believe, and 
it was soundly defeated. That speaks for 
itself. Of course this amendment should 
be voted down. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from New York (Mr. PEYSER). 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, had the Hathaway 

amendment not prevailed, I would have 
offered an amendment here which would 
have cut back the appropriation for im­
pact aid to so-called federally affected 
areas to the level of funding of last year. 

There seemed to me to be very little point 
in offering such an amendment when 
this body had just finished passing, by 
a rather substantial margin, an amend­
ment which, among other things, in­
creased impact aid by some $30 million; 
so I refrained from doing so. 

I believe perhaps it might be worth­
while just to make a couple of brief com­
ments on the subject, nevertheless. 

Here is a program which originally had 
a legitimate purpose, to relieve areas im­
pacted by military installations, which 
has grown and grown and multipled and 
multiplied, so that it now enjoys what 
we might call almost a built-in passage 
assurance in this House by its impact on 
almost every congressional district in the 
Nation. 

I will have to state that I am one of 
the comparatively few Members of this 
body of whom that is not true, and for 
that reason I am in a position where I 
can speak somewhat objectively. Perhaps 
for that very reason I have a duty to say 
a little something on the subject. 

I could not do better than to quote my 
distinguished friend, the gentleman from 
Minnesota <Mr. QuiE), who said here in 
the well awhile ago in connection with 
another amendment that it was wrong 
for us to be supporting the schooling 
of his child out here in Montgomery 
County, Md. I could not agree more with 
the gentleman. 

I will add that I believe it is wrong 
for my people in the lOth District of 
Indiana, and your people in your dis­
tricts all over this country, to be paying 
for the schooling of my good friend's 
child out here in Montgomery County, 
one of the richest counties in the United 
States, with one of the highest tax bases. 

I might just read from the committee 
report on page 48: 

The committee continues to believe that 
reform of the impacted area aid program is 
badly needed, but that it must be brought 
about through amendments to the basic 
leglsla tion . . . 

Mr. Chairman, this is the fourth time 
I, myself, have heard that argument in 
the House, but we continue yearly to ap­
propriate ever-increasing amounts for 
that purpose. 

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

Mr. DENNIS. I will be happy to yield 
to the gentleman in just one moment. 

I simply want to say before I sit down 
that it seems to me that, at some time, 
this body is going to have to summon up 
the courage to deal with a problem which 
we know we have to deal with, instead 
of every year spending increasing 
amounts of money that we do not have 
on a program which, in its present form, 
we cannot even attempt to justify. 

I now yield to the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. MICHEL) . 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding, and it 
prompts me to point out that in the 
adoption of the Hathaway amendment 
you have really opened up a great Pan­
dora's box. For the first time you have 
now put $10 million in funding C stu­
dents who are supposed to be justified 
through public housing units. We turned 
down $60 million for this last year. If 

you think that item is going to stop at 
the $10 million figure once started, I 
would predict that it will be several 
hundred million within 3 or 4 years. And 
still you will be coming back and telling 
us on this floor what a lousy, rotten, no­
good program it is, because you fell for 
the sucker bait today, and got this thing 
started. 

The CHAmMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

PAYMENT OF PARTICIPATION SALES 

INSUFFICIENCIES 

For the payment of such insufficiencies as 
may be required by the trustee on account 
of outstanding beneficial interests or par­
ticipations in assets of the Office of Educa­
tion authorized by the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare Appropria­
tion Act, 1968, to be issued pursuant to sec­
tion 302(c) of the Federal National Mort­
gage Association Charter Act (12 U.S.C. 
1717(c)) $2,921,000, to remain available until 
expended. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GOLDWATER 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GoLDWATER: 
Page 23, after line 6, add a new paragraph 

as follows: 
"For the education of the handicapped 

in higher education an additional $2,000,-
000." 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Chairman, the 
education of the deaf in this country has 
been limited, to say the least, for many, 
many years. Currently there are three 
federally funded colleges all located on 
the east coast. Last year their budgets 
were approximately $38.4 million, most 
all of which was provided by the Federal 
Government. These three colleges are 
Gallaudet, the Model Secondary School, 
and the National Technical Institute for 
the Deaf in New York. They are all three 
very fine schools, but again, I repeat, they 
are all located on the east coast. 

Now, it is a fact that there are over 
200,000 deaf people in the United States, 
50 percent of whom are located in the 
west, and yet these individuals who are 
unfortunate enough to be deaf must pro­
vide a tremendous amount of expense on 
their own to travel all the way to the east 
for their college education. 

Besides the three colleges which are 
located in the east, there are presently 
several university and college programs 
spread out around this country which are 
small by comparison, and which have 
been operating under demonstration 
grants from HEW under the Education 
of the Handicapped Act. 

These demonstration grant programs 
go back to about 1964. They have been 
pretty consistent, but the level of fund­
ing has not increased to any appreciable 
amount. As such, with the increase in the 
cost of living and the tremendous in­
crease in interest of deaf children want­
ing to go to school, the cost to universities 
and colleges have gone up. 

Therefore, these schools and universi­
ties, away from the east coast, have not 
had this year sufficient moneys to fund 
the programs and to meet the demands 
and the needs that presently present 
themselves. 

For instance, Denver Community Col­
lege in Denver, could provide education 
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for 200 or 300 more students if they could 
acquire $200,000. 

Lee College in Baytown, Tex., will have 
to close down. 

The North Carolina School for the Deaf 
needs an additional $200,000. 

California State University at North­
ridge needs $112,000 or it will be forced 
to reduce its enrollment. 

It is not a great deal of money that 
these universities and colleges need. 

It is important to provide this educa­
tion for these students who are not lo­
cated on the east coast, that we do pro­
vide this minimal amount of money to 
keep the current programs going. 

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

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield to the gen­
tleman from California. 

Mr. CORMAN. Mr Chairman, I com­
mend the gentleman for bringing this 
amendment to the :floor. I think it is un­
conscionable that we would cut off des­
perately needed aid for institutions in the 
West. 

This is an insignificant amount of 
money from the point of view of this 
budget, but it is tremendously important 
in the lives of many people who are 
handicapped, who do have these difficul­
ties. We would be making it impossible 
for the colleges to take care of them 
unless the amendment is adopted. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
for bringing in this amendment. I hope 
it is adopted. 

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

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield to the gen­
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. FREY. Mr. Chairman, I also would 
like to commend the gentlemru ... on this 
amendment. 

I am acquainted with this problem 
because of a personal problem involving 
my nephew. 

One of the great problems has been 
education outside the regular Federal 
schools for the deaf. 

Mr. Chairman, this is certainly only 
a drop in the bucket, but it is a drop in 
the right direction. I hope the commit­
tee accepts this amendment. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Chairman, the 
$2 million I am requesting at this point 
is a miniscule amount compared to the 
total bill we are considering. 

Mr. Chairman, I would not normally 
have offered this amendment except that 
in looking into the problem, I find that 
all of these university and college pro­
grams, small as they might be, are going 
either to have to close down or to mini­
mize their educational programs unless 
they get this addi tiona! money to keep 
them going. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, of course, 
I must rise in opposition to this amend­
ment for the reasons I have stated 
against all these other amendments. 

Mr. Chairman, if this is so very, very 
serious, then why in the world didn't the 
gentleman or somebody in the United 
States bring this to the attention of the 
Committee? Nobody has come forward 
to tell us about this until a quarter to six 
or whatever time it happens to be now, 
and it is late in the day. That is not right. 
That is not fair to the House and it is not 

fair to the Committee and it is not at all 
fair to the subject matter to which this 
matter directs itself by any means. 

This is a Health, Education and Wel­
fare Subcommittee of the Committee on 
Appropriations of the House of Repre­
sentatives. We are now speaking about 
that. These things should be brought to 
the attention of the Committee. It is not 
right and it is not proper to be done in 
this way under any circumstances. 

No appearance was made about this. 
We hold months and months of hearings, 
and we would have given serious atten­
tion to this problem, had we known about 
it. 

There is no doubt in my mind that 
there must be need in these areas. There 
is no question about that. But you can­
not run down here with a piece of paper 
this late and say, "Mr. Chairman, I 
want x millions of dollars for a school 
in my district." Trat is not proper and 
it is not the correct way to do this. You 
cannot run this business that way. 

Speaking for my committee, we object 
to this kind of operation. We should not 
do this this way. Come to see us. We are 
willing to help. We help everybody that 
we can. Come and testify on this-tell us 
about it. I believe you have a case, but 
tell us about it and bring your experts. 
You are not an expert and neither am I 
an expert. But we sit down with our ex­
perts to see the way these things should 
be handled. We will do that and we have 
done it for years. But, do not do it this 
way because this is not the proper way. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California (Mr. GOLDWATER). 

The question was taken; and on a di­
vision <demanded by Mr. GOLDWATER) 
there were-ayes 48, noes 66. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAffiMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

RESEARCH AND TRAINING ACTIVITIES OVERSEAS 
(SPECIAL FOREIGN CURRENCY PROGRAM) 

For payments in foreign currencies which 
the Treasury Department determines to be 
excess to the normal requirements of the 
United States, for necessary expenses of the 
Social and RehabUltation Service, and the So­
cial Security Administration, as authorized 
by law, $8,000,000, to remain available until 
expended: Provided, That this appropriation 
shall be available, in addition to other ap­
propriations to such Service and Administra­
tion for payments in the foregoing curren­
cies. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the next to the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Iowa is recognized. 

Mr. GROSS. I would like to ask the 
distinguished chairman of the subcom­
mittee about this $8 million. Is this more 
of the arts and humanities or the Smith­
sonian Institution funding so-called 
studies and research around the world? 
Does this include, for example, a study 
of "The Josefinist Enlightenment Among 
the Serbs"? 

Mr. FLOOD. This is for research in 
vocational rehabilitation and related ac­
tivities. The gentleman may be opposed 
to some of the projects. I know I am. 

Mr. GROSS. Is this $8 million for 
junketing professors? 
· Mr. FLOOD. Not this appropriation. I 

know what the gentleman is talking 
about. I complained about that before 
you did. I can tell you where it is. 

Mr. GROSS. I wonder if it includes. 
the junket of another professor to pur­
sue "Aspects of Culture Change in Mo­
rocco," or that of a.nother on the subject 
of "The Neutralization of the Mediter­
ranean and the Foundation of Modern 
Morocco, 1511-1580". 

Mr. FLOOD. If it does, I certainly hope 
that it had a good result. 

Mr. GROSS. I wonder if it includes a. 
study of "The State and Trade in Sev­
enteenth Century Golconda?" 

Mr. FLOOD. I do not know, but I be­
lieve the answer is "No." 

Mr. GROSS. That was a 12-month 
study in India. Then came a 9-month 
study on "The Effects of Modernization 
on the Gradual Disappearance of a Sub­
standard Dialect in Yugoslavia." 

Mr. FLOOD. Whatever it is you are 
talking about, I tell the gentleman they 
came to us and asked for an increase in 
this appropriation and we said, "No, go 
away." 

Mr. GROSS. What is the $8 million for 
if it is not for that kind of so-called study 
and rseearch? I note there is $88,00(} 
for a study in India to "Establish and 
Evaluate the Effects of Intensive Em­
ployment-oriented Services on Rehabili­
tation of Wayward Youth." 

Mr. FLOOD. We do not think it in­
cludes those things. We certainly hope it 
does not include those things. If I had 
known we would get into this discussion 
I would have gotten a detailed list. But 
I just cannot answer definitely. 

Mr. GROSS. I notice that Egypt gets 
into this bill to the tune of $150,000 to 
finance a "Community Based Demon­
stration Youth Services Center for De­
linquent and Pre-Delinquent Youth." 
What is a predelinquent youth? 

But the prize in this junketing study, 
research business must go to Poland 
which will be delighted to learn that the 
United States is providing the equivalent 
of $125,000 to study the "Rehabilitation 
of Emotionally Disturbed College Stu­
dents." We have a few of them in this 
country. 

Mr. FLOOD. A predelinquent youth is 
a youth who is apt to become delinquent. 
That is predelinquent. 

Mr. GROSS. The United States is fi­
nancing a $.50,000 study in Tunisia for 
"Comprehensive Community Services 
Including Day Care for Young Children." 

And the Yugoslavs will certainly be 
pleased to learn that the United States 
wants to spend $100,000 for the "Devel­
opment of Predictive Scales for Rehabili­
tation of Juvenile Deliquents," and an­
other $65,000 is slated for the study of 
"Housing and Environmental Design in 
Different Types of Housing and Service 
Arrangements for the Elderly" in that 
country. 

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

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

Mr. FLOOD. We said on page 53 of the 
report how the committee feels about 
projects such as those you have men­
tioned. Let me read that portion of the 
report: 
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The committee continues to be skeptical 
as to the value to the U.S. of studies of 
social problems in the countries where these 
currencies are available and wishes to see 
evidence of useful results before agreeing to 
further increases in this appropriation. 

What is the matter with that? 
Mr. GROSS. Let me compliment the 

gentleman. 
Mr. FLOOD. I like that. 
Mr. GROSS. The gentleman during 

the hearings referred to an elite club 
among the country's educators whose 
members pass around these choice jun­
kets among themselves. This is what my 
friend from Pennsylvania, the distin­
guished chairman said: 

It is a sort of club, we hear, and you pass 
the word around to this university and that 
State department of education that "Now is 
the time to go to Tibet." It is a sort of 
closed corporation, we are advised, and now, 
of course, it is very difficult to be against it. 

Does the committee realize that if the 
members of this elite club of professors 
continue to spend millions of dollars or 
the equivalent thereof in counterpart 
funds this way, that there may not be 
any left for the junketing Members of 
Congress when they go abroad? 

Mr. FLOOD. The gentleman from Iowa 
is quoting me, and he could not possibly 
do better. 

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For expenses not otherwise provided, nec­

essary for the Social and Rehabilitation 
Service, $60,215,000, together with not to ex­
ceed $600,000 to be transferred from the Fed­
eral DisabUity Insurance Trust Fund and 
the Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance 
Trust Fund, as provided in section 201 (g) (1) 
of the Social Security Act. 

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

As chairman of the task force on na­
tional health, I wish to point out that 
testimony was recently presented to the 
task force by the arthritis foundation. It 
is my firm belief that great strides toward 
finding a cure for this dread crippler can 
be made if greater Federal attention is 
focused on this problem. I want to em­
phasize the importance of the proposed 
budget for the Arthritis Institute by the 
HEW Appropriations Subcommittee. 

Hopefully, we shall soon see the day 
when arthritis is no longer a menace to 
the well-being of so many of our Nation's 
people. 

As a member of the Subcommittee on 
Public Health and Environment, and as 
a physician, I can appreciate the diffi­
culty of the task the Appropriation Com­
mittee has performed. I would like to say 
here and now that I think they per­
formed very well, indeed. 

It is no easy thing to sort out what 
appear to be the national requirements 
in health, to match them with existing 
health programs, and then try to fit them 
more or less within the restrictions of a 
national budget. All the while this is 
going on, there is the certain knowledge 
that one program or another or one in­
terest or another is going to be slighted, 
somewhere along the line. 

This time the process seems to have 

worked as well as possible. I believe this 
is a very good health budget, and I in­
tend to vote for it. It is probably the 
largest health budget we have seen-but 
that is as it should be, for it is high time 
that the National and the Congress gave 
health programs proper attention. In 
fact, the greatest service of the Appro­
priations Committee this year may be 
that it has set health programs at the 
high priority they deserve and most 
likely will have to have over the next 
several years. 

We all know that the really close work 
in this process has to be done by the sub­
committee having the special expertise. 
In this case it was the Subcommittee on 
Labor and Health, Education, and Wel­
fare. I tip my hat to the subcommittee, 
its chairman, and its ranking minority 
member. They have all done good work. 

The CHAmMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
SEc. 208. No part of the funds contained in 

this title may be used to force any school or 
school district which is desegregated as that 
term is defined in title IV of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964, Public Law 88-352, to take any 
action to force the busing of students; to 
force on account of race, creed, or color the 
abolishment of any school so desegregated; or 
to force the transfer or assignment of any 
student attending any elementary or sec­
ondary school so desegregated to or from 
a particular school over the protest of his or 
her parents or parent. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ASHBROOK 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. AsHBROOK: On 

page 33, all the foilowing new paragraph to 
section 208: 

"No part of the funds contained in this 
Act may be used for the transportation of 
students or teachers (or for the purchase of 
equipment for such transportation) in order 
to overcome racial imbalance in any school 
or school system, or for the transportation 
of students or teachers (or for the purchase 
of equipment for such transportation) in or­
der to carry out a plan of racial desegregation 
of any school or school system." 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, at 
this late hour it is not necessary to speak 
more than about 2 minutes on this 
amendment. I will not take more than 
that amount of time. I merely make 
three quick points. 

First, there is nothing new about this 
amendment. We have voted on it three 
times previously. 

Second, I think we all know what hap­
pened in the conference report on high­
er education. When we voted last Thurs­
day on the conference report, many col­
leagues voted for the conference report 
even though they disagreed with what 
the conferees had done in changing the 
language of the amendments this House 
had voted on last November. 

At that time-that is, last Thursday­
my colleagues indicated that when the 
appropriation bill came up, that would 
be an appropriate time to vote on this 
amendment, and in effect they voted for 
the conference report last Thursday even 
though they did not agree with what had 
been done in watering down the anti­
busing amendment. 

Third, this amendment will prevent 
Federal funds provided for in this act 

from being used for busing where the 
purpose is for racial balance. I think 
everybody understands this amendment. 
There is no need to take a greater 
amount of time. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I have a question in 
connection with the wording of this par­
ticular section 208. I would like to direct 
to the chairman of the committee this 
question. That last phrase or clause, is jt 
something new: 
or to force the transfer or assignment of 
any student attending any elementary or 
secondary school so desegregated to or from 
a particular school over the pratest of his 
or her parents or parent. 

Mr. FLOOD. It is exactly the same 
language as we had before, in the previ­
ous amendment. Exactly the same. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. It is the same as the 
previous act? 

Mr. FLOOD. Yes. 
Mr. GONZALEZ. I thank the gentle­

man. 
Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I do not 

want this busing business to be brought 
up at this time of night. We could be here 
until heaven knows when. 

Let us be fair about this. We have pro­
visions relating to this problem in the 
present appropriation bill. They are the 
same provisions which have been in the 
bill for several years. This might be lace 
curtains for dressing it up a little bit. If 
this is what it should be, it should be 
taken to the legislative committee. 

We have this bill. I do not know why it 
is brought in now. It is unnecessary for 
the purpose of the appropriation. 

Go to the legislative committee and 
have the blood spilled all over the :floor. 
Take it over there and have a ball but 
let us not get it into this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I am against the 
amendment. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from Ohio (Mr. ASHBROOK). 

The question was taken; and the Chair­
man announced that the noes appeared 
to have it. 

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

Tellers were refused. 
So the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAffiMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

CABINET COMMITTEE ON OPPORTUNITIES FOR 
SPANISH-SPEAKING PEOPLE 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For expenses necessary for the Cabinet 

Committee on Opportunities for Spanish­
Speaking People, and the Advisory Council 
on Spanish-Speaking Americans, $1,260,000. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I do not desire to take 
up the time of the committee at this 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
SEc. 408. The Secretary of Labor and Sec­

retary of Health, Education, and Welfare are 
authorized to transfer unexpended balances 
of prior appropriations to accounts corres­
ponding to current appropriations provided 
in this Act: Provided, That such transferred 
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balances are used for the same purpose, and 
for the same periods of time, for which they 
were originally appropriated. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. JACOBS 
Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. JACOBS: On 

page 40, after line 4, insert: 
"SEc. 409. No part of the funds appropria­

ted by this Act shall be used to purchase 
goods or services from a supplier which 
compensates any officer or employee at a rate 
in excess of level II of the Executive Sched­
ule under section 5313 of title 5, United 
States Code." 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I make a 
point of order against the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his point of order. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr Chairman, again I am 
referring to Cannon's Procedure of the 
House of Representatives, and I am re­
ferring to pages 69 and 70, under the 
heading, "Construed as legislation and 
not limitations and therefore not ad­
mitted". 

I go on to read: 
Provision that no part of an appropria­

tion should be used except in a. certain way, 
thereby restricting executive discretion to 
the extent of imposing new duties. 

Now, this is clearly what is being at­
tempted in this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Indiana desire to be heard on the 
point of order? 

Mr. JACOBS. 1\!r. Chairman, only to 
say that I think this is clearly a limita­
tion on an appropriation bill, and there 
have been many occasions where ap­
propliations cannot be used to make pur­
chases with corporations where certain 
activities are carried on by the corpora­
tion. 

I ha.ve nothing further to say. 
The CHAIRMAN (Mr. HOLIFIELD). The 

Chair is ready to rule. 
The Chair is aware of the precedent 

cited by the gentleman from Pennsyl­
vania, but under the language as it is 
written in the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Indiana it is a nega­
tive restriction, and therefore the Chair 
rules that the amendment is in order. 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, I direct 
the Committee's attention to June 1, 1972, 
when in the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union there 
was a bill being considered regarding the 
Public Broadcasting Corp. An amend­
ment was offered to that bill which re­
quired that no Federal funds could be 
used by that corporation if any of the 
salaries of any of the officers of that cor­
poration exceeded $42,500 per annum, 
which is the legal salary of Members of 
the Congress. 

I would now like to quote from my 
friend, the gentleman from Louisiana 
<Mr. WAGGONNER), who said on page 
19462: 

The answer to the gentleman's question is 
simply, "No, we cannot limit what a private 
corporation pays its employees." But we can 
limit what we give in grants to that private 
corporation 1! they pay what we consider to 
be excessive salaries to those employees. 

Some of you may recall that at this 
time I supported that amendment that 

I said I would like to test that theory of 
statecraft with reference to other corpo­
rations from which services are obtained 
by public appropriations. I said at the 
time that I would like to test whether 
what is sass to the gander would also be 
applied as sass to the goose, and this is 
my purpose in offering this amendment. 

I think it is probably a pretty good 
idea if the corporation wants to do busi­
ness with the U.S. Government that 
since Congress has set the policy now in 
the case of Public Broadcasting from 
which a service to the public has been 
purchased, in the opinion of the majority 
of this House, a majority of the Con­
gress, whether or not the same should 
apply to other corporations that are go­
ing to supply the U.S. Government, and 
we will see if other corporate executives 
can cripple along on $42,000 a year. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal­
ance of my time. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Indiana, (Mr. 
JACOBS). 

Mr. Chairman, this is fantastic, this 
amendment hinges on an element of 
sheer fantasy. This would require thou­
sands of employees, thousands of man­
hours, to investigate thousands of cor­
porations, to investigate thousands of 
payroll and salary schedules all over the 
country, maybe all over the world. 

Do not forget we are dealing with bil­
lions of dollars in this bill, and we are 
dealing with thousands of contracts. 

For example, if this amendment were 
adopted, I doubt if any of the agencies 
covered by this bill could buy a Ford car. 
I do not have to guess at the salary sched­
ules of employees within the structure of 
the Ford Co. as to whether they would 
be above the level set here. Now do you 
now see how far this goes? 

There is no need for me to go on and 
on. This is fantastic, impossible, and the 
amendment should be defeated. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Indiana <Mr. JACOBS). 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. JACOBS 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. JAcoBs: Page 

40, after line 4, insert: 
"SEC. 409. No part of the funds appropri­

ated by this Act shall be used to furnish 
Government-purchased or -leased limousines 
or luxury sedans or chauffeurs for any em­
ployee of the United States other than those 
defined in 5 U.S.C. 5312." 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, I realize 
the committee is anxious to support this 
amendment and wants to move on to a 
vote on it. 

I would just point out, we have just 
witnessed what I have always heard 
around here-"Holy cows make money. 
Regular cows get slaughtered." 

'Tile regular cow being public broad­
casting. 

Now we have the question of whether 
public employees are going to ride high 
at the taxpayers' expense in luxury 
sedans and limousines and with chauf­
feurs. 

I would just point out one thing that I 

learned today, which may be of interest 
to some of the rank and filers here. That 
is 2 years ago I started offering these 
amendments wondering whether sedans 
and luxury limousines should be provided 
to public servants and whether they 
should be attended by servants in this 
democracy of ours. 

Do you know what I found out? Just 1 
year ago the Office of Management and 
Budget stopped accounting for the num­
ber of luxury sedans and limousines in 
the Federal Government. 

Now I will wait until the next appro­
priation bill comes up to tell you at whose 
request they stopped the accounting for 
them. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal­
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from Indiana (Mr. JACOBS). 

The question was taken; and on a di­
vision-demanded by Mr. JACOBs--there 
were-ayes 52, noes 57. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike out the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, on yesterday I pointed 

out here on the floor the very serious 
fiscal situation confronting the country 
and urged greater restraint in Federal 
spending. I pointed out that the huge 
budget deficits of the 1970's are unac­
ceptable, especially when cou:pled with 
the budget deficits of the 1960's which, 
fortunately, were not so large as the 
current deficits. 

The matter of additional taxes was 
also discussed here on the floor on yes­
terday. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill goes too far in 
providing funds above the President's 
budget and I have not found it possible to 
support many of the increases which 
have been made. 

It is to be regretted that the House has 
been unwilling to practice sufficient re­
straint on this bill and I want to be so 
recorded in the RECORD of today. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FINDLEY 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FINDLEY: On 

page 40, after line 4, insert the following new 
section: 

"SEc. 409. Money appropriated in this Act 
shall be available for expenditure in the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1973, only to the extent 
that expenditure thereof shall not result in 
total aggregate net expenditures of all agen­
cies provided for herein beyond 100 per cen­
tUin of the total aggregate net expenditures 
estimated therefor in the budget for 1973 
(H. Doc. 215)." 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I make a 
point of order against the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, this is legislation upon 
an appropriation bill-period. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Dlinois desire to be heard on the 
point of order? 

Mr. FINDLEY. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman, I would like to explain 

to the Chair that the language of this 
amendment with the exception of the 
percentage figure and the House docu­
ment reference is identical to the so­
called Bow amendment which was of-
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fered on many occasions in past years 
and which has been challenged on pre­
vious occasions and which has been sus­
tained being in order of an appropriation 
bill. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. HOLIFIELD). 
The Chair has examined the amend­
ment and will rule that it is in order. It 
is, in effect, the "Bow" amendment with 
a very slight variation. It is a restriction 
on the appropriations in this bill. 

The point of order is overruled. 
Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, this, 

of course, is not the first time I have 
offered an amendment similar to the 
language now before the committee. 

This amendment differs from previous 
amendments in that it would bring the 
appropriation now before this committee 
back to the level requested by the Presi­
dent. It would leave in the hands of the 

Appropriation bill 

Balanced 
budget level 

Budget request (14-percent cut) 

Executive the discretion as to where to 
make the cuts from the amounts that 
have been approved by the committee in 
order to bring the total expenditures for 
the fiscal year 1973 in line with the re­
quest for these various agencies made in 
the President's budget message earlier 
this year. 

The effect of the amendment in dollars 
is to take from the amount presently au­
thorized by the committee $1,275,856,000. 
By accepting the amendment, the 
amount approved by this committee 
would be $27,327,323,500, which, of 
course, is what the President has re­
quested. 

The committee brought forth a bill for 
us to consider which added 3.3 percent to 
the President's budget request or the 
amount of $912,023,000. If the committee 
instead had brought to us an appropria-

tion bill in line with the anticipated 
revenue for the Federal Government in 
fiscal 1973 it would have cut below the 
President's request by an amount of 
$3,825,825,290. We have today added the 
Hathaway amendment costing $363,833,-
000, which brings the red ink, so to 
speak, in the bill now before us to the 
grand total of $5,101,681,290. 

Mr. Chairman, I apologize. My amend­
ment would not take all of the red ink 
out of the bill by a long shot. It would 
take out of the bill $1.275 billion in red 
ink. The very least we should do is to 
hold the line on the President's budget 
request. The simple fact is that the 
President's budget request is out of bal­
ance with expected revenues for fiscal 
1973 in the amount of $27 billion. 

A table of appropriation bills approved 
so far follows: 

Amount 
approved by 

House 

"Red Ink" 
approved by 

House Appropriation bill 

Balanced 
budget level 

Budget request (14-percent cut) 

Amount 
approved by 

House 

"Red Ink" 
approved by 

House 

Legislative_______________ $433,627,004 $372,919,224 $427,604,764 $54,685,540 
State, Justice, Commerce, 

Transportation and Re-
lated Agencies _________ $8,426,792,000 $7, 247, 041, 120 $8, 316, 950, 000 $1, 069, 908, 880 

Judiciary, related agen-
cies ______ -- - ---------- 4, 687,988,600 4, 031,670, 196 4, 587, 104, 350 555,434,514 

HUD, Space, Science, 

District of Columbia______ 343,306,000 
Interior and Related 

Agencies_____ _________ 2, 520,340,000 

295, 243, 160 332, 306, 000 37, 062, 840 

2, 167, 492, 400 2, 529, 558, 200 362, 065, 800 
Veterans, Independent 
Agencies •. ---------··· 20, 173, 185, 000 17,348,939, 100 19, 718,400,000 2, 369,550,900 

Labor, HEW, and Related 
Agencies. ______ . ______ 27, 327, 323, 500 23, 501, 498, 210 26, 603, 179, 500 5, 101, 681, 290 

Fiscal summary of the appropriations bill 
for Departments of Labor, and Health, Ed­
ucation, and Welfare, and related agencies, 
fiscal year 197 3 

Budget request ___________ $27,327,323, 500 
Committee recommenda-

tion ------------------- 28,239,346,500 
Committee added 3.3 per-

cent ------------------- 912,023,000 
Balanced budget level 14 

percent cut from budget 
request ---------------- 3,825,825,290 

Committee added 3.3 per-
cent ------------------- 912,023,000 

"Red ink" stlll in b111, 17.3 
percent ---------------- 4,737,848,290 

Hathaway amendment_____ 363, 833, 000 
Red ink in blll, 19 percent_ 5, 101,681,290 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I do not 
think it is necessary to speak in opposi­
tion to the amendment, but I feel I must 
do it for the record. I direct your atten­
tion to the fact that we are convening as 
a Committee of the Whole House today. 
This is a meat ax, a Meat Ax in capital 
letters. All this simple little amendment 
would do would be to upset everything 
you have done here today except over­
rule the speech of my friend from 
Mexico. I will admit that we brought this 
bill to the floor with pretty good intro­
ductions this week. We had a Color 
Guard and the Air Force Band. We had 
a guest star on the platform, and then 
we had the President of Mexico. That is 
the way to bring a bill in, but it is not 
the way to take it out. This will upset 
everything the Appropriations Commit­
tee has done about this matter. It will 
upset everything that has been done here 
today by everybody in this place, good, 
bad, or indifferent. It will cut out the 
good things and the bad things. 

Mr. Chairman, this is no way to 
legislate. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, this 
Nation has a responsibility in time of 

--------------------------------------TotaL ___ ---- __ ---------------- ____________ ---- ___________________ 9, 550, 389, 404 

affluence to become more aware and more 
responsive to the crying need of the agri­
cultural worker who must leave his home 
in search of a job so his family can exist. 

I know because I represent the heart 
of the migrant country in this whole Na­
tion. I know what I am talking about and 
I strongly urge that the appropriations 
bill we are presently discussing increase 
the migrant health act to at least the 
authorized level of $30 million dollars. 

While Texas has more migrant proj­
ects than any State in the Nation-and 
in my particular district there have been 
many approved throughout Cameron, 
Hidalgo, and Willacy Counties-never­
theless we face a problem that certainly 
is not insurmountable but one which re­
quires particular attention. 

It is difficult for us to think about a 
man who piles his family into a raggedy 
old truck-who gets into a vehicle that 
barely qualifies under State law-to re­
move his family from home and custom 
far into the North to pick sugar beets in 
Michigan or out West to pick grapes in 
California. 

It is difficult for these people to be 
aware generally of what advantages are 
afforded him when he is away from 
home-thereby making it doubly im­
portant that such advantages be afforded 
him while he is at home. 

Statistics about the migrant are known 
to all but let me point out here that one 
portion of my district, the Lower Rio 
Grande Valley, by current guidelines for 
poverty has a total of 33 percent of popu­
lation as family units earning less than 
$3,000 a year. It is hard for these people 
to make ends meet. It is hard for them 
to pay the doctor. It is hard for the doc­
tor to meet his overhead and take care 
of them. 

Let me here, however, point out how 

very adequately and magnificently the 
doctors of the area have responded to the 
needs of the migrant. The doctors in 
Cameron County have made every ef­
fort to insure quality medical care to 
the total community and they have 
worked with charitable organizations 
who have received funding from the 
Federal Government to assist in this 
effort. 

The same is true in other areas of the 
district-and I say this because I do not 
want anyone to think that we are let­
ting the Federal Government take care 
of our problems. We are not-but there 
is a need for more health personnel­
specifically in the rural areas--we do 
need more doctors and more nurses. 
Community hospitals are fast outgrowing 
their intended capacities anj the rural 
areas oftentimes have little or nothing 
to serve adequately as emergency facili­
ties or access hospitals. 

We need to further and to improve 
medical education among the poor and 
among all people especially in regards to 
nutrition and to pre- and postnatal care, 
infectious diseases, family planning, et 
cetera. We must become more aware and 
more responsive to the crying needs of 
our medically indigent so they can re­
ceive comprehensive care. 

But then this also creates a problem 
unless the Federal Government comes 
in. There are some remarkable hospitals 
in our area--some of them operated by 
church organizations. They are finding 
a tough up hill fight to maintain their 
quality medical care delivery and keep 
their heads above water financially. 

With reference to this particular sit­
uation I can mention two of these hos­
pitals which come to mind immediately. 
They are the Valley Baptist Hospital in 
Harlingen and the Knapp Methodist 
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Memorial Hospital in Weslaco. Both of 
these have cooperated magnificently de­
spite severe financial problems brought 
about by varying interpretations of how 
medicare and medicaid reimbursements 
should be handled with the results that 
they had to repay hundreds of thou­
sands of dollars. I keep telling the HEW 
people about the problems of these hos­
pitals and HEW tells me they have no 
authority to help. We must give HEW 
the authority. 

If provisions are not made for ade­
quate funding so that hospitalization 
programs can care for the medically 
indigent and migrants under the act 
then the entire area suffers. 

We stand a chance of having to close 
the doors of hospitals, stripping them of 
primary services. In the end everybody 
suffers. Our people are doing everything 
they possibly can locally to assist in the 
migrant situation-but a doctor seeing 
60 patients a day cannot see 20 of them 
free or 30 of them free. He still has to 
pay rent and meet an overhead. 

Likewise a parent of three children 
earning $10 a day will do everything 
possible to avoid a doctor bill or a drug 
bill. He cannot pay that bill so his fam­
ily does without care. 

I think it is time that we take a 
close and careful look to taking care of 
these situations-the money will be spent 
somewhere-! am not advocating making 
money available so that people can hold 
a fine job but I am urging that we try 
to do something for these people who 
are not as fortunate as we and to try to 
help the hospitals with funded in-house 
programs so that they can help the 
migrant and the indigent and stay in 
business to help us when we require their 
fine facilities. I thank you. 

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, I en­
thusiastically support the amendment of 
the gentleman from illinois <Mr. FINn­
LEY) which would stop employees in the 
Department of Labor from checking for 
compliance under the terms of the Occu­
pational Safety and Health Act those 
firms employing 25 people or less. 

It would have been a poor decision had 
I decided to vote against the Findley 
amendment because I would have found 
myself in a situation of unexplainable in­
consistency. The reason is that on March 
2, 1972, I introduced H.R. 13554, a bill to 
amend the Occupational Safety and 
Health Act of 1970 to exempt any non­
manufacturing business or any other 
business with 25 or less employees in 
States having laws regulating safety in 
such businesses from Federal standards 
created under that act. 

Mr. Chairman, along with a majority 
of the Members of the House I supported 
the Occupational Safety and Health Act 
of 1970 because, in my own mind at that 
time, I thought it was the intention of 
Congress to improve occupational safety 
in heavy industry. But even with existing 
safety precautions men continue to be 
maimed and killed in heavY industry. 

It is apparent now that many of us 
did not comb the fine print in the act 
we passed in 1970 in our zeal to improve 
safety conditions in our high manufac­
turing plants and in mining, as well as 
the transportation industry. 

Yet, Mr. Chairman, I cannot let myself 
believe it was the intention of the Con­
gress that all the inspectors employed 
under the act should be turned loose 
to harass small businessmen in the man­
ner that has transpired since the passage 
of the act in 1970. 

It should go without saying that no 
thinking Member of Congress intended 
to pass a measure in the form of the 
Occupational Safety and Health Act that 
would result in constant harassment of 
small businessmen. Let there be no mis­
take about it, the passage of time will 
prove that this act of 1970 will contribute 
to putting more small businessmen out 
of business than any other bill passed 
by the Congress in recent years. 

Mr. Chairman, as evidence that I be­
lleve in adequate funding of the Occu­
pational Safety and Health Act of 1970, 
which is needed to properly police the 
most hazardous industries, I opposed the 
effort of the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. DENNIS) to cut $20 million which 
is needed to enforce that act in the huge 
industries where men are almost daily 
maimed or killed. 

I suppose we should always expect 
some nit-picking by over zealous inspec­
tors. However, a most interesting project 
would be to find out who dreamed up 
the regulation which requires every small 
businessman must have an open front 
toilet seat or be guilty of a violation of 
the Occupational Safety and Health Act. 

According to the mail our office has 
received, these inspectors descend upon 
a small businessman and proceed to 
charge him with noncompliance of the 
Occupational Safety and Health Act if 
the businessman happens to be so un­
thoughtful as to continue to use a toilet 
or commode top that is formed in a circle. 
How ridiculous. Such unbelievably re­
strictive regulations against small busi­
nessmen who are trying to make ends 
meet should provide ample reason for 
the amendment of the gentleman from 
Illinois, to be referred to hereafter as 
the "Toilet Seat Amendment." 

In a more serious tone, I am pleased to 
note that the Findley amendment will 
operate to make into law the terms and 
provisions of our own bill, H.R. 13554, 
at least for a period of 1 year covered 
by this appropriation bill. We should 
all be indebted to the gentleman from 
Illinois for his timely amendment. When 
we commenced with this appropriation 
bill I never dreamed there would be a 
chance to achieve the objectives of our 
bill to give some relief to small businesses 
in this bill. 

So many of our small businessmen 
have complained against the unfairness 
of the Occupational Safety and Health 
Act that our good colleague from Mis­
souri (Mr. HuNGATE) a subcommittee 
chairman of the Small Business Com­
mittee, will in a few weeks conduct hear-
ings to determine exactly how detrimen­
tal the implementation of this Act has 
been against those little businesses that 
have had to put up with an almost end­
less number of inspections under this Oc­
cupational Safety and Health Act. 

I suppose none of us can ever be sure 
or positive how far the bureaucrats will 
go, first in formulating regulations and 

then liberally interpreting their own reg­
ulations to hinder or hamper the work 
not only of our small businessmen, but 
also our farmers. During the debate one 
of our colleagues from the State of Kan­
sas pointed out he had evidence that if 
farmers exchanged labor, they become 
subject to the provisions of the Occupa­
tional Safety and Health Act. 

Someone downtown dreamed up the 
fiction that when our farmers exchange 
labor with each other one becomes an 
employer and the other becomes an em­
ployee and, therefore, come under the 
terms of the Act of 1970. Surely that was 
not the intention of any of us when we 
voted for the bill 2 years ago. 

The Occupational Safety and Health 
Act has been overinterpreted and our 
small businessmen and farmers have 
been overinspected far beyond the inten­
tion of the Congress. Under the amend­
ment before us, we will at least give 
some relief today to those hard-pressed 
farmers who hire fewer than 25 workers. 
They will have at least 1 year's relief. 
Within that year we must pass into law 
some amendments to give our little busi­
nessmen and small farmers permanent 
relief. 

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, this 
bill before us, granting appropriations to 
the Departments of Labor and Health, 
Education, and Welfare, as well as re­
lated Federal agencies is obviously of tre­
mendous importance and impact upon 
the continuing and expanding progress 
and security of our people and our 
Nation. 

Practically every program and hum~n 
activity area covered by this bill is of the 
highest urgency and priority to the 
further welfare and development of all 
of our citizens at every age level. 

The testimony and evidence of recog­
nized and acclaimed authorities in the 
various fields of health, education, and 
manpower, for the preservation and 
strengthening of these provenly effective 
programs, is overwhelming and I most 
earnestly hope this testimony will be 
carefully reviewed by every Member and 
accepted by the House. 

When we dwell, even briefly and sum­
marily, upon the significance of just a 
few of the programs projected by this 
bill, such as the construction and staffing 
of community mental health centers, 
mental health guidance to children, hos­
pital expansion, the National Cancer and 
National Heart and Lung Institutes 
operations, increasing professionally 
trained health manpower, extending vo­
cational education and education for the 
handicapped, establishing nutrition pro­
grams for the elderly, retaining essen­
tial public library services, and maintain­
ing impacted area aid then we vividly 
realize there is no other legislative meas­
ure coming before the Congress that 
more directly and personally affects the 
improved quality of life in this country 
for each and every citizen, child, youth, 
adult, and aged. 

Mr. Chairman, in this rather frustrat­
ing period of our national history we are 
all, of course, required to be earnestly 
and diligently concerned about the most 
economically and effective spending in 
all Government operations and activities. 
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On this score and from all the evidence 
that has been presented in support of 
this bill I think it is clearly apparent 
that the appropriations that have been 
recommended are modest and reasonable 
for the critical human purposes that are 
involved and that the approval of this 
measure is unquestionably in the national 
interest. 

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise at 
this time in support of Mr. FINDLEY's 
amendment, which is designed to pro­
hibit harassment of the small business­
man and to provide an impetus for effec­
tive and fair guidelines for the protec­
tion of the worker in the small business 
operat ion. 

We have been trying for some time, as 
all of my colleagues know, to get the 
Department of Labor to establish guide­
lines under the Occupational Safety and 
Health Act that would diatinguish be­
tween the safety requirements needed for 
large-scale business operations and those 
needed for smaller bm,illes~es . 

This is particularly important as it 
relates to heavy and light construction. 
These two industries have next to 
nothing in common as far as safety haz­
ards are concerned, but no distinction 
has been made between the two, and 
light construction is faced with meeting 
the same safety requirements as hea-.-y 
construction. 

This amendment gives us the time to 
set up the more reasonable and more 
equitable guidelines for small business 
that should have been formulated in the 
first place. 

The record of harassment by Federal 
inspection officials against small busi­
ness has been well-documented by sev­
eral of my colleagues today, and I need 
not try to provide any more evidence at 
this time. 

The central point, Mr. Chairman, is 
that not enough planning and not enough 
consideration for the special problems of 
small business have gone into the for­
mulation of this legislation, and Mr. 
FINDLEY's amendment simply requires 
that that planning and consideration be 
employed, however belatedly, in the es­
tablishment of safety guidelines, and it 
prohibits harassment of small business­
men in the meantime. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in sup­
porting this amendment. 

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the quality education amend­
ment, which would add $364 million in 
education funds to this bill, and in sup­
port of the Badillo amendment, which 
would add $15 million to the appropria­
tion for the bilingual education program. 

Congress cart face no greater challenge 
than to increase our commitment of Fed­
eral tax dollars to the educational pro­
grams in this country. Education is the 
lifeblood of a society, and it is our most 
important tool for assuring progress for 
America and equal opportunity for all 
Americans. 

The bulk of the money proposed in the 
quality education amendment--$212.5 
million-would be for programs under 
title I of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act. Aid under title I is for 
"local educational agencies serving areas 
with concentrations of children from 

low-income families to expand a.nd im­
prove their educational programs by 
various means-including preschool pro­
grams--which contribute particularly to 
meeting the special educational needs of 
educationally deprived children." 

Under the law, these funds are not just 
swallowed up in the budgets of local 
school boards: they must be spent in 
areas having high concentrations of de­
prived children; they must be used in 
addition to--not instead of-funds 
otherwise made available to those areas. 
Ln short, they represent a direct pipeline 
from the Federal Government to the 
children of this Nation who are most in 
need of that help. They represent ana­
tional commitment on which we must 
not scrimp or cut corners. Nothing-not 
the war in Indochina, not the space 
shuttle, not the SST, not even some of 
the domestic programs which are also 
important--is as critical to assuring 
equal opportunity in our society as a 
proper education, and title I programs 
are an important factor in bringing this 
about. 

The quality education amendment also 
contains much needed additional fund­
ing for vocational education, school ::i­
braries, and adult education. These, too, 
are areas in which we should make the 
fullest possible commitment of our re­
sources, and I urge the adoption of this 
amendment. 

I also support the amendment which 
would appropriate an additional $15 mil­
lion for the bilingual education pro­
gram under title VII of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act. Last year, 
only $35 million of the authorized $100 
million was appropriated; further, the 
Nixon administration had the collossal 
nerve to impound $10 million of that sum 
until several Members, including myself, 
pressured them about it back in Decem­
ber. This year, the Appropriations Com­
mittee has proposed $45 million for 
bilingual education. While this is an im­
provement, it is barely a drop in the 
bucket in comparison with the authoriza­
tion for 1973, which is $135 million, and 
with our needs, which are even greater 
than the authorized sum. 

There are 5 million children in this 
country, 600,000 of them in my own State 
of New York, who are in need of bilingual 
education& assistance. Presently, only 
10o,noo of t~1at 5 million are being served 
by programs under title VII, and the ad­
ditional appropriation proposed for the 
coming year would add only 35 ,000 more. 

We must increase these funds, which 
represent a direct and clearly identifia­
ble commitment to the struggle of Chica­
noes, Puerto Ricans, Chinese, American 
Indians, and other linguistic minorities 
for equal educational and equal social 
opportunity. The funds contained in this 
amendment are needed to begin to make 
the promise of education a reality for all 
children regardless of whether English 
is their primary or secondary tongue, and 
I urge the adoption of this amendment. 

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Chairman, as of June 
30 the Postal Service will be discontinu­
ing the postal academy program. The De­
partment of Labor has offered to provide 
$1.3 million to keep the program alive 
through the summer, but if continued 
funding is not found by that time, this 

important and highly successful pro­
gram will be lost. 

For 2 years the postal academy pro­
gram has been a source of hope for inner 
city dropouts. High school dropouts 
across the country are recruited for the 
program, which provides remedial edu­
cation leading to a high school equiva­
lency degree and promises an opportu­
nity for employment in the Postal 
Service. 

In May 1970, the Postal Academy Program 
first opened its doors to an initial group of 
250 students in sites in five citie~Atlanta, 
Chicago, Detroit, San Francisco and Wash­
ington, D.C. located in a variety of renovated 
community buildings in the urban centers. 
Each of the academies recruited an initial 
group of fifty high school dropouts, aged 16-
22, under the direction of a local community 
oriented Director. 

In the two years since then, the PAP added 
two new academies in the existing cities and 
opened a new academy in Newark. The en­
rollment has grown to 1,275 and the acad­
emies are showing the first fruits of success, 
As of January 1972, scarcely one and one­
half years after opening, the Postal Academy 
Program has recorded 58 students who are 
in college, 95 students who have received 
their high school equivalency diplomas, 103 
students who entered full time employ­
ment, 16 students who entered the armed 
services, and 57 students who returned to 
the public schools. In November 1971, the 
Department of Labor conducted an exten­
sive evaluation and had high praise for the 
quality of the staff and of the educational 
program and of the enthusiasm of the stu­
dents. 

The success of the postal academy pro­
gram has been due in no small measure 
to the personal interest shown by former 
Postmaster General Winton Blount. The 
Postal Service has provided 10 percent of 
the funding, and most important, has 
made a commitment to provide job op­
portunities at the end of the line. How­
ever, things have not been so rosy since 
Postmaster Blount's departure. The new 
management at the Postal Service is de­
cidedly less sympathetic to the program, 
and l~as cut back on the number and cali­
ber of jobs available to Postal Academy 
participants. By now it is clear that the 
Postal Academy will have to find a new 
home or close its doors. 

The logical place to continue the pro­
gram is HEW or the Department of 
Labor, or some combination of the two. 
Throughout the program's history, HEW 
and Labor have provided 90 percent 
of the funding. Recently, the postal aca­
demy program was evaluated by the De­
partment of Labor. Their report praised 
the success of the program and recom­
mended its continuation. It further rec­
ommended that the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare be as­
signed responsibility for the education 
aspects of the program, and the Depart­
ment of Labor take over the manpower 
function. 

With all the millions of dollars we 
spend seeking answers to the desperate 
problems of unemployment, poverty, and 
crime in our Nation's cities, it would be 
foolish to abandon a program which has 
been so singularly successful. I would 
urge that efforts be undertaken by HEW 
and the Department of Labor to insure 
the continuation of the postal academy 
program. A number of our colleagues in 
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the House as well as in the other body 
have expressed similar concerns; a sam­
pling of their letters in support of the 
program follows: 

Mr. ELMER T. KLASSEN, 
Postmaster General, 
U.S. Postal Service, 
Washington, D.a. 

MAY 17, 1972. 

DEAR POSTMASTER GENERAL KLASSEN: It has 
come to my attention that the Postal Acad­
emy Program which has served high school 
dropouts in siX of our larger cities is being 
forced to close down due to lack of further 
funds. 

The program has appeared to be a. success­
ful one in helping our young people stay in 
school. Since your department has been 
among the organizations which have sup­
ported this program, I would urge that you 
give your consideration to the need of estab­
lishing some type of formal funding arrange­
ments to allow this program to continue. 

Thank you for any consideration you may 
give. 

Sincerely, 
EDMUND S. MUSKIE, 

The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.a. 

U.S. Senator. 

MAY 22, 1972. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I WS.S disheartened 
to learn that the United States Postal Service 
has decided to discontinue its sponsorship of 
the Postal Academy Program--one which 
both you and Mrs. Nixon have commended 
for its record of achievement in giving new 
skills and new hope to disadvantaged young 
people who have neither. I ask you to give 
this matter your personal attention and to 
help save the best chance 1300 young persons 
have to improve their prospects for a. brighter 
future. 

The decision to terminate the Postal Acad­
emy Program was based neither on the fail­
ure of the Program to demonstrate its 
achievements nor on a lack of available fed­
eral funds. 

The Educational Testing Service, evalua­
tions by the Departmen t of Labor, and obser­
vations by the Office of Education and Postal 
Service have all cited the Program for its ac­
complishments. A surprising number of the 
participants have entered college, received 
high school equivalency diplomas, or re­
turned to public schools. The Educational 
Testing Service has said that the average 
student entering the Program improves his 
functional abillty by about one academic year 
during the first four months. 

On February 7, 1972, the Office of Manage­
ment and Budget indicated that it had suffi­
cient funds to continue the $4 million pro­
gram for Fiscal Year 1973 and that, pending 
the accomplishment of three program adjust­
ments, the Departments involved should con­
firm Program continuation. It appears that 
qualitative requirements have been met, yet 
the Postal Service's response has been to 
withdraw its vital support at a. critical time. 

If the Postal Service insists on terminat­
ing the Postal Academy Program, then I urge 
you to provide a. sponsor which will serve as 
a suitable alternative to keep open the cen­
ters in Chicago, Detroit, Newark, Atlanta., 
San Francisco, and Washington, D.C. 

Time is of the essence. If these programs 
do not receive a reprieve in the very near 
future, they wm have to begin terminating 
leases and contracts which will make it im­
possible to reinstate the projects. Failure to 
continue these programs will also contribute 
to the further alienation of the Program par­
ticipants, who have already been among soci­
ety's outcast. 

I look forward to hearing from you soon 
about your actions on behalf of the Postal 
Academy Program. 

Respectfully, 
ADLAI E. STEVENSON III. 

MAY 25, 1972. 
Hon. E. T. KLASSEN, 
Postmaster General, U.S. Postal Service, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR MR. POSTMASTER GENERAL: It was 
with dismay that I learned the U.S. Postal 
Service has withdrawn its support of the Pos­
tal Academy Program effective June 30, 1972. 
Although lack of funds was cited as the 
reason for this action, the Office of Man­
agement and Budget announced on Feb­
ruary 7, 1972 that the $4 million cost of the 
program could be met in Fiscal Year 1973. 

The Postal Academy Program has helped 
many young people through their "storefront 
academies" in the short two years it has 
been in operation. Compliments have come 
to it from public and private sources. Most 
importantly, scores of young people who 
seemed doomed to lives of poverty, ignorance 
and degradation have been given a hand 
toward something better. Surely, no effort 
is too great in behalf of such a goal. 

The program has been under the auspices 
of the Postal Service although jointly funded 
by the Department of Labor and the Depart­
ment of Health, Education and Welfare. Such 
a division is obviously not in the best inter­
ests of the program and no one would quar­
rel with the Postal Service's contention that 
the academies have nothing to do with the 
mail. At the same time, it seems appropri­
ate, and fair, that the program be con­
tinued-as approved by OMB-through Fis­
cal Year 1973 under the existing arrange­
ment. During that period of time, a per­
manent home for the academies can be 
found. 

I would appreciate your thoughts on this 
matter and urge that every consideration be 
given to continuation of this exemplary pro­
gram. 

Sincerely, 
MARK 0. HATFIELD, 

The Honorable E. T. KLASSEN, 
Postmaster General, 
Washington, D.O. 

U.S. Senator. 

MAY 19, 1972. 

DEAR MR. KLASSEN: I have recently been 
informed that a decision has been reached 
to terminate funding of the Postal Academy 
Program. 

In a recent mailgr.a.m received by Mr. Jim 
H111, Director, Postal Academy Training In­
stitute, the U.S. Postal Service asserted that 
"funds are not available", hence termination 
of the program. However, in a memorandum 
for Malcolm Lowell, Jr., Assistant Secretary 
for the Manpower Administration, Depart­
ment of Labor, from Paul O'Nelll, Assistant 
Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget, the Office of Management and 
Budget insists that funds are available, and 
that plans were underway to continue the 
Postal Academy Program. 

According to the O.M.B. memorandum, 
"to confirm the details of Postal Academy 
continuation funding in Fiscal Year 1973 
was to total $3.9 mlllion; $2.1 million ad­
ministered by H.E.W. appropriated to the De­
partment of Labor as institutional training 
funds, $1.4 million administered by the De­
partment of Labor, and $.4 million match­
ing funds from Post Office sources. In addi­
tion, it is documented that "the location of 
the Postal Academy Program within the 
Postal Service shall continue in Fiscal Year 
1973". 

I would also like to call to yom attention, 
the "Evaluation Study of the Postal Academy 
Program" conducted by the Division of Pro­
gram Evaluation, Manpower Adininistration, 
Department of Labor, which strongly in­
dicates the Postal Academy Program to be 
worthy of continued funding. 

As you know, the Academy Program takes 
inner-city dropouts off the street-s and trains 
and educates them in "storefront academies", 
allowing the individual to eventually achieve 
equivalency degrees that would not other-

wise be possible. The Manpower Administra­
tion's report describes the 'real pride, hope, 
positive attitudes, feelings of accomplish­
ment, and the air of exuberance" of these 
underprivileged young people who are given 
one final hope for a decent life from the 
Postal Academy. 

You can be certain that I strongly support 
the goals and aspirations of the Postal 
Academy Program and those devoted teach­
ers who have interrupted their professional 
careers to teach the poor. I strongly urge you 
to review this program again, and recon­
sider it for funding. I truly hope that our 
priorities have not become so confused that 
we are not willing to expend every effort to 
educate our young and to support work­
able and productive programs such as the 
Postal Academy Program. We cannot afford to 
deny the disadvantaged youth of our inner­
city that one final opportun!ty to receive a 
decent education. It is for these young 
people that I strongly urge you to review 
this decision, and to fund the Postal Acad­
emy Program without delay. 

I await your comments . 
With best wishes, 

Sincerely, 
HARRISON A. WILLIAMS, Jr. 

MAY 17, 1972. 
The Honorable ELMER T. KLASSEN 
Postmaster General, U.S. Postal S~rvice 
Washington, D .C. ' 

DEAR MR. POSTMASTER GENERAL: I have 
been informed that the Postal Academy Pro­
gram will be closed at the end of Fiscal Year 
1972. As you know, one of the most success­
ful installations of the Program is located in 
San Francisco and I am, therefore, very 
much concerned about the possible loss of 
the very real and substantial benefits of 
the program. 

Since the inception of the program, the 
San Francisco academies have serviced 467 
students and their families. At the present 
time, 200 students are enrolled in San Fran­
cisco. A member of my San Francisco Dis­
trict Office staff, who is trained and experi­
enced in social work, has visited the instal­
lations and observed the training. She in­
forms me that the entire program impressed 
her as being one of the most practical, 
realistic and beneficial rehabilitation and 
training prograins for young people she has 
ever observed. 

I realize that the Program has been 
jointly financed by the Departments of 
Labor, Health, Education and Welfare, and 
the U.S. Postal Service, and I am making a 
s1mila.r request to Secretaries Richardson 
and Hodgson. The continuation of a proven 
program which provides basic educational 
skllls to high school dropouts at a low cost, 
and prepares them to pass the General Edu­
cation Diploma examination, depends upon 
the decision made by you gentlemen. Cer­
tainly the social and personal benefits of the 
Program far exceed the monetary costs. Your 
favorable consideration is anticipated. 

I will appreciate being kept informed 
about the status of this matter. 

Sincerely, 
PHILLIP BURTON, 
Member of Congress. 

MAY 30, 1972. 
Mr. JOHN D. EHRLICHMAN, 
Assistant to the President for Domestic Af-

fairs, Washington, D.O. 
DEAR MR. EHRLICH MAN: I have learned of 

the plans of the United States Postal Serv­
ice to close the Postal Academy Program. I 
am greatly concerned about this for several 
reasons. 

First, because of the success of the pro­
gram. The Educational Testing Service eval­
uation indicates that the student, high 
school dropouts, advanced one and one half 
grade levels in a four month period. 



June 15, 1972 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 21141 

Further, a report by the Department of 
Labor, DSG Report No. 18, evaluation study 
of the Postal Academy Program, states: "if 
there is any one observation that graphically 
stands out after observing and talking with 
a number of students at the various acad­
emy projects, it is the 'air of exuberance' at 
these store-front schools. There seems to be 
a real pride, hope, positive attitudes, feel­
ings of accomplishments, and the kind of 
aspirations that one would hardly expect to 
find among a group of inner-city dropouts." 

Secondly, a memorandum from Mr. Paul 
H. O'Nelll, Assistant Director, Office of Man­
agement and Budget dated February 7, 
1972 indicates that the Postal Academy was 
to continue for FY 1973. If this is so, why 
did the U.S. Postal Service announce that 
it would terminate its sponsorship. 

May I suggest that the money the Office 
of Management and Budget stated was avail­
able in the Department of Health, Education 
and Welfare and in the Department of La­
bor committed to the continuation of the 
Postal Academy be made available to the 
Academy now and that another Department, 
perhaps, the Department of Labor, be re­
sponsible for the continuation of the Pro­
gram. 

I strongly endorse the objectives of the 
program, and I believe that a program that 
is meeting the educational and job needs 
of so many individuals should be continued. 

Please inform me what plans the Admin­
istration has to continue this program. 

With every best wish. 
Sincerely, 

RALPH H. METCALFE, 
Member of Congress. 

MAY 23, 1972. 
Hon. JOSEPH A. MATUKONIS, 
Cong+essional Liaison Officer, U.S. Postal 

Service, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. MATUKONIS: My attention has 

been drawn quite recently to the unhappy 
prospect of the demise of the Postal Academy 
Program. 

From the materials made available to me, 
it would appear that the Academy Program 
has been quite successful in motivating 
youngsters to consider the Postal Service as 
a career. Although the Academy Program 
situated in Newark, New Jersey, is not in my 
Congressional District, I do hope you will 
permit me this opportunity to urge that the 
decision to phase out the Program be recon­
sidered. 

Thank you for your serious consideration 
and thoughtful attention to this matter. 

Cordially, 
FRANK THOMPSON, Jr. 

MAY 31, 1972. 
Hon. JAMES D. HoDGSON, 
Secretary, Department of Labor, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I am deeply disturbed 
at reports that the Postal Academy program 
will be terminated as of June 30, 1972. The 
Postal Academy is the type of innovative 
approach to solving educational problems 
our government should be encouraging, not 
terminating at this time. I hope very much 
that you will prevail upon the Post Office to 
continue to run the Academy program, so, if 
the Post Office is unwilling to run it, that 
HEW wlll continue the program directly, with 
the present funding arrangements continued. 
Clearly, HEW has such authority, since it has 
been funding the major share of the program 
since its inception, and the original FY 1973 
budget provided for a continuation of pres­
ent funding. 

With best wishes. 
Sincerely, 

JACOB K. J A vrrs. 

U.S. SENATE, 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT 

MINORrrY LEADER, 
Washington, D.C., June 6, 1972. 

THE PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: As you know, when 
Red Blount was Postmaster General he 
launched a postal academy program to help 
train inner city youth which has proved quite 
successful in Detroit and 5 other cities. 

Now, in view of the Post Office Department 
reorganization, it appears that the academy 
program is about to "fall between the cracks" 
of government. 

I wish to urge the White House to consider 
convening a meeting of Labor, HEW, and 
Post Office Department representatives to de­
termine how the postal academy program 
could be continued. 

Enclosed is a copy of a self-explanatory let­
ter I have just received from the Honorable 
Roman S. Gribbs, Mayor of the City of De­
troit. 

With best wishes and my kind regards, I am 
Sincerely, 

ROBERT P. GRIFFIN, 
u.s. Senator. 

WASHINGTON, D.C., May 19, 1972. 
Hon. ELMER T. KLASSEN, 
Postmaster General, 
U.S. Postal Service, 
Washington, D .a. 

DEAR GENERAL: I have received a letter from 
Mr. Darnley M. Osborne, Jr., Assistant Di­
rector, Postal Academy Program, who in­
forms me that it is the intentton of the 
Postal Service to close down the program 
as of June 30, 1972. 

This is regrettable because I believe the 
program has been a success and that we need 
more successful programs rather than insti­
tuting new ones at some future time which 
may not succeed. 

I first became acquainted with the Post­
al Academy Program when Mr. Houseman 
was Assistant Director of Personnel. 

I would like to add my support to that of 
others who protest the intended closing down 
of this program. I would like a report on 
this matter as soon as possible from your 
office. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT N. C. NIX, 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Atlanta, Ga., May 22, 1972. 

DEAR MR. OSBORNE: I am writing to ex­
press my regret at the impending closure of 
schools operated under the Postal Academy 
Program. 

The schools have been an undeniable asset 
to this community, permitting thousands of 
inner city young people to further their ed­
ucation. 

I hope the decision can be reversed, and 
this worthwhile and successful program can 
be continued. 

It seems a shame, when so many govern­
ment supported educational efforts fall to 
accomplish their purpose, that a proven ef­
fort must be halted. 

I stand ready to offer any assistance I can 
to help keep the Postal Academies func­
tioning. 

Sincerely, 
JULIAN BoND. 

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of H.R. 15417, 
a bill making appropriations for the De­
partments of Labor, and Health, Educa­
tion, and Welfare for the fiscal year be­
ginning July l, 1972. 

EDUCATION 
This measure is extremely important 

to the citizens of California and of the 
Nation in two respects: First, it offers 
economic aid to our financially hard­
pressed schools, and second, it presents 
a partial remedy to the problem of sky­
rocketing property taxes. 

Although education is generally con­
sidered to be a responsibility of the 
States, and although State constitutions 
typically specify that the State provide 
an adequate system of public education 
for the children of the State, the task of 
financing systems of public education has 
traditionally been delegated to local 
school districts where over half of the 
moneys spent by the public schools is 
raised. Most local areas rely almost ex­
clusively on the local property tax to 
raise their share of the costs. 

However, the Supreme Court of Cali­
fornia, in the Serrano against Priest case 
held that the system of educational fi­
nance in force in California, which re­
lies heavily on local property taxes, could 
violate the Constitution if demonstrated 
to make "the equality of education avail­
able to a child a function of the wealth 
of his parents and neighbors." The court 
found that 56 percent of California 
school funds derive from property taxes 
and the tax base ranges from $103 to 
$952,156 assessed value per elementary 
pupil. 

As a result, the poorer districts must 
levy twice the tax rate to support half 
the education program. 

What is the answer to the school fi­
nance problem? 

First, the State of California must as­
sume a greater proportion of the cost of 
educating a child. In the 1964-65 school 
year, the State government provided 
nearly $40 of every $100 spent on edu­
cating a child. Today, the government in 
Sacramento contributes only $34.80 of 
every $100 spent. Nationally, State gov­
ernments account for 41 percent of the 
costs of educating a schoolchild. 

Second, the Federal Government must 
expand its role in financing local edu­
cation without infringing on local con­
trol. 

Nationally, the Federal Government 
pays only 7 percent of the costs of edu­
cating a child, but in California, the Fed­
eral Government contributes only $6 out 
of every $100 spent on elementary and 
secondary education. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill before us ap­
propriates over $3.9 billion for educa­
tion, which is $665 million more than 
the sum recommended by the adminis­
tration, and $418 million over the amount 
appropriated for fiscal year 1972. 

This level of spending will allow the 
school districts to continue their current 
program, without cutting back on the 
number of teachers, and on the quality 
of education offered. It will allow most 
local governments to continue to operate 
their schools without resorting to in­
creasing taxes on the local property 
owner for the purpose of education. 

I support this measure as a step to­
ward equal, quality education. But it is 
only a step. Now, it is time for the State 
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governments to do their part, and pro­
vide a level of funding that takes the 
burden off of the property owner. 

Mr. VEYSEY. Mr. Chairman, the qual­
ity education amendment before the 
House today is a carefully constructed 
package aimed at retaining the momen­
tum we have been able to achieve over 
the last 10 years toward a quality educa­
tion for all. It would restore to existing 
levels the funding for those States, in­
cluding California, which would lose 
Federal funds under the proposed appor­
tionments in the bill. The amendment of­
fers important additional help for bilin­
gual education and vocational education, 
both of which are in critically short sup­
ply. It recognizes the unusual impact that 
Federal employees place on school dis­
tricts by including an increase in the level 
of funding for Public Law 874, Impact 
Aid; and it would help State departments 
of education deal more effectively with 
the growing list of responsibilities they 
are being asked to assume. 

I am pleased to note a new mood this 
year in selling the need for supplements 
to the education appropriation. I have 
heard considerably more reasoned dis­
cussion of the issues and have noted a 
much better awareness of the other im­
portant priorities competing for these 
funds. Education is one of the most im­
portant activities we undertake, but it is 
not the only one. Failure to recognize 
this has led to demands in the past which 
were unrealistic and impossible to grant. 
Fortunately, the additions proposed to­
day do not fall into that category. 

I would like to call my colleagues at­
tention to one aspect of this bill which 
may not be obvious on its face. The 
largest single line item proposed by the 
committee and the largest single increase 
sought in the amendment is for title I, 
aid to disadvantaged children. This is 
a program aimed directly at the parts 
of our population least able to help them­
selves and least benefited by traditional 
approaches to financing education. 

Yet, appropriating nearly $2 billion to 
the title I program obviously cannot do 
the job if the funds do not go where the 
children that need them are today. The 
past decade has seen the most significant 
shifts in population in the history of 
our country. Yet today, nearly 2 years 
after the 1970 census, the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare is still 
planning to distribute these title I funds 
for the next fiscal year on the basis of 
1960 census :figures; which were in fact 
gathered in 1959. I find it hard to be­
lieve that the Congress will sit by and 
watch its purpose in funding this pro­
gram derailed by this incredible delay. 

I am serving notice on the Census Bu­
reau and the Office of Education that a 
"business as usual" attitude on this 
issue is not acceptable. Every congres­
sional district and every State that has 
increased in population in the last 10 
years stands to lose title I funds unless 
the Census Bureau and the Office of Edu­
cation get together this month. I intend 
to keep my colleagues informed of the 
status of this problem until it is solved. 

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in support of the labor-health, 

education, and welfare appropriations 
bill before the House today. 

The House Appropriations Committee, 
with few exceptions, has done an excel­
lent job in increasing the terribly inade­
quate administration requests for fund­
ing of the various agencies covered by 
this bill. This is especially true in the 
matter of health. I believe the commit­
tee should be highly commended for its 
hard work and obvious recognition of the 
domestic priorities of this Nation. 

I am particularly pleased by the fact 
that the committee has appropriated 
nearly $744 million for mental health. 
This appropriation represents an in­
crease of $130 million over the adminis­
tration's request and an approximately 
equal increase over the amount appro­
priated in fiscal year 1972. 

The increase over the budget request 
of $30 million for staffing grants and $20 
million for construction grants for com­
munity mental health centers will help 
this Nation meet the goal, established by 
Congress, of total national coverage of 
community mental health centers by 
1980. I cannot emphasize enough how 
imperative it is that sufficient funds and 
commitment be made to the continued 
operation of mental health centers. 
These centers provide comprehensive, 
short-term care to large numbers of pa­
tients, close to their home communities. 
As a result in part of the establishment 
of such centers, the number of patients 
in State mental hospitals has decreased 
for the 16th straight year. Fewer persons 
are now doomed to lives in institutions. 
Community mental health centers are 
helping our society to help mentally ill 
individuals without robbing them of 
productive and useful lives in the com­
munity. 

This bill also provides $7 million for 
psychiatric residency programs. The ad­
ministration has requested a zero appro­
priation for this program. It is important 
that more doctors be trained in psychia­
try in light of the considerable demands 
for more mental health personnel. With 
one out of every 10 persons suffering from 
severe mental illness, we simply must 
have enough doctors to treat the illness. 

One of the finest actions by the com­
mittee has been to provide $20 million 
for the mental health of children. The 
President has requested only $10 million 
for this program-thE; same amount as 
last year. And of that $10 million, all but 
$2 million has been committed for con­
tinuing the few programs already in 
existence. The committee, by doubling 
the money, has recognized that mentally 
ill children must not be shortchanged. 
There are about 4 million children under 
the age of 18 in the United States with 
behavioral disorders, of whom 1.4 mil­
lion are in acute need of mental health 
c?..re. Of these, only 473,000 receive even 
minimal attention. In the last 10 years 
the number of 10- to 14-year-olds in our 
State mental hospitals has doubled. And, 
as the committee report states: 

During the past year our 360 community 
mental health centers were flooded with an 
unanticipated caseload of chtldren with all 
kinds of problems from school maladjust­
ments to drug adclictlon and alcohollsm. The 
Committee has been told that more than 

150,000 ohlldren came to these centers for 
help, but only about 10 percent could be 
cared for. 

In the State of Massachusetts, many 
severely disturbed children cannot find 
assistance in the State and must be sent 
to schools out of State for any help they 
need. There is a crying need for better 
mental health care for children and the 
appropriation of $20 million is a start. 
Frankly, I would like to see a greater na­
tional understanding and commitment to 
the problem of children's mental health 
and I intend to work in the future toward 
a more extensive program in this area. 

The committee has asked that $3.6 
billion be appropriated for the Office of 
Education, $54 million above the fiscal 
year 1972 funding level. While I think 
that the committee's increases in this 
area are to be commended, I believe that 
our commitment to education should be 
total. 

The Congress has authorized consider­
ably more for education than the com­
mittee would have us appropriate. I 
think we owe it to the children of this 
Nation to provide additional appropria­
tions, and I will therefore, support and 
vote for the amendment offered by Con­
gressman HATHAWAY to increase the ap­
propriations figure by the $363.8 million. 

One aspect of the education appropria­
tions bill which disturbs me particularly 
is the proposal that appropriations for 
disadvantaged young Americans remain 
at $1.597 billion-the same as last year. 
The needs of the disadvantaged have in­
creased since last year due to inflation 
and the high cost of living. An appro­
priation of the same amount is, in effect 
a cut in the real value of the appropria­
tion. I support the Hathaway amendment 
which would provide an additional $212 
million for the education of the disad­
vantaged. Since education is the surest 
vehicle for the poor and the underprivi­
leged to advance, we must not slight 
them. If we can spend $16 million a day 
to fight the Vietnam war, surely it is not 
too much to ask that $212 million-13 ¥4 
days of war-more be spent to attempt 
to assure disadvantaged children the nec­
essary education that he or she needs to 
develop to the best of his abilities. 

The other increases in the Hathaway 
amendment--for State libraries, voca­
tional education, impact aid, adult edu­
cation, library services, and construc­
tion-help to meet the further educa­
tional needs of America. Although at this 
stage they are only marginal increases, 
the benefits gained from such increases 
outweigh the additional costs when one 
realizes that better funding will help pro­
vide more American children with the 
education they need to make a better so­
ciety in the future. 

I have, Mr. Chairman, supported the 
Hathaway amendment in the past and I 
will vote for it again today. 

I also support Representative BADILLo's 
amendment to title III that would in-
crease the appropriation from $45 mil­
lion to $60 million for bilingual educa­
tion. Again, this marginal increase in the 
funding of this necessary program will 
have an important effect on those chil­
dren who have a language barrier in this 
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country. The additional funding in this 
case would permit 110 new projects to 
be implemented and an additional 90,000 
students to be assisted. There are an in­
creasing number of bilingual children 
throughout the country, and we must 
meet the needs of these children if they 
are going to become an essential part of 
our American society. These children are 
at one of the most severe disadvantages­
not knowing the language in which 
they are being taught. Unlike other dis­
advantages this can be overcome through 
the bilingual education programs. 

Finally, I support the Peyser amend­
ment that would increase the approved 
appropriations for environmental educa­
tion from $4 million to a level of $10 
million. This program provides grants 
to groups and schools for studies of en­
vironment. As the U.S. Commissioner of 
Education, S. P. Marland, Jr., has 
stressed, it is clear that education is cen­
tral to any serious attempt to abate 
pollution and maintain a quality en­
vironment. With a strong environmental 
education background in the 1970's, the 
United States will be able to improve 
significantly the quality of life in the 
near future. 

The present funding was able to pro­
vide funds for just 74 grants, although 
over 1,900 requests for grants under this 
program were made. Most of the 1,900 
requests would qualify for funding if 
enough money were available. If we are 
going to have enough sense to take a re­
sponsible look at our own environment, 
then we must have enough funds to pro­
vide for environmental education. The 
$10 million is not enough, but it will at 
least allow us to get the program off the 
ground and determine future needs 
better. 

I urge support of the Hathaway, 
Badillo, and Peyser amendments and a 
vote for the entire bill. 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Chairman, 
I am extremely pleased to note that the 
appropriation bill before us today in­
cludes $130 million for the National In­
stitute of Neurological Diseases and 
Stroke which represents $12 million over 
the amount requested, and nearly $14 
million over the amount appropriated 
for the last fiscal year. I applaud the 
committee's action which shows its keen 
awareness of the vital importance of the 
work and research being conducted by 
the Institute. 

I note that in the committee's report, 
the Institute is directed to give high pri­
ority to many activities currently under 
way, and included in the research efforts 
the committee has directed the Institute 
to give high priority to "eventually find­
ing means of either regenerating the 
spinal cord or by-passing it electrically." 

This is very good news for those among 
us who have been closely following the 
efforts of our leading neuroscientists to 
find a cure for paraplegia. I earlier docu­
mented the case for such efforts in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on July 21, 1971, 
and February 24, 1972. Since then, there 
have been several encouraging develop­
ments which indicate that increasing at­
tention is being focused on the problem 
by responsible officials within and out-

side of Government. Such attention and 
support are vital, as the scope of the nec­
essary research effort will be massive and 
will require a complete national com­
mitment both in effort and money. As we 
know, Mr. Chairman, the victims of para­
plegia can be crippled by illness, by war, 
and by tragic accidents such as recently 
befell Governor Wallace. The cost to the 
Nation of this illness is staggering both 
in human and economic terms, and we 
simply must go forward with these mod­
est beginnings, so that a cure can some­
day be found. 

Another encouraging development was 
the announcement on March 13, 1972, by 
the National Institute of Neurological 
Diseases and Stroke, that the name of the 
existing section on trophic nerve func­
tion was being changed to that of the 
section on nerve regeneration. It is, I be­
lieve, a symbolically important step in 
the right direction as it indicates the 
NIND's recognition of the legitimacy of 
the scientific inquiry, and, with funds 
made available to it under this bill, com­
mits the Institute's new section on nerve 
regeneration to an active leadership role 
in the search for a cure for paraplegia. 

A final item which I wish to call to the 
attention of my colleagues is the an­
nouncement of the awarding of the Na­
tional Paraplegic Foundation's first 
$10,000 William Thompson Wakemen 
Basic Research Award. 

I wish to extend my sincere congratu­
lations to the corecipients of the award, 
Dr. William F. Windle and Dr. Roger W. 
Sperry, who, as winners, were judged to 
be the scientists who have made the most 
significant contribution toward finding 
an eventual cure for paraplegia. Dr. 
Windle and Dr. Sperry were selected by 
a special National Paraplegic Foundation 
panel of scientific and medical personnel 
prior to the Foundation's second Inter­
national Neuroscientific Conference held 
in Palm Beach, Fla .. May 1-3. 

The current president of the National 
Paraplegic Foundation, Prof. Timothy J. 
Nugent stated in naming the recipients 
that: 

The panel recognize the existing prelim­
inary results and the potential for future 
accomplishments of the scientists currently 
at work. For the first award, it chose two dis­
tinguished scientists whose main contribu­
tions were made over a span of many years, 
beginning a long time ago, because their 
research and inspired leadership has been 
largely responsible for inducing many others 
to embark on resoorch related to spinal cord 
injuries. 

I agree with Professor Nugent who 
concluded that the award represents a 
milestone in the history of medical 
science and rehabilitation. 

Dr. Windle, from Denison University, 
Ohio, was cited for recognition of his 
dedication over many years to the prob­
lem of paraplegia and the repair of the 
injured spinal cord; for his orginal re­
search which showed that regeneration 
of nerve fibers across the severed spinal 
cord is possible; and for his continuing 
inspiration to others. 

Dr. Sperry, from the California Insti­
tute of Technology, was named recog­
nition of his contributions in basic re­
search on factors responsible for func-

tiona! regeneration in the central nervous 
system and for his distinguished con­
tribution to concepts of chemical selec­
tivity in the establishment of appropriate 
nerve connections. His work is funda­
mental to the eventual solution of the 
problem of spinal cord regeneration. 

Dr. Windle and Dr. Sperry will present 
papers on their research and receive 
plaques, citations and $5,000 honorari­
ums at the National Paraplegic Founda­
tion annual meeting in Milwaukee, June 
28. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, as we 
conclude debate on this bill, there are 
several other major items on which I 
would like to make a few brief comments. 
These include the appropration for the 
Social and Rehabilitation Service, the 
Social Security Administration, the spe­
cial institutions, and related agencies. 

SOCIAL AND REHABILITATION SERVICE 

A number of SRS items were not con­
sidered by the committee because they 
lacked authorization. Among these are 
the work incentive programs, most of 
the rehabilitation programs designed to 
return physically or mentally handi­
capped persons to gainful employment, 
some of the special programs for the ag­
ing, and most of the training programs. 
Budget requests for these items total 
over a billion dollars. 

Your committee did, however, provide 
$100,000,000, the full amount of the 
budget request, for nutrition programs 
for the elderly. Authorized in the cur­
rent session of Congress, these programs 
provide grants to the States for up to 90 
percent of the cost of meals for persons 
and their spouses over 60 years of age. It 
is estimated this amount will provide low 
cost, nutritional meals to approximately 
400,000 older persons daily in fiscal year 
1973. The amount approved by the com­
mittee includes $400,000 for administra­
tive costs. 

Although the developmental disabili­
ties program did not lack authorization, 
the committee decided not to consider it 
at this time because it is so closely re­
lated to the other social and rehabilita­
tion service programs for which authori­
zation was lacking. 

This was not an oversight, and your 
committee is assured that this important 
program will not be injured or hampered 
if it is not included. in this appropria­
tion bill. It will be considered with the 
other SRS programs at a later time. 

Of course, the biggest item in this sec­
tion of the bill is grants to states for 
public assistance, which accounts for 
nearly half of the total funds contained 
in our bill, excluding the trust funds. 
Five separate appropriations are con­
tained in this category: maintenance as­
sistance, medical assistance, social serv­
ices, State and local training, and child 
welfare services. 

The first, maintenance assistance, is 
funded at $7,554,108,000. This is $845,-
650,000 over the 1972 level. 

Under formulas established by Con­
gress, the Federal Government reim­
burses the States for payments made to 
eligible needy persons-dependent chil­
dren deprived of parental support or 
care, the aged, the blind, and the dis-
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abled-for food, shelter, clothing, and 
other necessary items of daily living; also, 
for the costs of vendor payments made 
to intermediate care facilities for the 
aged, blind, and disabled; and for the 
costs of State and local administration 
of the program. Repatriation is 100 per­
cent Federal funds for financial assist­
ance and services provided to U.S. na­
tionals repatriated from abroad because 
of mental illness, other illness, destitu­
tion, or international crises. 

The maintenance assistance programs 
are administered by the States with the 
financial participation of the Feders:~.l 
Government, and under Federal poli­
cies and regulations. The scope of cov­
erage and assistance standards are set 
forth in State plans approved by the 
Federal Government as being in accord 
with these regulations and the provi­
sions of the Social Security Act. 

In fiscal year 1972, it is anticipated 
that maintenance assistance will be 
made to a monthly average of about 14.3 
million needy recipients, with the ma­
jority of the assistance to families with 
dependent children-<>ver 11 million re­
cipents-and to the aged-<>ver 2 million. 

It is estimated that in 1973 mainte­
nance payments will be made to a 
monthly average of about 16 million 
recipients including 12.6 million under 
aid to families with dependent children 
and 2.1 million under old-age assistance. 

The second item, medical assistance, 
is funded at $4,477,687,000, which is 
$426,056,000 above the 1972 level. 

Grants for medical assistance under 
title XIX of the Social Security Act 
(medicaid) are made to States having 
plans approved by the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare. The 
purpose of title XIX, which became ef­
fective in January 1966, is to assist States 
to provide higher quality medical care to 
their low-income population. 

Federal financial participation in 
medicaid payments varies from a mini­
mum of 50 percent to a maximum of 83 
percent depending upon the per capita 
income of the State. The Federal pro­
gram requires that eligible recipients 
include, as a minimum, all persons re­
ceiving or eligible to receive maintenance 
payments under the Social Security Act 
and eligible children under 21 who are 
not in families. In addition, States may 
elect to cover certain medically needy 
persons who are eligible for help only 
with their medical bills and, hence, do 
not receive maintenance payments. 
Medicaid complements the Federal med­
icare program by paying the deductible 
and coinsurance for the needy aged, by 
paying their premiums for medicare's 
supplementary medical insurance pro­
gram, and by paying for services not 
covered by medicare; for example, long­
term skilled nursing home care or pre­
scription drugs. 

The next item, social services, is 
funded at $1,241,348,000, or $121,933,000 
below last year's appropriation. 

Social services are authorized under 
the 1967 Amendments to the Social Se­
curity Act. The purpose of this program 
is to provide a full range of social serv­
ices to public assistance recipients and 
former or potential recipients. 

Services are provided to recipients of 
aid to families with dependent chil­
dren, and to the adult categories receiv­
ing old age assistance, aid to the per­
manently and totally disabled, and aid 
to the blind. Grants are made to States 
based on a rate of 75 percent Federal fi­
nancial participation for AFDC and 
either 75 percent or 50 percent for the 
adult programs. 

Adult services are being extended to 
51 States and jurisdictions. It is ex­
pected that 48 States will adopt the 
mandatory services required under the 
new Federal adult service regulations in 
order to qualify for 75 percent Federal 
financial participation. 

States are being assisted to complete 
the separation of social service functions 
from income maintenance. Fifty-one 
States have participated in separation to 
some extent. Complete caseload separa­
tion has occurred in the AFDC category 
in 18 States; in OAA, 12 States; in AB, 
12 States; and in APTD, 12 States. 

Approximately 644,000 adults and 
4,151,000 families, including 12 million 
children, are expected to receive one or 
more social services under the AFDC 
program during 1972. 

During 1973, restructuring of the social 
services program will be a priority. Ad­
ministrative controls will include the fol­
lowing: First, a program and financial 
planning system, second, a management 
information system for monitoring and 
evaluation, third, revision of regulations 
which will require States to develop a 
goal-oriented social service system, 
fourth, issuance of regulations that will 
formalize requirements for separation of 
social services functions from income 
maintenance activities, fifth, issuance of 
new policy and procedures on the pur­
chase of services and use of donated 
funds. These initiatives are expected to 
result in Federal savings of $184,000,000. 

Approximately 1,050,000 adults and 
6,670,000 families, including 16,200,000 
children, are expected to receive one or 
more social services during 1973. 

The fourth item, State and local train­
ing, is funded at $50,561,000, which is 
$4,797,000 over the 1972level. 

Under the 1962 amendments to the 
Social Security Act, Federal financial 
participation at the 75-percent rate is 
available to States for costs of training 
public assistance staff or persons prepar­
ing for employment in public assistance 
agencies. The 1967 amendments require 
States to provide for the training and 
effective use of subprofessionals as com­
munity service aides and of volunteers. 

This program enables State and local 
public assistance agencies to provide 
educational leave for employees, stipends 
for individuals preparing for employ­
ment, agency inservice training pro­
grams for employees, and educational 
and training contracts for training. 

Training focused on orientation to the 
agency was provided to persons in new 
careers as well as persons entering one 
of the technical or professional areas. 
Training of subprofessionals and volun­
teers was added to the regular ongoing 
training programs. Special emphasis was 
placed on training for new service deliv­
ery systems and on quality control train-

ing of staff. Specific training was pro­
vided for the jobs of determining and 
maintaining eligibility for financial as­
sistance and delivery of services as States 
move into the separation of financial as­
sistance and service functions. 

In fiscal 1973, States will have sepa­
rated the financial assistance and serv­
ice functions which will necessitate the 
retraining of more personnel as well as 
training new employees for these func­
tions. This will mean extensive retrain­
ing of all employees for an entirely new 
program responsibility and series of 
agency relationships as different parts 
of government assume responsibilities 
which the public welfare system has 
formerly performed. 

Finally, the last item of this section of 
the bill, child welfare services, is funded 
at $46,000,000, the same level as the 1972 
appropriation. 

Child welfare services are authorized 
under title IV-B of the 1967 amendments 
to the Social Security Act. The purpose 
of this program is to provide essential 
child welfare services to children in their 
own homes, or in foster homes or institu­
tions. 

Child welfare services are extended to 
children in need of such services without 
regard to financial need, legal residence, 
race, or religion. Each State receives a 
uniform grant of $70,000 and an addi­
tional grant which varies directly with 
child population under 21 and inversely 
with average per capita income. 

In 1972, States are being encouraged to 
coordinate child welfare services more 
closely with the social services program 
of AFDC and to use child welfare serv­
ices to fill the gaps that cannot be 
reached through the AFDC social serv­
ices program. Approximately 614,000 
children will receive services under this 
program in 1972. Total expenditures are 
estimated at $575,000,000 with Federal 
financial participation being approxi­
mately 8 percent. 

I should just note here before we leave 
Grants to States for public assistance 
that these requests were based on es­
timates that were received from the 
States last November and based on past 
experience, I think we can brace our­
selves for a large supplemental request 
later this year. 

SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION 

In the appropriation for the Social 
Security Administration, we have five 
major items of interest: First, matching 
payments for supplementary medical in­
surance; second, hospital insurance for 
the uninsured; third, military service 
credits; fourth, retirement benefits for 
certain uninsured persons; and, :fifth, 
special benefits for disabled coal miners. 

Three of the first four activities repre­
sent payments to reimburse the trust 
funds for benefits chargeable to general 
revenues. The fourth effectuates dollar­
for-dollar matching from Federal funds 
of premiums paid by or for individuals 
covered under the voluntary supplemen­
tary medical insurance program. In all 
four situations, the amount of the pay­
ments to be made derives from the exer­
cise by individuals of their rights under 
the law and is not subject to administra­
tive control. 
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The amount of funds required for Fed­

eral matching of premiums paid by or for 
individuals in the voluntary medical in­
surance program is dependent on the 
number of persons enrolled in the pro­
gram and the premium rate which has 
been promulgated by the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare for the 
fiscal year for which funds are appro­
priated. 

Appropriation estimates for payments 
to the trust funds for the cost of hospital 
insurance for the uninsured, noncon­
tributory military service credits andre­
tirement benefits for certain uninsured 
persons aged 72 and over are based on 
benefits paid or to be paid to individuals 
protected by these provisions of law and 
the related administrative and interest 
costs. 

During fiscal year 1972, the average 
number of enrollees in the supplemen­
tary medical insurance program is esti­
mated at 20,100,000. Of these, 10,900,-
000 are expected to receive reimbursed 
medical services. It is estimated that $2,-
240,000,000 in supplementary medical in­
surance benefits will be paid during 1972. 
An average of 1,567,000 uninsured per­
sons will be eligible for hospital insur­
ance benefits during 1972, and benefits 
for this group are estimated at $539,-
000,000. 

The average number of enrollees in the 
supplementary medical insurance pro­
gram is expected to grow to 20,500,000 
in 1973. The standard monthly premium 
rate and the Federal matching payment 
will be increased from $5.60 to $5.80 ef­
fective July 1, 1972, essentially for in­
creases in the utilization and cost of cov­
ered services. Approximately 11,400,000 
individuals will receive reimbursed serv­
ices and $2,455,000,000 in supplementary 
medical insurance benefits will be paid. 
In 1973 approximately 1,405,000 unin­
sured persons-162,000 less than in 
1972-will be eligible for hospital insur­
ance, and an estimated $548,000,000 in 
benefits will be paid for this group. 

The appropriation for the first four 
items constitutes payments to Social Se­
curity Trust Funds which, in fiscal 1973 
is estimated at $2,475,485,000, some $10,-
188,000 over the amount appropriated for 
1972. 

The appropriation for special bene­
fits for disabled coal miners would be 
$557,788,000 for fiscal 1973, an apparent 
reduction of more than $375 million be­
low the 1972 funding level. This is due to 
the fact that the 1972 appropriation cov­
ered payments for the two preceding 
years. 

The benefit payment estimate in­
cludes monthly payments to 125,000 
miners and widows who were on the ben­
efit rolls as of June 30, 1971, and to an 
additional 86,000 miners and widows to 
be awarded payments during fiscal year 
1972. About 37,000 of the awards to be 
made in 1972 result from reconsidera­
tions and appeals filed by claimants pre­
viously disallowed and these a wards in­
elude from 18 to 29 months of retroactive 
payments. The number of awards result­
ing from reversal of previous denials and 
carrying large retroactive payments is 
expected to decline to about 14,000 in 
1973. In addition under present law, the 
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Social Security Administration will have 
jurisdiction over only a relatively few 
new claims filed after December 31, 1972, 
and will not make monthly payments to 
living miners who filed claims during 
calendar year 1972 for months after 1972. 
These payments and most new claims 
filed after December 31, 1972 will be 
handled by the Department of Labor and 
the State workman's compensation agen­
cies. However, the ongoing level of bene­
fits increases in 1973 because of the num­
ber of beneficiaries added to the rolls in 
1972. These several factors result in a 
reduction of $23,000,000 in the level of 
benefit payment obligations estimated for 
fiscal year 1973 as compared with fiscal 
year 1972. 

Current estimates for administrative 
expenses for this program anticipate the 
receipt of 43,000 claims in 1973 as com­
pared with an estimated 89,000 claims in 
1972. Also, reconsiderations to be proc­
essed are expected to decrease from 91,-
000 in 1972 to 26,000 in 1973. However, 
the other major workload, requests for 
hearing processed is estimated to in­
crease from 23,000 in 1972 to 28,000 in 
1973. Workloads related to the mainte­
nance of the beneficiary roll will continue 
to rise slightly. The net effect of these 
changes is a composite reduction of 20 
percent in the volume of work performed 
by Social Security Administration per­
sonnel and a reduction of about 70 per­
cent in the number of cases handled by 
the State agencies for the development 
of additional medical evidence. 

Turning now to the special institu­
tions, the blli includes $1,696,500 for the 
American Printing House for the Blind, 
an increase of $116,500 over the 1972 
level. 

The purpose of the American Printing 
House for the Blind, under the act, "To 
promote the education of the blind," 
is to provide educational materials to 
students, of less than college grade, who 
attend public schools and classes with 
sighted children and blind students who 
attend special schools and classes for the 
blind. 

All superintendents of schools for the 
blind and of public instruction in the 
various States, or their designees, are 
ex-officio trustees of the Printing House 
in the administration of the Federal act 
"to promote the education of the blind." 
This group meets annually, in October 
each year, at the Printing House and 
elects the various Advisory Committee 
members to work with the Printing 
House in textbook adoption and tangible 
apparatus to be produced and educa­
tional research. In addition to producing 
the newly adopted materials for the next 
school year, the Printing House makes 
the necessary reprints and keeps in 
stock a finished goods inventory of more 
than $1,500,000 in order to serve the 
needs of the schools for the blind and 
State Departments of Education on a 
current order basis. 

The blli also includes $4,694,000 for 
the National Technical Institute for the 
Deaf, the amount of the budget request. 

As authorized by Public Law 89-36 the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare entered into an agreement with 
the Rochester Institute of Technology 

for the establishment, construction, and 
operation of the National Technical In­
stitute for the Deaf. Its purpose is to 
provide a coeducational, residential fa­
cility for post-secondary technical train­
ing and education for persons who are 
deaf in order to prepare them for suc­
cessful employment. 

In 1972 the education and training 
programs are expanding to serve 431 
students from 40 States; several new vo­
cational technical training programs are 
being started; the integrated social and 
recreational programs for deaf students 
are being continued; job placement ef­
forts are being intensified and follow-up 
research is being initiated; and com­
puter assisted instruction and picture­
telephone applications are being broad­
ened. 

In 1973, 503 students will be enrolled; 
job placement employer contacts will be 
multiplied considerably; comparative 
curricula studies will be conducted; new 
communications programs will be initi­
ated; innovative uses of computerized 
instructional systems will be investi­
gated; and much will be done to auto­
mate student and administrative data 
gathering and reporting. 

For the Model Secondary School for 
the Deaf, the bill includes $4,625,000, the 
same of the budget request. 

To break through some of the barriers 
that limit the educational achievement 
of young deaf people and resolve some 
of the problems in teaching and learning 
so that deaf students who attend this 
high school can achieve at levels more 
comparable to the achievement levels of 
hearing high school students; to provide 
administrative and support services to 
the Model Secondary School for the Deaf 
as a whole, and to provide student serv­
ices for the welfare of the student body; 
to demonstrate how programs of the 
quality of the Model Secondary School 
for the Deaf may be developed in other 
regions with State and local resources. 

This activity includes obligations in­
curred for the instructional program to 
provide individualized secondary educa­
tion for young deaf persons in prepara­
tion for higher education and for voca­
tional training. Also, included under this 
activity are obligations incurred through 
educational support and general admin­
istrative services. 

In fiscal year 1972, the emphasis was 
placed on a program of evaluation of 
student achievement and the effective­
ness of materials and methods in use. 
The instructional staff continued to pro­
duce instructional materials appropriate 
for computer-assisted instruction, and 
technological contributions to education 
were explored. An entire high school cur­
riculum must be developed over the next 
2 or 3 years; therefore, the development 
of curriculum materials continued to re­
ceive priority. A pilot residence program 
provided for current student enrollment 
with experiments in patterns of residen­
tial living that show promise for use in 
the permanent facility. Continued ex­
perimentation within the temporary fa­
cility with respect to furniture and 
equipment configurations was planned. 
Continued improvements in the student 
services program were initiated. 

In fiscal year 1973, the Model Second-
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ary School for the Deaf will continue to 
develop and provide a program of excel­
lence for the present student body. Ex­
tensive emphasis will be placed on de­
veloping instructional materials of an in­
dividualized nature including filmed, 
televised, computerized and other tech­
nological formats. Increased efforts in the 
evaluation of student progress and of 
the effectiveness of methods in use will 
be undertaken to lend direction to in­
structional planning. Audiological, psy­
chological, social work, health, and other 
professional service components of the 
school program require further develop­
ment prior to a major increase in the 
student body. The Model Secondary 
School for the Deaf additionally will re­
spond to the commitment to serve other 
schools in the region and nationally' 
through dissemination enterprises. 

Also included in the bill is $14,446,000 
for Gallaudet College, an increase of 
$4,960,000 from the budget request. The 
increase over the budget is for comple­
tion of the updating of the college's 
utility system. 

This appropriation consists of two 
major activities: College operations and 
Kendall Demonstration Elementary 
School. 

The college operations activity is re­
sponsible for instructional programs in 
the undergraduate college, graduate col­
lege, preschool, summer school, the 
library, public services, continuing edu­
cation, research and for student aid. Also 
included in this activity are the admin­
istrative offices, business management, 
support and student services. 

The obligations for this activity in­
clude salaries and benefits for depart­
mental chairmen, teaching staff and 
their supporting staff and staff person­
nel, office and laboratory expenses, travel, 
equipment and other departmental ex­
penses. 

Funds requested are to initiate more 
of the Role and Function Committee's 
recommendations as described in the 
new era report. It is extremely impor­
tant that the latest technological ad­
vances be brought to the institution to 
assist our students in learning. Funds are 
requested to expand the tutorial program 
which will provide an opportunity to 
deaf students to improve as rapidly as 
possible in language skills and basic aca­
demic studies needed for college en­
trance. Another important part of the 
request are funds in order to provide 
more courses, seminars, study tours, and 
grants in aid. Also, funds are requested 
for teaching and nonteaching faculty 
salaries in order to remain competitive 
with other institutions of higher educa­
tion in the metropolitan area. The cus­
todial services, along with the preventive 
maintenance program, must be upgraded 
in order to provide a physical environ­
ment that is conducive to learning. The 
expansion of the institution necessitates 
a more sophisticated administrative sup­
port system along with an increase in 
student services. 

This activity is responsible for carry­
ing out the mandate of Public Law 91-
587 to convert the present Kendall 
School into a demonstration elementary 

school for deaf children residing in the 
Washington metropolitan area. 

The obligations for this activity are 
primarily focused upon areas of pres­
ently inadequate, insufficient, or nonex­
isting program support of the present 
Kendall Demonstration Elementary 
School. Major areas of increase include 
supportive staff, teacher aides, special 
services, instructional equipment, sup­
plies and materials expenses, as well as 
the establishment of a program manage­
ment sector to develop a program 
effemiveness and budgetary impact data 
system. 

The committee agreed to the budget 
request of $58,881,000 for Howard Uni­
versity. This will provide for salary in­
creases, improvements in the univer­
sity's academic program, and in the op­
eration of Freedman's Hospital, as well 
as funds for construction. 

This appropriation provides support 
for the total program of the university, 
including subactivities such as instruc­
tion and departmental research; re­
search and training sponsored by outside 
organizations and agencies; libraries 
that serve the several areas of specialized 
instruction; administrative and support 
services; operation and maintenance of 
the physical plant; auxiliary enterprises; 
and student aid. 

Instruction, with its supporting sub­
activities, provides education on the un­
dergraduate, graduate, and professional 
levels for students who find it difficult, or 
impossible to secure the type of quality 
of training of their own choosing within 
their locality. While this education is 
available at Howard University to all 
without regard to race, creed, or national 
origin, the university undertakes to give 
special attention to the needs of blacks 
and other minorities. 

The university will provide needed im­
provements in its educational program in 
1972 by, first , establishing 82 new teach­
ing positions in liberal arts, medicine, 
dentistry, social work, urban affairs, 
business education, and communications; 
and providing 74 new positions as sup­
port for the teaching staff; second, con­
tinuing improvement of faculty salaries 
at a reasonable level of comparability, 
and, third, providing additional support 
for campus safety and security; air­
conditioning Founders library, and in­
stalling of the centrex telephone system. 

The overall goal of the university in 
1973 is to make major strides in 
strengthening all programs and services 
of the university to provide more effec­
tive teaching in all academic units, and 
to establish it as a leader and pioneer 
in selected and strategic areas of higher 
education. Specifically, the university will 
continue to seek improvement of faculty 
salaries in order to remain competitive; 
seek increase; in the number of teachers 
to attain the student-faculty ratio re­
quired for quality instruction and facul­
ty productivity and continue progress in 
the development of new academic pro­
grams initiated in fiscal year 1971-72. 

The Freedman's Hospital furnishes in­
patient and outpatient care for the com­
munity and serves as a facility for train­
ii:tg of physicians, nurses, professional, 

and technical health personnel. It is the 
teaching hospital for Howard Univer­
sity's health center. 

Operation of the hospital is financed 
by direct appropriation and income de­
rived from charges for medical and hos­
pital services to patients, medicare pa­
tients and patients certified by the Dis­
trict of Columbia and other jurisdictions. 
The hospital operates a total of 428 beds 
and 60 bassinets. 

In 1971 the hospital provided inpatient 
care for an average daily census of 391.0 
patients-including newborn-and 128,-
153 outpatient visits were provided. The 
inpatient level was 2 percent above the 
1970 average daily census. Outpatient 
visits were 7.8 percent above original 
estimates. 

In 1972 it is expected that inpatient 
load will increase over the 1971 level to 
an average daily census of 398 patients. 
The outpatient visit level is also expected 
to continue its rising trend and reach a 
total of 132,000 outpatient visits. Because 
of a change in student demand, there will 
be a shift in emphasis from the diploma 
nursing school to the baccalaureate nurse 
program in the academic program 
activity. 

The basic long-term objective of the 
Freedman's Hospital is to operate an ef­
ficient institution providing a good qual­
ity of patient care to its patient clientele 
in the Metropolitan Washington area 
functioning as a fully adequate locale fo; 
the teaching functions of Howard Uni­
versity and for the training of paramedi­
cal personnel and utilizing the resources 
that are available in patient material and 
professional talent to develop a creative 
and effective research program. 

Patient load estimates for 1973 envi­
sion a further increase in average daily 
census to 406 and outpatient visits to 
131,000, increases of 4 and 10 percent 
respectively. 

Turning now to the related agencies 
the committee appropriated a total of 
$106,665,000 for these agencies in fiscal 
1973. 

For the Commission on Railroad Re­
tirement, the bill includes $101,000, the 
amount of the request and a decrease of 
$391,000 from the 1972level. 

The Commission was established under 
section 7 of the Railroad Retirement Act 
Amendments of 1970 (Public Law 91-
377), as amended (Public Law 92-46), to 
conduct a study of the railroad retire­
ment system and its financing for the 
purpose of recommending t o the Con­
gress changes which would provide ade­
quate levels of benefits on an actuarially 
sound basis. The Commission is required 
to submit its final report on or before 
July 1, 1972, and is allowed 6~ days there­
after for orderly termination of its activi­
ties. The appropriation for 1973 provides 
for the termination period. 

The bill provides $10,650,000 for the 
Federal Mediation and Conciliation Serv­
ice, the amount of the budget request 
and an increase of $240,000 from last 
year. 

The Service under title II of the Labor 
Management Relations Act of 1947, as­
sists labor and management in media­
tion and prevention of disputes affecting 
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industries engaged in interstate com­
merce and defense production, other 
than rail and air transportation, when­
ever in its judgment such disputes threat­
en to cause a substantial interruption of 
commerce. Under the authority of Exec­
utive Order 11491 of October 29, 1969, as 
amended by Executive Order 11616, dated 
August 26, 1971, the Service also makes 
its mediation and conciliation facilities 
available to Federal agencies and orga­
nizations representing Federal employees 
in the resolution of negotiation disputes. 

The committee agreed to the budget 
request of $1,260,000 for the Cabinet 
Committee on Opportunities for Span­
ish-Speaking People, an increase of 
$370,000 over the 1972 appropriation. 

The Cabinet Committee on Opportu­
nities for the Spanish-Speaking People 
was created on December 30, 1969, by 
Public Law 91-181. The primary func­
tions of the committee are to advise Fed­
eral departments and agencies regarding 
appropriate action to be taken to help 
assure that Federal programs are pro­
viding the assistance needed by Spanish­
speaking and Spanish-surnamed Amer­
icans; and to advise Federal depart­
ments and agencies on the development 
and implementation of comprehensive 
and coordinated policies, plans, and pro­
grams focusing on the special problems 
and needs of Spanish-speaking and 
Spanish-surnamed Americans, and on 
priorities thereunder. 

Included in the bill is $406,000 for the 
National Commission on Libraries and 
Information Science, the amount of the 
budget request and an increase of $206,-
000 over last year. 

The Commission is a permanent, inde­
pendent agency composed of the Librar­
ian of Congress and 14 members ap­
pointed by the President, five of whom 
are professional librarians or informa­
tion specialists. The Commission was 
appointed in May 1971, and is responsible 
for developing plans for meeting the li­
brary and information needs of the Na­
tion, for coordinating Federal, State, and 
local activities to meet these needs, and 
for advising the President and Congress 
on national library and information 
science policy. 

The bill includes $1,440,000 for the 
National Commission on Marihuana and 
Drug Abuse, an increase of $300,000 over 
the budget request and an increase of 
$212,000 over 1972. 

The National Commission on Marihua­
na and Drug Abuse was created by Pub­
lic Law 91-513, as amended by Public 
Law 92-13. The Commission will be in 
existence for a period up to 26 months to 
conduct a study of marihuana including 
the extent of its use, the efficacy of exist­
ing laws, its pharmacology and effects, its 
relationship to crime and other drugs, 
and its international control. The Com­
mission will also conduct a study and 
investigation into the causes of drug 
abuse and their relative significance. 

On the basis of its study, the Commis­
sion will make recommendations to the 
President and the Congress, for legisla­
tion and administrative action. 

The budget request of $50,456,000 for 
the National Labor Relations Board was 

appropriated by the committee, and in­
crease of $1,988,000 over 1972. 

The Board resolves representation dis­
putes in industry and remedies and pre­
vents specified unfair labor practices by 
employers or labor organizations. Similar 
responsibilities for the new U.S. Postal 
Service were assumed on July 1, 1971. 
Additional funds are requested to enable 
the Agency to process a steadily rising 
caseload of both unfair labor practice 
and representation cases. Estimates for 
1973 reflect an intake increase over 1972 
of 7.7 percent for unfair labor practice 
cases and 5.6 percent for representation 
cases including Postal Service filings. 

The bill also incl.Jded $2,888,000, the 
amount of the budget request, for the 
National Mediation Board. This appro­
priation is $92,000 over the 1972 level. 

The Board mediates labor disputes 
and determines collective bargaining 
representatives for the 700 carriers and 
the 1 million employees in the railroad 
and airline industries. 

When mediation fails, the parties are 
urged to submit their differences to 
arbitration. If neither mediation nor vol­
untary arbitration is successful, the 
President, when notified of disputes 
which threaten seriously to interrupt 
service, may appoint an emergency board 
to investigate and report on the disputes 
as a basis for agreement. 

Railroad employees and carrier griev­
ances resulting from application of col­
lective bargaining contracts may be 
brought for settlement ot the National 
Railroad Adjustment Board. The Board 
is composed of carrier and union repre­
sentatives compensated by the parties. 
Administrative direction and guidance is 
provided by the administrative omcer 
designated by the National Mediation 
Board. The appropriation also provides 
for neutral referees to sit with the Board 
when they are deadlocked. Boards of Ad­
justment, previously carried under ac­
tivity 2, are also financed under this 
activity. 

The bill includes $5,979,000 for the Oc­
cupational Safety and Health Review 
Commission, the amount of the budget 
request and an increase of $4,346,000 over 
last year. 

The Review Commission, established 
by the Occupational Safety and Health 
Act of 1970, is empowered to provide a 
forum for the adjudication of contested 
enforcement actions instituted by the 
Secretary of Labor. The Commission 
holds factfinding hearings and issues or­
ders affirming, modifying, or vacating the 
Secretary's enforcement actions. 

This large increase is needed to provide 
additional personnel to enable the Com­
mission to keep abreast of its rapidly ex­
panding caseload. 

Under the Railroad Retirement Board, 
the bill includes $21,645,000 for payments 
for military service credits, the amount 
of the budget request, and $19,822,000 
for limitation on salaries and expenses, 
also the amount of the budget request. 

The Board administers the Railroad 
Retirement Act which provides a pro­
gram for the payment of regular annu­
ities for age and disability and benefits 
for survivors, financed by taxes paid 

equally by employers and employees. The 
Board also participates in the adminis­
tration of the hospital and medical insur­
ance programs for persons covered by 
the Railroad Retirement Act for which 
it is reimbursed in part by the Social Se­
curity Administration, the activity of 
which is reflected in the advances and 
reimbursements account. 

The Board also administers a program 
for the payment of supplemental annu­
ities under certain conditions to career 
railroad workers awarded regular retire­
ment annuities after June 1966, financed 
by a tax paid by employers based on the 
number of man-hours for which they 
pay compensation. The supplemental an­
nuity paid to employees is in addition to 
the regular railroad retirement annuity. 

And for the U.S. Soldiers' Home, the 
bill includes authority to use $11,596,000 
for the Soldiers' Home Permanent Fund, 
the amount of the request, and an in­
crease of $13,000 over the amount au­
thorized for fiscal year 1972. It also in­
cludes $244,000 for capital outlay, the 
amount of the budget request, and an 
increase of $164,000 over the 1972 level. 

The U.S. Soldiers' Home provides 
medical and domiciliary care and other 
authorized benefits for the relief and 
support of certain old, invalid, or dis­
abled soldiers of the Regular Army and 
airmen of the Air Force. Funds for oper­
ation and maintenance of the Home are 
appropriated frcm the Soldiers' Home 
permanent fund-trust fund-and not 
from the general funds of the Treasury. 

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
particular to congratulate the House Ap­
propriations Committee for a bill which 
increases the funds for programs in the 
field of medical research and the delivery 
of health care. As I pointed out in my 
remarks on May 10 on the floor of the 
House, the proposed budget for fiscal 
1973 could be a serious blow to the ongo­
ing program of important and lifesaving 
programs, both at the National Insti­
tutes of Health and at the National In­
stitute of Mental Health. I take great 
pride in the fact that both the National 
Institutes of Health and the Health 
Services and Mental Health Administra­
tion are located in my district. 

I am particularly grateful to the com­
mittee for the increase of $30 million in 
staffing grants for community mental 
health centers. However, I must point 
out in all fairness that a considerable 
portion of this increase will go to meB.tal 
health centers which were approved in 
fiscal 1972, but were not supported, be­
cause of lack of funds. For example, the 
entire State of Maryland received only 
$718,000 in staffing grants in fiscal 1972. 

Let me point out several concrete ex­
amples of what this means: The Upper 
Montgomery County Mental Health Cen­
ter, located in the Montgomery General 
Hospital at Olney, has been constructed 
with matching Federal and State sup­
port. However, the key to its successful 
operation is an adequate professional 
staff. It has been almost a year since its 
staffing grant application was approved 
but it has yet to receive any funds be.: 
cause of the fiscal stringency crippling 
the entire mental health center program 
in this country. 
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The 300 fully operating mental health 
centers in the country are doing a mag­
nificent job of reducing the patients in 
residence in our State hospitals. As 
pointed out in the hearings before the 
House Appropriations Committee this, 
year, the reduction of almost 50 percent 
in the number of patients incarcerated 
in our State mental hospitals in the past 
decade alone has saved the States and 
localities several billions of dollars. 

We need at least 10 more mental 
health centers in Maryland and my 
county has already benefited consider­
ably from State and local support mon­
eys; we feel the Federal Government 
should provide support to a correspond­
ing degree. 

For example, the Silver Spring-Ta­
koma Park Mental Health Center will 
open in September of this year. It has 
received financial support from the State, 
from the county and from the Washing­
ton Sanitarium and Hospital, and it is 
now preparing a staffing grant applica­
tion to the Federal Government. I hope 
and urge that it will be funded with the 
increases recommended in the bill before 
us today. It is desperately needed. 

Although the Holy Cross Hospital 
opened a small psychiatric unit just a 
month ago with its own funds and staff, 
there is still a great need for a compre­
hensive mental health center in that 
area. The citizens of that portion of my 
district are working with the Community 
Psychiatric Clinic, the Montgomery 
County Health Department, and the 
State to construct or purchase a building 
located near Holy Cross Hospital. If a 
building can be purchased for a reason­
able amount of money, another staffing 
grant application will come in from my 
district within the next few months. 

In the entire Bethesda catchment area 
there is not a single mental health cen­
ter despite the enormous growth of our 
population in Montgomery County over 
these past few years. 

Mr. Chairman, I must repeat my hope 
that the $30 million which the House 
Appropriations Committee has added to 
the administration's request for mental 
health staffing grants will cover these 
needs which I have cited and others 
which times does not permit me to list. 
However, if it is determined that these 
additional moneys are not sufficient, I 
would respectfully suggest that the mem­
bers of the Labor-HEW subcommittee 
take a positive attitude toward any addi­
tional increases for centers' staffing 
which the other body may approve. We 
are behind in funding these centers and 
I hope that this year's appropriation will 
mark a turning point toward adequate 
Federal support of this vital programs. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from Illinois <Mr. FINDLEY). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap­
peared to have it. 

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

Tellers were refused. 
So the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAffiMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk concluded the reading of 

the bill. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise and re­
port the bill back to the House with sun­
dry amendments, with the recommenda­
tion that the amendments be agreed to 
and that the bill as amended do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. HOLIFIELD, Chairman of the Com­
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com­
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill <H.R. 15417) , making appropria­
tions for the Departments of Labor, and 
Health, Education, and Welfare, and re­
lated agencies, for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1973, and for other purposes, 
had directed him to report the bill back 
to the House with sundry amendments, 
with the recommendation that the 
amendments be agreed to and that the 
bill as amended do pass. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question on the bill and all 
amendments thereto to final passage. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote de­

manded on any amendment? If not, the 
Chair will put them en gros. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the 

engrossment and third reading of the 
bill. 

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

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. BOW 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo­
tion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op­
posed to the bill? 

Mr. BOW. I am, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 

the motion to recommit. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Bow moves to recommit the bill H.R. 

16417 to the Committee on Appropriations 
with instructions to that committee to re­
port it back forthwith with the following 
amendment: 

On page 40, after line 4, insert a new sec­
tion as follows: 

"SEc. 409. From the amounts approprl81ted 
in this Act, exclusive of salaries and expenses 
of the Social Security Administration, ac­
tivities of the Railroad Retirement Board, 
operations, maintenance and capital outlay 
of the United States Soldiers' Home and pay­
ments into the Social Security and Rail­
road Retirement trust funds, the total avail­
able for expenditures shall not exceed 95 
per centum of the total appropriations con­
tained herein." 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, this of course 
is what has been known over the years 
as the Bow amendment, which has been 
adopted by this body on several occa­
sions and rejected on some occasions. It 
will be called a meat-ax cut, but some­
times it is well to get out the meat ax. 
This is the first time I have offered this 
for some time, but when we see what has 
happened here today and what is hap­
pening to the situation in our country, 
I could not resist it now because with 
the bill as it is this is going to save ap­
proximately $1.4 billion. 

This only provides that we are going 
to cut it down to 95 percent in expendi­
tures-not in appropriations but in ex-

penditures-of what we are authorizing 
today, and it protects the Social Security 
Administration, the Railroad Retirement 
Board, the Soldiers' Home, and payments 
in social security. 

I can look forward, Mr. Chairman, to 
a vote within the near future on extend­
ing the debt limitation, and I wonder 
about those who have been voting here 
today to increase these amounts and this 
great debt with these great appropria­
tions-how are they going to vote when 
it comes to the question of the increase 
in the debt limitation and whose respon­
sibility it will be then? 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOW. I yield to the minority 
leader. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
the only way to insure that this loaded 
and bloated appropriation bill will not 
be vetoed is to vote for the motion to 
recommit. A 5-percent expenditure cut 
below the appropriation will save the ex­
penditure of approximately $1.3 billion 
in fiscal year 1973, and that amount is 
approximately the total added in appro­
priations over the budget submitted by 
the President. 

Our memories ought to take us back 
to 1970 when in that year on this appro­
priation bill we did almost exactly as we 
are doing today. The net result was there 
was a veto, it was sustained, and the 
HEW-Labor ap!Jropriate bill did not 
become law until well after the school 
year started for elementary and sec­
ondary schools, and the school admin­
istrators the length and breadth of the 
country objected to the uncertainties as 
a result. 

If this bill is not cut back by the Bow 
amendment, at least in my judgment 
there is a very high degree of likelihood 
we will have a replay of 1970. 

Mr. Speaker, for that reason I strongly 
urge, to avoid the problems of 1970, that 
we support the motion to recommit and 
avoid the possibility, a distinct one, of a 
veto and the problems that would result 
thereafter. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate 
the remarks of the distinguished minor­
ity leader. I urge my colleagues who are 
for fiscal responsibility, to try to stop 
this trend and to vote for this motion to 
recommit. It is a difficult one to vote for, 
but I hope the Members will support it. 
-Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I rise in op­
position to the motion to recommit. 

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

Mr. FLOOD. I yield to the gentleman 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker and Mem­
bers of the House, this is not a new argu­
ment. We have been advised, to use a 
very soft word-! would prefer to use the 
word "threatened"-on several occasions 
by the minority leader and others that if 
the House works its will on a given piece 
of legislation, it will be vetoed, and there­
fore we must fall back and rescind what 
we have accomplished here in the past 
several days. 

Mr. Speaker, all of us stand here occa­
sion after occasion and talk about this 
being the great Chamber of the repre­
sentatives of the people, the place where 
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the laws are considered and made. I just 
do not believe that we have to be threat­
ened and intimidated by the notion that 
the Chief Executive, the President, is 
going to veto this bill. 

I believe this is a good bill. The Mem­
bers have worked hard and long and dill­
gently to perfect the bill. 

I know it can be argued that the 
amounts are somewhat above what the 
budget recommended, but I would say 
that when we look at the needs in these 
areas of health and education, the de­
mands all over this country, and when 
we look at this plus trillion-dollar econ­
omy of ours, what we have done is any­
thing but generous. The amount of the 
national commitment to education in this 
country is unfortunately less than it is 
in most countries in the Western World. 
We pay a penalty for it, a very dear 
penalty, because unfortunately the 
standard of education in this country 
has suffered accordingly. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend you on the 
fine job you have done, and I commend 
your colleagues. The bill has been ac­
cepted by and large. Some amendments 
have been adopted. That is the legisla­
tive will of this body. 

I hope that none of us will be threat­
ened and cajoled and intimidated by a 
Presidential veto. If the President wants 
to veto the bill, that is his privilege. We 
will bring it back here and see whether 
or not we can override the veto. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I wish to add 
nothing more than I said in opposing the 
amendment of the gentleman from nu­
nois, which was soundly defeated. 

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques­
tion on the motion to recommit. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the 

motion to recommit. 
Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, on that I 

demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 138, nays 208, not voting 86, 
as follows: 

Abbitt 
Anderson, TIL 
Andrews, Ala. 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Archer 
Arends 
Ashbrook 
Baker 
Belcher 
Bennett 
Betts 
Blackburn 
Bow 
Brotzman 
Brown, Mich. 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Burke, Fla. 
Burleson, Tex. 
Cabell 
Camp 
Carlson 
Cederberg 
Chappell 
Clancy 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Clawson, Del 
Coll1er 
ColUns, Tex. 
Colmer 
Conable 
Conover 
Crane 

[Roll No. 207] 

YEAS-138 
Daniel, Va. Kemp 
Davis, Wis. Kuykendall 
Dellenback Kyl 
Dennis Landgrebe 
Derwinski Latta 
Devine Lloyd 
Dickinson Lujan 
Downing McCollister 
Duncan McCulloch 
Erlenborn McKevitt 
Findley Mallary 
Fish Mann 
Fisher Mathias, Calif. 
Flynt Mathis, Ga. 
Ford, Gerald R. Mayne 
Fountain Michel 
Frelinghuysen Miller, Ohio 
Frey Mills, Md. 
Gettys Minshall 
Goldwater Mizell 
Goodling Myers 
Griffin Nelsen 
Gross Passman 
Gubser Pelly 
Haley Pettis 
Hamil ton Powell 
Hastings Price, Tex. 
Hunt Purcell 
Hutchinson Quie 
!chord Quillen 
Johnson, Pa. Rhodes 
Jonas Robinson, Va. 
Jones, N.C. Robison, N.Y. 
Keating Roush 
Keith Runnels 

Ruth 
Sandman 
Satterfield 
Saylor 
Scherle 
Schmitz 
Schnee bell 
Scott 
Sebelius 
Shriver 
Sikes 
Skubitz 

Smith, N.Y. Wampler 
Spence Ware 
Steiger, Ariz. Whalley 
Stuckey Widnall 
Taylor Winn 
Teague, Calif. Wyatt 
Teague, Tex. Wydler 
Terry Wylie 
Thompson, Ga. Wyman 
Vander Jagt Young, Fla. 
Veysey Zion 
Waggonner 

NAYB--208 
Adams Forsythe Murphy, N.Y. 
Addabbo Fulton Murphy, m. 
Alexander Galifianakis Natcher 
Anderson, Gaydos Nedzi 

Calif. Giaimo Nix 
Annunzio Gibbons Obey 
Ashley Gonzalez O'Konski 
Aspin Grasso O'Neill 
Aspinall Gray Patten 
Badillo Green, Oreg. Peyser 
Baring Green, Pa. Pickle 
Barrett Gude Pike 
Begich Hammer- Preyer, N.C. 
Bergland schmidt Price, TIL 
Bevill Hanley Pucinski 
Biaggi Hanna Railsback 
Biester Hansen, Idaho Randall 
Boggs Hansen, Wash. Rangel 
Boland Harrington Rees 
Bolling Hathaway Reid 
Brademas Hawkins Reuss 
Brasco Hays Riegle 
Brinkley Hechler, W.Va. Roberts 
Brooks Heckler, Mass. Rodino 
Broyhill, Va. Heinz Roe 
Buchanan Helstoski Rogers 
Burke, Mass. Henderson Roncalio 
Burlison, Mo. Hicks, Mass. Rostenkowski 
Burton Hicks, Wash. Roy 
Byrne, Pa. Hogan Roybal 
Byron Holifield Ruppe 
Caffery Horton Ryan 
Carey, N.Y. Howard StGermain 
Carney Hull Sarbanes 
Carter Hungate Schwengel 
Casey, Tex. Jacobs Seiberling 
Chisholm Jarman Shipley 
Clark Johnson, Calif. Shoup 
Clay Jones, Ala. Sisk 
Cleveland Jones, Tenn. Slack 
Conte Karth Smith, Iowa 
Conyers Kastenmeier Staggers 
Corman Kazen Stanton, 
Cotter Kee J. William 
Coughlin Koch Stanton, 
Culver Leggett James V. 
Daniels, N.J. Lent Steed 
Danielson Long, Md. Steele 
Davis, Ga. McClory Stokes 
de la Garza McCormack Stratton 
Dellums McDade Stubblefield 
Denholm McFall Symington 
Dent McKinney Thomson, Wis. 
Diggs Macdonald, Thone 
Donohue Mass. Tiernan 
Dorn Madden Udall 
Dow Mahon Ullman 
Drinan Matsunaga Vanlk 
Dulski Mazzoll Vigorito 
duPont Meeds Waldie 
Eckhardt Melcher Whalen 
Edwards, Calif. Mikva White 
Eilberg Miller, Calif. Whitten 
Esch Mills, Ark. Wolff 
Evans, Colo. Minish Wright 
Evins, Tenn. Mink Yates 
Fascell Mitchell Yatron 
Flood Mollohan Young, Tex. 
Flowers Monagan Zablocki 
Foley Moorhead Zwach 
Ford, Morgan 

William D. Moss 

NOT VOTING--86 
Abernethy 
Abourezk 
Abzug 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Bell 
Bingham 
Blanton 
Blatnik 
Bray 
Broomfield 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Celler 
Chamberlain 
Collins, Ill. 
Curlin 

Davis, S.C. 
Delaney 
Dingell 
Dowdy 
Dwyer 
Edmondson 
Edwards, Ala. 
Eshleman 
Fraser 
Frenzel 
Fuqua 
Gallagher 
Garmatz 
Griffiths 
Grover 
Hagan 

Hall 
Halpern 
Harsha 
Harvey 
Hebert 
Hillis 
Hosmer 
King 
Kluczynski 
Kyros 
Landrum 
Lennon 
Link 
Long, La. 
McCloskey 
McClure 

McDonald, 
Mich. 

McEwen 
McKay 
McMillan 
Mailliard 
Martin 
Metcalfe 
Montgomery 
Mosher 
Nichols 
O'Hara 
Patman 
Pepper 

Perkins 
Pirnie 
Poage 
Podell 
Poff 
Pryor, Ark. 
Rarick 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rooney, Pa. 
Rosenthal 
Rousselot 
Scheuer 
Smith, Callt. 
Snyder 

Springer 
Steiger, Wis. 
Stephens 
Sullivan 
Talcott 
Thompson, N.J. 
Van Deerlin 
Whitehurst 
Wiggins 
Williams 
Wilson, Bob 
Wilson, 

Charles H. 

So the motion to recommit was re­
jected. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Rarick for, with Mr. Rooney of New 

York against. 
Mr. McEwen for, With Mr. Mosher against. 
Mr. Rousselot for, With Mr. Plrnie against. 
Mr. Hall for, with Mrs. Dwyer against. 
Mr. Abernethy for, with Mr. Link against. 
Mr. Bray for, with Mr. Perkins against. 
Mr. Smith of California for, with Mr. Celler 

against. 
Mr. Edwards of Alabama for, with Mr. 

Thompson of New Jersey against. 
Mr. Martin for, with Mr. Fraser against. 
Mr. King for, with Mr. Kyros against. 
Mr. Dowdy for, with Mr. O'Hara against. 
Mr. Long of Louisiana for, with Mr. 

Kl uczynski against. 
Mr. Montgomery for, with Mr. Metcalfe 

against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Hebert with Mr. Byrnes of Wi~con­

sin. 
Mr. Rooney of Pennsylvania with Mr. Esh-

leman. 
Mr. Nichols with Mr. Poff. 
Mr. Delaney with Mr. Halpern. 
Mr. Pepper with Mr. McClure. 
Mr. Colllns of Illinois with Mrs. Abzug. 
Mr. Patman with Mr. McCloskey. 
Mr. Podell with Mr. Grover. 
Mr. Fuqua with Mr. Springer. 
Mrs. Griffiths with Mr. McDonald of Mich-

igan. 
Mr. Lennon with Mr. Hillis. 
Mr. Van Deerlin with Mr. Hosmer. 
Mrs. Sulllvan with Mr. Frenzel. 
Mr. Charles H. Wilson with Mr. Bob Wil-

son. 
Mr. Dingell with Mr. Chamberlain. 
Mr. Curlin with Mr. Snyder. 
Mr. Edmondson with Mr. Broomfield. 
Mr. Garmatz with Mr. Harsha. 
Mr. Anderson of Tennessee with Mr. Wil­

liams. 
Mr. Abourezk with Mr. Steiger of w :.scon-

sin. 
Mr. Blanton with Mr. Mailliard. 
Mr. McKay with Mr. Harvey. 
Mr. Pryor of Arkansas with Mr. Bell. 
Mr. Hagan with Mr. Whitehurst. 
Mr. Stephens with Mr. Talcott. 
Mr. McMillan with Mr. Wiggins. 
Mr. Bingham with Mr. Davis of South Car-

olina. 
Mr. Rosenthal with Mr. Landrum. 
Mr. Gallagher with Mr. Scheuer. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

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

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, on that 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were--yeas 277, nays 60, not voting 95. 
as follows: 
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[Roll No. 208] 
YEA8-277 

Adams Gaydos Nedzi 
Addabbo Gettys Nelsen 
Alexander Giaimo Obey 
Anderson, Gibbons O'Konski 

Calif. Goldwater O'Neill 
Anderson, Ill. Gonzalez Passman 
Andrews, Ala. Grasso Patten 
Andrews, Gray Pepper 

N.Dak. Green, Oreg. Pettis 
Annunzio Green, Pa. Peyser 
Ashley Gubser Pickle 
Aspin Gude Pike 
Aspinall Hamilton Powell 
Badillo Hammer- Preyer, N.C. 
Baring schmidt Price, Ill. 
Barrett Hanley Price, Tex. 
Begich Hanna Pucinski 
Belcher Hansen, Idaho Purcell 
Bergland Hansen, Wash. Quie 
Bevill Harrington Quillen 
Biaggi Hastings Railsback 
Biester Hathaway Rangel 
Boggs Hawkins Rees 
Boland Hays Reid 
Bolling Hechler, W.Va. Reuss 
Brademas Heckler, Mass. Riegle 
Brasco Heinz Roberts 
Brinkley Helstoski Robison, N.Y. 
Brooks Henderson Rodino 
Brotzman Hicks, Mass. Roe 
Brown, Mich. Hicks, Wash. Rogers 
Brown, Ohio Hogan Roncalio 
Broyhill, Va. Holifield Rostenkowski 
Buchanan Horton Roush 
Burke, Fla. HoWard Roy 
Burke, Mass. Hull Roybal 
Burleson, Tex. Hungate Runnels 
Burlison, Mo. Hunt Ruppe 
Burton Jacobs Ryan 
Byron Jarman StGermain 
Cabell Johnson, Calif. Sarbanes 
Caffery Johnson, Pa. Schwengel 
Carey, N.Y. Jones, Ala. Sebellus 
Carney Jones, N.C. Seiberling 
Carter Jones, Tenn. Shipley 
Casey, Tex. Karth Shoup 
Cederberg Kastenmeier Shriver 
Chisholm Kazen Sikes 
Clark Keating Sisk 
Clausen, Kee Skubitz 

Don H. Keith Slack 
Clay Kemp Smith, Iowa 
Cleveland Koch Spence 
Conte Latta Stanton, 
Conyers Leggett J . William 
Corman Lent Stanton, 
Cotter Lloyd James V. 
Coughlin Long, Md. Steed 
Culver Lujan Steele 
Daniels, N.J. McClory Stokes 
Danielson McCollister Stratton 
Davis, Ga. McCormack Stubblefield 
de la Garza McCulloch Stuckey 
Dellenback McDade Symington 
Dellums McFall Taylor 
Denholm McKevitt Teague, Calif. 
Dent McKinney Thomson, Wis. 
Diggs Macdonald, Thone 
Donohue Mass. Tiernan 
Dorn Madden Udall 
Dow Mahon Ullman 
Downing Mann Van Deerlin 
Drinan Mathias, Calif. Vander Jagt 
Dulski Matsunaga Vanik 
Duncan Mayne Veysey 
duPont Meeds Vigorito 
Eckhardt Melcher Waggonner 
Edwards, Calif. Mikva Waldie 
Eilberg Miller, Calif. Wampler 
Esch Miller, Ohio Whalen 
Evans, Colo. Mills, Ark. White 
Evins, Tenn. Mills, Md. Whitten 
Fascell Minish Widnall 
Fish Mink Winn 
Fisher Minshall Wolff 
Flood Mitchell Wyatt 
Flowers Mollohan Wydler 
Foley Monagan Wylie 
Ford, Moorhead Wyman 

William D. Morgan Yates 
Forsythe Moss Young, Fla. 
Fountain Murphy, Ill. Young, Tex. 
Frelingbuysen Murphy. N.Y. Zablocki 
Frey Myers Zion 
Galifianakis Natcher Zwach 

Abbitt 
Archer 
Arenas 
Ashbrook 
Baker 
Bennet 'I> 

NAYS-60 
Betts 
Blackburn 
Bow 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Camp 
Carlson 

Chappell 
Clawson, Del 
Collier 
Collins, Tex. 
Colmer 
Conable 

Conover Haley Ruth 
Crane Hutchinson Sandman 
Daniel , Va. Jonas Satterfield 
Davis, Wis. Kuykendall Saylor 
Dennis Kyl Scherle 
Derwinski Landgrebe Schmitz 
Devine Mallary Schneebeli 
Dickinson Martin Scott 
Findley Mathis, Ga. Smith, N.Y. 
Flynt Michel Steiger, Ariz. 
Ford, Gerald R. Mizell Teague, Tex. 
Goodling Felly Thompson, Ga. 
Griffin Rhodes Ware 
Gross Robinson, Va. Whalley 

NOT VOTING-95 
Abernethy 
Abourezk 
Abzug 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Bell 
Bingham 
Blanton 
Blatnik 
Bray 
Broomfield 
Byrne, Pa. 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Celler 
Chamberlain 
Clancy 
Collins, Ill. 
Curlin 
Davis, S.C. 
Delaney 
Dingell 
Dowdy 
Dwyer 
Edmondson 
Edwards, Ala. 
Erlenborn 
Eshleman 
Fraser 
Frenzel 
Fulton 
Fuqua 
Gallagher 
Garmatz 

Griffiths 
Grover 
Hagan 
Hall 
Halpern 
Harsha 
Harvey 
Hebert 
Hillis 
Hosmer 
I chord 
King 
Kluczynski 
Kyros 
Landrum 
Lennon 
Link 
Long, La. 
McCloskey 
McClure 
McDonald, 

Mich. 
McEwen 
McKay 
McMillan 
Mailliard 
Mazzoli 
Metcalfe 
Montgomery 
Mosher 
Nichols 
Nix 
O 'Hara 

So the bill was passed. 

Patman 
Perkins 
Pirnie 
Poage 
Podell 
Poff 
Pryor, Ark. 
Randall 
Rarick 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rooney, Pa. 
Rosenthal 
Rousselot 
Scheuer 
Smith, Calif. 
Snyder 
Springer 
Staggers 
Steiger, Wis. 
Stephens 
Sullivan 
Talcott 
Terry 
Thompson, N.J. 
Whitehurst 
Wiggins 
Williams 
Wilson, Bob 
Wilson, 

Charles H 
Wright 
Yatron 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Rooney of New York for, with Mr. Hall 

against. 
Mr. Grover for, with Mr. Rousselot against. 
Mr. McDonald of Michigan for, with Mr. 

Edwards of Alabama against. 
Mr. Hillis for, with Mr. Terry against. 
Mr. Nichols for, with Mr. Abernethy 

against. 
Mr. McEwen for, with Mr. Rarick against. 
Mr. Frenzel for, with Mr. Smith of Cali-

fornia against. 

Until further notice : 
Mr. Hebert with Mr. Byrnes of Wisconsin. 
Mr. Ichord with Mr. Chamberlain. 
Mrs. Sullivan with Mr. Bray. 
Mr. Dingell with Mr. Broomfield. 
Mrs. Griffiths with Mr. Harvey. 
Mr. Podell with Mr. Halpern. 
Mr. Mazzoli with Mr. Snyder. 
Mr. Thompson of New Jersey with Mrs. 

Dwyer. 
Mr. Charles H. Wilson with Mr. Bob Wilson. 
Mr. Byrne of Pennsylvania with Mr. Wil-

liams. 
Mr. Yatron with Mr. Eshleman. 
Mr. Collins of Illinois with Mrs. Abzug. 
Mr. Fraser with Mr. Metcalfe. 
Mr. Kluczynski with Mr. Erlenborn. 
Mr. Lennon with Mr. Poff. 
Mr. Link with Mr. Springer. 
Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Harsha. 
Mr. Edmondson with Mr. McClure. 
Mr. Perkins with Mr. Bell. 
Mr. Rooney of Pennsylvania with Mr. Mc-

Closkey. 
Mr. Nix with Mr. Rosenthal. 
Mr. Celler with Mr. King. 
Mr. Delaney with Mr. Wiggins. 
Mr. Staggers with Mr. Whitehurst. 
Mr. Montgomery with Mr. Clancy. 
Mr. Fulton with Mr. Hosmer. 
Mr. Curlin with Mr. Talcott. 

Mr. Anderson of Tennessee with Mr. Mail-
liard. 

Mr. Kyros with Mr. Mosher. 
Mr. Bingham with Mr. Pirnle. 
Mr. Abourezk with Mr. Stephens. 
Mr. McMillian with Mr. Blanton. 
Mr. Davis of South Carolina with Mr. Pat-

man. 
Mr. O'Hara with Mr. Scheuer. 
Mr. Wright with Mr. Randal. 
Mr. Hagan with Mr. Fuqua. 
Mr. McKay with Mr. Pryor of Arkansas. 
Mr. Long of Louisiana with Mr. Garma.tz. 
Mr. Landrum with Mr. Gallagher. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani­

mous consent that all Members may have 
5legislative days in which to extend their 
remarks on the bill (H.R. 15417), just 
passed, and to include extraneous matter. 

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

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION FOR GENERAL DEBATE 
ONLY ON JUNE 20 ON PUBLIC 
WORKS, ATOMIC ENERGY, TREAS­
URY, AND POSTAL SERVICE AP­
PROPRIATIONS, 1973 
Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan­

imous consent that it may be in order in 
the House on Tuesday next--clause 6 of 
rule XXI to the contrary notwithstand­
ing-to have general debate only on the 
bill making appropriations for public 
works for water and power development, 
the Atomic Energy Commission, and 
certain other agencies for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1973, and to have general 
debate only on the bill making appro­
priations for the Treasury Department, 
the Postal Service, the Executive Office 
of the President, and certain independ­
ent agencies, for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1973. 

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

There was no objection. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 14734, 
FOREIGN RELATIONS AUTHORI­
ZATION ACT OF 1972 
Mr. MORGAN submitted the following 

conference report and statement on the 
bill <H.R. 14734) to authorize appro­
priations for the Department of State 
and for the U.S. Information Agency: 

CONFERENCE REPORT (HOUSE REPT. 

No. 92-1145) 

The committee of conference on the dis­
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Sena..te to the bill (H.R. 
14734) to authorize appropriations for the 
Department of State and for the United 
States Information Agency, 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 to 
the text of the House bill and agree to the 
same with an amendment as follows: In lieu 
of the matter proposed to be inserted by the 
Senate amendment insert the following: 
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That this Act may be cited as the "For­

eign Relations Authorization Act of 1972". 
TITLE I-DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
SEc. 101. (a) There are authorized to be ap­

propriated for the Department of State for 
fiscal year 1973, to carry out the authorities, 
functions , duties, and responsibilities in the 
conduct of the foreign affairs of the United 
States, and other purposes authorized by law, 
the following amounts: 

(1) for the "Admlnistration of Foreign Af-
fairs", $289,453,000; 

(2) for "International Organizations and 
Conferences", $188,263,000; 

(3) for "International Commissions", $18,-
226,000; 

(4) for "Educational Exchange", $59,200,-
000; and 

(5) for "Migration and Refuge Assistance", 
$8,212,000. 

(b) The Secretary of State is authorized 
to furnish, on terms and conditions he con­
siders appropriate, assistance to Israel or 
another suitable country, including assist­
ance for the resettlement in Israel or such 
country of Jewish or other similar refugees 
from the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Secretary not to exceed $85,000,000 to 
ca.rry out the provisions of this subsection. 

(c) Appropriations made under subsection 
(a) of this section are authorized to remain 
available until expended. 

LIMITATION UPON PRIOR AUTHORIZATION 
REQUIREMENT 

SEc. 102. Section 15(a) of the Act entitled 
"An Act to provide certain basic authority 
for the Department of State", approved Au­
gust 1, 1956, as amended by section 407 of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1971 (22 U.S.C. 
2680), is amended by adding at the end there­
of the following new sentence: "The provi­
sions of this subsection shall not apply to, 
or affect in any manner, permanent appropri­
ations, trust funds, and other similar ac­
counts administered by the Department as 
authorized by law.". 

DEPUTY SECRETARY OF STATE AND UNDER 
SECRETARY OF STATE 

.SEC. 103. (a) (1) The first section o! the 
Act of May 26, 1949, as amended (22 U.S.C. 
2652), is amended to read as follows: "That 
there shall be in the Department of State, 
in addition to the Secretary of State, a Deputy 
Secretary of State, an Under Secretary of 
State for Political Affairs, an Under Secretary 
of State for Economic Affairs, a Deputy Under 
Secretary of State, and eleven Assistant Sec­
retaries of State." 

(2) Section 2(b) of the Act of May 26, 
1949, as amended (22 U.S.C. 2652), is repealed. 

(b) The duties of the Under Secretary of 
State are transferred to the Deputy Secretary 
of State. The individual holding, on the date 
of enactment of this Act, the omce of the 
Under Secretary of State may assume the 
duties of the Deputy Secretary of State. The 
individual assuming such duties shall not 
be required to be reappointed by reason of 
the enactment of this section. 

(c) The provisions of subsection (a) of 
this section are effective July 1, 1972. 

EXECUTIVE SCHEDULE PAY RATES 
SEc. 104. Chapter 53 of title 5, United States 

Code, is amended as follows: 
(1) Section 5313(2) is amended to read as 

follows: 
"(2) Deputy Secretary of State." 
(2) Section 5314(9) is amended by striking 

out "or" before "Under Secretary of State 
for Economic Affairs" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "and". 

(3) Section 5315(10) is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(10) Deputy Under Secretary of State." 

RETIREMENT ANNUITIES FOR CERTAIN ALIENS 
SEC. 105. (a) Section 8331 ( 1) of title 5, 

United States Code, is amended-
(1) by striking out "and" at the end of 

subparagraph (H) ; 
(2) by adding "and" at the end of sub­

paragraph (I); and 
(3) by inserting, immediately below sub­

paragraph (I), the following new subpara­
graph: 

"(J) an alien (i) who was previously em­
ployed by the Government, (ii) who is em­
ployed full time by a foreign government for 
the purpose of protecting or furthering the 
interests of the United States during an in­
terruption of diplomatic or consular rela­
tions, and (iii) for whose services reimburse­
ment is made to the foreign government by 
the United States;". 

(b) Subsection: (a) of this section shall 
become effective on the first day of the 
second month which begins after its enact­
ment. 

(c) The amendments made by such sub­
section (a) shall not apply in the cases of 
persons retired or otherwise separated prior 
to the effective date established under sub­
section (b) of this section, and the rights of 
such persons an·d their survivors shall con­
tinue in the same manner and to the same 
extent as if such amendments had not been 
enacted. 
MILITARY PERSONNEL AND CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES' 

CLAIMS ACT OF 1964 

SEc. 106. (a) Section 3(b) (1) of the M111-
tary Personnel and Civilian: Employees' 
Claims Act of 1964, as amended (31 U.S.C. 
241(b) (1) ), is amended to read as follows: 

"(b) (1) Subject to any policies the Presi­
dent may prescribe to effectuate the pur­
poses of this subsection and-

" (A) under regulations the head of an 
agency (other than a m111tary department, 
the Secretary of the Treasury with respect 
to the Coast Guard, the Department of De­
fense, or an agency or omce referred to in 
subparagraph (B) of this paragraph) may 
prescribe for his agency or, in the case of 
ACTION, all of that part of ACTION other 
than the omce referred to in such sub­
paragraph, part thereof, he or his designee 
may settle and pay a claim arising after 
August 31, 1964, against the United States 
for not more than $6,500 made by a member 
of the uniformed services under the jurisdic­
tion of that agency or by a civ111an omcer 
or employee of that agency or part thereof, 
for damage to, or loss, or, personal property 
incident to his service; and 

"(B) under regulations the Secretary of 
State, the Administrator for the Agency for 
International Development, the Director of 
the United States In!ormation Agency, the 
Director of the United States Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency, the Director of 
ACTION with respect to the omce of ACTION 
engaged primarily in carrying out the Peace 
Corps Act, and the Board of Directors of 
the Overseas Private Investment Corporation, 
may prescribe for their agencies or, in the 
case of ACTION, for such omce, he or his 
designee may settle and pay a claim arising 
after August 31, 1964, against the United 
States for not more than $10,000 made by 
a civilian officer or employee of such agency 
or omce for damage to, or loss of personal 
property incident to his service. 
If the claim is substantiated and the pos­
session of that property is determined to be 
reasonable, useful, or proper under the cir­
cumstances, the claim may be paid or the 
property replaced in kind. This subsection 
does not apply to claims settled before Au­
gust 31, 1964." 

(b) Subsection (a) of this section is ef­
fective August 31, 1964. Notwithstanding sec­
tion 4 of the Military Personnel and Civilian 
Employees' Claims Act of 1964, or any other 

provision of law, a claim heretofore settled 
in the amount of $6,500 solely by reason of 
the maximum limitation established by sec­
tion 3(b) (1) of such Act, may, upon written 
request of the claimant made within one 
year from the date of enactment of this Act, 
be reconsidered and settled under that sec­
tion, as amended by subsection (a) of this 
section. 

AMBASSADORS AND MINISTERS 
SEc. 107. Section 501 of the Foreign Service 

Act of 1946 (22 U.S.C. 901) is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
subsection: 

"(c) On and after the date of enactment 
of the Foreign Relations Authorization Act of 
1972, no person shall be designated as ambas­
sador or minister, or be designated to serve in 
any position with the title of ambassador or 
minister, unless that person is appointed as 
an ambassador or minister in accordance with 
subsection (a) of this section or clause 3, sec­
tion 2, of article II of the Constitution, relat­
ing to recess appointments, except that the 
personal rank of ambassador or minister may 
be conferred by the President in connection 
with special missions for the President of an 
essentially limited and temporary nature of 
not exceeding six months." 
TITLE II-UNITED STATES INFORMATION 

AGENCY 
AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEc. 201. There are authorized to be ap­
propriated for the United States Informa­
tion Agency for fiscal year 1973, to carry out 
international informational activities and 
programs under the United States Informa­
tion and Educational Exchange Act of 1948, 
the Mutual Educational and Cultural Ex­
change Act of 1961, and Reorganization Plan 
Numbered 8 of 1953, and other purposes au­
thorized by law, the following amounts: 

(1) $194,213,000 for "Salaries and ex­
penses" and "Salaries and expenses (special 
foreign currency program)", except that so 
much of such amount as may be appropri­
ated for "Salaries and expenses (special for­
eign currency program)" may be appropri­
ated without fisca.l year limitation; 

(2) $5,036,000 for "Special international 
exhibitions" and "Special international exhi­
bitions (special foreign currency program)", 
which amount may be appropriated without 
fiscal year limitation; and 

(3) $1,000,000 for "Acquisition and con­
struction of radio facilities", which amount 
may be appropriated without fiscal year 

_limitation. 
PROVIDING CERTAIN BASIC AUTHORITIES 

SEC. 202. Title VIII of the United States 
Information and Educational Exchange Act 
of 1948 (22 U.S.C. 1471) is amended by add­
ing at the end thereof the following new 
sections: 

"BASIC AUTHORITY 
"SEC. 804. In carrying out the provisions of 

this Act, the Secretary, or any Government 
agency authorized to administer such pro­
visions, may-

"(1) employ, without regard to the civil 
service and classification laws, aliens abroad 
for service in the United States relating to 
the translation or narration of colloquial 
speech in foreign languages when suitable 
qualified United States citizens are not 
available (such aliens to be investigated for 
such employment in accordance with proce­
dures established by the Secretary or such 
agency and the Attorney General), and such 
persons may be admitted to the United 
States, if otherwise qualified, as nonimmi­
grants under section 101(a) (15) of the Im· 
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101 
(a) (15)) for such time and under such con­
ditions and procedures as may be estab· 
Ushed by the Secretary and the Attorne~ 
General; 
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"(2} pay travel expenses of aliens employed 

abroad for service in the United States and 
their dependents to and from the United 
States; 

"(3} incur expenses for entertainment 
Within the United States Within such 
amounts as may be provided in appropria­
tions Acts; 

" ( 4) obtain insurance on official motor ve­
hicles operated by the Secretary or such 
agency in foreign countries, and pay the 
expenses incident thereto; 

" ( 5) notwithstanding the provisions of 
section 2680(k) of title 28, United States 
Code, pay tort claims ln the manner author­
ized ln the first paragraph of section 2672 
of such title, when such claims arise ln for­
eign countries in connection with opera­
tions conducted abroad under this Act; 

"(6) employ aliens by contract for services 
abroad; 

"(7) provide lee and drinking water 
abroad; 

" ( 8) pay excise taxes on negotiable in­
struments abroad; 

" ( 9) pay the actual expenses of prepar­
ing and transporting to their former homes 
the remains of persons, not United States 
Government employees, who may die away 
from their homes while participating in ac­
tivities conducted under this Act; 

"(10) rent or lease, for periods not ex­
ceeding five years, offices, buildings, grounds, 
and living quarters abroad for employees 
carrying out this Act, and make payments 
therefor in advance; 

" ( 11) maintain, improve, and repair prop­
erties used for information activities in for­
eign countries; 

"(12) furnish fuel and utllities for Gov­
ernment-owned or leased property abroad; 
and 

" ( 13) pay travel expenses of employees at­
tending official international conferences, 
without regard to sections 5701-5708 of title 
5, United States Code, and regulations is­
sued thereunder, but at rates not in excess 
of comparable allowances approved for such 
conferences by the Secretary. 

"TRAVEL EXPENSES 
"SEc. 805. Appropriated funds made avail­

able for any fiscal year to the Secretary or 
any Government agency, to carry out the 
provisions of this Act, for expenses in con­
nection with travel of personnel outside the 
continental United States, including travel 
of dependents and transportation of personal 
effects, household goods, or automobiles of 
such personnel, shall be available for all 
such expenses in connection With travel or 
transportation which begins in that fiscal 
year pursuant to travel orders issued in 
that year, notwithstanding the fact that 
such travel or transportation may not be 
completed until the following fiscal year." 

LIMITATION UPON PRIOR AUTHORIZATION 
REQUIREMENT 

SEc. 203. Section 701 of the United States 
Information and Educational Exchange Act 
of 1948 (22 U.S.C. 1476) is amended by add­
ing at the end thereof the following new 
sentence: "The provisions of this section 
shall not apply to, or affect in any manner, 
permanent appropris.tions, trust funds, and 
other similar accounts administered by the 
Secretary or such agency as authorized by 
law." 

DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION WITHIN 
UNITED STATES 

SEc. 204. The second sentence of section 
501 of the United States Information and 
Educational Exchange Act of 1948 (22 U.S.C. 
1461) is amended to read as follows: "Any 
such information (other than "Problems 
of Communism" which m<ay continue to be 
sold by the Government Printing Office) shall 
not be disseminated within the t:nited States, 
its territories, or possessions, but, on re­
quest, shall be available in the English lan-

guage at the Department of State, at an rea­
sonable times following its release as in­
formation abroad, for examination only by 
representatives of United States press as­
sociations, newspapers, magazines, radio 
systems, and stations, and by research stu­
dents and scholars, and, on request, shall 
be made available for examination only to 
Members of Congress." 
TITLE III-UNITED STATES ARMS CON­

TROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY 
AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEC. 301. The second sentence of section 
49(a) of the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Act (22 U.S.C. 2589(a)) is amended by insert­
ing immediately after "$17,500,000,", the fol­
lowing: ", and for the two fiscal years 1973 
and 1974, the sum of $22,000,000". 

REPORT TO CONGRESS 
SEc. 302. (a) The United States Arms Con­

trol and Disarmament Agency, with the co­
operation and assistance of other relevant 
Government agencies including the Depart­
ment of State and the Department of De­
fense, shall prepare and submit to the Con­
gress a comprehensive report on the interna­
tional transfer of conventional arms based 
upon existing and new work in this area. The 
report shall include (but not be limited to) 
the following subjects: 

( 1) the quantity and nature of the inter­
national transfer of conventional arms, in­
cluding the identification of the major sup­
plying and recipient countries; 

(2) the policies of the major exporters of 
conventional arms toward transfer, including 
the terms on which conventional arms are 
made available for transfer, whether by 
credit, grant, or cash-and-carry basis; 

(3) the effects of conventional arms trans­
fer on international stabllity and regional 
balances of power; 

(4) the impact of conventional arms 
transfer on the economies of supplying and 
recipient countries; 

( 5) the history of any negotiations on con­
ventional arms transfer, including past poli­
cies adopted by the United States and other 
suppliers of conventional arms; 

(6) the major obstacles to negotiations on 
conventional arms transfer; 

(7) the posslbil1tles for limiting conven­
tional arms transfer, including potentialities 
for international agreements, step-by-step 
approaches on particular weapons systems, 
and regional arms limitations; and 

(8) recommendations for future United 
States policy on conventional arms transfer. 

(b) The report required by subsection (a) 
shall be submitted to the Congress not later 
than one year after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, and an interim report shall be 
submitted to the Congress not later than six 
months after such date. 

TITLE IV-PEACE CORPS 
AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEC. 401. (a) The first phrase of section 
3(b) of the Peace Corps Act (22 U.S.C. 
2502 (b) ) , ending with a colon, is amended to 
read as follows: "There are authorized to be 
appropriated to the President for the fiscal 
year 1973 not to exceed $88,027,000 to carry 
out the purposes of this Act:". 

VOLUNTARY SERVICE PROGRAMS 
SEc. 402. Paragraph (2) of subsection (bJ 

of section 301 of the Peace Corps Act (22 
U.S.C. 2501a), which relates to encourage­
ment of voluntary service programs, is 
amended by striking out "$300,000" and in­
serting in lieu thereof "$350,000", by striking 
out "1971", and by inserting, before the word 
"fiscal" the word "any". 

NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL 
SEc. 403. Section 12 of the Peace Corps Act 

(22 U.S.C. 2511) is repealed, and the Peace 
Corps National Advisory Council is abolished, 
effective ninety days after the date of enact­
ment of this Act. 

TITLE V-GENERAL AND MISCEL­
LANEOUS PROVISIONS 

CERTAIN ADDITIONAL AUTHORIZATIONS OF 
APPROPRIATIONS 

SEc. 501. In addition to amounts author­
ized by sections 101 (a) and (h) and 201 of 
this Act, there are authorized to be ap­
propriated for the Department of State and 
the United Sta.tes Information Agency for 
fiscal year 1973 such additional or supple­
mental amounts as may be necessary for 
increases in salary, pay, retirement, or other 
employee benefits authorized by law, or 
other nondiscretionary costs. 

EXPRESSION OF INDIVIDUAL VIEWS TO 
CONGRESS 

SEc. 502. Upon the request of a committee 
of either House of Congress, a joint commit­
tee of Congress, or a member of such com­
mittee, any officer appointed by the Presi­
dent, by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate, to a position in the Department 
of State, the United States Information 
Agency, the Agency for Internatione.l Devel­
opment, the United States Arms Control and 
Dls.armament Agency, or any other depart­
ment, agency, or independent establishment 
o'f the United States Government primarily 
concerned with matters relating to foreign 
countries or multilateral organizations, may 
express his views and opinions, and make 
recommendations he considers appropriate, if 
the request of the committee or member of 
the committee relates to a subject which is 
within the jurisdiction of that cominittee. 

INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS CONTROL 
SEc. 503. Chapter 8 of part I of the For­

eign Assistance Act of 1961, relating to inter­
national narcotics control, is amended by 
striking out section 481 and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following new sections: 

"SEC. 481. INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS CoN­
TROL.-It is the sense of the Congress that 
effective international cooperation is neces­
sary to put an end to the 1llicit production. 
smuggling, trafficking in, and abuse of dan­
gerous drugs. In order to promote such co­
operation, the President is authorized to con­
clude agreements with other countries to 
facilltate control of the production, proc­
essing, transportation, and distribution of 
narcotic analgesics, including opium and its 
derivatives, other narcotic drugs and psycho­
tropics, and other controlled substances as 
defined ln the Comprehensive Drug Abuse 
Prevention and Control Act of 1970. Not­
withstanding any other provision of law, the 
President is authorized to furnish assistance 
to any country or international organization, 
on such terms and conditions as he may de­
termine, for the control of the production 
of, processing of, smuggling of, and traffic in, 
narcotic and psychotropic drugs. The Presi­
dent shall suspend economic and military 
assistance furnished under this or any other 
Act, and shall suspend sales under the For­
eign Military Sales Act and under title I of 
the Agricultural Trade Development and As­
sistance Act of 1954, With respect to any 
country when the President determines that 
the government of such country has failed 
to take adequate steps to prevent narcotic 
drugs and other controlled substances (as 
defined by the Comprehensive Drug Abuse 
Prevention and Control Act of 1970) pro­
duced or processed, in whole or in part, in 
such country, or transported through such 
country, from being sold illegally Within 
the jurisdiction of such country to United 
States Government personnel or their de­
pendents, or from entering the United States 
unlawfully. Such suspension shall continue 
until the President determines that the gov­
ernment of such country has taken adequate 
steps to carry out the purposes of this 
chapter. 

"SEC. 482. AUTHORIZATION.-To carry out 
the purposes of section 481, there are au­
thorized to be appropriated to the President 
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$42,500,000 for the fiscal year 1973, which 
amount is authorized to remain available 
.until expended." 
TITLE VI-8TUDY COMMISSION RELAT­

ING TO FOREIGN POLICY 
FINDINGS AND PURPOSE 

SEc. 601. It is the purpose of this title 
to establish a study commission which will 
submit findings and recominendations to pro­
vide a more effective system for the formula­
tion and implementation of the Nation's for­
eign policy. 
COMMISSION ON THE ORGANIZATION OF THE 

GOVERNMENT FOR THE CONDUCT OF FOREIGN 
POLICY 
SEc. 602. (a) To carry out the purpose of 

section 601 of this Act, there is established a 
Commission on the Organization of the Gov­
ernment for the Conduct of Foreign Policy 
(hereafter referred to in this title as the 
"Commission"). 

(b) The Commission shall be composed of 
the following twelve members: 

( 1) four members appointed by the Presi­
dent, two from the executive branch of the 
Government and two from private life; 

(2) four members appointed by the Presi­
dent of the Senate, two from the Senate (one 
from each of the two major political parties) 
and two from private life; and 

(3) four members appointed by the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives, two from 
the House of Representatives (one from each 
of the two major political parties) and two 
from private life. 

(c) The Commission shall elect a Chairman 
and a Vice Chairman from among its mem­
bers. 

(d) Seven members of the Cominission 
shall constitute a quorum. Any vacancy in 
the Commission shall not affect its powers, 
but shall be filled in the same manner in 
which the original appointment was made. 

(e) Each member of the Cominission who 
is not otherwise employed by the United 
States Government shall receive $145 a day 
(including traveltime) during which he is 
engaged in the actual performance of his 
duties as a member of the Commission. A 
member of the Commission who is an officer 
or employee of the United States Government 
shall serve without additional compensation. 
All members of the Cominission shall be reim­
bursed for travel, subsistence, and other 
necessary expenses incurred by them in the 
performance of their duties. 

DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION 
SEc. 603. (a) The Commission shall study 

and investigate the organization, methods of 
operation, and powers of all departments, 
agencies, independent establishments, and 
instrumentalities of the United States Gov­
ernment participating in the formulation and 
implementation of United States foreign 
policy and shall make recominendations 
which the Commission considers appropriate 
to provide improved governmental processes 
and programs in the formulation and im­
plementation of such policy, including, but 
not limited to, recommendations with re­
spect to-

( 1) the reorganization of the departments, 
agencies, independent establishments, and 
instrumentalities of the executive branch 
participating in foreign policy matters; 

(2) more effective arrangements between 
the executive branch and Congress, which 
will better enable each to carry out its con­
stitutional responsibllities; 

(3) improved procedures among depart­
ments, agencies, independent establishments, 
and instrumentalities of the United States 
Government to provide improved coordina­
tion and control with respect to the conduct 
of foreign policy; 

(4) the abolition of services, activities, 
and functions not necessary to the efficient 
conduct of foreign policy; and 

( 5) other measures to promote peace, econ-
CXVIII--1333-Part 16 

omy, efficiency, and improved administra­
tion of forel.gn policy. 

(b) The Commission shall submit a com­
prehensive report to the President and Con­
gress, not later than June 30, 1974, contain­
ing the findings and recominendations of the 
Cominission with respect to its study and in­
vestigation. Such recominendations may in­
clude proposed constitutional amendments, 
legislation, and administrative actions the 
Cominission considers appropriate in carry­
ing out its duties. The Commission shall 
cease to exist on the thirtieth day after the 
date on which it files the comprehensive re­
port under this subsection. 

POWERS OF THE COMMISSION 
SEc. 604. (a) The Commission or, on the 

authorization of the Commission, any sub­
committee or member thereof, may, for the 
purpose of carrying out the provisions of 
this title, hold such hearings and sit and act 
at such times and places, administer such 
oaths, and require, by subpena or other­
wise, the attendance and testimony of such: 
witnesses and the production of such books, 
records, correspondence, memorandums, pa­
pers, and documents as the Cominission or 
such subcommittee or member may deem 
advisable. Subpenas may be issued under 
the signature of the Chairman of the Com­
Inission, of any such subcommittee, or any 
designated member, and may be served by; 
any person designated by such Chairman or 
member. The provisions of sections 102 
through 104 of the Revised Statutes of the 
United States (2 U.S.C. 192-194) shall apply 
in the case of any failure of any witness to 
comply with any subpena or to testify when 
summoned under authority of this section. 

(b) The Cominission is authorized to se­
cure directly from any executive department, 
bureau, agency, board, commission, office, in­
dependent establishment, or instrumentality 
information, suggestions, estimates, and sta­
tistics for the purposes of this title. Each 
such department, bureau, agency, board, 
commission, office, establishment, or instru­
mentality is authorized and directed to the 
extent authorized by law, to furnish such 
information, suggestions, estimates, and sta­
tistics directly to the Cominission, upon re­
quest made by the Chairman or Vice Chair­
man. 

STAFF OF THE COMMISSION 
SEc. 605. (a) The Commission shall have 

power to appoint and fix the compensation 
of such personnel as it deems advisable, with­
out regard to the provisions of title 5, United 
States Code, governing appointments in the 
competitive service, and without regard to 
the provisions of chapter 51 and subchapter 
III of chapter 53 of such title relating to 
classification and General Schedule pay rates. 

(b) The Commission is authorized to pro­
cure the services of experts and consultants 
in accordance with section 3109 of title 5, 
United States Code, but at rates not to exceed 
the daily rate paid a person occupying a 
position at GB-18. 

EXPENSES OF THE COMMISSION 
SEc. 606. There are authorized to be appro­

priated such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the provisions of this title. 

And the senate agree to the same. 
That the House recede from its dis­

agreement to the amendment of the Sen­
ate to the title of the House bill and 
agree to the same. 

THOMAS E. MORGAN, 
CLEMENT J. ZABLOCKI, 
WAYNE L. HAYS, 
L. H. FoUNTAIN, 
DANTE B. FASCELL, 
WILLIAM S. MAILLIARD, 
PETER H. B. FaELINGHUYSEN, 
WILLIAM S. BROOMFXELD, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

J. W. FULBRIGHT, 
JOHN SPARKMAN, 
WILLIAM B. SPONG, Jr., 
FRANK CHURCH, 
GEORGE D. AIKEN, 

Managers on the Part oj the Senate. 

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE 
CoMMrrTEE 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
ments of the Senate to the b111 (H.R. 14734) 
to authorize appropriations for the Depart­
ment of State and for the United States In­
formation Agency, 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 conference report: 

The Senate amendments struck out all of 
the House bill after the enacting clause and 
inserted a substitute text and provided a new 
title for the House bill, and the House dis­
agreed to the Senate amendments. 

The committee of conference recommends 
that the House recede from its disagreement 
to the amendment of the Senate to the text 
of the House bill, with an amendment which 
is a substitute for both the text of the House 
bill and the Senate amendment to the text 
of the HOuse bill. The committee of confer­
ence also recommends that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate to the title of the House b111. 

The differences between the text of the 
House bill, the Senate amendment thereto, 
and the substitute agreed to in conference 
are noted below, except for clerical correc­
tions, conforming changes made necessary 
by reason of agreements reached by the con­
ferees, and minor drafting and clarifying 
changes. 
AUTHORIZATION OF ASSISTANCE TO REFUGEES 

FROM THE SOVIET UNION 
The Senate amendment authorized the ap­

propriation of $8,212,000 for migration and 
refugee assistance and the appropriation of 
$85,000,000 for assistance to Israel and other 
suitable countries for the resettlement of 
Jewish or other similar refugees from the 
Soviet Union. 

The House bill authorized $93,212,000 for 
migration and refugee assistance, of which 
$85,000,000 was intended for Israel. 

The House receded. 
AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS 

The Senate amendment contained separate 
provisions authorizing the appropriations 
for the Department of State to remain avail­
able until expended, and for the United 
States Information Agency without fiscal 
year limitation, with the exception of the 
amounts appropriated for USIA sala.ries and 
expenses. 

The House bill contained similar pro­
visions in a single section. 

The House receded. 
LIMITATION UPON PRIOR AUTHORIZATION 

REQUIREMENT 
The Senate amendment contained two 

separate sections, applying to the Depart­
ment of State and the United States In­
formation Agency respectively, to assure that 
permanent appropriations under which pay­
ments are made directly from trust funds 
and other similar accounts in accordance 
with existing statutory authority are ex­
cluded from the application of section 407 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1971. 

The House bill contained one section 
applying to both agencies. 

The House receded. 
AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION FOR 

GRIEVANCE BOARD 
The Senate amendment contained an 

open-ended authorization for appropriations 
for salaries and expenses of a grievance board 
as envisioned in the section of the Senate 
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amendment dealing with Foreign Service 
grievances. 

The House bill did not contain a compara­
ble provision. 

The Senate receded. 
DEPU TY SECRETARY, U NDER SECRETARY FOR 

ECONOMIC: AFFAIRS 

The Senat e amendment establish ed the 
positions of Deputy Secretary of State and 
Under Secretary of State for Economic Af­
fairs , abolished one position of Deputy Un­
der Secretary of State, and raised the num­
ber of Assistan t Secretaries of State from 
11 to 12. 

The House bill contained no comparable 
provision. 

The House receded with an amendment 
eliminating the increase in the numbers of 
Assistant Secretaries of State. 

BUREAU OF NORTH AMERICAN AFFAIRS AND 

BUREAU OF SOUTH AMERICAN AFFAIRS 

The Senate amendment established a 
Bureau of North American Affairs and a 
Bureau of South American Affairs, each to 
be headed by an Assistant Secretary of State. 

The House bill contained no comparable 
provision. 

The Senate receded. 
TRANSFER OF DUTIES OF THE UNDER SECRETARY 
OF STATE TO THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF STATE 

The Senate amendment transferred the 
duties of the Under Secretary of State to 
the Deputy Secretary of State. 

The House bill con tained no comparable 
provision. 

The House receded. 
EFFECTIVE DATE OF IMPLEMENTATION, 

.JULY 1, 1972 

The Senate amendment set July 1, 1972 as 
the effective date of the provision establish­
ing the positions of Deputy Secretary of State 
and Under Secretary of State for Economic 
Affairs. 

The House bill contained no comparable 
provision. 

The House receded. 
EXECUTIVE SCHEDULE PAY RATES 

The Senate amendment amended the Ex­
ecutive Schedule pay rates to substitute 
Deputy Secretary of State for Under Secre­
tary of State, and Under Secretary for Eco­
nomic Affairs for the Deputy Under Secre­
tary and to add a twelfth Assistant Secretary 
of State. 

The House bill contained no comparable 
provision. 

The House receded with an amendment 
eliminating the twelfth Assistant Secretary 
of State. 
RETmEMENT ANNUITIES FOR CERTAIN ALIENS 

The Senate amendment amended Title 5, 
United States Code, to authorize civil service 
retirement credit for certain alien employees 
of the United States abroad who work for 
a protecting power (foreign government) on 
United States interests during an interrup­
tion of diplomatic or consular relations. 

The House bill did not contain a com­
parable provision. 

The House receded. 
CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES' CLAIMS 

The Senate amendment amended the Ml11-
tary Personnel and ClvUlan Employees' 
Claims Act of 1964 to (1) increase authority 
for settlement of claims from $6,500 to $10,000 
for personnel of designated foreign affairs 
agencies other than the Department of De­
fense, the mllitary departments and Coast 
Guard, for personal property losses incident 
to service, and (2) permit reconsideration, 
retroactive to August 31, 1964, of any claim 
heretofore settled and paid in the amount of 
$6,500 solely because that was the maximum 
amount authorized under existing law. 

The House bill did not contain a com­
parable provision. 

The House receded. 

RETmEMENT OF CAREER MINISTERS 

The Senate amendment amended the Far­
ing Service Act of 1946, as amended, to lower 
the mandatory retirement age for career min­
isters from age 65 to age 60. 

The House bill did not contain a com­
parable provision. 

The Senate receded. 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PROMOTIONS 

The Senate amendment amended the For­
eign Service Act of 1946, as amended, to (1) 
require promotion of Foreign Service officers 
by rank order within class or rank order by 
specialty within class and (2) authorize the 
Secretary of State to recommend promotion 
as a remedy for grievances. 

The House bill did not contain a com­
parable provision. 

The Senate receded. 
FOREIGN SERVICE GRIEVANCES 

The Senate amendment contained an 
amendment to the Foreign Service Act of 
1946, as amended, that included detailed 
provisions relating to the handling of griev­
ances by Foreign Service personnel. 

The House bill did not contain a compara­
ble provision. 

The Senate receded. 
AMBASSADORS AND MINISTERS 

The Senate amendment contained a pro­
vision that no person shall be designated as 
ambassador or minister or designated to serve 
in any position or use any title which in­
cludes either of those words unless he is ap­
pointed as an ambassador or minister with 
Senate confirmation or in accordance with 
the constitutional provisions relating to re­
cess appointments . 

The House bill did not contain a compara­
ble provision. 

The House receded with an amendment 
that permits the President to confer the per­
sonal rank of ambassador or minister in con­
nection with special missions for the P-resi­
dent of an essentially limited and temporary 
nature not to exceed six months. 

BASIC AUTHORITIES FOR UNTTED STATES 
INFORMATION AGENCY 

The Senate amendment included a section 
that is, in effect, a "point or order bill". It 
provided basic authority for USIA to support 
items traditionally included in annual 
Agency appropriation acts. The language in 
the Senate version was identical with the · 
language regularly included in such appro­
priations acts and does not constitute any 
new authority. 

The House blll did not contain a com­
parable section. 

The House receded. 
DOMESTIC DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION BY 

USIA 

The Senate amendment amended section 
501 of the United States Information and 
Educational Exchange Act of 1948, to prohib­
it dissemination domestically of any infor­
mation product of the U.S. Information 
Agency other than the publication, "P-roblems 
of Communism." 

The House bill did not contain a compa-
rable provision. ' 

The House receded after the Senate pro­
vision was amended in two instances: first, 
to permit research students and scholars to 
examine USIA Information products in 
Washington; and, second, to clarify further 
that USIA materials are to be made avail­
able to Members of Congress for examination 
only and not for dissemination. 

ACDA REPORT TO CONGRESS 

The Senate amendment contained a re­
quirement that the Arms Control and Dis­
armament Agency with the assistance of 
other relevant Government agencies shall 
prepare and submit to Congress a compre­
hensive report on the international transfer 
of conventional arms based upon existing 

and new work in this area. It specified some 
of the items that should be included in the 
report. 

The House bill did not contain a compa­
rable provision. 

The House receded. 
PEACE CORPS NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL 

The House bill contained an amendment 
that abolished the Peace Corps National Ad_ 
visory Council subject to the creation of a 
National Advisory Council for ACTION of 
which the Peace Corps is now a part. 

The Senate amendment provided for the 
abolition of the Peace Corps National Ad­
visory Council ninety days after the date of 
enactment of this legisla tion. 

The House receded. 

CERTAIN ADDITIONAL AUTHORIZATIONS OF 
APPROPRIATIONS 

The Senate amendment included author­
izations of appropriations for the Department 
of State and USIA for fiscal year 1973 for pro­
grains or activities authorized lby law sub­
sequent to the date of enactment of the au­
thorization act for these two agencies. 

The House bill did not contain a compa­
rable provision. 

The Senate receded. 
EXPRESSION OF INDIVIDUAL VIEWS TO CONGRESS 

The Senate amendment included language 
to permit a presidential appointee in any of 
the foreign affairs agencies to express his 
views and opinions, and make recommenda­
tions he considers appropriate, upon request 
by a committee of either House, a joint com­
mittee, or any member of such committee, if 
the request of the committee or members of 
the committee relates to a subject within the 
jurisdiction of that committee. 

The House bdll did not contain a compa-
rable provision. 

The House receded. 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE PERSONNEL CEILING 

The Senate amendment restricted the total 
number of American employees of the De­
partment of State overseas to 6,000 after 
April 1, 1972. 

The House blll did not contain a compa­
rable provision. 

The Senate receded. 
UNITED NATIONS HEADQUARTERS 

CONSTRUCTION 

The Senate amendment contained a pro­
vision reaffirming the authorization by the 
Congress (P.L. 91-622) of providing $20,000,-
000 to the United Nations through the Secre­
tary of State as a contribution to the cost 
of expanding the U.N. Headquarters in New 
York. 

The House bill contained no comparallle 
provision. 

The Senate receded. 
USE OF FOREIGN CURRENCIES 

The Senate amendment contained a sec­
tion modifying the restrictions on the use 
of foreign currencies in connection with 
travel by members of Congress. 

The House bill contained no comparable 
provision. 

The Senate receded. 

INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS CONTROL 

The Senate amendment substituted new 
provisions in lieu of section 481 of the For­
eign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, au­
thorizing an appropriation of $42,500,000 for 
fiscal year 1973 for international narcotics 
control. 

The House bill contained no comparable 
provision. 

The House receded. 
STUDY COMMISSION RELATING TO FOREIGN 

POLICY 

The Senate amendment contained a title 
relating to the establishment of a study com­
mission to submit findings and recommenda­
tions on the formulation and implement ation 
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of American foreign policy, with membership 
!rom the Congress and the Executive Branch. 

The House bill contained no comparable 
provision. 

The House receded with an amendment. 
TrrLE 

The Senate amendment provided that the 
Act may be cited as the "Foreign Relations 
Authorization Act of 1972." 

The House bill provided that the Act may 
be cited as the "Department of State and 
United States Information Agency Appropri­
ations Authorization Act of 1972." 

The House receded. 
THOV.LAS E. MORGAN, 
CLEMENT J. ZABLOCKI, 
WAYNE L. HAYS, 
L. H. FOUNTAIN, 
DANTE B. FASCELL, 
WILLHM S. MAILLIARD, 
PETER H. B. FRELINGHUYSEN, 
WILLIAM 8. BROOMFIELD, 

Managers on the Part oj the House. 
J. W. FuLBRIGHT, 
JOHN SPARKMAN, 
WILLIAM B. SPONG, Jr., 
FRANK CHURCH, 
GEORGE D. AIKEN, 

Managers on the Part oj the Senate. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON 
GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS TO 
FILE REPORT ON U.S. ECONOMIC 
ASSISTANCE FOR THE KHMER 
REPUBLIC (CAMBODIA) UNTIL 
MIDNIGHT TOMORROW 
Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Government Operations may have un­
til midnight tomorrow night to file a 
report entitled "U.S. Economic Assist­
ance for the Khmer Republic-Cam­
bodia.'' 

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

There was no objection. 

PROGRAM FOR WEEK OF JUNE 13 
(Mr. FREY asked and was given per­

mission to address the House for 1 min­
ute.) 

Mr. FREY. Mr. Speaker, I take this 
time to ask the distinguished majority 
leader if he can inform us as to the 
schedule for next week. 

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

Mr. FREY. I yield to the majority 
leader. 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, in reply to 
the distinguished gentleman from Flor­
ida, we have concluded the program for 
this week and I will ask unanimous con­
sent to go over to Monday. 

Monday is Consent Calendar Day. 
That will be followed by four suspen­

sions: 
First. H.R. 13694, American Revolution 

Bicentennial Commission; 
Second. Senate Joint Resolution 211, 

National Commission on Consumer Fi­
nance; 

Third. H.R. 15439, Compensation for 
Disabled Veterans; and 

Fourth. S. 3343, Housing for Disabled 
Veterans. 

For Tuesday there is the Private Cal­
endar, to be followed by general debate 
only on the Public Works-AEC appro-

priation bill and general debate only on 
the Treasury-Postal Service appropria­
tion bill. 

On Wednesday and the balance of the 
week there is scheduled for consideration 
the State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act, 
commonly called the revenue-sharing 
bill, under a closed rule with 8 hours 
of debate; and the conclusion of con­
sideration of the two appropriation bills 
which I have just mentioned, Public 
Works-AEC and Treasury-Postal Serv­
ice; followed by consideration of the 
cyclamates ban compensation bill, which 
is subject to a rule being granted. 

Of course, conference reports may be 
brought up at any time, and any further 
program will be announced later. 

It is entirely probable that on Friday 
next the House will be in session. I 
might say that we have an exceedingly 
heavy schedule for the following week. 

Under the plan previously announced, 
the House will recess for the Democratic 
convention at the close of business on 
Friday, June 30, so it is highly likely we 
will have business an Friday next and 
on the succeeding Friday. 

Mr. FREY. I thank the distinguished 
majority leader. 

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

Mr. FREY. I am delighted to yield to 
the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. As to what appropriation 
bill did the chairman of the Appropria­
tions Committee ask permission for con­
sideration on Monday or Tuesday? 

Mr. BOGGS. On Tuesday. 
Mr. GROSS. Tuesday. That would be 

the Treasury and Postal Service bill? 
Mr. BOGGS. The gentleman asked to 

call up two, the Public Works-AEC bill 
and the Treasury-Postal Service bill, for 
general debate only. 

Mr. GROSS. On both bills or one? 
Mr. BOGGS. Both bills. 
Mr. GROSS. May I ask the gentleman, 

when would it be planned to return to 
these bills, in view of the schedule there­
after? 

Mr. BOGGS. Following the conclusion 
of the revenue-sharing bill. 

Mr. GROSS. Conclusion of the rev­
enue-sharing bill? 

Mr. BOGGS. The revenue-sharing bill 
is the first order of business on Wednes­
day. If the rule is adopted, the debate 
cannot exceed 8 hours. So if all the de­
bate is consumed, we will finish the rev­
enue-sharing bill on Thursday. 

Mr. GROSS. Then we will go back to 
the two appropriation bills, after the 
revenue-sharing bill? 

Mr. BOGGS. That is correct. 
Mr. GROSS. Is the debt-ceiling bill 

ready to be considered by the House? 
Mr. BOGGS. The debt-ceiling bill is 

tentatively scheduled for Tuesday June 
27. , 

Mr. GROSS. I was in hope that would 
b~ called up tomorrow or Saturday, in 
view of the $100 billion bill we just 
passed. I would think it would be urgent 
that the debt ceiling be increased in view 
of that kind of wild-eyed spending. 

Mr. BOGGS. Well, the debt ceiling will 
be increased, as the gentleman knows. 

ADJOURNMENT OVER TO MONDAY, 
JUNE 19, 1972 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani­
mous consent that when the House ad­
journs today it adjourn to meet on Mon­
day next. 

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

There was no objection. 

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR WED­
NESDAY BUSINESS ON WEDNES­
DAY NEXT 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani­
mous consent that the business sched­
uled for Calendar Wednesday on Wed­
nesday next be dispensed with. 

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

There was no objection. 

TO SECURE HUMANE TREATMENT 
FOR OUR POW'S AND MIA'S 

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

Mr. DELLENBACK. Mr. Speaker, ac­
cording to the latest Department of De­
fense figures, 1,737 u.s. military person­
nel and civilians are reported captured 
or missing in action in Southeast Asia; 
65 of these men are from my own State 
of Oregon. The parents, wives, and chil­
dren of a majority of these men have no 
idea whether or not they are even alive. 
And those who do know, must still live 
in daily anxiety for the health and well­
being of their loved one. 

I am quite certain that everyone in 
this body would like to see the conclusion 
of the Vietnam war and the safe return 
of our prisoners to their families. It is 
further evident that many of us differ 
in our concepts of how to best achieve 
this end. While we in Congress endeavor 
to resolve the problem, however, we must 
not let up in our efforts to bring Hanoi 
into compliance with the provisions of 
the 1949 Geneva Convention relative to 
the treatment of prisoners of war. 

Today I am introducing a resolution 
which offers a new and previously un­
tried approach to obtaining humane 
treatment for our prisoners. It begins by 
recognizing the fact that under article 
1 of the convention, every party is 
bound to "respect and to insure respect 
for the present convention in all circum­
stances." It points out that the United 
Stat-es has made every effort to convince 
North Vietnam of its obligations as a 
party. It then calls upon the other parties 
for assistance and urges them to fulfill 
their responsibility by "using all appro­
priate means at their command to per­
suade North Vietnam to fulfill its obli­
gations under the convention." More 
than 130 nations are now parties to the 
convention, and although each bears the 
solemn responsibility of insuring respect 
for the convention, too few have taken 
it seriously. 

Jean S. Pictet, one of the drafters of 
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the Geneva Convention, said the follow­
ing in regard to article 1 : 

In the event of a. Power failing to fulfill 
its obligations, each of the other Contracting 
Parties (neutral, allied or enemy) should 
endeavor to bring it back to an attitude of 
respect for the Convention. The proper work­
ing of the system of protection provided by 
the Convention demands in fact that the 
States which are parties to it should not be 
content merely to apply its provisions them­
salves, but should do everything in their 
power to ensure that it is respected uni­
versally. 

The resolution which I am introduc­
ing will, if passed, put Congress on rec­
ord as determined to seek the assistance 
of all contracting parties to gain this 
universal respect and to make the con­
vention not just a meaningless piece of 
paper, but a binding agreement between 
responsible nations. 

I will be reintroducing this resolution 
in the near future and will be sending 
out a "Dear Colleague" letter requesting 
the support of each of you who wish to 
join me in this effort to bring relief to 
our prisoners and their families. We have 
a responsibility to the American people 
to try every avenue of approach and we 
should not let up in this responsibility 
until we have met with success. 

WHERE IS THE SUPPORT FOR REVE­
NUE SHARING COMING ·FROM? 
<Mr. GIBBONS 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. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, we are 
hearing a lot of talk about how Congress 
has got to pass the so-called revenue­
sharing bill because there is so much 
support for it. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, I have not re­
ceived any expressions of support from 
the taxpayers of my congressional dis­
trict, who would have to pick up the $30 
billion tab for revenue Rharing. 

In fact, I am receiving all kinds of ex­
pressions of opposition to the bill from 
all kinds of different sources for all kinds 
of reasons. For instance, both the AFL­
CIO and the chamber of commerce have 
some pretty good reason:; for their ada­
mant opposition to the pending revenue­
sharing bill-and it certainly is not very 
often that we find these two organiza­
tions on the same side of an issue. 

I would like to know where all this sup­
posed support for revenue sharing is 
coming from? In my experience, it is 
coming from a few tax-supported or­
ganizations who stand to gain tremen­
dously by the passage of revenue shar­
ing. These include the National League 
of Cities, the U.S. Conference of Mayors, 
the National Governors Conference, the 
Council of State Governments, the Na­
tional Association of County Officers, and 
the International County Management~ 
Association. 

Revenue sharing may bring money and 
power to these tax-supported organiza­
tions, but it does not look like it will bring 
anything to the average taxpayer, but 
higher Federal taxes, increased infla­
tionary pressure, and higher interest 
payments on the national debt. 

I think the taxpayers in my district 

would be pretty mad to find out that 
these tax-supported organizations are 
using tax funds to lobby for such a 
costly and inequitable bill which was 
likely to bring the average taxpayer 
nothing more than this. 

At this point in the RECORD, Mr. Speak­
er, I would like to insert the communi­
cations of opposition which I have re­
ceived from just two of the many non­
tax supported organizations which are 
opposed to the revenue-sharing bill-the 
~CIO and the chamber of commerce. 

The material follows: 
JuNE 9, 1972. 

Hon. SAM GmBONS, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CoNGRESSMAN GmBONs: The ~IO 
opposes a. closed rule on the so-called revenue 
sharing btl1 reported out by the Ways and 
Means Committee because we believe the 
legislation can be substantially improved on 
the floor. 

We cannot support the blll in its present 
form. The Committee blll deviates in many 
areas from the original blll introduced by 
Chairman MUls, which we did support. 

Our specific concerns are: 
1. Although local government would re­

ceive two-thirds of the funds in the first year 
of the five-year program, their share would 
decrease each subsequent year until 1t 
reached 55 percent in the fifth year. The 
state share, which is totally without func­
tional strings or labor standards, would be 
increased each year. As a result, the cities 
would be shortchanged. 

2. The "high priority" local government 
expenditure categories have been made so 
broad that, in our view, apart from education 
and welfare, few functions would be ex­
cluded. This would dilute the impact of the 
proposal on the pressing needs of local gov­
ernments. 

3. The labor standard sections that apply 
to local government expenditures are too 
weak, while the state share has no labor 
protection provisions. 

4. In the original Mills blll, the state share, 
although without restrictions as to use, was 
totally conditioned on a state's income tax 
effort. The Committee bill waters down this 
allocation formula. so that income tax effort 
would have only half the weight as in the 
original bill. As a. result, states with no in­
come taxes would receive some funds for the 
entire five years. In the original blll, a non­
income tax state could receive a. minimum 
payment for only two years. 

The Committee blll, in our opinion, is 
closer to the Administration blll than the 
original M1lls blll in that the expenditure 
strings and labor standards are weaker; they 
apply to a. smaller portion of the funds, and 
a lesser proportion of the money would go 
directly to the cities. 

We believe tha.t the House should have 
the opportunity to significantly improve the 
revenue sharing proposal by strengthening 
labor protection provisions, insuring that 
two-thirds of the funds go to local govern­
ments, directing these funds to high-priority 
functions, and encouraging states to reform 
their tax structures. 

Sincerely yours, 
ANDREW J. BIEMn.LEB, 

Director, Department of Legislation. 

Hon. SAM GmBONS, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Members of the Chamber of Commerce of 
the United States greatly disappointed with 
major aspects of revenue sharing biD, H.R. 
14370. While we applaud some features of 
blll, we believe blll should be changed: (1) 
to abandon automatic five-year appropria­
tion, and provide instead for multi-year ap-

propria.tions under five-year authorization 
and for regular appropriations review by 
Congress, (2) to expand list of high priority 
national purposes for which funds may be 
spent, so State and local governments may 
have greater flexibility in allocating funds 
according to actual local priority needs, (3) 
to require that State grants, like local 
grants, should be spent for stated broad 
purposes, and (4) to remove discriminatory 
tie between grants to States and existence 
of any specific type of State tax. National 
chamber supports concept of block grant aid 
to cities and States. But believes these 
changes essential to make biD more effective, 
more fair, and more fiscally responsible. Be­
cause such changes not possible under closed 
rule, we encourage you vote against rule 
with hope ways and means committee would 
then modify bill accordingly before bring­
ing back to floor. 

ARCH N. BOOTH, 
Executive Vice President. 

CRISIS IN SURVIVAL: THE PLIGHT 
OF SOVIET JEWRY 

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

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased 
to join with Congressman BERTRAM Po­
DELL and over 100 of my colleagues in 
the House in sponsoring the National 
Conference of Soviet Jewry exhibit on 
the steps of the Capitol today. This dis­
play, which is entitled ''Crisis in Sur-­
vival: The Plight of Soviet Jewry," was 
prepared by the Greater New York Con­
ference on Soviet Jewry in cooperation 
with the Anti-Defamation League of the 
B'nai B'rith. Various aspects of Soviet 
Jewish life were depicted, and Rabbi Gil­
bert Klaperman, chairman of the 
Greater New York Conference on Soviet 
Jewry, the central coordinating andre­
source body for more than 70 Jewish or­
ganizations in the New York area on the 
plight of Soviet Jewry, made the presen­
tation. 

The ceremony was held in commemo­
ration of the second anniversary of the 
arrests of nine Soviet Jews in Leningrad 
for the attempted hijacking of an air­
liner. They were brought to trial and 
convicted in December of 1970. The fact 
that two death sentences and harsh 
prison terms were imposed prompted me 
at that time to urge then-Speaker Mc­
Cormack, then-Majority Leader ALBERT, 
and the chairman of the House Foreign 
Affairs Committee to bring to the floor, 
in the closing days of that Congress, a 
resolution condemning the persecution of 
Soviet Jews and urging the Soviet Union 
to provide fair and equitable justice for 
its Jewish citizens, as I had introduced. 
On December 31, 1970, the House leader­
ship brought to the floor, and the House 
passed, House Resolution 1336, which put 
the House on record in support of reli­
gious freedom and equal justice for all 
Soviet citizens. 

There have been other measures passed 
by the House which illustrate the grow­
ing concern of many Members about the 
plight of Soviet Jewry and their convic­
tion that the United States should de­
mand of the Soviet Government that it 
grant Soviet Jews the basic rights to 
which all men and women are entitled. 

On April 17 of this year the House 
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passed a resolution, House Concurrent 
Resolution 471, of which I was a co­
sponsor, which requested the President 
to call on the Soviet Government to per­
mit the free expression of ideas and 
exercise of religion by all of its citizens, 
and to use all formal and informal chan­
nels to convey this position. It calls on 
the President to request of the Soviet 
Government that it allow its citizens the 
right to emigration to the countries of 
their choice, as atnrmed by the United 
Nations Declaration of Human Rights, 
and it calls on the State Department 
to raise in the General Assembly of the 
United Nations the issue of the Soviet 
Union's transgression of the Declaration 
of Human Rights. 

However, if Soviet Jews are to win 
the struggle for survival, their cause 
must be kept center-stage. It is widely 
believed that worldwide concern and 
pressure on Soviet officials is responsible 
for the increase in the number of Jews 
being permitted to emigrate, and the 
public outcry following the secret trials 
in Leningrad in 1970 did force the Soviets 
to commute the death sentences of two 
men whose only crime was to yearn for 
freedom. 

We must continue to focus world at­
tention on the plight of Soviet Jews, 
and intensify the pressure on the Soviet 
Government on their behalf. In light of 
the recent summit talks in Moscow, it is 
vital that we reaffirm our commitment to 
assist Soviet Jews and that we make 
clear that discussions between world 
leaders will not suffice. Substantive ac­
tion on the part of the Soviet Govern­
ment will have to be forthcoming, and 
we will continue our efforts until that 
action is taken. 

Albert Arent, chairman of the Na­
tional Jewish Community Relations Ad­
visory Council, a joint consultative and 
planning body of 92 Jewish councils in 
cities throughout the United States and 
nine major national Jewish organiza­
tions, spoke today on the steps of the 
Capitol of the impending trials of Soviet 
activists and read a declaration pre­
pared by the National Conference on 
Soviet Jewry: 

Over 40 Jewish prisoners of conscience are 
now incarcerated in prison, still dreaming and 
praying for a day, a moment, of freedom. 
We stand with them. These suffering Jewish 
heroes are our symbol of man's most cou­
rageous and profound struggle for Jewish 
rights and for individual human freedom. 

I think it only fitting that we who are 
fortunate enough to live in a free society 
play an active role in this struggle for 
freedom, and I would like to commend 
Congressman PoDELL for organizing 
today's display on behalf of Soviet Jews. 

USDA BLUEPRINT TO SCUTTLE 
FARM PROGRAMS AND FARMERS 

(Mr. MELCHER. 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. MELCHER. Mr. Speaker, my at-
tention has been called to a blueprint for 
future U.S. agricultural policy which has 
been prepared in the Department of Ag­
riculture by a conunittee of 15 young ex­
ecutives. The plan calls for terminating 

all price-support programs, including 
wheat, feed grains, dairy products, wool, 
sugar, cotton-absolutely all of them­
and disregarding in all future agricultur­
al programs the income needs of farmers 
and ranchers. 

The blueprint, obviously sponsored by 
a carefully selected group of young exec­
utives to give it a new generation look, is 
nonetheless the same blueprint made a 
decade ago by large agribusiness tycoons 
in the Committee for Economic Develop­
ment's "Adaptive Plan for Agriculture" 
and other documents. 

The 15 young executives at USDA, ap­
pointed by former Secretary of Agricul­
ture Clifford M. Hardin and continued 
by Secretary Earl L. Butz, were first 
schooled at seminars addressed by USDA 
officials and others in Washington. Then 
they were divided into subgroups to go 
out into the field and talk to food pro­
ducers, farmers, and others involved in 
agriculture. They actually visited Missis­
sippi, south central Texas, Washington, 
and California, neglecting not only most 
of Texas but also ignoring the Northeast, 
Southeast, Midwest, and Great Plains­
most of agricultural America. 

Then they came back to Washington, 
D.C., and wrote their paper, which re­
flects the madcap agribusiness schemes 
to take agriculture away from bonafide 
farmers and ranchers. This is undoubt­
edly going to be suggested to the agri­
culture committees, in one way or an­
other, when they start studying a pro­
gram to follow the set-aside law which 
expires December 31, 1973. 

The Young Executive Committee's re­
port has not been released by the De­
partment of Agriculture, although pre­
sented to the Secretary some time ago, 
and is not likely to be officially released 
before very late this year. 

I think it should be made available to 
everyone now, for it illuminates the 
thinking behind our current policy of 
driving farm grain prices down to world 
price levels, where there are no :floors 
and prices are set by nations that are 
dumping their surpluses into that mar­
ket. It also makes clear why the House 
Agriculture Committee has urged us dur­
ing discussions of the set-aside program, 
to support the President's new welfare 
plan to take care of 300,000 displaced 
farmers that former Secretary Hardin 
estimated would go onto welfare rolls. 

The Young Executives earth-shaking 
report speculates that the number of 
farms in America, as a result of lower 
prices and a $6 billion or 40-percent loss 
in net income, might drop as low as 600,-
000. According to the census there were 
2.7 million farms and ranches in Decem­
ber 31, 1969. A reduction of 2.1 million 
farms and ranches is therefore contem­
plated. 

Also, according to the Young Exec­
utives, value of farmlands would drop 
billions of dollars with the removal of 
farm price supports-lands would be 
much cheaper for the big agribusiness 
conglomerates to acquire. Tobacco farm­
ers' assets alone--the one commodity on 
which any estimate was made-would 
stand to lose $2 to $3 billion in capital 
values, to say nothing of their losses of 
annual income. , 

The blueprint amounts to the most 

colossal scheme to demolish agriculture 
as we know it today, and throw this 
whole Nation into an economic tailspin, 
that I have yet seen. 

I suspect that because of the election 
year, this document will be disclaimed, 
if not repudiated. 

One of my purposes in calling attention 
to it at this time and giving some offi­
cial public cognizance to it, is to let the 
disclaimers pour out where we can ex­
amine them for equivocation, hedging, or 
bona fide repudiation of this scheme to 
bankrupt all farm enterprises and re­
place them with vertically or horizontally 
integrated production units. 

I would like to put the whole 50-page 
document in the RECORD, but because of 
limitations on insertions, I am including 
only about eight pages of its contents 
including a statement of the study back­
ground, and excerpts from a summary 
of findings and recommendations. 

If the Department of Agriculture does 
not promptly print and distribute the en­
tire document prepared by its Young Ex­
ecutives Committee at taxpayers' ex­
pense, then I shall submit it in its en­
tirety for the RECORD, or request the Ag­
riculture Committee to get out an edition. 

The copy I have obtained comes to me 
through the National Fanners Organiza­
tion. Their paper, the NFO Reporter. 
contains rather liberal quotes from the 
Young Executives findings in its June 
issue and I request the full text from 
which their material was obtained. 

The article follows: 
NEW DmECTIONS FOR U.S. AGRICULTURAL 

POLICY 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS 

Gene S. Bergofl'en, Executive Secretary. 
Forest Service; Allan S. Johnson, Project 
Leader, Economic Research Service; Carol G. 
Alexander, National Agricultural Library; 
Karen L. Berke, Agricultural Marketing Serv­
ice. 

John S. Bottum., Extension Service; John 
E. Carson, Animal and Plant Health Inspec­
tion Service; Betty L. Dotson, Food and Nu­
trition Service; Avram E. Gurofl', Economic 
Research Service. 

Clarence R. Hanna, Office of Information 
Systems; James E. Haskell, Farmer Coopera­
tive Service; Homer R. Hilner, Soil Conser­
vation Service; Jerome A. Miles, Office of 
Budget and Finance. 

Gerald C. Puppe, Federal Crop Insurance 
Corporation; William L. Ruble, Agricultural 
Stabilization and Conservation Service; Rob­
ert P. Shiner, Commodity Exchange Author­
ity. 

STUDY BACKGROUND 

The Young Executives Committee was es-
- tablished by Secretary's Memorandum No. 

1727, April 26, 1971. Each of its 15 members 
represent an agency of the Department of 
Agriculture. 

Shortly after the Committee was estab­
lished and organized, then Secretary of Ag­
riculture Clifford M. Hardin asked it to un­
dertake a review of the "farm in,come ques­
tion" and to present its views to him and his 
staff. 

As part of its information-gathering ac­
tivities, the Committee arranged seminars 
with a number of Department officials and 
others outside the Department. In Novem­
ber 1971, the Committee divided into sub­
teams of three each and visited four areas 
of the country to talk with farmers, food 
producers, and others involved in agricul­
ture. Teams visited South Central Texas. 
Mississippi, Washington, and California. 

Viewpoints were developed on the basis of 
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position papers developed by individual 
members and discussed by the Committee. 
When points of view were adopted by the 
Committee, individual members were as­
signed to draft report sections incorporating 
the Gommittee positions. 

The entire report has been reviewed in de­
tail by members of the Young Executives 
Committee and is submitted as a Commit tee 
document. 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Farm income-a new perspective 
The Committee concluded that the basic 

farm income statistics developed and pub­
lished by the Department tend to present 
a distorted picture of the true economic con­
ditions in the farming sector. The statistics 
include establishments that cannot reason­
ably be called farms and are inconsistent 
with the Department's farm income mission. 
The Department's mission is stated in terms 
of equitable returns to resources whereas 
the statistical measures are concerned with 
income of farmers, a welfare concept. To 
overcome these deficiencies the Committee 
recommends: 1) farms be defined as estab­
lishments with annual sales of $5,000 or 
more, 2) elimination of the parity price 
ratio, and 3) development of a set of statis­
tics which would compare the return to all 
resources, including family labor, used in the 
production of each agricultural commodity 
with what these resources could earn out­
side of agriculture. 

A policy framework for agriculture 
The policy framework recommended by the 

Committee has the following characteristics: 
1. Agriculture should be viewed as an in­

dustry which consumes resources, provides 
employment, and produces goods of value to 
society. 

2. National policy for agriculture should be 
directed at creating an environment which 
would enable the industry to provide ade­
quate supplies of food and fiber at reason­
able prices to meet domestic needs and to 
compete in world markets. 

3. National policy should not be directed 
at assuring any particular level of income 
from farming for the Nation's farmers. In­
come from farming should be of concern only 
tothe extent that it affects the industry's 
ability to produce efficiently adequate sup­
plies of food and fiber. 

4. National policy should be directed to­
ward maintaining agriculture as a viable in­
dustry and not as a way of life. 

5. The agricultural industry should op­
erate with a minimum of direct involvement 
by the public sector. The public sector's role 
should be limited to the establishment and 
enforcement of rules which will allow the 
industry to maximize its contribution to the 
total welfare of the Nation. 

Effectiveness of the Basic Farm Programs 
and Recommended Changes 

The present basic farm programs--the farm 
price support program and related direct pay­
ments to farmers-are not consistent with 
the Committee's basic policy framework for 
U.S. agriculture. The programs are costly, 
they limit supplies of food and fiber, and 
they are a deterrent to the efficient produc­
tion of agricultural commodities. Because 
the program benefits have been capitalized 
into land values, their income benefits to 
second generation owners is negligible. 
-- The Committee recommends that the basic 
farm programs be phased out over a period of 
5 years. This should be accomplished by re­
ducing the payment per bushel of projected 
yield rather than by restrictions on total 
payments. Over the same 5-year period, non­
resource loan rates would be reduced to a 
.. disaster price" level for feed grain crops and 
wheat and to zero for all other crops. 

Comments and Recommendations Concern­
ing Other Programs Affecting Farmers 
and Farm Income 

Farm Credit 
In concert with the objective to assure ade­

quate supplies of food and fiber, the Nation 
must see that the credit needs of the farm 
sector are met. Private lenders, along with 
the Farm Credit System, should be capable of 
providing these credit needs. The Farm 
Credit System should continue to compete 
for funds in the money markets; their bonds 
should remain uninsured by the Federal Gov­
ernment; and their loans should be free of 
any interest subsidy to the borrowers. The 
Emergency Loan Program administered by 
the Department's Farmers Home Administra­
tion (FHA) needs to be continued. The Com­
mittee recommends elimination of the Farm 
Ownership Loan and Farm Operating Loan 
programs and questions the need for sub­
sidized soil and water loans and loans to 
grazing associations. 

Domestic Market Promotion 
Expenditure of public funds for domestic 

promotion of agricultural products should be 
limited to those activities that can be justi­
fied on the grounds of improving human nu­
trition. 

Foreign Market Promotion 
The United States and other countries 

should strive to minimize artificial trade 
barriers. But increased reliance on free trade 
will require stepped up efforts on the part 
of the United States to compete for world 
markets. This needs to take the form of im­
proved intelligence of trade potentials by 
commodity and by country. Promotional ac­
tivities will also be needed. 

Crop Insurance 
To the extent that crop insurance is not 

available through the private sector it should 
be provided by the Federal Government. If 
provided by the Federal Government, the 
premiums charged need to reflect the actual 
risk assumed. 

Production and Market Research 
The abundance of low-cost food and fiber 

in the United States can be attributed in 
large part, to publicly supported productiOIIl 
and market research and dissemination. 
Such research and associated dissemination 
activities must be continued if we are to 
meet the needs of a growing population and 
compete in world markets. 

Market Information and Monitoring 
Activities 

Transferring the function of supply man­
agement from the public to the private sec­
tor will increase the information needs of the 
latter. Only the public sector, with its leg­
islative authority to acquire data from pri­
vate sources, is equipped to meet these needs. 
It will be necessary for the Department to 
monitor the agricultural economy to assure 
success relative to the Nation's objective to 
provide adequate supplies of food and fiber 
at reasonable prices. 

Farmer Bargaining 
The Committee supports all assistance 

government can reasonably give producer 
cooperatives and market agreements and or­
ders should be authorized wherever appro­
priate. But the Committee would discour­
age enactment of any legtslation that would 
exempt farmer associations from antitrust 
laws. The pollcy objective in this area should 
be to bring about a balance in the relative 
bargaining strength of producers and buyers 
without compromising existing antitrust 
laws or seriously disrupting the marketing 
and distribution system. 

Improving the Level of Living 
in Rural America 

Agriculture cannot be looked upon to pro­
vide employment opportunities sufficient to 

maintain the present population base of 
rural areas. Neither can agriculturally ori­
ented programs solve rural welfare problems. 
If rural towns and communities are to sur­
vive, ·and hopefully grow, off-farm employ­
ment must be !found. Toward this end, the 
Committee makes the following recommen­
dations: 

1. Immediate enactment of the Family As­
sistance Plan. 

2. Improved educational and vocational 
training for rural residents. 

3. Tax incentives for industries locating 
plants in rural areas. Such tax incentives 
should be granted through the Federal tax 
system. 

4. A credit system should be established to 
make credit available for construction of 
community services and facilities and hous­
ing. The credit should take the form of in­
sured loans. 

5. Technical advisors, trained in commu­
nity planning, should be made available to 
rural communities. These technical advisors 
need to be supported by an expanded re­
search effor~ on the complex problems of 
rural development. 

6. A national framework for land use plan­
ning should be developed to guide future 
growth and development. 

7. A visible, specified, cabinet-level body 
or offici:t.l must be des~gnated to coordinate 
rural development efforts. The Committee 
firmly believes that stronger national direc­
tion is imperative and, there'fore does not 
believe that Rural Community Development 
Revenue Sharing proposal should be the 
principal thrust toward improvement of the 
rural sector. 

TRIBUTE TO DR. ELSON 
The SPEAKER. Under a previous 

order of the House, the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. BROWN) is recognized for 30 
minutes. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, on 
Sunday, May 14, 1972, the Reverend Dr. 
Edward L. R. Elson, S.T.D., announced 
to his congregation at the National 
Presbyterian Church, that he would no 
longer be maintaining a full preaching 
schedule hereafter. He had earlier this 
year given notice of his retirement from 
pastoral responsibilities effective Jan­
uary 1, 1973. I would like to enter the 
following tribute to the Reverend Dr. 
Elson, who through his pastoral achieve­
ments and spiritual leadership, has 
established himself as one of the most 
distinguished clergymen in America to­
day. A more comprehensive curriculum 
vitae on Dr. Elson and a summary of the 
sermon on the Sunday he relinquished 
the pulpit have been placed in the Ex­
tension of Remarks section of today's 
RECORD. 

Few churchmen of our day have had 
such a notable and outstanding minis­
terial career than the senior minister of 
The National Presbyterian Church, 
Washington, D.C. Dr. Edward L. R. Elson 
is a nationally known and recognized 
Christian leader, and remains in great 
demand as lecturer, writer, and confer-
ence speaker. 

Born 1n Monongahela, Pa., Dr. Elson 
received the A.B. degree from Asbury 
College in 1928 and the M. Th. degree 
from the University of Southern Cali­
fornia in 1931. Since that time, no less 
than 16 colleges and universities have 
conferred upon him their honorary doc­
toral degrees. 
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Throughout his ministry, Dr. Elson 
has been a committed churchman. He 
was ordained by the Presbytery of Los 
Angeles in 1930. For 10 years, he served 
as the pastor of the First Presbyterian 
Church, La Jolla, Calif., before accepting 
the call to become pastor of The National 
Presbyterian Church here in the Na­
tion's Capital. He has faithfully served 
this church as senior minister since 1946. 

In addition to his regular pastoral 
duties, Dr. Elson has given leadership in 
his denomination. He served as modera­
tor of both the Los Angeles Presbytery 
and of the Presbytery of Washington 
City. He was also president of the Wash­
ington Federation oJ Churches from 
1952-54, and was six times commissioner 
to the general assembly of the United 
Presbyterian Church in the United 
States of America. But perhaps even 
more significant is the leadership that 
Dr. Elson has given among government 
officials. He served a~ pastor and per­
sonal counselor to President and Mrs. Ei­
senhower, and has preached the Chris­
tian Gospel to hundreds of America's 
governmental leaders with great power 
and influence. 

While achieving na·~ional distinction 
as a Christian leader, however, Dr. Elson 
has also been a servant among men. His 
national stature has not kept him from 
a life of community service. He has given 
unselfishly of his time anc infiuenee. 
serving as chairman of the National 
Council, American Friends of the Middle 
East; as member of the National Advis­
ory Council, Welfare of the Blind, Inc.; 
and as a member of the Advisory Com­
mittee on the Arts, John F. Kennedy 
Center for the Performing Arts. 

Numerous awards and honors have 
been given Dr. Elson in recognition of his 
ministry and service. Ten times he has 
been the recipient of the Freedoms Foun­
dation Award, the latest being the Prin­
cipal Sermon Award, 1971. In 1954, he 
was selected Clergy Churchman of the 
Year. He received the Honor Medal 
Award for his book, America's Spiritual 
Recovery, 1954. He :3u.s been the recip­
ient of 18 military decorations for his 
service as a U.S. Army chaplain, retir­
ing from the service in 1961 with the 
rank of colonel. But the most significant 
honor in Dr. Elson's ministry came in 
January of 1969, when he was elected 
Chaplain of the U.S. Senate. He assumed 
the Chaplain's duties in addition to his 
regular pastoral responsibilities and will 
continue to serve as Chaplain after his 
retirement from the pastoral ministry of 
National Presbyterian Church. 

Dr. Elson has been assisted in his 
ministry by his grac~ous and beloved 
wife, Helen. They have four children, all 
residing in the Washington-Baltimore 
area. 

Upon completion of his pastoral duties, 
Dr. Elson will continue as Senate Chap­
lain as well as maintain a moderate 
schedule of speaking, traveling, and writ­
ing. The author of ft.ve books and a con­
tributor to 10 others, he will continue to 
add to his already significant volume of 
published works. 

As one who has given himself without 
reserve to the Christian ministry and to 
the service of mankind here in the Na-

tion's Capital, it is fitting and right that 
this tribute of recognition, of apprecia­
tion, and of congratulations be heartily 
given to one of America's outstanding 
and most distinguished Christian 
leaders. 

Mr. PIRNIE. Mr. Speaker, I am very 
pleased that we are taking note of the 
Christian leadership provided by our 
good friend, Dr. Edward L. R. Elson, who 
has announced his retirement as pastor 
of the National Presbyterian Church in 
our Nation's Capital. 

During the past 14 years, it has been 
my privilege to witness the courageous 
and objective leadership which he has 
provided. We are grateful that his min­
istry has included distinguished service 
as a chaplain in our Armed Forces and 
currently as Chaplain of the U.S. Senate. 
His personal philosophy and religious 
commitment have consistently supported 
all that is best in American life. He has 
believed in the power of Christian char­
acter to protect and develop this Nation 
and has sought individual courageous 
sacrifice to the attainment of this end. 
His deep thinking, clear logic, and articu­
late sermons have made possible a vital 
ministry of outstanding impact. 

In a time when some of his calling 
have been losing a sense of national dig­
nity, spiritual unity and pastoral respon­
sibility, he has continued to serve in a 
way to command affection and respect. 
I have been proud of his ministry and 
consider it a privilege to enjoy his friend­
ship. Although he richly deserves release 
from the pressure of his heavY respon­
sibilities, I trust that his continuing pres­
ence will bless the spiritual life of our 
Nation's Capital. Also, I wish for him and 
his charming wife, who has so graciously 
supported his distinguished career, hap­
piness and health in the years ahead. 

Mr. FOUNTAIN. Mr. Speaker, it is a 
great pleasure for me to join my able col­
league, the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. 
BROWN) and other colleagues who are 
paying well-deserved tribute to the emi­
nent Chaplain of the Senate, the Rev­
erend Dr. L. R. Elson, one of America's 
most noted preachers and spiritual lead­
ers, on the occasion of his retirement 
from the pastorate of the National Pres­
byterian Church. For over a quarter of 
a century Dr. Elson has served in this 
pastorate with great distinction. It is 
good to know that he will continue to 
serve in the Senate, and that his rich 
accumulation of experience and insight 
will be communicated to an even larger 
congregation as he enters upon the voca­
tion of "preacher at large." 

Dr. Elson has always been sensitive to 
the issues of the day and has spoken out 
with courage born of deep faith in God, 
a faith which helped create the present 
National Presbyterian Center. It has 
been my privilege to know him as pastor 
through my own and my family's at­
tendance at the National Presbyterian 
Church, and while serving on the 
church's board of trustees during the 
initial period when plans were being 
made for the present National Church 
and National Presbyterian Center. Also, 
since January 1953, when I came to 
this body, I have come to know and ap­
preciate Dr. Elson as a close personal 

friend, whose relationship has been a 
continuing source of inspiration and 
strength. During all of these years, our 
friendship has been and is a deeply re­
warding experience for me and for my 
family-an experience which we will al­
ways cherish and hold near and dear to 
our hearts. 

I know of no clergyman in America 
who better understands and appreciates 
not only the nature, the service, the re­
sponsibilities and problems of men and 
women in public life and government on 
the national scene, especially the Presi­
dency and members of the Congress of 
the United States, but who also has an 
intimate knowledge and awareness of 
their hopes, their dreams and their as­
pirations, not just for themselves and 
their families, but for the constituencies 
they have been chosen to represent. 

Of Dr. Elson it may be said, in the 
words of the Prophet Jeremiah: 

Blessed is the man that trusteth in the 
Lord, and whose hope the Lord is. For he shall 
be as a tree planted by the waters, and that 
spreadeth out her roots by the river, and 
shall not see when heat cometh, but her 
leaf shall be green. 

Mr. McCOLLISTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to join my colleagues today in 
honoring Dr. Edward L. R. Elson as he 
retires from the active ministry of the 
National Presbyterian Church. His con­
tributions to religious life in Washington 
span 26 years and include numerous 
achievements. During that time he has 
been recognized on many occassions for 
his leadership among the clergy of our 
country. 

Members of both the House of Repre­
sentatives and Senate are gratified that 
Dr. Elson will be continuing his duties as 
Chaplain of the Senate. We hope that 
this decrease in duties will provide him 
more of the leisure time he deserves after 
so many years of service. 

Mr. WHALLEY. Mr. Speaker, "He 
preaches well," wrote Cervantes, "that 
lives well," a sentiment repeated with 
slightlY diiierent emphasis a century 
later by Thomas Fuller: 

None can pray well but he that lives well. 

Both sayings aptly describe the life 
and ministry of Dr. Edward L. R. Elson, 
the distinguished Chaplain of the U.S. 
Senate, whose resignation from the pas­
torate of the National Presbyterian 
Church marks his retirement after 42 
years in the parish ministry. 

Ordained in 1930 by the Presbytery of 
Los Angeles, Dr. Elson, who celebrated 
his 65th birthday in December, was called 
to the National Presbyterian Church­
or Covenant-First Presbyterian Church, 
as it was formerly known-in 1946, and 
has served that pastorate for some 26 
years, fully a quarter century. 

Happily, Dr. Elson's resignation from 
his pastorate does not mark the end of 
his public ministry. He has announced 
that he will continue to serve as 
Chaplain to the Senate while devoting 
more time to his writing and to his voca­
tion as a "preacher at large." 

From Jonathan Edwards to Phillips 
Brooks, preaching in the great tradition 
has been a vital part of the American 
scene. Dr. Elson stands within that tradi-
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tion. His has been a prophetic voice­
forthright in advocacy of truth regard­
less of the currents of the day. 

I speak as one who has been associ­
ated with the National Presbyterian 
Church during Dr. Elson's pastorate. 

It was during Dr. Elson's ministry that 
the National Presbyterian Church Cen­
ter was relocated from the old edifice at 
18th and N Street NW, to the present 
$8.5 million complex on Nebraska Ave­
nue. His leadership during these years of 
change and renewal has been a crucial 
factor in the life of the National Church 
as in the larger religious community in 
Washington and throughout the land. 

We rejoice that Dr. Elson will con­
tinue his ministry in the Congress and in 
the Nation, and we wish him many years 
more of service to God and country. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, one of the 
greatest rewards of service here in Con­
gress is the opportunity to enjoy associa­
tions and friendships with some of the 
outstanding men of our time. Dr. Elson 
is certainly such a man, and it has been 
both a personal pleasure and a privilege 
to know him as a friend. 

Dr. Elson has special connections with 
the 16th Congressional District through 
the College of Wooster, a Presbyterian 
institution. At least one of the Elson 
children has attended that college dur­
ing my years of service here. I am grate­
ful to Dr. Elson for serving as the 
speaker at a Frank Bow Day celebration 
several years ago 0n the campus at 
Wooster. These are associations that are 
dear to me. 

Beyond that, of course, I must pay 
tribute to Dr. Elson's outstanding spirit­
ual leadership and express my apprecia­
tion for his guidance. Dr. Elson is one 
of the most distinguished clergymen in 
American today, and he is also a pillar 
of strength within the Presbyterian 
church of which I have been a lifelong 
member. 

Though he retires now from the active 
ministry, I am confident that Dr. Elson 
in his role as Chaplain of the Senate and 
in many, many other activities will con­
tinue to make a profound and lasting 
contribution to our society. 

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, reaching to 
the sky at the National Presbyterian 
Church and Center is the "Tower of 
Faith." 

Ceremonie.s dedicating the tower were 
held only recently for the 173-foot free­
standing bell tower of Presbyterian 
Church showplace in Northwest Wash­
ington. 

No man appreciated those ceremonies 
more than the distinguished theologian 
and minister, Dr. Edward L. R. Elson, 
the pastor of the National Presbyterian 
Church for the past 26 years. 

Dr. Elson has announced his plans to 
relinquish the demanding role as pastor 
of this historic church, but will continue 
his distinguished service as Chaplain of 
the U.S. Senate. 

This announcement is particularly 
moving to my family, for we worship at 
the National Presbyterian Church while 
maintaining our membership in my home 
church at Blountstown, Fla. 

Through this experience, I have come 

to appreciate Dr. Elson as a minister and 
as a man. I know from others the dimcult 
task which went into the remova~ of this 
great church from downtown Washing­
ton to this remarkable structure which 
represents Presbyterians everywhere. 

Dr. Elson has distinguished himself as 
Chaplain of the Senate. Here he is the 
friend and adviser to Members of that 
body in their deliberations in the most 
trying period in our Nation's history. 

When Dr. Elson does retire, he can 
look back upon a full life. One filled 
with accomplishment and that rare ac­
colade of his fellow man-honored, re­
spected and his accomplishments rec­
ognized in his own time. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
extend their remarks in tribute to this 
distinguished American. 

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

There was no objection. 

KEMP END THE WAR RESOLUTION 
The SPEAKER. Under a previous or­

der of the House, the gentleman from 
New York <Mr. KEMP) is recognized for 
15 minutes. 

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, I have intro­
duced before the House of Representa­
tives, a House concurrent resolution 
which, if enacted, can put an end to 
the bloodshed, human suffering, and 
destruction which has been inflicted 
upon Southeast Asia for the past 25 
years. This resolution draws on many of 
the proposals that have been previously 
introduced in Congress, and contains a 
number of unique, and very responsible 
approaches toward a plan for lasting 
peace in Southeast Asia. The measure 
seeks not only to end the involvement of 
the United States in the war, but also to 
put an end to the war itself. The resolu­
tion establishes seven broad objectives 
which were sought by my distinguished 
Democratic colleague, Mr. CHARLES H. 
WILSON of California in his resolution of 
April 29. Those objectives, according to 
Mr. WILSON, follow the intent expressed 
by the Democratic Caucus vote of April 
19, and also follow from the President's 
recent peace initiatives. They are: First, 
to end the war; second, to repatriate the 
prisoners of war; third, to settle political 
issues; fourth, to guarantee the peace; 
fifth, to alleviate human suffering; sixth, 
to guarantee self-determination to the 
people of Vietnam; and seventh, to re­
unite the American people. 

Mr. Speaker, the time has come for 
positive alternatives to end this war; re­
opening the peace talks and negotiating 
a date certain for total withdrawal of all 
foreign forces from sovereign territory 
anywhere in Indochina are two such al­
ternatives. This Congress cannot by leg­
islative act impose an agreement upon 
the parties of this war, nor will cutting 
off funds bring about the cessation of 
hostilities which result in continued hu­
man and ecological devastation of the 

Asian people and their land. But this res­
olution can, by registering our biparti­
san singleminded purpose of finding an 
end to the war, usher in a new day of 
negotiation, which is the only course of­
fering hope of a lasting peace in South­
east Asia. 

Mr. Speaker, if an end to the war, an 
end to the killing, and the repatriation 
of. prisoners is what we really want, 
this House concurrent resolution is 
the path to follow, and one which I 
believe all people of good will and com­
passion can support. 

As a conclusion, I will include an ex­
cellent editorial from the Washington 
Evening Star of June 13. 

As the Star editorial points out, the 
prospects for peace seem to be growing 
brighter. Now is the time to reaffirm our 
commitment to ending this war. Adopt­
ing this resolution will not only add im­
petus to the support our negotiators 
must have, but will also demonstrate our 
commitment to finding an end to the war 
to the other side. An affirmative action 
from this body cannot help but be useful. 

The editorial follows: 
PEACE PROSPECTS 

It may be too much to hope for; the many 
disappointments of the past discourage ex­
cessive optimism. But it may be that for the 
first time there is today a real possibility for 
an acceptable negotiated settlement of the 
war in Vietnam. 

The changing prospect is reflected in the 
return to Paris of the chief American dele­
gate to the peace talks after a boycott of 
five weeks. Ambassador Willia~ J. Porter has 
emphasized the intense interest of President 
Nixon in some kind of negotiated settlement, 
noting that his return to Paris was "an ad­
ditional indication of his (Mr. Nixon's) 
strong preference and hope that such a set­
tlement car. be achieved." 

This renewed hope, in turn, undoubtedly 
reflects a dramatic shift in the military per­
spective in South Vietnam. At the outset of 
the North Vietnamese offensive at the end of 
March, there was lively anxiety in Washing­
ton and Saigon over the possibility of a. 
military debacle. The fear was that the Com­
munists would succeed in routing the 
South Vietnamese army, seize several impor­
tant provincial capitals, including Hue, and 
then propose to parley. The outlook for an 
acceptable political settlement under those 
circumstances would have been more than 
dismal. 

Now this prospect has radically changed 
for the better. The South Vietnamese, with 
heavy American air support, have held at 
Hue, An Loc and Kontum. On most fronts 
the South Vietnamese appear at this point to 
have regained the military initiative, inflict­
ing heavy losses on the invading forces. 

The situation today-perhaps premature­
ly-is being compared to the last major 
Communist offensive during Tet in 1968. In 
reality, however, it is quite different. In 1968, 
the Communists, by sacrificing virtually their 
whole indigenous Viet Cong apparatus, 
achieved ff',r greater initial successes, includ­
ing the seizure of Hue and heavy fighting 1n 
Saigon itself. This time, the leaders in Hanoi 
appear to be willing to sacrifice their entire 
regular army in an effort which so far has 
produced no comparable results. 

Their offensive, furthermore, has resulted 
in the mining of all major harbors and a 
renewal of full-scale bombing of military 
targets in North Vietnam of an effectiveness 
that was never achteved in earlier years. This 
time, even the most skeptical experts concede 
that Hanoi's capacity to continue the war in 
the South is being very seriously reduced. 
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In this situation, the leaders in Hanoi may 

well be contemplating the defeat of their 
offensive, the destruction of a major part of 
their army, their domestic industrial plant 
and their system of communications. It is 
possible that they are asking themselves 
where they go from here; reports of strong 
disputes within the North Vietnamese polit­
buro appear well-founded. The North Viet­
namese are also painfully aware that their 
difficulties have not prevented a significant 
rapprochement betwe.m the United States, 
China and the Soviet Union. 

All of which suggests the possibility that 
the leaders in Hanoi may, at long last, be 
willing to talk seriously about a political 
settlement that would permit the withdrawal 
of the remaining American troops, a return 
of American war prisoners and an end to the 
fighting. That is a prediction which no one 
on the basis of past performance can make 
with much confidence. But it is certainly a 
possibility that must be explored with great 
care. 

TWENTY -FOUR MEMBERS INTRO­
DUCE BUDGET PROPOSAL 

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or­
der of the House, the gentleman from 
illinois (Mr. FINDLEY) is recognized for 
10 minutes. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, with a bi­
partisan group of 24 cosponsors, includ­
ing several prominent members of the 
Ways and Means and Appropriations 
Committees, today introduced an amend­
ment to the Rules of the House of Repre­
sentatives aimed at more businesslike 
control of the Federal budget. 

LIST OF COSPONSORS 

Bill Archer, (R-Tex.). 
Charles E. Bennett, (D-Fla.). 
William G. Bray, (R-Ind.). 
Harold R. Collier, (R-Ill.). 
James M. Collins, (R-Tex.). 
David W. Dennis, (R-Ind.). 
Pierre S. duPont, (R-Del.). 
John N. Erlenborn, (R-Ill.). 
Dante B. Fascell, (D-Fla.). 
Edwin B. Forsythe, (R-N.J.). 
Sam Gibbons, (D-Fla.). 
David N. Henderson, (D-N.C.). 
Edward Hutchinson, (R-Mich.). 
Alton Lennon, (D-N.C.). 
Manuel Lujan, Jr., (R-N. Mex.). 
James R. Mann, (D-S.C.). 
Robert H. Michel, (R-Ill.). 
Albert H. Quie, (R-Minn.). 
John J. Rhodes, (R-Ariz.). 
John H. Rousselot, (R-Calif.). 
Herman T. Schneebeli, (R-Pa.). 
Charles Thone, (R-Nebr.). 
Samuel L. Devine, (R-Ohio) . 
HenryS. Reuss, (D-Wis.). 

Under the proposal, the House cannot 
consider any appropriation bills until it 
has first approved a resolution contain­
ing a comprehensive Federal budget for 
the ensuing fiscal year. 

The budget resolution must include an 
estimate of tax revenues, expenditure 
ceilings for each main appropriation 
bill, and recommendations on handling 
differences between revenues and ex­
penditures. If expenditures exceed reve­
nues, for example, the resolution must 
include a recommendation to raise taxes 
or increase the Federal debt, or a combi­
nation of both. 

Once the budget resolution is approved, 
appropriation measures would be han­
dled in cu.srtomary fashion, with one im­
portant exception. Two-thirds affirma-

tive vote would be required for the House 
to approve any appropriation bill which 
exceeds the provisions of the budget res­
olution. 

This rule change could establish a 
much more businesslike control of the 
Federal budget. Under it, the House 
would make fundamental decisions on 
how much aggregate spending should oc­
cw· and where the money will come 
from-before it starts to approve sepa­
rate spending bills. 

Almost every business firm and munic­
ipality in the country-even the small­
est-adopts a budget before it starts 
spending money for the coming business 
year. Ironically, the institution charged 
by the Constitution with controlling the 
largest business in the country, the Fed­
eral Government, does not adopt a budg­
et. To be sure, the President proposes 
one, but at no time does the House of 
Representatives adopt the President's 
budget or one of its own. 

Under present procedures, the House 
never faces up to these fundamental 
questions. Instead it starts appropriat­
ing money piecemeal with little regard 
for how the pieces fit the total spending 
pie, and how it all will be financed. 

For example, when the House finishes 
work today on the Labor-HEW appropri­
ations bill, it will have approved seven 
separate bills, aggregating $64 billion. 
This is $240 million more spending for 
these categories than requested by the 
President, and-more importantly-it is 
$9 billion more than revenue prospects 
would justify. In short, the House has al­
ready spilled $9 billion in red ink for fis­
cal 1973, and only half of the appropri­
ation bills have come forward. Some of 
the biggest are yet to come. 

If the proposed rule had been in ef­
feet, none of these bills could have been 
considered until the House first approved 
a budget resolution with an expenditure 
ceiling provided in it for each bill. The 
House would have faced up to the vexing, 
but vital question of red ink before spend­
ing tax dollars. 

The rule change is proposed out of 
conviction that the present system of 
raising and spending Federal revenue is 
gravely inadequate, and that it contrib­
utes substantially to inflationary pres­
sure. The adverse impact of Federal defi­
cits of $50 billion for the past 2 years is 
obvious. 

I include the following: 
RESOLUTION TO AMEND RULES OF HOUSE OF 

REPRESENTATIVES TO REQUIRE HouSE-AU­
THORIZED FEDERAL BUDGET 

1. The Committee on Appropriations and 
the Committee on Ways and Means of the 
House of Representatives are authorized and 
directed to meet jointly at the beginning of 
each regular session of Congress and after 
due study and review, including considera­
tion of the annual budget message of the 
President, report to the House a resolution 
containing a House-Authorized Federal 
Budget for the ensuing fiscal year not later 
than 90 days after the President's message 
has been received. 

The proposed budget shall include: 
1. Estimated overall Federal receipts from 

all sources; 
2. The maximum aggregate amount to be 

granted in obligational authority for all pur-

poses, together with a maximum amount for 
each appropriation blll or resolution; 

3. Specific recommendations as to adjust­
ment in revenue measures and/or public 
debt level necessitated by a deficit or sur­
pi us, if such is shown by budget figures on 
aggregate expenditures and receipts. 

When the Committees on Appropriations 
and Ways and Means have jointly reported 
the House resolution adopting such budget, 
it shall be in order, after the report on the 
resolution has been available to the Members 
of the House for at least three calendar days 
(excluding Saturdays, Sundays, and legal 
holidays) , for the Chairman of the Commit­
tee on Appropriations to move to proceed 
to the consideration of such resolution in 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union (even though a previous 
motion to the same effect has been disagreed 
to). Such motion shall be highly privileged 
and shall not be debatable. No amendment 
to such motion shall be in order and it shall 
not be in order to move to reconsider the 
vote. 

After general debate on the resolution 
which shall be limited to not to exceed 10 
hours, one-half of such time to be equally 
divided and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Commit­
tee on Appropriations, and one-half of such 
time to be equally divided and controlled 
by the chairman and ranking minority mem­
ber of the Committee on Ways and Means, 
the resolution shall be read for amendment 
under the five-minute rule. At the conclu­
sion of the consideration of the resolution 
for amendment, the Committee of the Whole 
shall rise and report the resolution back to 
the House with such amendments as may 
have been adopted, and the previous ques­
tion shall be considered as ordered on the 
resolution and amendments thereto to adop­
tion without intervening motion except one 
motion to recommit. 

2. No bill or resolution carrying appropria­
tions for the ensuing fiscal year shall be in 
order for consideration by the House until 
the House-Authorized Federal Budget for 
such year has been approved. 

The report on each such bill or resolution 
must include a statement in one of the fol­
lowing forms: "The provisions of this blll (or 
resolution) conform to the requirements of 
the House-Authorized Federal Budget for fis­
cal 19-- and will not cause it to be unbe.l­
anced in any respect. The bill (or resolution) 
a.s reported will appropriate $-, a.nd when 
this amount is deducted from $--, the 
maximum amount for this appropriation bill 
(or resolution) under the House-Authorized 
Federal Budget for fiscal 19--, the remain­
ing balance is $--."--or-"The provisions 
of this b111 (or resolution) do not conform 
to the requirements of the House-Authorized 
Federal Budget for fiscal 19--. The bill (or 
resolution) as reported will appropriate 
$--, a.nd when this amount is deducted 
from $--, the maximum am.ount for this 
appropriation bill (or resolution) under the 
House-Authorized Federal Budget for fiscal 
19--, a deficit results in the amount of 
$-.'' 

Any blll or resolution carrying appropria­
tions whose report falls to include a state­
ment in the first form, or which, in its 
amended form, fails to comply with the re­
quirement a.s stated in the first form, shall 
require the approval of two-thirds of those 
Members present and voting, a quorum being 
present. This requirement shall not be waived 
or suspended. 

3. The joint statement of managers to ac­
company a report made by a committee of 
conference on a bill or resolution carrying 
appropriations shall include a statement in 
one of the following forms: "The provisions 
of this conference report conform. to the re­
quirements of the House-Approved Federal 
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Budget for fiscal 19-- and will not cause it 
to be unbalanced in any respect."-or-"The 
provisions of this conference report do not 
conform to the requirements of the House­
Authorized Federal Budget for fiscal 19--." 

A conference report on a blll or resolution 
c,arrying appropriations which fails to include 
a statement in the first form shall require 
the approval of two-thirds of those Members 
present and voting, a quorum being present. 
Motions to dispose of amendments remain­
ing in disagreement following adoption of a 
conference report on a bill or resolution car­
rying appropriations shall require the ap­
proval of two-thirds of those Members pres­
ent and voting, a quorum being present, if 
the effect of the adoption of such motion 
would be to appropriate an amount in excess 
of that contained in the House-Authorized 
Federal Budget for such year. 

The requirements of this rule shall not be 
waived or suspended. 

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS: RULE REQUIRING 
HOUSE APPROVAL OF RESOLUTION OF FEDERAL 

BUDGET 

Q. What will the rule do? 
A. It will require approval of a resolution 

containing a comprehensive budget for the 
Federal government before the House can 
consider any appropriation bills for the ensu­
ing fiscal year. It will also require a two­
thirds vote to approve the appropriation of 
money in excess of that provided in the com­
prehensive budget. 

Q. Wouldn't this requirement be just one 
more delay in an appropriation process that 
is already too slow moving? 

A. To the contrary, it would help stream­
line procedures. Each Subcommittee of Ap­
propriations would know that not later than 
90 days after the President's fiscal messages 
have been delivered to Capitol Hlll, it wlll 
be required to help draft the resolution on 
the House-approved federal budget. This re­
quirement would be new incentive to press 
forward and make the hearings as complete 
-as possible by the time the deadline arrives. 
Because of the two-thirds vote requirement 
on "overruns," subcommittee will be un­
likely to spend much time dealing with re­
quests for such. Most appropriation bills 
will be virtually ready for reporting to the 
House by May. In turn, the deadline will ex­
ert pressure on the authorizing committees 
to complete their work. 

Q. Will the rule produce balanced budgets? 
A. It will certainly help. The budget res­

olution will bring together for approval at 
one time expenditure totals and revenue 
forecasts. If the requests are out of balance, 
:Members voting yes will be voting for an 
unbalan~ed budget. Because this is an un­
Appealing posture, most will be inclined to 
vote to keep expenditure in line with reve­
nue-or at least to make the best possible 
legislative record in that direction. If the 
figures show a balance of revenue and ex­
penditure, those voting yes will be voting 
"for a balanced budget. 

Q. How will the rule affect tax levels? 
A. If the budget shows expenditure in ex­

-cess of revenue, it will also provide that the 
-difference be made up by more revenue, high-
er level of public debt, or a combination of 
the two. If it calls for $3 billion more in 
-revenue, for example, approval of the resolu­
tion with this item in it would have the 
effect of directing Ways and Means Commit­
tee to come forth with measures providing 
the extra revenue. 

Q. How will the rule affect the ceiling on 
-public debt? 

A. In line with the answer just above, if 
the resolution calls for meeting a budget 
deficit by a $3 billion increase in public 
debt, that would effectively settle the ques­
tion of an increase in the debt ceUing at a 
later date. The amount of increase, of course, 
would be determined by how close the sub-

sequent Congressional appropriations match 
the provisions of the budget resolution, and 
the accuracy of revenue forecasts. 

Q. At what point would the proposal in­
volve the Senate? 

A. At no point would the involvement be 
direct. Indirectly, the effect would be sub­
stantial. Once the House approves the res­
olution on the budget, it could consider ap­
propriation bills. But not until then. Once 
approved by the House (by majority vote, or 
two-thirds, as circumst ances may require), 
the appropriation bills would go through 
customary channels. If the Senate should 
approve a bill providing more money than 
authorized in the House budget resolution, 
the conference report could be accepted by 
the House only if two-thirds of those present 
and voting approve. 

Q. What is the purpose of the proposed 
rule? 

A. To cause the House to make basic deci­
sions on expenditures and revenues for the 
ensuing fiscal year, and what to do about the 
difference between the two items, before it 
begins to appropriate money. Under present 
procedures, the House never at any time ap­
proves a budget for the federal government, 
even in the most general, tentative terms. It 
receives the President's budget message; sub­
committees of the Appropriations Committee 
begin to hold hearings; eventually, based on 
these hearings, the House begins to appro­
priate money piecemeal. Only once in re­
cent years-1968-d:d the House establis~ 
even an aggregate expenditure ceiling. It 
deals with the question of public debt at 
the wrong end of the process-after the 
money has been appropriated and obli­
gated-not before. It deals with the rela­
tionship of revenue to expenditure only on 
those infrequent occasions when the Ways 
and Means Committee brings forward a bill 
dealing with general taxation. 

Q. In House rules from 1947 to 1970 was 
the requirement that the Congress approve 
a budget for the federal government. It didn't 
work. Does this plan have better prospect of 
success? 

A. Yes, because the differences are sub­
stantial. The old rule had a vital shortcom­
ing. It had no teeth. Fatlure to adopt the 
"legislative budget" resolution, as provided 
in the rule, did not stop the appropriation 
process. The new proposal provides that ap­
propriation btlls are not in order until the 
budget resolution has been adopted. The old 
rule on the "legislative budget" had no such 
requirement. The old rule produced a legis­
lative budget resolution only once-in 1947, 
and on two subsequent years became hope­
lessly mired in Senate-House conference. 
After 1949 no serious effort to pass a "legis­
lative" budget was undertaken. The new pro­
posal deals only with House procedures. 

Q. Would it not be better to include the 
Senate in the rule? 

A. The Senate, of course, can adopt exactly 
the same discipline, a new discipline or no 
discipline. The House need not wait for Sen­
ate concurrence. Both the House and Senate 
have their separate responsibilities, so either 
body can justify special measures of self -dis­
cipline. 

Q. Give an lllustrative chronology show­
ing how things might move along under the 
proposal. 

A. January 20. The President submits his 
budget, which includes details for each ap­
propriation bill category. It also includes 
revenue forecasts. 

February 1. Each appropriation subcom­
mittee theoretically can begin hearings. Each 
will have nearly three months in which to 
examine witnesses and requests, before par­
ticipating jointly with other Appropriations 
Committee members and Ways and Means 
Committee members in reporting the re­
solution on the federal budget. MeanwhUe 
the Ways and Means Committee can examine 
revenue aspects of the budget message, to-

gether with the content of the President's 
economic message (submitted each year on 
January 20). It can draw upon information 
and views gathered by the Joint Economic 
Committee. This will give the committee 
more than two months to weigh alternatives 
on taxation and debt for the ensuing fiscal 
year before meeting with the Appropriations 
Committee. 

April 1. Senior members of Appropriations 
and Ways and Means Committees will meet 
for discussion of a draft resolution on the 
federal budget. 

April 15. Committees on Appropriations 
and Ways and Means will meet formally to 
mark up and report the resolution. 

April 20. House will act on resolution. De­
bate time of ten hours divided four ways-­
one-fourth to each chairman and ranking 
minority member of each comxnlttee. 

The resolution to be open to amendment 
under five-minute rule. If House fails to 
approve resolution, a new resolution will be 
developed and reported by the same commit­
tees, acting jointly, until a resolution is 
passed. 

The resolution, being privileged, w111 not 
require Rules Committee action. The resolu­
tion will be handled on the floor by the Ap­
propriations Committee chairman and rank­
ing minority. 

May 1. Appropriation bills will be consid­
ered. Usual procedures will be followed ex­
cept for the requirement of approval by two­
thirds vote if the blll exceeds the expenditure 
ceiling set for it in the budget resolution. 
Likewise, a conference report in excess of the 
budget resolution will require approval by 
two-thirds vote. 

Mr. Speaker, the new fiscal year is only 
2weeks off. 

Federal business is the biggest in the 
world. Expenditures for the coming busi­
ness year are estimated at $250 billion, 
with revenue estimated at $223 billion. 
The President's forecast shows a deficit 
of $27 billion. We are finishing a business 
year with a deficit of about $26 billion. 
All of this is probably familiar informa­
tion to you. 

What is ironic is that the management 
of this business by the U.S. Congress is 
unquestionably the worst of any major 
business operation. Private business firms 
could not survive under the sloppy pro­
cedures the Congress follows. Let me 
illustrate. 

The fiscal year will begin with only a 
small portion of the money required ac­
tually voted on by the Congress. Long 
after the business year has begun, the 
Congress will still be debating appro­
priation bills. The departments and 
agencies of Government will operate un­
der what are called continuing resolu­
tions, which permit expenditures at the 
rate of the previous year until such time 
as the Congress actually appropriates 
new money. 

The business year was half gone last 
winter when several appropriations bills 
finally made the route. And one bill, the 
one dealing with foreign aid, was not ap­
proved until March 8 of this year. By 
then the business year for which the 
money was provided was 75 percent 
gone. Only 3 of the 12 months remained. 

This meant the departments and 
agencies could not efficiently plain their 
work. The funding of new programs 
could not occur. When they finally get 
their money late in the ye9.r, tendency is 
to spend it fast before the new year 
starts. That leads to greater waste. 
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But this is not the worst of it. Never 

at any time during the business year 
does the Congress approve a compre­
hensive budget for the Federal Govern­
ment. The President sent a budget mes­
sage, of course, as he always does the 
first of each calendar year. The Joint 
Economic Committee held brief hear­
ings on the budget, as it always does. 
But the committee never made a deci­
sion on the budget. Nor did any other 
committee or subcommittee of the Con­
gress. Nor did the House. Nor did the 
Senate. 

One would have thought that receipt 
of the --President's budget recommenda­
tions would set in motion a procedure 
leading promptly to a legislative deci­
sion on the budget--how much, in light 
of the revenue forecast, the Government 
should spend and what should be done 
about the shortage of revenues and ex­
cess of expenditures. 

But no. That would be too business­
like. Congress does not operate that way. 

Instead, in its own leisurely way the 
Congress puts out of mind the vexing 
question of a comprehensive budget and 
begins piecemeal to appropriate money 
based on the President's requests-never 
facing the whole fiscal pictw·e, never 
deciding how much extra debt the budg­
et might require--how much extra reve­
nue should be raised. 

The only time the Congress even takes 
a furtive peek at the Federal fiscal pos­
ture is at the wrong end of the year­
and then half blindfolded. 

That occurs when public law forces the 
Congress to raise the statutory limit on 
the Federal debt. At least once a year, 
after the money has been appropriated­
not before--we vote an increase in the 
public debt ceiling. By then the Gov­
ernment has traversed the business-year 
tunnel. The obligations are made. The 
Treasury checks are written. To refuse to 
increase the debt limit under these cir­
cumstances would be the height of ir­
responsibility. This would cause a plunge 
in the Government bond market. It would 
cause panic in the international mone­
tary exchanges. Confidence in the dollar 
would take a disastrous nosedive. 

Confronted with these grim certainties 
the Congress on March 15 increased the 
ceiling on the public debt by $20 billion, 
bringing the new ceiling to $450 billion. 
And this was less than half of the amount 
requested by the President. In a short 
time Congress will again be called upon 
to raise the debt limit, probably by about 
$30 billion more. 

The other day in a public discussion I 
was challenged by a college professor 
who said: 

Public debt is nothing to worry about. 
Mter all, we owe this debt to ourselves, don't 
we? 

When I was first elected to Congress 
in 1960, the annual interest cost of the 
public debt, that is, the Federal debt, 
was $9 billion-which figured out about 
$200 a year for each American family. 

This year the interest cost of the Fed­
eral debt is not $9 billion, but $19 btl­
lion-more than twice as high as a dec­
ade ago-and still climbing. The interest 

cost averages out to $380 a year for each 
American family-more than a dollar a 
day for just interest cost. 

This year the Federal debt goes up an­
other $26 billion. This adds another $13 
million to the annual interest cost. Next 
year the debt increase estimated by the 
White House is $27 billion, adding more 
than $13 million annually to the interest 
cost. Every dollar must come out of some­
one's pocket in the form of increased 
taxes. 

But will next year's deficit be $27 bil­
lion? The probability is that it will be 
much more--billions more. 

The purpose of the proposed rule 
change is to deal more effectively with 
problems caused by large recurring 
deficits. 

PROHIBITING THE GSA GRANTEE 
PROGRAM 

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or­
der of the House, the gentleman from 
New Hampshire (Mr. WYMAN) is recog­
nized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Speaker, in recent 
years there has developed in our Nation 
a growing concern among small business­
men that the Federal Government is 
threatening many small firms with di­
rect and indirect competition. 

This feeling has been stimulated large­
ly by efforts of a few persons within the 
General Services Administration who ap­
parently believe the Federal Government 
has a right to take over a market which 
is today served almost entirely by small 
business. 

The first evidence of this came to the 
surface in 1969 when GSA proposed to 
use the newly enacted Intergovern­
mental Cooperation Act of 1968 as a basis 
for extending its services to all State 
and local governments. This apparently 
was the first time GSA openly extended 
its services beyond the confines of the 
Federal agencies and bureaus it was de­
signed to serve. 

Recognizing that, using taxpayers dol­
lars, GSA would have an unfair advan­
tage over small firms, the Nixon admin­
istration wisely and swiftly ordered GSA 
to scrap its plans. On November 10, 1969, 
Senator KARL MUNDT, of South Dakota, 
commented on this action by stating: 

It has been my privilege for a number of 
years to serve as the ranking minority mem­
ber of that committee. At no time during 
our deliberations on the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act did anyone suggest or con­
template that any Federal agency would go 
into the purchasing business or into the sup­
ply business for State or local governmental 
bodies. 

And I am pleased to say that the White 
House moved promptly and decisively when 
it was alerted to the content and significance 
of the proposal being advanced within the 
executive branch. Clearly, neither the In­
tergovernmental Cooperation Act nor good 
public policy would countenance such an 
attempt to put the massive purchasing ca­
pacity of the Federal Government into com­
petition with the many thousands of sepa­
rate business enterprises now serving the 
myriad State and local government supply 
requirements all across the Nation. 

"Nothing could have been further from the 
intent of Congress in the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act of 1968 ... 

I point out, too, that my own view of the 
intent of the law and my concern about the 
undesirable impact of such Federal competi­
tion with private business were shared by 
many other Members of the Senate, and in 
the other body as well. The distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Government 
Operations (Mr. McClellan) registered the 
same objections I did. 

I am sure they and many other Members 
of both Houses breathed the same sigh of 
relief I did August 7 when we learned that 
the intent of Congress was being adhered 
to and that the GSA purchasing proposal 
had been stopped. 

Mr. President, in order to help avert the 
possibility of this proposal popping up again, 
I feel it important that my report on this 
matter should be made a part of this debate 
and of the permanent record of the Senate. 

It would seem that GSA might have 
read the handwriting on the wall: That 
the Nixon administration had no inten­
tion of destroying thousands of small 
firms and that GSA's job was to reserve 
its services exclusively for the giant 
Federal system. 

Undaunted, GSA decided to recreate 
the same program under the assumed 
authority of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949, as 
amended. While that act specifically 
states: 

[Title II, Sec. 201(a) ]-The Administrator 
shall, in respect of executive agencies, and to 
the extent that he determines that so doing 
is advantageous to the Government in terms 
of economy, efficiency, or service, and with 
due regard to the program and activities of 
the agencies concerned-

(3) procure and supply personal property 
services for the use of executive agencies in 
the proper discharge of their responsibilities 
and perform functions related to procure­
ment and supply such as those mentioned 
above ... 

It also says: 
[Title II, Sec. 205(c) ]-The Administrator 

shall prescribe such regulations as he deems 
necessary to effectuate his functions under 
this Act ... 

Using the latter quote, GSA claims the 
authority for servicing any recipient of 
Federal funds even though the funds 
involved may be only a tiny portion of 
the recipient's income. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to 
report that this program has been called 
to the attention of the White House and 
Frank Carlucci, a fine public servant, on 
examining the facts, issued on May 16, 
1972, a letter to GSA statinE: 

The aoove au'tnorlzat1ons are not con­
sistent with the purpose of the Administra­
tion's policy of reliance on the private enter­
prise system and is particularly objection­
able in this sense because the burden of GSA 
competition falls more heavily on small busi­
nesses throughout the country. To the ex­
tent that grantees are components of State 
or local governments, the authorizations are 
also not consistent with the intent of Con­
gress as expressed in the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act and implementing regula­
tions (Circular A-97) of OMB. 

It is our conclusion, in view of the above, 
that GSA should discontinue all authoriza­
tions and practices which now permit the use 
of Federal sources of supply or services by 
Federal grantees. 

I am requesting, therefore, that immediate 
steps be taken to propose an amendment to 
GSA regulations that would rescind all au­
thorizations of GSA under which Federal 
grantees are permitted to use Federal sources 
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of supply. The proposed regulation should, of 
course, be made available under OMB Circu­
lar No. A-85 for comment by State and local 
governments prior to issuance. 

Upon issuance of the amendment, action 
should be taken to notify the agencies of the 
determination and request that they immedi­
ately advise their grantees that access to 
Federal sources, i.e., depots, stores, ware­
houses, contracts, excess personal property, 
or other such sources is no longer authorized. 
Appropriate action consistent with the above 
should also be taken with respect to existing 
arrangements and unfilled requisitions. 

In my opinion, Mr. Carlucci is correct 
in his assessment and I am pleased to re­
port that GSA has already begun the 
process by which it may withdraw the 
program. 

Such withdrawal would be welcome 
news through the small business com­
munity. However, these same small busi­
nessmen must be assured that this pro­
gram, today called the grantee pro­
gram, will not resurrect itself in some 
new form at a future date. Therefore, I 
am today introducing legislation to place 
a permanent prohibition on this type of 
program which fosters Government com­
petition with small business. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to cite the 
Small Business Act of 1953 (15 U.S.C. 
par.631,1964): 

It is the declared policy of the Congress 
that the government should aid, counsel, as­
sist and protect, insofar as possible, the in­
terests of small business concerns in order to 
preserve free competitive enterprise .... 

In my opinion this legislation is con­
sistent with congressional intent relative 
to the General Services Administration 
and is consistent with the firm policy of 
this admini~tration which is to preserve 
the American system of free enterprise, 
with a secure and proper place for the 
small businessman who pays taxes, em­
ploys local citizens, and makes outstand­
ing contributions to his community. 

The text of my bill and an explanatory 
memorandum are as follows: 

H.R. 15562 
A bill to amend the Federal Property and 

Administrative Services Act of 1949 to pro­
hibit the making available of Government 
procurement sources to Federal grantees 
and contractors 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
201 of the Federal Property and Adminis­
trative Services Act of 1949, as amended (40 
U.S.C. 481), is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subsection: 

"(f) Except as otherwise specifically pro­
vided by law, the Administrator shall not 
either directly or indirectly make available 
to any grantee, subgrantee, contractor, or 
subcontractor to any executive agency any 
supply or service source which is made avail­
able to him by law or other authority or 
which is under his control. Nothing in this 
subsection shall be construed to prohibit 
the disposal of excess or surplus property in 
accordance with section 202 or 203 of this 
Act." 

EXPLANATORY MEMORANDUM CONCERNING THE 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE FEDERAL 

PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 

ACT OF 1949 
The purpose of the Federal Property ·and 

Administrative Services Act of 1949, (herein­
after "the Act") is to simplify the procure-

ment, utilization and disposal of government 
property, to reorganize certain agencies of 
government, and for other purposes. The Act 
seeks to effect maximum efficiency, economy 
and service in the utilization and procure­
ment of property for agencies in the execu­
tive branch of _the federal government by 
centering responsibility therefor in the Gen­
eral Services Administration (hereinafter 
"GSA") which this Act established. The Act 
further provides that the General Services 
Administrator (hereinafter "the Adminis­
trator") shall, as far as practical upon the 
request of any agency in . the legislative or 
judicial branch of the government, or of any 
mixed-ownership government corporations, 
or of the District of Columbia, purchase, 
warehouse and distribute personal property 
and non-personal services to meet their 
needs. One of the stated policies of the Act 
ts the protection of small-business concerns. 

Without Congressional authorization, GSA 
has extended the coverage of the Act to in­
clude purchases of personal property and 
non-personal services by and for grantees, 
subgrantees, contractors and subcontractors 
of federal agencies (hereinafter referred to 
as "grantees" or "grantees of federal agen­
cies"). GSA has issued a Bulletin, FPMR 
A-17, November 7, 1967, and Regulations, 41 
C.F.R. Part 101-26, Aprll 17, 1971, and 41 
C.F.R. Part 101-33, December 23, 1971, which, 
in summary, authorize other government 
agencies to, in turn, authorize grantees of 
such agencies to purchase from GSA inven­
tories or order directly from manufacturers 
that are supply contractors to GSA, supplies 
and equipment at the prices and on other 
terms and conditions contained in the sup­
ply contracts between GSA and the manu­
facturers. 

This unauthorized extension of the Act 
has already injured thousands of small-busi­
ness concerns, middleman in the chain of 
distribution, across the Nation, and threat­
ens to eliminate them entirely from a huge 
market to which they heretofore had access, 
thereby threatening the very existence of the 
free enterprice system which is the mainstay 
of the Nation's economy. 

As of May 1, 1972, more than 30 federal 
agencies, relying on the GSA Regulations for 
authorization, have issued more than 9,000 
letters of authorization authorizing their re­
spective grantees to purchase personal prop­
erty and non-personal services directly from 
GSA supply or service sources and facUlties. 
In the letters of authorization, generally, the 
agencies have declined responsibility for any 
debts incurred by the grantee to GSA, and 
have imposed no monetary limitations and 
no requirement that title to the property 
purchased vest in the government. 

Grantees have purchased substantial 
amounts of property and services since the 
program went into effect. In the period 
July, 1971, through March, 1972, purchases 
by and for grantees from GSA stores -and 
inventories alone amounted to $6,126,979.00. 
This figure does not include direct purchases 
by grantees from suppliers in the private 
sector, under the suppliers' contracts with 
GSA, because, apparently, neither GSA nor 
the grantor agency police such purchases 
and no figures are available. GSA has advised 
grantees to report to GSA any failure or 
refusal by suppliers in the private sector to 
sell goods or services to the grantee under 
the contracts between the supplier and GSA. 
In a well-documented example from a South­
ern State, a manufacturer declined to sell 
certain items to a grantee under the manu­
facturer's contract with GSA on the ground 
that Title 41 C.F.R. Part 101-26 was per­
missive and not mandatory as to it. GSA 
then purchased the items for dropshipment 
to the grantee under its contract with the 
man ufacture1·. 

It is the purpose and intent of the pro­
posed amendment to prohibit this threat, 

and similar threats, to small-business con­
cerns whom the Act expressly seeks to pro­
tect. The proposed amendment merely states 
explicitly that which is already contained in 
the Act, namely, that GSA and its Adminis­
trator are not authorized to make available 
to any grantee, subgrantee, contractor or 
subcontractor of any federal agency any sup­
ply or service source or facility which is made 
available to GSA or its Administrator b y law 
or other authority or which is under the 
control of GSA or its Administrator. Supply 
or service source or facility includes, but is 
not limited to, GSA selfservice stores; Fed­
eral Supply Schedules. D.S.A.; Federal Prison 
Industries, Inc.; Workshops for the Blind 
and Severely Handicapped; Supplier-con­
tractors to GSA; and other programs of the 
Federal Supply Service, such as providing 
automatic data-processing equipment, sup­
plies and services. 

Procurement functions by federal agencies 
for grantees, subgrantees, contractors and 
subcontractors of such agencies may be au­
thorized by Congress alone, and may be per­
formed by GSA and its Administrator only 
where such procurement functions are trans­
ferred to GSA in accordance with Section 
107(b) of the Act. (5 U.S.C. § 630e(b) ]. 

HIGHER EDUCATION BILL IS NOT 
THE ANSWER 

The SPEAKER. Under a previous 
order of the House, the gentleman from 
Alabama <Mr. EDWARDS) is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr. 
Speaker, what appears on the surface to 
be an impressive education bill passed 
by the House recently is, in reality a 
deceptive bundle of what will amount to 
unkept promises. It is, in short, a wolf in 
sheepskin. 

Although the House-Senate conference 
report on the higher education bill 
passed the House by a vote of 218 to 
180 and earlier passed the Senate I 
voted against the measure. I had pr;vi­
ously voted for the bill when it passed the 
House earlier, but it just was not the 
same bill when it returned from the 
House-Senate conference committee. 

My opposition is based primarily on 
the formula determined by the confer­
enre committee which says the amount of 
Federal aid an institution of higher 
learning will receive will be determined 
by the number of federally subsidized 
underprivileged students the institution 
has enrolled. 

I believe this is wrong and it is not 
educationally sound. First, the formula 
for institutional aid almost demands that 
financially troubled colleges and uni­
versities seeking Federal assistance will 
have to rush out and take in as many 
underprivileged students as they can, 
regardless of the student's qualifications 
or desire to achieve a college education. 

There is no consideration in the bill's 
distribution formula for the amount of 
institutional aid to be based on an insti­
tution's need. Therefore, I believe the bill 
offers very little help to the small and 
private colleges-the group that seems to 
be having the greatest percentage of fi­
nancial difficulties. There was considera­
able help for them in the original bill 
but it was virtually wiped out in confer­
ence. 

Second, I opposed the final bill because 
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a portion of it is based on the assumption 
that all students are entitled-not 
eligible but entitled-to receive $1,400 a 
year, minus any family contribution to­
ward their education expenses. Aside 
from the fact that this cannot be justi­
fied, the truth is that we just do not have 
the money to send every student to 
college. 

I think any student financial aid sup­
plied by the Federal Government should 
depend on the academic achievement, the 
motivation of the student, plus need. In 
present Government programs, such as 
the work-study program and national de­
fense loans, the Federal Government has 
never gone by the theory that every stu­
dent is entitled to financial assistance. 
On the contrary, the student has had 
to show motivation and a desire, in addi­
tion to need. 

This is also bad because every high 
school student does not need to attend 
college. There is an equally needed place 
in our society for those who are in­
terested in technical subjects and those 
who possess labor skills. I do not believe 
that we can best serve the individuals 
or the Nation by following a policy that 
has as its purpose to try to persuade col­
leges to take students who are unpre­
pared for college. 

Third, the bill approved by the House 
appears on the surface to be against bus­
ing, but, in reality, it 1s just the oppo­
site. The bill encourages the Commis­
sioner of Education to push for what is 
termed the Metro School District ap­
proach. That is, students from adjoin­
ing counties can be bused across county 
lines to achieve integration goals. Earlier 
attempts by the House to enforce strong 
antibusing measures were rendered 
meaningless by the House-Senate con­
ference. The bill allows the South tore­
main hooked by previous court orders 
while the North has been let off the hook. 
This is not fair. 

There is an important point to all of 
this that should be stressed. This sup­
posedly great-sounding Federal money 
-program most likely will never be fully 
funded, because we simply do not have 
the money. I do not believe the promises 
can be fulfilled. 

Many leading educators in Alabama 
and in other parts of the country have 
expressed concern over the bill's passage. 
I share their concern. I stand ready to 
support public and private higher edu­
cation and students, and I had hoped 
that Congress would find a more reason­
able solution to help them. I hope I am 
wrong but I am afraid the higher educa­
tion bill is not the answer. 

FEDERAL SURVIVOR ANNUITY 
BENEFITS 

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or­
der of the House, the gentleman from 
Maryland <Mr. HoGAN) is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, today I am 
introducing legislation (H.R. 15564) to 
correct an inequity which presently ex-
ists as regards Federal survivor annuity 
benefits. 

Under present law, a "widow" or 

"widower" of a Federal employee or 
member is eligible for survivor annuity 
benefits only if the marriage lasted at 
least 2 years immediately before death 
or the surviving spouse is the parent of 
issue of the marriage. 

The question of inequity arises because 
under the law, section 8341 of title 5, 
United States Code, as interpreted by 
the Civil Service Commission, a child 
who is adopted by a couple during their 
marriage is not "issue by such marriage" 
so as to qualify the widow or widower for 
survivor annuity purposes. Thus, where 
children are adopted, the employee's sur­
viving spouse must have been married to 
the employee for at least the 2 years im­
mediately before his death in order to 
qualify for a survivor annuity. 

This legislation will correct that situ­
ation. 

Mr. Speaker, it is not uncommon for 
parents to have legally adopted children 
and, therefore, the law regarding survivor 
annuity benefits should reflect this re­
ality. No surviving spouse of a Federal 
employee should be deprived these earned 
and needed benefits, because his or her 
child is not a natural born child of the 
marriage. 

DD-963 DESTROYER 
The SPEAKER. Under a previous or­

der of the House, the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. AsPIN) is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, Litton In­
dustries and the Navy are engaging in a 
public relations stunt by beginning work 
6 months early on the DD-963 destroyer. 
This stunt will only create more delays 
and cost overruns on five LHA amphib­
ious assault ships that Litton is also 
building for the Navy. 

It is common knowledge both inside 
and outside the Navy that Litton is con­
centrating on building the DD-963 while, 
in effect, creating more serious problems 
on the LHA. On June 6, Litton began 
cutting metal for the DD-963 destroyer, 
diverting workers from the LHA project 
which is only 2 percent complete. 

I believe that the Navy should force 
Litton to concentrate on solving prob­
lems on the LHA program. The Navy 
should decide whether or not to cancel 
the DD-963 destroyer program on the 
basis of Litton's ability to shorten delays 
and cut costs on the LHA as well as mak­
ing a decent start on the DD-963 pro­
gram. Exactly the opposite is occurring 
right now. The Navy and Litton are tak­
ing the attitude that the LHA is a lost 
cause so why not let it completely go to 
the dogs. Instead, Litton and the Navy 
should be attempting to affect cost cuts 
and shorten delays on the LHA program. 

As many of my colleagues know, the 
House Armed Services Committee voted 
to cut the $612 million authorization for 
the seven DD-963 destroyers to $247 mil­
lion-only enough to buy so-called long 
lead items such as engines, radars, and 
certain electronic gear. 

Sixteen of the 30 DD-963's have been 
funded thus far and the decision will be 
made later whether to proceed with the 
rest of the program. 

Mr. Speaker, the Navy and Litton have 
made a conscious decision to sweep the 
LHA prices under the rug hoping the 
Congress and the American people will 
forget about the hundreds of millions of 
dollars of cost overruns and huge delay 
on the five LHA ships. By stretching out 
the LHA program, the Navy and Litton 
are only increasing costs and delays 
while, at the same time, hoping that . an 
early start on the DD-963 will have the 
appearances of the successful beginning. 

As many of my colleagues may know, 
shipbuilding costs always increase when 
the time needed to complete a project is 
increased. In fact, the number of man­
hours needed to build the LHA is now 
double the original estimate. 

According to the original contract, 
five LHA's should cost approximately 
$600 million which includes the cost of 
cancellation of four ships that were in­
cluded in the original nine-ship contract. 
But now Litton Industries is demanding 
approximately $1.2 billion for five ships 
representing cost overruns of $600 mil­
lion. 

Mr. Speaker, the Navy and Litton are 
making a serious mistake. In the long 
run, the LHA program will cost more 
and more and delays will increase. As a 
result, the DD-963 program will also be 
affected and we may be saddled with the 
C-5A of shipbuilding. It is my hope that 
Litton will stop engaging in public-rela­
tions stunts and start concentrating on 
building all 35 ships for which it has 
Government contract as quickly and as 
cheaply as possible. 

NEWSLETTER 
The SPEAKER. Under a previous order 

of the House, the gentleman from New 
York <Mr. KocH) is recognized for 10 
minutes. 

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, I soon will be 
mailing to my constituents my June 
newsletter. This report discusses anum­
ber of issues I have worked on in the 
Congress and my district in recent 
months; it also includes the tabulated re­
sults of my May questionnaire. I should 
like to submit for printing in the RECORD 
the full text of the report. It follows: 
CONGRESSMAN EoW ARD I. KOCH REPORTS FROM 

WASHU!fGTON 
JUNE 1972. 

DEAR CONSTITUENT AND FELLOW NEW 
YoRKER: We are all aware that during the 
past year or so there has been a dramatic in­
crease in crime and. acts of violence in and. 
around our City schools. In recent months 
many constituents have told. me about in­
cidents when their children have been ex­
torted for money in the public schools and. 
have been assaulted. on their way to and from 
school. 

Many middle class fammes have reacted to 
this fear by removing their children from the 
public schools and. placing them in non-pub­
lic schools at great financial cost. The poor do 
not have this option, and it 1s their children 
who therefore suffer the most. 

In an effort to understand better the prob­
lems involved, this spring I visited a number 
of schools in our District. And, in May, I held 
a legislative hearing to take testimony from 
expert witnesses representing principals, 
teachers, parents and students. The hearing 
focused on immediate remedial measures 
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needed to deal with int ernal securit y , in­
truders, security around the schools, and 
burglaries. The four-hour hearing was held 
in an appropriate setting-the library at 
Wagner Junior High School. 

I was impressed with the proposals to pro­
vide adequate legal counseling to principals 
and teachers as well as students; to use more 
security guards for keeping out intruders 
(parents are already doing this in some 
schools); to better utilize police manpower in 
school neighborhoods; and to involve student 
volunteers in security matters. All of these 
proposals should be considered and con­
sidered now. After listening to all the testi­
mony, I am convinced more than ever that 
children who want to learn must be protected 
from the disruptive behavior of other stu­
dents who, in turn need help, including spe­
cial classes. 

A transcript of the hearing is being sent 
to those groups already working on this 
problem throughout the District. I have in­
troduced legislation which would amend the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 to provide monies to assist school dis­
tricts to carry out security plans to reduce 
crime and increase the safety and security 
of children, employees and facilities. 

I will continue to involve myself in this 
critical problem of school safety. There are 
many other things that must be done to im­
prove our schools but without safety--edu­
cation doesn't have a chance. 

LIGHT ON CRIME 

What the Police Department calls "crime 
against the person" means street crime to 
most of us-robberies and muggings. Last 
year this type of crime increased in New York 
City by 16%, further arousing the anger, 
frustration and fear of all New Yorkers. For 
many of us the streets have become corridors 
of fear after dark. 

This past March I introduced legislation 
to establish a Federal Light On Crime Pro­
gram. H.R. 14022 would authorize the expen­
diture of $30 million in each of the next 3 
years specifically for the purchase and in­
stallation of high-pressure sodium-type 
lights. The funds would come in grants made 
directly to local governments on a 75% Fed­
eral, 25% local share basis. This program in­
volves relatively low costs for a potentially 
high return. High-pressure sodium lights are 
able to llluminate a city street far better 
than our traditional street lighting. In a 
sense they turn night into day, and their 
effectiveness as a deterrent against crimes 
1s undeniable. For example, after installa­
tion of high intensity lighting in Washing­
ton, D.C. high-crime areas, crime decreased 
by 31%. 

New York like other cities has installed 
high pressure sodium lights on some streets 
(you may have seen some in our District) but 
local governments cannot finance the type of 
massive lighting program which I believe we 
need for our city streets. An infusion of Fed­
eral funds such as I propose would mean that 
whole communities could be illuminated for 
the benefit of residents and merchants alike. 

SEX DISCRIMINATION 

The response to the questionnaire indi­
cates that many women in the District have 
been discriminated against, particularly in 
employment, because of sex. Improvements 
have come slowly in the past few years but 
should be accelerated as the result of new 
guidelines issued April 5 by the U.S. Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission. 

Briefly, the major poin~ o'! the new regu­
lation are: 

Individuals must be considered for em­
ployment on the basis of their capabilities, 
not on characteristics generally attributed to 
a particular sex. 

State laws limiting the hiring of females in 
certatn occupations are contrary to the CivU 

Rights Act and thus cannot be used in de­
fense of discrimination. 

Physical facilities provided for one sex 
must be provided for another, and the ab­
sence of such facilities cannot be used as an 
excuse not to hire someone. 

It is unlawful to classi!y a job as a "male" 
or "female" job or to mainrtain separate lines 
o'f promotion and seniority. 

Restrictive rules applicable to married 
women, but not married men, are prohibited 
by the Civil Rights Act. 

Advertisements for employment cannot 
indicate "a preference, limitation, specifica­
tion or discrimination based on sex." 

Private employment agencies cannot deal 
exclusively with one sex nor discriminate 
against applicants because of their sex. 

It is unlawful for an employer to dis­
criminate between men and women with re­
gard to fringe benefits (i.e. medical and life 
insurance, retirement benefits, profit shar­
ing, bonus plans, and leave). 

Different optional or compulsory retire­
ment ages based on sex are unlawful. 

A written or unwritten employment prac­
tice which excludes women because of preg­
nancy is "in prima facie violation" of the 
Civil Rights Act. 

Disabilities due to pregnancy related con­
ditions must be treated as any other tempo­
rary health disahility. 

If you feel that you are being discriminated 
against in your employment because of your 
sex, race, color, national origin, or religion, 
I would be pleased to supply you with the 
necessary forms to file a complaint with the 
EEOC. The EEOC is authorized to investigate 
complaints against employers of 25 or more 
persons (including state and local govern­
ments) , labor organizations and employ­
ment agencies. If the EEOC determines a 
complaint is justified, it will first seek volun­
tary compliance before instituting legal ac­
tion in the courts. 

Legislation helps thwart discrimination, 
but 'substantial changes wtll come only 1f 
people are willing to protest individual acts 
of discrimination and use the law to back 
their complaints. 

MARIHUANA 

On March 22nd the National Commission 
on Marihuana and Drug Abuse issued its re­
port on marihuana. This event was of partic­
ular interest to me because in April 1969, 
shortly after I came to Congress, I introduced 
the original bill creating the Commission. 

For a year the Commission's 13 Members 
conducted a comprehensive study of mari­
huana smoking in this country, examining 
the social, medical, and legal effects of its use. 
The report issued in March was balanced and 
thorough. 

The Commission found that approximately 
24 million Americans have tried marihuana 
at least once and that there are at least 8.3 
million current users. The Commission did 
not find any evidence that experimental or 
intermittent use of Ina.rihuana causes physi­
cal or psychological harm. However, it indi­
cated that it did not have sumcient informa­
tion to appraise the long-term effeots of mari­
huana on the individual and our society. 
Therefore, it recommended a "social policy 
seeking to discourage marihuana use" while 
proposing that all federal criminal penalties 
for the personal possession of marihuana and 
the casual transfer (a.t no profit} of mari­
huana in private be removed. Similar changes 
were recommended for state laws. 

On April 20th I joined with Senators Jacob 
Javits and Harold Hughes, members of the 
Commission, in introducing a bill to imple­
ment the Commission's basic recommenda­
tions. The need for change in our marihuana 
laws is clear. The effects of marihuana smok­
ing simply do not warrant the harsh penalties 
prescribed by present laws-both state and 

federal. It serves no purpose, and is indeed 
barbaric, to send young people to jail for­
their possession of a single marihuana ciga­
rette and saddle them with criminal records 
for the rest of their lives. 

QUESTIONN AmE RESULTS 

The response to the May questionnaire was 
excellent. Approximately 15,000 question­
naires were returned with some 20,000 people 
indicating their positions on the issues 
polled. The tabulated results in percentages 
are as follows : 

Percent 
1. Do you favor increasing the mini­

mum wage to $2.00 an hour and ex­
tending its coverage to all workers, in­
cluding employees in small retail shops, 
farm workers, and domestics? 

Yes ------------ - --------------------- 76 
No ----------- ------------------------ 24 

2. Do you favor a federal "value added 
tax" (a national sales tax) as a means 
of financing elementary and secondary 
education, instead of local revenue 
sources like the property tax? 

Yes ---------------------------------- 38 
No ---------------------------------- 62 

3. Do you believe the government 
should provide 200,000 more public serv­
ice jobs (currently the Emergency Em­
ployment Act of 1971 is providing 140,000 
such jobs at a cost of $1 billion)? 

Yes ---------------------------------- 59 
No --------- --------------------- ----- 41 

4. Would you favor the government's 
guaranteeing a job to everyone seeking 
work and being an employer of "last 
resort" when jobs are not available from 
private enterprise? 

Yes ---------------------------------- 63 
No ----------------------------------- 37 

5. Assuming that it is Constitutional, 
would you favor a system of federal tax 
credits for parents with children in non­
public schools? 

Yes ---------------------------------- 41 
No ---------------------------------- 59 

6. Do you favor a Constitutional 
Amendment or legislative measure pro­
hibiting the use of busing by courts or 
localities to desegregate public schools? 

Yes ---------------------------------- 38 
No ----------------------------------- 62 

7. Would you favor the establishment 
of bilingual programs in all of the City's 
public schools having a substantial num­
ber of Spanish speaking student? 

Yes ---------------------------------- 60 
No ----------------------------------- 40 

8. Would you favor setting aside lanes 
on some Ina.jor avenues in New York City 
for use by bicycles? 

Yes ---------------------------------- 79 
No ----------------------------------- 21 

9. a. Do you now ride a bike to work? 
b. Would you ride a bike to work 

in good weather if exclusive bike lanes 
and parking !acUities were provided? 

a. 
Yes --------------- - ----------------- 7 
No ---------------------------------- 93 

b. 
Yes 
No ---------------------------------- 49 

10. Would you favor the operation of 
heroin maintenance pilot projects on a 
limited and temporary basis in order to 
determine the feasibility of establishing 

51 
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heroin maintenance programs for adult 
addicts? 

Yes ---------------------------------- 73 
No ----------------------------------- 27 

11. Do you believe the Civil Rights 
Act's protections (in employment, hous­
ing, etc.) should be extended to homo­
sexuals? 

Yes ---------------------------------- 83 
No----------------------------------- 17 

12. Do you believe in the concept of 
"scatter site" housing-i.e. building gov­
ernment subsidized low income housing 
in middle income areas? 

Yes --------------------------------- 56 
No ----------------------------------- 44 

The overwhelming consensus on the ques­
tion of Vietnam was that our troops should 
be withdrawn immediately; 49% favored 
the immediate withdrawal of U.S. combat 
forces and cessation of air support and weap­
ons supply; 25% favored immediate with­
drawal of troops and air support, but the 
continued furnishing of weapons. And 7% 
favored withdrawal but contiliued air and 
weapons support. 

16% of the respondents favored the Presi­
dent's policies of "Vietnamization" aided by 
U.S. air support, and 3% recommended step­
ping up our mllitary activities with the ob­
jective of a m1litary victory. 

The following are five bills I have authored 
that touch upon issues of current interest. Do 
you approve? 

H.R. 850, as amended, establishing a uni­
form tax rate so that individuals, regardless 
of whether they are married or single, would 
pay the same graduated tax on their taxable 
income (after deductions). 

Percent 
Yes ---------------------------------- 88 
No ----------------------------------- 12 

H.R. 854, as amended, requiring federal 
agencies to inform persons of files main­
tained on them and allow them to inspect 
their files for errors; the bill also estab­
lishes a board to which one could appeal for 
the removal of erroneous and irrelevant ma­
terial. 

Yes ---------------------------------- 94 
No ----------------------------------- 6 

H.R. 12417 offering draft resisters condi­
tional amnesty-amnesty in return for two 
years of civllian service comparable to that 
now required of conscientious objectors. 

Yes ---------------------------------- 79 
No ----------------------------------- 21 

H.R. 13362 providing $400 million annually 
in federal assistance in meeting the expen­
ses of operating public transportation (sub­
ways, buses, and commuter railroads) . 

Yes ---------------------------------- 89 
No ----------------------------------- 11 

H.R. 14549 decriminalizing the personal use 
and possession of marihuana and allowing 
~transfer (at no profit) of reasonable 
amounts of marihuana when incident to pri­
vate use. The sale of marihuana for profit and 
smoking it in public would continue to be 
subject to criminal penalties. 

Yes ---------------------------------- 70 
No ----------------------------------- 30 

VOLUNTEER WORK 

Lately more and more New Yorkers have 
expressed an ea.gerAess to get involved and 
help improve conditions in New York Clty. I 
know, as they do, that government Is not 
and should not be the only source of help 
to those in need. Often people have the 

desire to help their fellow New Yorkers, but 
they are uncertain about the kind of work 
they want to do, and where to go to volunteer. 

I have listed a few organizations and agen­
cies which either have extensive volunteer 
programs and can use more help, or which 
coordinate volunteer activities. This list is 
by no means complete--there are hundreds 
of outstanding agencies which welcome vol­
unteers-but I hope it wm serve as a start­
ing point for those who want to help. 

American Red Cross-150 Amsterdam Ave­
nue, 787-1000 (Ext. 421). 

Work on nonmedical aspects of blood pro­
grams (blood mobile); volunteer drivers for 
Red Cross vehicles; clerical; social service 
type work. 

The Association of Community Service 
Centers-(Mobilization for Youth) 152 Ave­
nue D, 533-2410 (Ext. 7 or 8) Ms. Sylvia 
Castaneda. 

Volunteers (bi-lingual English/Spanish) to 
teach classes to the aged during the daytime; 
tutoring {bi-lingual) ; volunteer lawyers 
(need not be bi-lingual) to give advice on 
housing, welfare, etc. 

Community Service Society of New York-
105 East 22nd Street, 254-8900, Mrs. Made­
leine Woodward, Director of Volunteer 
Programs. 

Work with the aged; Corrections; Thrift 
Shop. CSS wlll refer volunteers to other agen­
cies as well. Minimum service: 3 hours a 
week. 

Federation of Jewish Philanthropies-130 
East 59th Street, PL 1-1000 (Ext. 209) Mrs. 
Henry Pearce, Chairman of Volunteers. 

Refers volunteers to member agencies; 
clerical; teaching crafts; library; Thrift Shop; 
aged; youth; tutoring; physical education; 
Family Court Program. 

Federation of Protestant Welfare Agen­
cies-281 Park A venue South, 777-4800, Ms. 
Rita Lambek, Director, Volunteer Bureau or 
Miss Janet Shair, Consultant on Volunteer 
Service. 

Recruits and refers volunteers to its 285 
member agencies and to other nonaffiliated 
agencies. Work with children, the aged, blind; 
tutoring; teaching English; drug programs. 

Ladles of Charity of the Catholic Charities 
of the Archdiocese of New York-122 East 
22nd Street, OR 7-5000, Ms. Marie Ryan, Di­
rector of Volunteers (Ext. 417, 418) Tuesday 
and Thursday. 

Need friendly visitors to elderly in their 
apartments, hotels and nursing homes; escort 
service to hospitals, clinics, doctors' offices; 
recreation programs in nursing homes; child 
care and day care; visitors to prisons; Thrift 
Shop; tutoring; USO. 

League of Women Voters-131 East 23rd 
Street, 677-5050, Ms. Myrna Baron, Director 
of Voter Service. 

Work on Telephone Information Service 
which operates from 10 a.m. to 4 p.m. 5 days 
a week answering callers' questions; voter 
registration drives; speakers (before commu­
nity groups). No minimum time, but regular 
schedule. 

Mayor's Office of Volunteers-250 Broadway, 
Room 1407, 566-5950, Ms. Patricia Richter, 
Executive Director; Ms. Winifred Brown, Ad­
ministrative Director. 

Central clearing house to recruit and place 
citizen volunteers in City and private agen­
cies. 

National Council of Jewish Women-9 East 
69th Street, LE 5-5900, Ms. Edna Eigen, Di­
rector, Community and Volunteer Services. 

Work with the aged; the young; tutoring; 
Thrift Shop; Bookmobile; Boutique. Mini­
mum service: one-half day a week. 

United Hospital Fund-3 Fast 54th Street, 
PL 4-1080, Ms. Judith Bartow, Staff Asso­
ciate, Volunteer Service. 

Refers volunteers to member voluntary hos­
pitals and to the 16 hospitals which are 

under the Ci.lty's Health and Hospitals Cor­
poration. Minimum service: 3-4 hours week­
days or 2-3 hours evenings and weekends. 

Volunteers may also call the hospital near­
est them and speak with the Director of Vol­
unteers (almost every hospital has one). 

Your comments on this newsletter and any 
proposals you might have on any subject are 
of interest to me. Please write me c;o House 
of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 20515. 

If you need assistance, call my New York 
City office at 26 Federal Plaza on 264-1066 be­
tween 9:00a.m. and 5:00p.m. on weekdays. 

My report also included four pictures 
that were entitled as follows: 

On May 24th about 150 people, many of 
whom are distinguished scientists, professors 
and artists, assembled on the steps of the 
Capitol with several Members of Congress. I 
told the group that I wlll continue to pursue 
every constructive effort necessary to undo 
the President's usurpation of Congressional 
authority and get our men, bombs, and mines 
out of Vietnam. I then accompanied them 
when they delivered a "petition for redress 
of grievances" to the Speaker of the House, 
Carl Albert. 

UFT President, Albert Shanker, testtfying 
at my hearing on school violence. 

The March 22nd press conference of the 
National Commission on Marihuana and Drug 
Abuse with Chairman Reymond P. Shafer, 
former Governor of Pennsylvania, and Com­
mission Member Joan Ganz Cooney, Presi­
dent of Children's Television Workshop. 

On April lOth and again on May 1st, the 
House Ways and Means Committee held 
hearings on my blll, H.R. 850 as amended, to 
give single taxpayers and working married 
couples tax equity. In preparing for the 
hearings I met on several occasions with 
Chairman Wilbur Mills and Vivien Kellems 
who is the citizen leader in the national cam­
paign for tax equity for single taxpayers. 

SEEKS TO CORRECT INADEQUACIES 
IN SOCIAL SECURITY SYSTEM 
The SPEAKER. Under a previous 

order of the House, the gentlewoman 
from New York <Mrs. ABZUG) is recog­
nized for 30 minutes. 

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, the social 
security system must be adjusted to serve 
the needs of the people. Today, one of 
our most serious problems is assuring 
adequate income for our older citizens. 
As it stands now, older Americans who 
are beneficiaries of social security are in 
a terrible financial situation compared 
to the currently working population. 

Let me cite some statistics: Of the 20.5 
million persons aged 65 and over in 1967, 
only about 3 million were employed, ac­
cording to a study by the Department of 
Labor. Projections for 1980 in the same 
report indicate that out of a population 
of 23.1 million aged persons, 19.7 mil­
lion will not be in the labor force. If these 
projections foretell the future with any 
degree of accuracy, earnings will consti­
tute a diminishing portion of total in­
come for the aged population, causing 
them to rely increasingly upon social se­
curity benefits for their main support. 

This situation calls for legislation to 
correct the financial inequalities that 
exist in the social security system. I am 
today introducing a package of bills 
which go to specific problems and seek 
to correct the inadequacies of the exist­
ing system. I would like to share with my 
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colleagues the information that moti­
vated me to make a comprehensive study 
of the social security system and propose 
these <.;orrections. I hope that they will 
act upon this knowledge and support 
these social security reforms. 

A U.S. Bureau of the Census report on 
family incomes has indicated that the 
income of the aged is very much below 
the national average. The median total 
income of families headed by a person 
aged 65 or over in 1970 was $5,053, while 
the median income of all families was 
$9,590. The median income of aged un­
related individuals-people not in family 
earning units-was $1 ,951, compared 
with $2,489 for all unrelated individuals. 

Retirement is the main reason for the 
decline in total income of older persons, 
but also, the older a person is, the more 
likely it is that his or her social security 
and other pension benefits are based on 
past employment and earnings which 
were at rates much below the current 
wage level, and the more likely it is that 
the former wage earner is in the process 
of reducing or exhausting his or her 
assets. 

The net result of this is that poverty 
is the rule for people over 65. The most 
recent Social Security Administration 
figures show that nearly 30 percent of 
those aged 65 or over-in comparison 
with 17 percent of the population at 
large--are officially classified as "poor" 
by their standards. In 1966, 2.7 million 
of the 4.9 million aged persons living 
alone were poor. Of the aged living in 
family units, 2.7 million of the 13.1 mil­
lion were in households classified as poor. 

Thus, 25 percent of the people 65 and 
over-as compared with 10 percent of 
the general population-are below the 
poverty line. The Social Security Admin­
istration's latest figures state that 92 
percent of all persons aged 65 or over 
were eligible for benefits in 1971. The 
average old-age retirement benefit in 
January 1972 was $132.16 a month­
$116.58 for reduced benefits paid to peo­
ple who retire at age 62 instead of at age 
65 or later. Couples receive more, not 
only because couples' benefits are 50-per­
cent larger than those of single persons, 
but also because the earning histories of 
married men tenc to be higher than 
those of nonmarried men or women. 

Another problem under the current 
system is that of early retirees. The So­
cial Security Administration tells us that 
early retirees earned less and experienced 
more unemployment than did workers 
who retired at age 65 or later. As a result, 
benefits of early retirees run 25 to 35 per­
cent below those of persons who retire 
when aged 65 or more. A report by the 
Brookings Institution states: 

The economic condition of early retirees 
must be inferior to that of persons who are 
aged 65 or over at the time of retirement . . . 
his family is even more dependent on Social 
Security benefits than are other benefici­
aries ... they have low earning histories 
and because retirement is before age 65, 
they must accept permanently reduced 
benefits. 

There are also certain inequities re­
garding the treatment of both women 
and men that are built into the social se­
curity system. 

For example, there are many special 
dependency requirements for men who 
want to collect widowers' benefits where 
there are few for widows. Men have to 
have been dependent upon their wives at 
the time of the wives' entitlement to 
benefits, or the wife must have died dur­
ing a period of her disability. 

In order for a divorced woman to col­
lect wives' benefits on her husband's 
earning record, they must have been 
married for 20 years. This provision 
alone handicaps women by putting many 
of them in a precarious financial situa­
tion if they have spent most or all of the 
period of their marriage doing domestic 
work and not accruing any earnings or 
earning resources. 

Another serious problem which is re­
flected in the divorce provision discussed 
earlier is that this country must face the 
fact that there are millions of people­
mostly women-who have spent their 
peak earning years managing a house­
hold and ca1ing for families. This effort 
is one which is as socially useful as out­
side paid work and it ought to be recog­
nized as such. The worth of this work 
should be calculated in terms of current 
market values. Social security benefits 
should then be paid to "householders" on 
the basis of that calculation. One of the 
bills I am introducing today would cor­
rect this inequity. 

I will also be reintroducing my bill H.R. 
13371, which provides for a minimum 
annual income of $3,375 for older single 
people and $4,500 in the case of couples, 
a 25 percent across-the-board increase 
in social security benefits with subse­
quent cost-of-living increases, reduces 
the social security tax rates and pro­
vides a more equitable determination and 
apportionment, eliminates the existing 
actuarial reduction in widows' and wid­
owers' benefits in case of disability, in­
cludes within the term "disability" con­
ditions requiring substantially continu­
ing care, and requires that future social 
security benefit increases be disregarded 
in determining need under the various 
federally assisted public insurance pro­
grams. 

A brief explanation of all 14 new bills 
I am introducing today follows: 

EXPLANATION OJ' BILLS 

H.R. ---. The "householder's basic 
benefit" is a Social Security benefit available 
to all m en and women who remain at home 
and perform the service of maintaining a 
household during the time they could have 
been wage-earners. The financing for this 
wm come out of the 4 to 6 b1llion dollar an­
nual surplus of the Social Security Trust 
Fund or out of general revenues. It is our 
national responsibil1ty to insure that our 
older citizens, those who have managed 
households as well as those who have been 
employed, have an adequate income to sup­
port them during retirement. 

H.R. ---. This bill would allow full So­
cial Security benefits to be collected at age 
60 and reduced benefits at age 55. It also 
provides t hat widows', widowers', and par­
ents' insurance benefits shall be payable 
without regard to age. 

H.R. ---. This bill would allow any­
body receiving Social Security benefits to 
earn an outside income of up to $9,000 after 
which only 50¢ would be taken away 
from Social Security benefits for each dollar 
earned. 

H.R ---. This blll will eliminate the 

"family maximum." At present, provisions 
in the Social Security laws limit the total 
amount of benefits that may be paid to any 
on e wage earner. With this change, the 
individual would be allowed to collect as 
much as he is entitled to as an individual 
wage-earner. 

H .R. ---. This bill reduces from 20 to 
5 t h e number of years a divorced woman 
must have been married to allow her to 
collect wife's benefits on the former hus­
band's earn ings record. 

H.R. ---. This bill eliminates the spe­
cial dependency requirements for hus­
bands' and widowers' insurance benefits. It 
also makes t h ese benefits payable on the 
same basis as benefits for wives and widows. 

H.R. ---. This bill equalizes the situa­
tion between men and women so that bene­
fits are provided for widowed fathers with 
minor children-who now receive no benefits 
at all-on the same basis as widowed moth­
ers wit h minor children. 

H.R. ---. This bill allows a person who 
has been married and then divorced or 
widowed to retain the benefits to which he 
or she is entitled by the first marriage, upon 
remarriage, subject to the generic prohibi­
tion against simultaneous entitlement to 
benefits. 

H.R. ---.This bill provides that broth­
ers and sisters who depend on a Social Se­
curity beneficiary for at least one-half of 
their support are eligible to receive depend­
ents' benefits. 

H.R. ---. This bill would allow people 
to collect benefits on salaries based upon 
incomes of up to $20,000 instead of the pres­
ent $9,000. It would also eliminate the ceil­
ing on the amount of earnings which may be 
counted for the purposes of Social Security 
taxes. 

H.R. ---. This bill would reduce from 50 
per cent to 25 per cent the proportion of sup­
port which an individual would have to be 
receiving from a Social Security beneficiary in 
order to qualify for dependent's benefits; 
however, no one would be permitted to re­
ceive benefits as a dependent of more than 
one person at a time. 

H.R. ---. This bill removes the duration 
of time requirements for men and women to 
collect widows• and widowers' benefits. Cur­
rently, a widow or widower must have been 
married nine months, or there must be a 
dependent minor child in order to collect 
benefits at all. This protects men and women 
who are briefly married but entitled to bene­
fits on their spouse's earning record. 

H.R. ---. This bill would allow people 
who are entitled to more than one benefit 
to collect the largest benefit plus one­
half of the second largest to which they 
are entitled. This would allow a per­
son who is entitled to a benefit .:>ther than 
the basic one-for example, a benefit based 
on a disability-to collect one-half of that 
next benefit. This would help the beneficiary 
pay for costs incurred by his disability. It is 
clear that his other basic benefit would 
very possibly not be adequate :tnder certain 
circumstances. 

H.R. ---. This bill allows dependent par­
ents who receive at least one-half of their 
support from a working child to collect old 
age or disabil1ty insurance benefits when the 
child becomes eligible for Social Security. 
Currently, parents can collect only as survi­
vors. Elderly parents who are dependent for 
their support on their wage-earning children 
are clearly cases in need. We must help the 
family in support of the parent before the 
beneficiary dies. Even at age 65 it can becomE> 
extremely difiicult for a: person on Social 
Security to maintain a viable family unit for 
a wife and children. All older people over 72 
receive about $44 a month, but this cer­
tainly is a minor help to a person supporting 
a family. 

We cannot allow our elderly to live in the 
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indignity of poverty. We must make a na­
tional commitment to insure that all our re­
tired and elderly citizens live peaceful pro­
ductive lives on adequate incomes. 

ANNIVERSARY OF SOVIET OCCUPA­
TION OF LITHUANIA 

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Massa­
chusetts <Mr. BURKE) is recognized for 15 
minutes. 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like at this time to di­
rect my remarks toward the policy of re­
pression that the Soviet Union persists 
in utilizing toward the republic of Lith­
uania. This day marks the sad anniver­
sary of the invasion and occupation of 
the peace-loving nation of Lithuania by 
the Soviet Army in 1940. From that mo­
ment on, the people of this Baltic state 
have suffered restrictions on their politi­
cal freedom and oppression in their reli­
gious pursuits. The actions of the Soviet 
Union in this affair cannot in anyway be 
found to be consistent with the charter 
of the United Nations and therefore con­
stitutes an illegal subjugation of an en­
tire nation. 

Through the efforts of the Lithuanian­
American community and the National 
Captive Nations Committee we have 
been made frighteningly aware of the 
plight of this enslavement. The rioting 
and turmoil that recently took place in 
Kaunas and drew the focus of interna­
tional attention has only served to un­
derline the determination of this proud 
people to regain their beloved independ­
ence and secure their cultural and politi­
cal freedoms. 

The ongoing tragedy in Lithuania 
should be of special concern to the Gov­
ernment and people of America a nation 
dedicated to the sacred principle of na­
tional self -determination. The develop­
ments in Lithuania have for many years 
closely paralleled the dilemmas that have 
plagued Soviet Jewry and warrant our 
closest scrutiny. Any and all attempts at 
politico-cultural genocide must be met by 
a strong American revulsion grounded in 
the doctrine of universal human rights. 

With these thoughts in mind, I am sure 
that all Members of Congress and the 
American people as a whole will share 
with me in the recognition of this somber 
occasion and work undaunted in the 
noble cause of freedom. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, it is not 
generally known and sufficiently appre­
ciated that the largest captive non-Rus­
sian nation in the U.S.S.R. and Eastern 
Europe is Ukraine. 

With a population of over 45 million 
Ukraine is one of the most resourcefui 
nations in Europe, and, if it were not 
under the domination of Russian Mos­
cow, it would surely again become "the 
granary of Europe" in an advanced eco­
nomic framework of industry and agri­
culture. Also, the country's geographic 
location, extending from the Carpathian 
Mountains toward the Caucasus and 
above the Black Sea, is a most strategic 
on~ as concern developments in Europe, 
Asia, and the Middle East. 

Because we shall hear more and more 

about this largest captive nation in Eu­
rope, I submit for our popular edification 
the illuminating section on "Ucrainica 
in American and Foreign Periodicals" in 
the world-respected scholarly journal of 
East European and Asian affairs, the 
Ukrainian Quarterly. The section, pre­
pared by Dr. Lev E. Dobriansky of 
Georgetown University, regularly shows 
the growing interest in this captive na­
tion and, above all, the prominent myths 
and misconceptions that many in the 
West still cling to when analyzing or 
commenting upon the Soviet Union Rus­
sia, or Ukraine. It is high time 'these 
myths were dissipated, and a Select 
House Committee on the Captive Nations 
would be the most effective way of doing 
it-the Ukrainian Quarterly, summer 
1972. • 

UCRAINICA IN AMERICAN AND FOREIGN 
PERIODICALS 

"The Drama.tic Changes at USIA," an arti­
cle by Verdon Cummings. Human Events, 
Washington, D.C., May 6, 1972. 

The very able and highly principled Direc­
tor of the United States Information Agency, 
Frank Shakespeare, has lately been under fire 
for his many courageous changes and in­
novations 1n the USIA. As emphasized in this 
revealing article, one of the most innovative 
was his March directive to abolish all non­
sensical, semantic usages concerning the 
Soviet Union. It may not be sufficiently recog­
nized, but this constitutes a tremendous 
stride 1n our government. It is hoped that 
some segments of the White House will ca.tch 
up with the Shakespeare innovation. 

As the writer puts it bluntly, "In another 
policy memorandum to his aides, Shakespeare 
made it clear that the use of the word 'So­
viet' as a collective noun would no longer be 
acceptable by USIA media and omcers." If 
one were to read the complete memo or di­
rective, he would be wholesomely surprised 
by the firm, knowledgeable stroke taken. As 
the Director stated it, "USSR propaganda in­
creasingly refers to the people who live with­
in tts borders as 'the Soviets.' There is no 
such thing. The correct meaning of 'soviet' 
is a councll of workers. Use of the word as 
a collective noun for the population of the 
USSR should be avoided by our media and 
omcers." 

The Director is quoted further as stating 
"The people of the major nations within th~ 
Soviet Union should be referred to by their 
~tionality; i.e., Ukrainians, Georgians, Lat­
vians, Russians, Uzbeks, Armenians, etc," He 
referred to the February issue of Soviet Life 
which alluded to "a new historical commu~ 
nity of peoples-the Soviet nation," andre­
plied, "This is semantical absurdity. There is 
no 'Soviet nation' and never wlll be." 

In what is truly a most substantial in­
novation 1n our executive part of the na­
tional government, Mr. Shakespeare stressed 
also that the "Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics is a. state; it encompasses many na­
tions, and is thus a muLti-national state ... 
but it is not a nation. To call it so, apart from 
being grammatically incorrect, is to foster the 
illusion of one happy fa.mlly rather than an 
imperialist state increasingly beset with na­
tionality problems, which is what it is." 

The progress made in this respect for our 
Nation's understanding of the USSR cannot 
be sufflciently described here. Anyone famil­
liar with these problems for the past two 
decades and more must pay tribute to the 
tremendous action taken by Mr. Shakespeare. 

"USIA Head Bars 'Soviet' From Usage," a 
report in AP. The Washington Post, Wash­
ington, D.C., March 24, 1972. 

Concerning the above Shakespeare change, 
reports across the country featured the im-

mediate reaction of Senator W. J. Fulbright, 
oha.l.rlna.n of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee. According to this Associated 
Press report, Fulbright viewed the directive 
as an indication of a USIA effort to "stir up 
trouble for the USSR government.'' 

Fulbright held that such things "under­
mine the objectives of the President's trip 
to the Soviet Union." In e.n exchange with 
Kenneth R. Giddens, director of the VOA 
who denied this intent, the chairman re~ 
sponded, "lt looks like that is exactly what 
you are trying to do." However, the facts 
a.re that Fulbright has very little understa,nd­
ing of this problem and, whSJt's more, shows 
his usual poor logic in suggesting that a 
suppression of truth is necessary for the 
avoidance of trouble-making or the success 
of the President's trip to Moscow. You don't 
impress the Russian leaders with cowering 
non-knowledgeabllity. 

"What's In A Shakespeare?", an article by 
Russell Baker. The New York Times, New 
York, N.Y., March 3, 1972. 

On the same subject, a possibly humorous 
but definitely puerile piece is presented here 
comparing William Shakespeare's negativ~ 
view on the value of a name and Frank 
Shakespeare's insistence on semantical preci­
sion as concerns our treatment of the USSR. 
The essential parts of Mr. Shakespeare's USIA 
directive are repeated here. And several ri­
diculous observations are made as well. 

"Mr. Shakespeare (Frank)," the writer ob­
serves, "obviously dislikes the Soviet Union 
and believes that it can be hurt if we refuse 
to call Lts residents by the name of its choos­
ing. What's in a name? The difference be­
tween victory and defeat for the imperialis­
tic Soviet multinational state, he suggests." 
From this above it is evident that the writer 
shows little comprehension of the insltitu­
tion.al environment of the USSR. Certainly 
the name USSR itself has never been of the 
"choosing" of over half of its population. 
Whe.t's more, the state as a whole is not 
"imperialistic" but rather the Soviet Rus­
sian apparatus which overran the independ­
ent republics of Ukraine, Byeloruss~a. Geor­
gia, Armenia and others back in the early 
20's. In short, a rose is a rose, a rose, e.nd a 
fool is a fool, a fool. 

"Get Kowtoniuk," an editorial. The Rich­
mond News Leader, Richmond, Va., Febru­
ary 7, 1972. 

The incredible case of Professor Filimon 
Kowtoniuk at Virginia State College has 
been reported in all the large newspapers of 
our country. The charge against the profes­
sor was "unprofessional conduct." Actually, 
it was a crude attempt to oust the tenured 
professor for his anti-communist views. As 
the editorial points out, "In articles by two 
different writers, the Times has suggested 
that the real reason behind his dismissal 
was his outspoken anti-communism." Refer­
ence is made to articles that appeared in The 
New York Times. 

However, with the help of professional or­
ganizations, Dr. Kowtoniuk fought the case 
and, on the basis of latest information, won 
it. He is quoted in this editorial as having 
said "I am very, very much sickened by all of 
this.'' And, indeed, he should be. Freedom is 
as precious in academia as in life generally. 
Freedom is indivisible. The professor is to be 
widely congratulated for his substantial con­
tribution to it, despite his unfortunate per· 
sonal costs. 

"Magadan and the Rising New Humanism," 
an article by Roman Rakhmanny. The 
Windsor Star, Windsor, Canada, March 8, 
1972. 

The writer of this absorbing piece is a 
Canadian journalist of Ukrainian ancestry. 
His writings on East European subjects are 
extensively published in Canadian and other 
organs. As this one, they are consistently 
packed with concrete !acts and new informa-



21170 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE June 15, 1972 
tion, and engage the reader's interest 
throughout. This article, based on Michael 
Solomon's book Magadan, stresses the new 
sweep of humanism among the various na­
tionals in the USSR, including the Russians 
themselves. 

Solomon is a naturalized Canadian who 
spent years in the Magadan concentrat.on 
camp system during the days of Stalin and 
Beria. He was turned over by Romania's se­
cret police to the Russians who regarded him 
as a British spy and also a Jewish expert 
on Palestine. As the writer shows, Solomon 
••frankly admits to not having shared in the 
'delusion' of the Ukrainian prisoners for the 
idea of a sovereign non-communist Ukraine." 
The writer develops the matter of interna­
tional understanding and concern among the 
peoples in the USSR by interweaving the 
Solomon disclosures with the good works of 
Rev. Onufriy Iwaniuk who saved Jews in 
Lviv during the war, the declarations of Ivan 
Dzyuba, the incarcerated Ukrainian writer, 
in behalf of the rights of Jews in Ukraine, 
and other instances in the rising new hu­
manism in the USSR. 

"Canada Beefs Up Guard On Kosygin," a 
news report. Boston Evening Globe, Boston, 
Mass., October 19, 1971. 

This is just one of numerous reports on 
the Kosygin trip to Canada last fall. The visit 
was not without some comical aspects as well 
as hazards. Two bombs and a dozen Molotov 
cocktails were discovered near the Russian 
embassy in Ottawa. 

With this account a. photo is shown of a 
young demonstrator holding a sign with the 
message "Ukraine Will Rise." Canadians of 
Ukrainian ancestry demonstrated extensively 
against Kosygin's presence. One great value 
in such demonstrations is the momentary 
publicity given to the issues and problems 
that people are concerned with. The problem 
of Ukraine's freedom was highlighted in the 
course of this visit. 

"Khrushchev's Life: Peasant, Hero, Dis­
honor," an article by Stephen S. Rosenfeld, 
The Washington Post, Washington, D.C., 
September 12, 1971. 

Upon the death of Nikita S. Khrushchev 
many of the articles that were written 
seemed to be dressed-up eulogies for a man 
whose ascent to power was made possible 
through the death of millions. At least this 
one presents the bloody facts of K's life. Not 
all of them as can be found in the Congres­
sional study of 1959 on The Crimes of 
Khrushchev, but a sufficient amount, none­
theless. 

Referring to the period of the late 30's, the 
Post's editorial writer states, "The Ukraine 
in that period put up tremendous resistance 
to Stalin's policies. MilUons died. Khrush­
chev's hands were bloodied. His ruthless 
administration and his identification with 
Stalin became his chief political embarrass­
ment after Stalin's death." 

"Soviets Admit They Fear Expressions of 
Nationalism," a commentary. Freedom's 
Facts, Washington, D.C., April 1972. 

This publication of the All American Con­
ference , edited by Donald L. Miller, features 
many excellent commentaries on the Soviet 
Union. This one highlights the force of na­
tionalism among the captive nations. Aptly 
put at the start, "If a Rumanian prefers 
being Rumanian to being a socialist interna­
tionalist, he beoomes an enemy to the So­
viets--even if he is a Communist." Of course, 
a "Ukrainian who wants self-determination 
for Ukra.ine is an enemy of the Soviet state." 

Moscow's fears on this score are cogently 
educed in the commentary. For instance, on 
April 3 Radio Moscow attacked the People's 
Republic of China and "declared that na­
tionalism led to the Hungarian Revolution 
in 1956, the Czechoslovak Revolution in 
1968, and to the current anti-Soviet appeals 
of Peking to nations of East Europe and 
Ukraine to demand nattol'lal independence." 

Also, Moscow has repeatedly attacked Radio 
Liberty and Radio Free Europe as "organizers 
of ideological diversions" in Eastern Europe. 
On this, significantly, Moscow has an ally 
in Senator Fulbright in the U.S. 

"Soviet Analyst-A New Fortnightly News­
letter," introduced by the Honorable Gordon 
Allott. The Congressional Record, Washing­
ton, D.C., Aprll 5, 1972. 

Senator Allott of Colorado has introduced 
to the American reading public the new pub­
lication Sovtet Analyst, issued in London 
under the dual editorship of Robert Con­
quest and Tibor Szamuely. Both editors are 
experts on the Soviet Union. The theme of 
the new publication is set forth in these 
penetrating words: "Our relations with the 
Soviet Union are the centre of the whole re­
fractory array of international problems be­
fore us, and thus of the future of the world. 
The depth and accuracy of our understand­
ing of the Soviet Union is the crux of our 
correct handling of these problems." This 
truth has been expounded by The Ukrainian 
Quarterly since its inception in the 40's. 

It is encouraging to see the emphasis 
placed on nationality problems in the USSR. 
As the editors emphasize, "For years the 
West knew hardly anything about nation­
ality problems in the USSR." They point out 
that the "recent arrests of 'bourgeois na­
tionalists'-many of them CP members--in 
the Ukraine and elsewhere Ulustrate the gov­
ernment's increasing difficulties." In the 
years ahead the problem of the captive non­
Russian nations in the USSR will unques­
tionably be a prime subject. Every new pub­
lication that recognizes this will also be of 
prime service to the interests of the West. 

"Radio Liberty and the Russians," an arti­
cle by Susan Jacoby. The Washington Post, 
Washington, D.C., AprU 9, 1972. 

At a time when Radio Liberty, Radio Free 
Europe and also the VOA should be properly 
funded to expand their facUlties to accom­
modate the historic changes taking place 
in Eastern Europe, Senator Fulbright and 
others would have them contracted. The 
benefit to Moscow is obvious. In this well­
written article the writer pleads the cause 
of Radio Liberty. Her message is identical 
to that expressed in the article in this issue 
on "Do You Know the Captive Nations?" 

In the data that she provides to justify 
the basic utllity of RL, the writer incor­
porates material on Ukraine. As she puts it, 
"Radio Liberty also broadcasts many Samiz­
dat works by Ukrainian writers in the 
Ukrainian language. They are not as well 
known in the West as Russian Samizdat 
writers but are even more important to the 1 

49 mUUon Ukrainians who make up the sec­
ond largest ethnic group (after Russians) 
in the Soviet Union." More precisely, of 
course, they are more than an ethnic group; 
they are the largest non-Russian nation 
both in the USSR and Eastern Europe. 

"College Protesters Disrupt Soviet Poet's 
Performance," a UP! report. United Press In­
ternational, St. Paul, Minn., February 19, 
1972. 

The antics of the Russian poet Yevgeny 
Yevtushenko are familiar now to most Amer­
icans. Among dissident Russian intellectuals 
in the USSR he is held in low esteem both for 
the third-rate quality of his poetry and his 
evident serviceabllity to the Kremlin. The 
theatrical performer received a jolt during 
one of his recitals at Macalester College in 
Minnesota when, on stage, he was confronted 
by demonstrators shouting ''Freedom to 
Ukraine." 

Credit for the demonstration goes to TUSM, 
a Ukrainian American youth organization. As 
reported, "TUSM was composed of about 50 
members ... the group had no intention of 
harming Yevtushenko but merely wanted to 
read a series of demands for Ukrainian inde­
pendence over the microphone." It is certain 
that the Russian poet will never forget this 

incident in terms of the messa.ge conveyed 
by the courageous students. 

"Lithuania's Catholics," an editorial. The 
Evening Star, Washington, D.C., March 31, 
1972. 

"Much is written about the plight of Jews 
in the Soviet UnionJ less about the persecu­
tion of Christians under Russian sway" is the 
way this editorial begins. It is a pungent 
piece, covering not only Lithuania's Catholics 
but also other Christians in the USSR. It 
stresses, "Catholics in Byelorussia and the 
Ukraine suffer under similar disablli ties, as 
in fact do members of the Russian Orthodox 
and other denominations." 

The editorial advises Moscow to take a leaf 
from Poland's book, which shows that "it is 
possible for Marxism and Catholicism to co­
exist." The matter is deeper than this, but the 
sugaestion is a good one. When hearings on 
the Flood resolution, H. Con. Res. 555-56, 
seeking to resurrect the Ukrainian Ca. tholic 
and Orthodox Churches in the Ukraine, take 
place before the House Foreign Affairs Com­
mittee, this poin't will receive much 
attention. 

"The War of Nationalities," a commentary. 
Freedom's Facts, Washington, D.C., February 
1972. 

Continuing with its far-seeing examination 
of a basic captive nations concept, this pub­
lication concentrates on the nationalities in 
both the USSR and Red China. That this 
subject will be of increasing importance in 
the years ahead goes without saying. The 
Nixon gestures both toward Peking and Mos­
cow provide the climate for this. The com­
mentary mentions Red Chinese-inspired ap­
peals in Ukraine, "specifl.cally urging Ukrain­
ians to take up arms against Moscow in order 
to win long-desired Ukralnian independence." 

It also states, "There is a twisted irony to 
Communist Chinese efforts to mob11ize non­
Russian nationalities to break away from 
Moscow and Russian intimations of interest 
in breaking non-Chinese nationalities away 
from Peking. The concept of supporting non­
Russian and non-Chinese nationalities 
against their masters is American, a concept 
originated and carried forward by Dr. Lev E. 
Dobriansky, a professor at Georgetown Uni­
versity, President of the Ukrainian Congress 
Committee of America, and a long-time par­
ticipant in the All American Conference." 

With a firm grasp of the matter, the com­
mentator points out further, "Presidents 
Eisenhower, Kennedy, Johnson and Nixon 
dutifully have issued annual Captive Nations 
proclamations, based upon the Captive Na­
tions Resolution which Dr. Dobriansky moved 
through Congress to final adoption. Now, it 
seems that the two Communist giants them­
selves are making the liberation of nationali­
ties of priority concern, not, admittedly, to 
bring the nationalities full independence but 
rather to exploit their aspirations for free­
dom as weapons against their vulnerable op­
ponents." The last one couldn't express it 
more accurately and cogently. 

"Russifl.cation on Baltic," an editorial. 
The New York Times, New York, March 18, 
1972. 

Though awkward in terminology, this edi­
torial makes its point in the first sentence: 
"Minority nationalism has been growing in 
the Soviet Union, as elsewhere." From many 
angles, the nationalism is hardly "minority." 
Nations, captive ones, are involved in the 
USSR. But the editor makes his point, none­
theless, when he proceeds to state that the 
"demands of Soviet Jews for permission to 
emigrate to Israel, the complaints of Ukrain­
ian intellectuals about the slighting of the 
Ukrainian language and culture and the 
little-concealed dislike Georgians feel toward 
Russian domination have been frequently 
noted." 

Now, signs of stern resistance have ap­
peared in the Baltic states against the self­
same process of Russification. As the editorial 
points out, "the native peoples of the Baltic 
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states-involuntarily incorporated into the 
Soviet Union three decades ago--are appar­
ently worrying Moscow by their resistance to 
Russification, particularly to the influx of 
Russians and other Slavs who form an ever­
increasing proportion of the population in 
the three Baltic states." Those who are famil­
iar with political Russian techniques have 
long been shown the use of economic means 
for the attainment of political and even geno­
cidal objectives. The editorial fails to intro­
duce this intriguing aspect of the case. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. DENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5legislative days within which 
to revise and extend their remarks and 
include extraneous material on the spe­
cial order taken today by the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. BuRKE) on the 
subject of Lithuania. 

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

There was no objection. 

URGENT NEED FOR STRICTER GUN 
CONTROL 

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or­
der of the House, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. O'NEILL) is recog­
nized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, recent 
events have once again emphasized the 
emphatic and urgent need for stricter, 
more stringent gun control laws. The 
easy availability of handguns figure im­
minently in the rising crime rate, and the 
decreasing respect for life and property. 
For this reason, I am today expressing 
my support for the bill introduced by my 
colleague from Illinois (ABNER MlKvA). 

In addition, I will shortly be asking 
that the Massachusetts delegation join 
me in this effort to eliminate the 20,000 
deaths a year which result from gunfire 
in America. H.R. 915, proposed a com­
prehensive system of prevention and con­
trol which would prohibit the importa­
tion, manufacture, sale, purchase, sale, 
transfer, receipt or transportation of 
handguns in any manner affecting in­
terstate and foreign commerce, except 
for or by the members of the Armed 
Forces, law enforcement officials, or by 
authorized pistol clubs. As Mayor Daley, 
of Chicago, has pointed out numerous 
times, the handgun serves no useful 
function, as itjs inappropriate for use by 
legitimate sportsmen. 

Opponents of gun control regularly 
argue that the focus of the effort should 
be directed at the criminal and that gun 
controls restrict law abiding citizens in 
their attempt to defend themselves. Yet 
handguns are seldom useful or appro­
priate for self-defense. More often than 
not, guns precipitate violence rather than 
deter it. As several gun experts have 
pointed out, it is more likely that a hand­
gun stored in the home for "protection" 
will injure or kill a member of the family 
than save a life. A recent article in the 
Christian Science Monitor stated that 
in Detroit, more people died in 1 year 
from handgun accidents alone than were 
killed by home invading burglars in 4Y4 
years. Most gun violence does not occur 

during robberies or other criminal acts 
involving strangers. Generally, gunplay 
occurs between people who know each 
other. Furthermore, guns are vastly more 
likely to lead to death than other weap­
ons, five times more likely than knives, 
for instance. Logic and reason gravitate 
against the ownership of handguns. 
Arming our citizenry can only further 
guarantee that actual violence will result 
and encourages a spirit and ambience of 
lawlessness which is intolerable in this 
modem age. 

As Congressman MIKVA indicated when 
he introduced this bill, the mayors of 
our major cities, the police chiefs and 
the majority of Americans are aware of 
the desperate need for handgun control. 
The estimated 200 million firearms in 
the United States represent potential 
death and violence. This Nation, by re­
fusing to act to curtail this domestic arms 
race, is daily perpetrating crime against 
itself at the tremendous price of thou­
sands of human lives. 

Many opponents of gun control argue 
that we must analyze further the role 
which the easy availability of guns play 
in the overall crime rate before enacting 
gun control. They question the cause and 
effect of guns and crime. Yet, while fur­
ther study is warranted, we can no long­
er afford to wait for the final answer. 
Although the subliminal cause of vio­
lent crime may lie in sociological factors 
beyond our present knowledge, the direct 
cause, guns, is certainly within our 
control. 

I, therefore, call on Members of Con­
gress to unite behind a strong gun con­
trol measure. While we have faced fron­
tally every other threat to survival in 
this country, we have hidden from the 
gun control issue. Every other potential 
hazard to human life has been con­
trolled, from DDT to chemicals in our 
food. It is foolhardy to delay gun control 
when the effect of doing so is so plainly 
visible. 

While every other civilized nation in 
the world has taken steps to control the 
ownership and sale of firearms, the Unit­
ed States has done nothing. In Tokyo, a 
city four times the size of Los Angeles, 
only three persons were killed in 1970 by 
handguns. Yet last year handguns were 
used to kill 117 persons in Los Angeles, 
alone. Four years after Senator Robert 
Kennedy's death, President Johnson's 
basic question remains unanswered. 
"What in the name of conscience will it 
take to pass a truly effective gun control 
law?" We must supply a prompt and 
effective response to that question, for 
it cannot be allowed to linger while thou­
sands die each year from handguns. 

NDEA MERITS EARLY FUNDING 
The SPEAKER. Under a previous 

order of the House, the gentleman from 
Tennessee <Mr. FuLTON) is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, one of the 
most popular Federal education assist­
ance programs in Tennessee is title m 
of the National Defense Education Act. 

Therefore, it is of great concern to me 
aiid the thousands of Tennesseans in­
volved and interested in education in 

Tennessee that title m of NDEA was 
not included in the Labor-HEW appro­
priations bill which we consider today. 
Unfortunately neither NDEA title ill 
nor any of the other programs included 
in the Education Amendments Act of 
1972, S. 659, could be included in this 
appropriations bill because action on the 
authorization legislation came too late 
for proper consideration by the appro­
priations committee. 

However, now that the authorization 
for another 3 years has been passed, it is 
my hope that the earliest possible con­
sideration by the Labor-HEW Appropria­
tions Subcommittee will be given to 
legislation recommending funding for 
NDEA title m and other programs such 
as title VI of the Higher Education Act 
of 1965. 

The NDEA program is ongoing and of 
great value to local school administra­
tors. Therefore, I believe it would be a 
disservice to efficient education plan­
ning if title III funds are delayed into 
the 1972-73 school year. It is my hope 
that the earliest possible consideration 
by the Labor-HEW Appropriations Sub­
committee will be given to legislation rec­
ommending funding for NDEA title m 
and other programs such as title VI of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965. 

The NDEA program is ongoing and of 
great value to local school administra­
tors. Therefore, I believe it would be a dis­
service to efficient education planning if 
title III funds are delayed into the 1972-
73 school year. It is my hope that some 
way will be found for funding this pro­
gram in order that schools can begin 
planning now on how they will use this 
money. Too often we have found that 
when funds are appropriated late in the 
school year, administrators are rushed 
to use the money and inefficiencies occur. 

I repeatedly receive reports as have 
many Members, I am sure, indicating 
the continued need for NDEA m, despite 
the recommendation of the administra­
tion that it be discontinued. I hope the 
appropriations committee will hear the 
pleas of local schools throughout the Na­
tion which are counting on NDEA title 
m funds and will be seriously hurt by 
any long delays in moving such funds 
from Washington /into the field. 

DEATH OF 1ST LT. RONALD 
DOUGHTIE 

(Mr. GIDBONS asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the REcoRD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. GIDBONS. Mr. Speaker, much has 
been reported of the death of John Paul 
vann, senior U.S. Adviser in the Central 
Highlands of South Vietnam. 

Two other men died with Vann in that 
unfortunate crash on June 9. The pilot 
was 1st Lt. Ronald E. Doughtie of Tampa, 
Fla. 

The job of a helicopter pilot is a dan-
gerous one which is not sought after in 
the Army. It takes a special type of man 
to daily dart in and out of the intense 
fighting in South Vietnam, carrying vital 
cargo or personnel. And it takes a spe­
cial type of man to be John Paul Vann's 
pllot. Ron Doughtie was this type of man. 

I 
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Coming up through the ranks in the 
Army, he was commissioned 3 years ago. 
His father is a retired lieutenant colonel 
with a fine record of service. His brother 
currently serves in the Naval Reserves. 
He leaves a wife and child currently re­
siding in Pennsylvania. No one can fully 
realize the great sacrifice made by the 
families of our servicemen who are killed 
in action. His mother, his wife, and the 
rest of his family have experienced an 
irreparable loss. 

So ends the career of a courageous 
young man. Ron will be missed by many. 

SEX DISCRIMINATION IN THE 
INSURANCE BUSINESS 

<Mrs. GREEN of Oregon asked and 
was given permission to extend her re­
marks at this point in the RECORD and 
to include extraneous matter.) 

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, 
today, several of my colleagues and I are 
introducing legislation to correct what 
appears to be a widespread discrimina­
tory practice by insurance companies of 
limiting coverage in certain policies writ­
ten for women. 

One of the many types of discrimina­
tion is to be seen in disability income 
policies written for women. This was 
first brought to my attention by a highly 
respected and eminent woman physician, 
and surgeon, Dr. Amelia Lipton, practic­
ing in Coos Bay, Oreg. I was at first 
slightly incredulous at the documenta­
tion of outrageous discrimination she 
brought to my attention late last year. 
Subsequent investigation, however, shows 
that it was all too painfully true. 

When Dr. Lipton first applied for dis­
ability income insurance coverage com­
mensurate with her professional stand­
ing and earning capability, she was in­
formed that it would be available to her 
on a professional men's disability pol­
icy but that her coverage would be lim­
ited to substantially less than half what 
she would be permitted if indeed she were 
a "professional man." She would be per­
mitted $100 weekly indemnity and not 
one penny more. Men could draw $250 
weekly benefits and perhaps more. 

Understandably incensed, the doctor 
wrote a letter of protest to her insurance 
company and received back the follow­
ing reply which must surely rank with 
the foremost "nonexplanations'' of all 
time: 

Our underwriting 1s not based on your in­
come. . . . I can well understand your point 
in stating that your disab111ty would be 
equally disastrous (as a man's); however. we 
must abide by our Company's rule. 

No amount of evasion could cover up 
the fact that this doctor's disability in­
come coverage was being limited because 
of one fact and one fact only: She was a 
woman--one who managed, against al-
most insurmountable odds, to enter the 
prestigious field of medicine. And al­
though one of the elite 9 percent to do 
so, she was by no means to be spared the 
slings and arrows of outrageous discrimi­
nation from this wholly unexpected 
quarter. Had she been a male doctor, 
there would not have been the ceiling of 
$100 a week for insurance coverage. 

Her story was reported in the Portland 
Oregonian, as follows: 

STATE INVESTIGATES INSURANCE SEX BIAS 

A Ooos Bay physician has sparked a state 
investigation of insurance companies which 
balk a.t giving professional women the same 
protection they do men. 

Dr. Amelia. Lipton told Rep. Edith Green, 
D-Oreg. that the Commercia.l Insurance Co. 
of San Francisco refused to give her any 
more than $100 a. week in commercial income 
insurance. 

Dr. Lipton said the company told her the 
limit on all female applications 1s $100 re­
gardless of income. 

There 1s no hard and fast rule for men, the 
Associated Press reported Rep. Green said. 

Normally such policies are based on the 
income of the appllcant. A person might 
make between $40,000 and $60,000 a. year and 
take out disab111ty income insurance of up 
to $1,000 a week. 

Rep. Green wrote to Oregon Insurance 
Commissioner Cornelius Batesop., asking him 
to look into the case. Monday Bateson was 
out of the state, but his assistant commis­
sioner, Frank Howatt, said Bateson had re­
ceived an explanation from the company. 
Howatt said the company admitted its basic 
underwriting policy was at fault and that it 
should have considered Dr. Lipton's policy on 
its merits. 

STUDY SCHEDULED 

Howatt said Bateson would study the case 
to see if it constituted unjust discrimination. 
He also said the office would try to determine 
if the practice is widespread in the insurance 
business. 

In a. letter to Rep. Green, Bateson said, "I 
get the impression that Commercial may tend 
to think of females as only occupying low­
paying positions and not being capable of be­
coming doctors or members of Congress. An 
archaic view, but unfortunately not one 
which has been completely eradicated." 

In San Francisco, Mrs. Elsie Hook, Com­
mercial's underwriter, said the company has 
reconsidered Dr. Lipton's case and is willing 
to approve whatever disability insurance she 
requested. 

Dr. Lipton is vacationing in Africa until 
April and could not be reached. 

Mrs. Hook said the company would lift its 
limit on womens' disability income policies 
from $100 to $150 a week but would go no 
further. "Women are more prone to sickness 
than men," she told The Oregonian. 

When asked why Dr. Lipton's case would be 
judged on its merits while other womens' 
policies would be subject to the $150 a week 
rule, she referred further questions to the 
firm's New York office. 

In Washington Mrs. Green said state in­
surance commissioners have the clout to 
force equitable practices of firms operating 
wLthin their boundaries. 

Howatt said if the firm was found to be un­
justly discriminating, Bateson could issue a 
cease and desist order, could withdraw ap­
proval for the firm to operate in Oregon or 
fine the firm. 

Rep. Green said she will introduce legisla­
tion in Congress to prevent such disparities in 
coverage. 

Pleased as she was by the partial per­
sonal victory, Dr. Lipton herself is mind­
fu1 of the fact that there is a larger one 
yet to be won-for all women, regard-
less of professional rank or calling. As 
she so eloquently wrote to me after­
wards-

It is my hope that the change will be one 
of policy, rather than of concession to an 
individual. I hope that the insurance com­
missions will follow through. 

This is why I have decided to intro­
duce national legislation. In so doing, I 

am mindful of the fact that it is tradi­
tionally a State function to regulate the 
insurance business. For my part, I would 
be content to let it remain so since it 
would be more in consonance with my 
dedication in principle to a return to 
even greater State and local control. 

There are some matters, however. 
which-like this present one-are of such 
overriding concern that they demand the 
setting of a national policy against dis­
crimination based on sex. There is cer­
tainly precedent for this in the introduc­
tion of legislation for a national uniform 
standard of no-fault automobile insur­
ance which has been occasioned, as I 
understand it, by the chaotic situation 
which now exists in the various States 
with respect to this issue. 
-What I have disclosed here today may 

only be the tip of the iceberg of sex dis­
crimination which, for all we know, may 
exist in greater or lesser degree in most, 
if not all, of the regulatory codes 
uniquely in force in each State. I would 
hope, Mr. Speaker, that the great major­
ity of my esteemed coll&agues will agree 
that it is a situation which very much 
needs looking into, and I offer the text 
of my bill for their earnest comidera­
tion: 

H.R. 15552 
A bill to provide a remedy for sex discrimina­

tion by the insurance business with respect 
to the availability and scope of insurance 
coverage for women 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That no per­
son contracting to insure another against any 
loss shall deny to the insured or otherwise 
limit the insurance normally written with re­
spect to the risk of such loss solely because of 
the insured's sex, nor shall any person hold­
ing himself out to the public as offering to 
contract to insure others refuse to contract to 
insure any person solely on the grounds of 
that person's sex. Nothing in this Act shall 
prevent any person who contracts to insure 
another from setting rates for such insurance 
in accordance with relevant actuarial data., 
even if such rates differ with respect to the 
sex of the insured. The courts of the United 
States shall have jurisdiction to give appro­
priate civil relief, including damages and de­
claratory and equitable relief, to any person 
aggrieved by a violation of this Act. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY BAN ON DDT IS COSTLY 
AND UNSCIENTIFIC 
(Mr. GOODLING asked and was given 

permission to extend his rem:trks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, the de­
cision of the Environmental Protection 
Agency to ban DDT is perhaps one of the 
most costly and unscientific actions ever 
taken by an agency of this Government. 

By its own admission, it may be costly 
in human life, for the switch from DDT 
to methyl parathion could well cause a 
number of deaths in cotton fields in 1973. 
This fear is based on the unhappy ex­
perience several years ago when four 
deaths occurred in tobacco fields when 
organo phosphates were used in place of 
DDT. 

The decision to ban DDT will be costly 
because it will increase the cost of pro­
ducing cotton which is used not only as a 



June 15, 1972 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 21173 
fiber but as food oil and high protein 
meal for livestock production. 

The decision to ban DDT is unscien­
tific because it accepts only the view­
points which support its conclusions and 
ignores scientific fact to the contrary. 
In particular, the decision ignores the 
previous findings by the hearing officer 
following 7 months of testimony includ­
ing cross-examinations, resulting in a 
document of 12,000 pages. 

The decision to ban DDT is unscien­
tific and appears to be an emotional one 
for it is blind to environmental evidence 
that this Nation's wildlife populations, 
with few exceptions, are the highest in 
history. It bases much of the case on 
thin egg shells which have not been con­
clusively proved and, in fact, the record 
shows it is in serious doubt particularly 
when one of the government witnesses 
supporting this theory failed to insert 
the complete record of his research into 
the record of the hearing. 

As a Pennsylvania orchardist and ag­
riculturist, I know that every poultryman 
who has produced eggs has experienced 
thin egg shells. We, in agriculture, know 
how to handle the problem. If the en­
vironmentalists will turn the thin shell 
egg problem of wildlife over to the USDA 
and the Nation's land-grant colleges, we 
will not only solve it, we will create a sur­
plus of that species if the national inter­
est so indicates. 

The decision is unscientific for it is in 
complete variance with the eloquent tes­
timony of Dr. Norman Borlaug, Nobel 
Prize winner, whose knowledge and ob­
servations of the environment around the 
world lead him to conclude the environ­
ment is not in danger from DDT. 

Personally, I have applied DDT since 
the 1940's on my own orchards. I have 
not seen environmental damage on my 
farms which today abound in wildlife. 
Doctors tell me I am in excellent health. 

I feel that DDT has been of more 
benefit to mankind than the whole race 
of environmentalists put together, for it 
has saved millions of lives and has been 
an essential tool in the production of a 
dependable food supply at low cost to 
consumers. 

I challenge the wisdom when EPA con­
cludes that the use of DDT is not neces­
sary to assure an adequate supply of cot­
ton at a reasonable cost. This is a deci­
sion which within the structure of our 
Government should be made only by the 
USDA for it has the responsibility for the 
dependability and adequacy of this Na­
tion's food supply. For EPA to make a de­
cision forcing a change of practice in one 
season on 38 percent of a major U.S. 
crop-that agency should also have the 
responsibility to live with its action. 

I call upon the USDA to challenge EPA 
so that a balanced decision will be 
reached which will enable us to enjoy the 
benefits of DDT within the limitations of 
acceptable risks. 

Unless the USDA fights this action, the 
Department, in my judgment, will lose 
a substantial reason for its existence. 

Let me say I have been a conserva­
tionist and ecologist before many of to­
day's "instant experts" were bom. As I 
pointed out during hearings, too many 

are strangely and completely inconsist­
ent. 

Prior to the time DDT became a dirty 
word we were doing a reasonably good 
job in controlling the ravages of the 
gypsy moth. Today it is on the rampage 
in practically the entire Northeastern 
area of our country. Countless millions of 
trees have already fallen victims to the 
caterpillar stage of this pest. There is 
every indication the spread will be rapid 
and in time will cover the entire United 
States. 

Some would have us believe biologi­
cal controls are the answer. They may 
be in the distant but not the immedi­
ate future. 

As one who has been personally in­
volved in agriculture for a half century, 
I believe June 14, 1972, will go down in 
history as a dark day in the life of the 
infant Environmental Protective Agen­
cy. It may have attempted to run be­
fore it had acquired a steady walking 
gait. 

Finally, it may be a bit ironic that 
DDT is banned for use in the United 
States but its manufacture and sale to 
foreign countries has the blessing of 
EPA. There is a possibility that it could 
be sprayed on food and fiber plants and 
in turn the end product exported to the 
United States. Hardly appears consist­
ent, does it? 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab­

sence was granted as follows to: 
Mr. ERLENBORN (at the request of Mr. 

GERALD R. FORD), for June 19-June 28, 
on account of official business as U.S. 
representative to ILO. 

Mr. EscH <at the request of Mr. GERALD 
R. FoRD), for June 19-June 28, on ac­
count of official business as U.S. repre­
sentative to ILO. 

Mr. HAGAN <at the request of Mr. 
BoGGS) , for today, on account of official 
business. 

Mr. HosMER (at the request of Mr. 
GERALD R. FoRD), for week of June 12, on 
account of official business. 

Mr. McKAY <at the request of Mr. 
BoGGS), for today, on account of official 
business. 

Mr. NICHOLS <at the request of Mr. 
BoGGS), for today, on account of official 
business. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis­
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members <at the re­
quest of Mr. FREY), to revise and extend 
their remarks, and to include extrane­
ous matter): 

Mr. KEMP, today, for 15 minutes. 
Mr. FINDLEY, today, for 10 minutes. 
Mr. WYMAN, today, for 30 minutes. 
Mr. McCLORY, on June 22, for 60 

minutes. 
Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama, today, for 5 

minutes. 
Mr. HoGAN, today, for 5 minutes. 
<The following Members <at the re-

quest of Mr. DENHOLM) to revise and ex­
tend their remarks and include extrane­
ous material:) 

Mr. GONZALEZ, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. AsPIN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. KocH, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. FLOOD, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mrs. ABZUG, for 30 minutes, today. 
Mr. BuRKE of Massachusetts, for 15 

minutes, today. 
Mr. O'NEILL, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. FuLTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DENT, for 30 minutes, June 20. 
Mr. GAYDos, for 30 minutes, June 20. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. YATES to revise and extend his re­
marks during the Committee of the 
Whole today, and to include extraneous 
material. 

Mr. FLooD to revise and extend his re­
marks on H.R. 15417. 

Mr. SEIBERLING to revise and extend 
and include "'xtraneous matter with re­
marks made in the Committee of the 
Whole. 

Mr. FREY and to include extraneous 
matter and notwithstanding estimated 
cost of $630. 

All Members <at the request of Mr. 
DENHOLM) to revise and extend their 
remarks and include extraneous matter 
on the amendments of Mr. HATHAWAY 
and Mr. BADILLO to H.R. 15417, today. 

(The following Members <at the re­
quest of Mr. FREY) and to include ex-
traneous matter:) ' 

Mr. RHODES in five instances. 
Mr. SCHERLE in 10 instances. 
Mr. WHALEN in two instances. 
Mr. FINDLEY. 
Mr. KEMP in two instances. 
Mr. McDADE. 
Mr. GUBSER. 
Mr. DUNCAN. 
Mr. FoRSYTHE in two instances. 
Mr. BROTZMAN. 
Mr. CRANE in five instances. 
Ml'. BROOMFIELD. 
Mr. WYMAN in two instances. 
Mr. DERWINSKI. 
Mr. SMITH of New York. 
Mr. BoB WILSON in three instances. 
Mr. SPENCE. 
Mr. GROSS. 
Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. 
Mr. VEYSEY. 
Mr. FRENZEL in three instances. 
Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. 
Mr. STEELE. 
<The following Members (at the re­

quest of Mr. DENHOLM) and to include 
extraneous matter: ) 

Mr. PODELL in two instances. 
Mr. FLOOD. 
Mr. MITCHELL in two instances. 
Mr. RoDINo in two instances. 
Mr. GoNZALEz in three instances. 
Mr. HAGAN in two instances. 
Mr. RARICK in three instances. 
Mr. RoGERS in five instances. 
Mr. :IUNGATE in two instances. 
Mr. YATRON. 
Mr. DoRN in five instances. 
Mr. WOLFF. 
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Mr. BINGHAM in three instances. 
Mr. FOUNTAIN. 
Mr. LoNG of Maryland. 
Mr. GARMATZ in two instances. 
Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. ' 
Mr. MILLS of Arkansas in three in-

stances. 
Mr. JAMES V. STANTON. 
Mr. NIX in two instances. 
Mr. MooRHEAD in five instances. 
Mr. VAN DEERLIN. 
Mr. BENNETT in two instances. 
Mr. BEGICH in five instances. 
Mr. MCKAY. 
Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD in two instances. 
Mrs. MINK. 
Mr. LEGGETT in 10 instances. 

SENATE BILLS REFERRED 
Bills of the Senate of the following 

titles were taken from the Speaker's 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S. 473. An act to amend the Automobile 
Information Disclosure Act to make its provi­
sions applicable to the possessions of the 
United States; to the Committee on Inter­
state and Foreign Commerce; and 

S. 3080. An act to amend the Lead Based 
Paint Poisoning Prevention Act, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Bank­
ing and Currency. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on 

House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled bills of the House of the 
following titles, which were thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 5404. An act to direct the Secretary 
of Agriculture to release on behalf of the 
United States a condition in a deed con­
veying certain lands to the Arkansas Game 
and Fish Commission, and for other pur­
poses. 

H.R. 13034. An act to authorize appropria­
tions to carry out the Fire Research and 
Safety Act of 1968 and the Standard Refer­
ence Data Act, and to amend the Act of 
March 3, 1901 (31 Stat. 1449), to make im­
provements in fiscal and administrative prac­
tices for more effective conduct of certain 
functions of the National Bureau of Stand­
ards. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. DENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accordingly 

<at 8 o'clock and 32 minutes p.m.), un­
der its previous order, the House ad­
journed until Monday, June 19, 1972, at 
12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

2082. A letter from the Chairman, Securi­
ties and Exchange Commission, transmit­
ting a draft of proposed legislation to provide 
for the registration and regulation of oil 
and gas programs, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

2083. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Power Commission, transmitting a copy of 

the publication entitled "Sales by Producers 
of Natural Gas to Interstate Pipeline Com­
panies, 1970"; to the Committee on Inter­
state and Foreign Commerce. 

2084. A letter from the General Counsel of 
the Department of Defense, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 with respect 
to the deduction for moving expenses; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

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. PATMAN: Committee on Banking and 
Currency. Senate Joint Resolution 211. Joint 
resolution to amend title IV of the Consum­
er Credit Protection Act establishing the 
National Commission on Consumer Finance 
(Rept. No. 92-1130). Referred to the Com­
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. SISK: Committee on Rules. House Res­
olution 1018. A resolution providing for the 
consideration of H.R. 13853. A btll to amend 
title VII of the Housing and Urban Develop­
ment Act of 1965 (Rept. No. 92-1131}. Re­
ferred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. YOUNG of Texas: Committee on 
Rules. House Resolution 1019. A resolution 
providing for the consideration of H.R. 14163. 
A blll to amend the Agricultural Act of 1970, 
as amended to idemnify farmers and ranch­
ers whose domestic animals are killed by 
predatory animals (Rept. No. 92-1132). Re­
ferred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. GARMATZ: Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. H .R. 10923. A bill to 
amend the cargo preference law; with an 
amendment (Rept. No. 92-1138). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI: Committee on Ways 
and Means. H.R. 9410. A blll to amend t it le V 
of the Social Security Act to extend for 5 
years (until June 30, 1977) the period with­
in which certain special project grants may 
be made thereunder; with amendments 
(Rept. No. 92- 1143) . Referred to the Com­
mitt ee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas: Committee on 
Ways and Means. H.R. 12991. A bill to con­
tinue until t he close of June 30, 1975, the 
existing suspension of duty on certain copy­
ing shoe lathes (Rept. No. 92-1144). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union. 

Mr. MORGAN: Committee of conference. 
Conference report on H.R. 14734. (Rept. No. 
92- 1145). Ordered to be printed. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI­
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTONS 
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. SMITH of New York: Committee on 
the Judiciary. H.R. 1860. A bill for the relief 
of David Capps, formerly a. corporal in the 
U.S. Marine Corps; with an amendment 
(Rept. No. 92-1133). Referred to the Com­
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mr. SM:ITH of New York: Committee on 
the Judiciary. H.R. 6204. A bill for the relief 
of John S. Attinello; with amendments 
(Rept. No. 92-1134). Referred to the Com­
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mr. MANN: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 10012. A bill for the relief of David J. 
Foster; with amendments (Rept. No. 92-

1135) . Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. MANN: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 10635. A bill for the relief of William 
E. Baker; with amendments (Rept. No. 92-
1136). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. SMITH of New York: Committee on 
the Judiciary. H.R. 12638. A bill for the relief 
of Sgt. Gary L. Rivers, U.S. Marine Corps, 
retired; with amendments (Rept. No. 92-
1137). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. DANIELSON: Committee on the Judi­
ciary. House Resolution 943. Resolution to 
refer the blll (H.R. 3462) entitled "A bill for 
the relief of Seaview Electric Company" to 
the Chief Commissioner of the Court of 
Claims (Rept. No. 92-1139). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. SANDMAN: Committee on the · Judi­
ciary. H.R. 10363. A bill for the relief of 
Herbert Improte; with an amendment (Rept. 
No. 92-1140). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 

Mr. SMITH of New York: Committee on 
the Judiciary. S. 889. An act to restore the 
postal service seniority of Elmer Erickson 
(Rept. No. 92-1141). Referred to the Com­
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mr. SMITH of New York: Committee on 
the Judiciary. S. 2359. An act for the relief 
of Willard 0. Brown (Rept. No. 92-1142). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

. Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mrs. ABZUG: 
H.R. 15521. A bill to amend title II of the 

Social Security Act and chapters 2 and 21 
of the Internal Revenue Code, and to add a 
new title XX to the Social Security Act to 
provide for a minimum annual income of 
$3,375 in the case of single indiv1duals, and 
$4,500 in the case of married couples, a 25-
percent across-the-board increase with sub­
sequent cost-of-living increases, to reduce 
social security tax rates and provide a more 
equitable method for their determination 
and apportionment, to increase old-age, sur­
vivors, and disabiUty insurance benefits to 
reflect the new tax and benefit base, to elim­
inate the P.xisting actuarial reduction in 
widow's and widower's benefits in cases of 
disability, to include within the term "dis­
ability" certain additional conditions requir­
ing substantially continuous care, and to re­
quire that future social security benefit in­
creases be disregarded in determining need 
under the various federally assisted public 
assistance programs; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

H.R. 15522. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to provide that an in­
dividual who resides with and maintains a 
household for another person or persons 
(while such person or any of such persons is 
employed or self-employed) shall be consid­
ered as performing covered services in main­
taining such household and shall be credited 
accordingly for benefit purposes; to the Com­
mittee on Ways and Means. 

H .R. 15523. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to provide that full old­
age, wife's, and husband's insurance benefits 
(and medicare benefits) shall be payable at 
age 60 (with such benefits being payable in 
reduced amounts at age 55), to provide that 
full widow's, widower's and parent's insur­
ance benefits shall be payable without regard 
to age, and for other purposes; to the Com­
mittee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 15524. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to increase to $9,000 a 
year the amount of outside earnings per-
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mitted without deduction from benefits 
thereunder and to provide that deductions 
!rom benefits on account o! outside earn­
ings in excess o! that amount shall not ex­
ceed one-half of such excess; to the Com­
mittee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 15525. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to eliminate the "family 
maximum" provisions which presently limit 
the total amount of benefits that may be 
paid on an individual's wage record; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 15526. A blll to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to reduce from 20 to 5 
years the length of time a divorced woman's 
marriage to an insured individual must have 
lasted in order for her to qualify for wife's 
or widow's benefits on his wage record; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 15527. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to eliminate the special 
dependency requirements for entitlement to 
husband's and widower's insurance benefits, 
so that such benefits will be payable on the 
same basis as benefits for wives and widows; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 15528. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to provide benefits for 
widowed fathers with minor children, on the 
same basis as is presently provided for 
widowed mothers with minor children; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 15529. A blll to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to provide that the mar­
riage or remarriage of a beneficiary shall not 
terminate his or her entitlement to bene­
fits or reduce the amount thereof; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 15530. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to provide monthly in­
surance benefits for qualified dependent 
brothers and sisters of certain insured in­
dividuals; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

H.R. 15531. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to increase to $20,000 the 
ceiling on the amount of earnings which 
may be counted annually for purposes of so­
cial security benefits, and to amend the In­
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 to eliminate 
altogether the ce111ng on the amount of 
earnings which may be counted for purposes 
of social security taxes; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 15532. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to provide that an in­
dividual shall be considered to be depend­
ent upon another person (for purposes of any 
kind of benefits which are conditioned up­
on such dependency) if he or she is receiving 
at least one-fourth of his or her support 
(instead of one-half of such support as re­
quired under present law) from such other 
person; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

H.R. 15533. A blll to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to eliminate the duration 
of marriage and other special requirements 
which are presently applicable in determing 
whether a person is the spouse or former 
spouse of an insured individual for benefit 
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

H.R. 15534. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to provide that an in­
dividual entitled to more than one monthly 
insurance benefit thereunder may simul­
taneously receive the largest of such benefits 
plus one-half of the next largest; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 15535. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to provide monthly in­
s:urance benefits for certain dependent par­
ents of individuals entitled to old-age or 
disability insurance benefits; to the Com­
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BRAY: 
H.R. 16536. A blll to amend the Judiciary 

and Judicial Procedure Act of 1948; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BROTZMAN: 
H.R. 15537. A bill to establish an Environ­

mental Quality Corps; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

By Mr. CON ABLE: 
H.R. 15538. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to correct an inequity 
with respect to the applicabllity of the rules 
involving carryback and carryover of unused 
credits for investment in certain depreciable 
property; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By .Mr. McCLURE: 
H.R. 15539. A bill to amend section 2412(a) 

of title 28, United States Code, to make the 
United States liable for court costs and wt­
torney's fees to persons who prevail over 
the United Sta.tes in actions arising out of 
administrative actions of agencies of the ex­
ecutive branch; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. NIX: 
H.R. 15540. A bill to amend title 39, United 

States Code, to exempt State lotteries from 
certain Federal prohibitions; to the Commit­
tee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. O'NEILL: 
H.R. 15541. A bill to prohibit the importa­

tion, manufacture, sale, purchase, tre.nsfer, 
receipt, or transportation of handguns, in 
any manner affecting interstate or fore1gn 
commerce, except for or by members of the 
Armed Forces, la-w enforcement officials, and, 
as authorized by the Secretary of the Treas­
ury, licensed importers, manufacturers, deal­
ers, and pistol clubs; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas (for him­
self, Mrs. ABZUG, Mr. BADILLO, Mr. 
BENNETT, Mr. BERGLAND, Mr. BRASCO, 
Mr. BURTON, Mr. BYRNE of Pennsyl­
vania, Mr. CoLLINs of lllinois, Mr. 
COUGHLIN, Mr. DAVIS of South Caro­
lina, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. EILBERG, Mr. 
FASCELL, Mr. FISH, Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr. 
GONZALEZ, Mrs. HANSEN Of Washing­
ton, Mr. HARRINGTON, Mr. HECHLER of 
West Virginia, Mrs. HICKS of M~­
chusertts, Mr. HOGAN; Mr. HOSMER, 
and Mr. LEGGETT) : 

H.R. 15542. A bill to provide additional re­
adjustment assistance to veterans by pro­
viding improved job counseling, training, and 
placement service for veterans; by providing 
an employment preference for disabled vet­
erans e.nd veterans of the Vietnam era under 
contracts entered into by departments and 
agencies of the Federal Government for the 
procurement of goods and services; by pro­
viding for an action progmm within the 
departments and agencies of the Federal 
Government for the employment of disabled 
veterans and veterans of the Vietnam era; by 
providing a minimum amount that may be 
paid to ex-servicemen under the unemploy­
ment compenswtion law; and for other pur­
poses; to the Committee on Veterans' Af­
fairs. 

By Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas (for him­
self, Mr. CONTE, Mr. MELCHER, Mr. 
MITCHELL, Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. MOOR­
HEAD, Mr. PODELL, Mr. REES, Mr. J. 
WILLIAM STANTON, Mr. STEELE, Mr. 
STUCKEY, Mr. SCHWENGEL, Mr. TIER­
NAN, and Mr. YATRON); 

H.R. 15543. A bill to provide additional re­
adjustment assistance to veterans by provid­
ing improved job counseling, training, and 
placement service for veterans; by providing 
an employment preference for disabled vet­
erans and veterans of the Vietnam era under 
contracts entered into by departments and 
agencies of the Federal Government for the 
procurement of goods and services; by provid­
ing for an action program within the de­
partments and agencies of the Federal Gov­
ernment for the employment of disabled 
veterans and veterans of the Vietnam era; by 
providing a Ininimum amount that may be 
paid to ex-servicemen under the unemploy­
ment compensation law; and for other pur­
poses; to the Committee on Veterans• A1fatrs. 

By Mr. RARICK: 
H.R. 15544. A blll to amend the Occupa­

tional Safety and Health Act of 1970 to pro­
vide that where violations are corrected with­
in the prescribed abatement period no pen­
alty shall be assessed; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

By Mr. SCHERLE: 
H.R. 15545. A blll to amend the Federal 

Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to revise cer­
tain requirements for approval of new animal 
drugs; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mrs. ABZUG (for herself and Mr. 
METCALFE): 

H.R. 15546. A bill to prohibit discrimina­
tion by any federally insured bank, savings 
and loan association, or credit union against 
any individual on the basis of sex or marital 
status in credit transactions and in connec­
tion with applications for credit, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

H.R. 15547. A bill to prohibit discrimina­
tion by financial institutions or any other 
persons on the basis of sex or marital status 
in connection with federally related mortgage 
transactions, and to require all parties to 
any such transaction to submit appropriate 
reports thereon (containing specified infor­
mation) for public inspection; to the Com­
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

H.R. 15548. A blll to amend the Truth in 
Lending Act, to prohibit discrimination by 
creditors against individuals on the basis 
of sex or marital status with respect to the 
extension of credit; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. BERGLAND: 
H.R. 15549. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 so as to limit the 
amount of deductions attributable to the 
business of farming which may be used to 
offset nonfarm income; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia: 
H.R. 15550. A bill to convey to the City of 

Alexandria, Va., certain lands of the United 
States, and for other purposes; to the Com­
mittee on the District of Columbia.. 

By Mr. EILBERG: 
H.R. 15551. A bill to provide for orderly 

trade in antifriction ball and roller bearings 
and parts thereof; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mrs. GREEN of Oregon (for herself, 
Mrs. GRIFFITHS, Mrs. HICKS Of Mas­
sachusetts, Mrs. GRAsso, Mrs. CHIS­
HOLM, Mrs. MINK, Mrs. HANSEN of 
Washington, Mrs. DwYER, and Mrs. 
SULLIVAN); 

H.R. 15552. A blll to provide a remedy for 
sex discrimination by the insurance busi­
ness with respect to the availab111ty and 
scope of insurance coverage for women; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. HANNA: 
H.R. 15553. A bill to amend the National 

Housing Act to provide for parity of regula­
tion of service corporations owned by State­
chartered insured savings and loan asso­
ciations; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. LEGGETr: 
H.R. 15554. A blll to authorize grants to 

the Deganawadah-Quetzalcoatl University; 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. McKINNEY (for himself, Mr. 
CONOVER, Mrs. GRASSO, Mr. HALPERN, 
Mr. PODELL, and Mr. ST GERMAIN); 

H.R.15555. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to exclude from gross 
income amounts won in state lotteries; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. O'NEILL: 
H.R. 15556. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit 
against the individual income tax for tui­
tion paid for the elementary or secondary 
education of dependents; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 
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By Mr. RODINO: 

H.R. 15557. A blll to amend title 38, Unit­
ed States Code, to increase the rates of com­
pensation for disabled veterans, and for oth­
er purposes; to the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs. 

By Mr. RUPPE : 
H.R. 15558. A bill to amend the Truth in 

Lending Act to protect consumers against 
careless an d unfair billing practices, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Bank­
ing and Currency. 

By Mr. SHOUP: 
H.R. 15559. A bill to amend the Small Busi­

ness Act, and for other purposes; to the Com­
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. TIERNAN: 
H.R. 15560. A bill to permit officers and 

employees of the Federal Government to 
elect coverage under the old-age, survivors, 
and disability insurance system; to the Com­
mittee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 15561. A blll to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to provide in certain cases 
for the payment of minimum wife's (or hus­
band's) insurance benefits to an otherwise 
qualified individual before the insured spouse 
attains retirement age and becomes entitled 
to benefits himself; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WYMAN: 
H.R. 15562. A bill to amend the Federal 

Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949 to prohibit the making available of 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Govern ment procurement sources to Federal 
grantees and contractors; to the Committee 
on Governmen t Operations. 

By Mr. DUNCAN: 
H.R. 15563. A blll to designate Joyce Kilmer 

Memorial Forest and Slickrock Creek water­
shed as wilderness areas; to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. HOGAN: 
H.R. 15564. A bill to amend titlP 5, United 

States Code, to extend survivor annuity ellgi­
btllt)j to a surviving spouse who is the parent 
of an adopted child; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. PUCINSKI: 
H.R. 15565. A btll to amend the Food Stamp 

Act of 1964, to provide that income received 
by individuais who are at least 60 years of 
age under the Social Security Act or the 
Railroad Retirement Act shall not be counted 
by the Secretary of Agriculture in determin­
ing national standards of eligibility for par­
ticipation by households (of which such 
individuals are a member) in the food 
stamp program; to the Committee on Agri­
culture. 

By Mr. DELLENBACK: 
H. Con. Res. 633. Concurrent resolution 

ca.lling upon all signatories to the Geneva 
Convention to insure respect for that con­
vention by persuading North Vietnam to ful­
fill its obligations under the convention; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affai.r8. -

June 15, 1972 
By Mr. FINDLEY (for himself, Mr. 

ARCHER, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. BRAY, Mr. 
COLLmR, Mr. COLLINS Of Texas, 
Mr. DENNIS, Mr. DEVINE, Mr. DU 
PONT, Mr. ERLENBORN, Mr. F ASCELL, 
Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr. GmBONS, Mr. 
HENDERSON, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. 
LENNON, Mr. LUJAN, Mr. MANN, Mr. 
MICHEL, Mr. QUIE, Mr. REUSS, Mr. 
RHODES, Mr. ROUSSELOT, Mr. SCHNEE­
BELI, and Mr. THONE): 

H. Res. 1020. Resolution amending the 
Rules of the House by adding rule XLV on 
House-authorized Federal budget; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. MEEDS: 
H.R. 15566. A bill for the relief of Mildred 

Christine Ford; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mrs. MINK: 
H.R. 15567. A bill for the relief of NP-pty 

Masauo Jones; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. NIX: 
H.R. 15568. A bill for the relief of Mofizal 

Ahmed; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EXTEN,SIONS OF REMARKS 
LAW DAY U.S.A.-NEW YORK CIVIL 

COURT OBSERVANCE 

HON. JACOB K. JAVITS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Thursday, June 15, 1972 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I would 
like to call attention to the record of the 
New York Civil Court's Law Day U.S.A. 
observance on May 1, 1972, which had 
as its theme "Equal Access to Equal Jus­
tice," and featured the unveiling of the 
worldwide recognized symbol of access 
for the handicapped on the facade of 
the courthouse at 111 Centre Street, 
New York City, before an estimated 1,000 
Americans representing the bench and 
bar, government agencies, architects, 
and the handicapped. 

I ask unanimous consent that speeches 
delivered on t hat occasion be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the speeches 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD· 
as follows: 

LAW DAY U.S.A. 
CoURT OFFICER. Hear ye, hear ye! The Law 

Day USA Ceremonies will come to order. 
Judge Nathaniel Sorkin, presiding. 

Judge SoRKIN. Judge Thompson, Presiding 
Justice Stevens, Presiding Justice Rabin, my 
colleagues, distinguished guests, ladies and 
gentlemen: 

As Chairman of the Law Day Observance, 
I welcome you to the ceremony being held 
on the legendary steps of the courthouse at 
111 Centre Street, in the northern end of the 
Civic Center in New York County. The fact 
that the steps are legendary, rather than real, 
thereby affording "equal access to equal jus­
tice," is the theme of this Law Day program. 

Before presenting our Master of Ceremo­
nies, I want to express my appreciation to 
the organizations and groups that helped 
make this event successful. Rehabllltation 

International and Rehabilitation Interna­
tional U.S.A., Metropolitan Chapter of the 
National Rehabilitation Association, Archi­
tectural Barriers Association, and the May­
or's Advisory Committee on the Handicap­
ped, of which I am a member and whose 
Chairman, Judge Joel J. Tyler, requested me 
to report that this unveiling will serve as 
the kick-off for a campaign by his Commit­
tee to encourage the display of the Symbol 
of Access on all barrier-free public buildings, 
and last-last because it is written that the 
last shall be first, and, indeed, he is first and 
a man of firsts. I speak of the first fireman 
to become a Judge, then a Fire Commission­
er, again a Judge and then a Justice of the 
Supreme Court, and an Administrative 
Judge. The first Administrative Judge of a 
Court that has effected current calendars 
and has a courthouse that can display the 
Symbol of Access. I refer to the Administra­
tive Judge of the Civil Court of the City of 
New York, our Master of Ceremonies, Jus­
tice Ed ward Thompson. 

Justice THOMPSON. Judge Sorkin, Presid­
ing Justice Stevens, Presiding Justice Rabin, 
Commissioner Maevis, distinguished guests, 
my colleagues, ladies and gentlemen. 

All over the land there will be Law Day 
ceremonies today. The President. the Chief 
Justice of the United States, and the Chief 
Justices of every State have proclaimed this. 
However, here we have today something 
which not only will provide equal justice, 
but equal access to justice. I wonder hDw 
many of you realize that 12% of our popula­
tion is handicapped. We are so fortunate, 
indeed, to have a structure such as this 
whi-ch could bear the symbol that it is a 
place which is accessible to those, whether 
they be litiga.nts or lawyers, witnesses or 
Judges, those who travel in a chair propelled 
by a wheel and self locomotion can enter 
the building, go anywhere within the con­
fines thereof and use all of its physical fa­
cilities. Yes, and even ascend the Bench or 
the witness box. As it was stl.id by Judge 
Sorkin, a member of this Bench for more 
than 15 years, who himself uses a wheel­
chair as a result of childhood polio, this 
building is the only public building which 
offers such facilities. 

This ceremony is held today, among other 
things, for the reason that you and I may 
show the way to the architects and the build­
ers and the pLanners and the administrators 
of tomorrow that they sh.o~d, when they 
erect buildings, take cognizance of the fact 
that so many of our breth~en are handi­
capped and they, too, need equal access, 
barrier-free buildings, under the law. 

I would now like to introduce to you some 
very distinguished guests who are with us 
today. The Chief Justice of the Supreme 
Court of the Phlllipine Islands, Honorable 
Robert R. Concepcion; Associate Justice of 
the Appellate Division, First Department, 
Honorable Louis J. Capozzoli; the Director 
of Training of the State and a Professor of 
the National College of the State Judiciary 
located in Reno, Nevada, Dr. Ronald Fremlin; 
a great community leader, scouter, and Past 
President of the Council of Churches of New 
York, Reverend Dr. Mannie L. Wilson; Deputy 
Borough President of Manhattan, Hon. Leon­
ard Cohen; Chairman of the Civil Court 
Committee of the Association of the Bar 
of the City of New York, Mr. Robinson Mar­
kel; Chairman of the Civil Court Committee 
of the New York State Trial Lawyers Asso­
ciation, Mr. Samuel F. Gold. 

And now to kick off these brief ceremonies, 
I am pleased to call upon a Law Professor 
about to assume that title at Fordham Uni­
versity School of Law, and a Vice-President 
of the New York Women's Bar Association, 
Professor Shiela Birnbaum. 

Professor BmNMAUM. Thank you Judge 
Thompson, honored guests and ladies and 
gentlemen: 

The Constitution guarantees to every per­
son access to the judicial system and a day 
in court. This guarantee must be assured to 
all persons regardless of their status, regard­
less of whether their cause is popular or un­
popular. But, there is one group that has 
been overlooked often by our courts and by 
our society, and those are the handicapped 
and the disabled. In order for them to have 
equal justice, they must have equal access to 
our courts. They must be able to enter our 
courts with dignity, wlth pride, and with 
self-respect. There are hundreds of thou­
sands of physically handicapped persons in 
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