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of Our City and County,” which opened in
1963.

After the development of the ethnic ex-
hibit, Dr. Gredel was chairman of the His~
torical Soclety Festival of Natlons program,
a weekly series which provided a focus and
revival of interest in many national groups.
One year later he helped to establish the
Folk Art Council, which took over sponsor-
ship of those programs.

Dr. Gredel's studies led him to the publi-
cation of two books. The first volume, “"Peo-
ple of Our City and County,” was published
in 1965 as part of the society's “Adventures
in Western New York" series.

The second book, “Ploneers of Buffalo, Its
Growth and Development,” was published
in 1966 by the Buffalo Commission on Hu-
man Relations, of which Dr. Gredel was &
member,

Dr. Gredel was a contributor to “History of
Erle County, 1870-1870,” published by the
Historlcal Soclety. He also served on the Erle
County Sesguicentennial Committee.

Dr. Gredel was honored with many com=-
mendations and awards from local ethnic
groups and national organizations, including
the Community Leader of America Award in
1960 from the American Biographical Insti-
fute. Buffalo Mayor Frank A. Sedita pre-
sented him with a civic commendation in
1967.

The Buffalo Commission on Human Rela-
tions honored Dr. Gredel in 1966 for promot-
ing the purposes of the commission “by fos-
tering mutual understanding, & spirit of
Americanism among all racial, religlous and
ethnic groups.”

Dr. Gredel was a member of the Croatian
Catholic Union and an honorary member of
numerous ethnle organizations in the Buf-
falo area,

Dr. Gredel was born in 1911 in Nova Gra-
diska, Croatia, them in Austria-Hungary.
Croatia now is part of Yugoslavia.

He received his master’s and doctor of law
degrees from the University of Zagreb In the
mid-1930s,

At the outbreak of World War II Dr. Gre-
del was an artillery officer in the Yugoslav
Army, and he was taken prisoner by the
Germans in 1941, After a few months of im-
prisonment, he was released and appointed
vice president of police headquarters in
Zagreb.

In 1942 Dr. Gredel was named counselor
of the Croatian Forelgn Ministry in Zagreb.
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The next year he became consul of Croatia
in Vienna. In 1944 he was appointed consul
of Croatia in Essen, Germany.

After World War II, Dr. Gredel was a U.S.
Army librarian and later was an archivist
for the Historical Soclety of Bamberg, Ger-
many,

Dr. Gredel came to the United States In
1057 and was an employe at the Bethlehem
Steel Corp., Lackawanna plant for three years
before joining the Historical Society staff in
1960.

Surviving are his wife, Ljerka; two daugh-
ters, Dr. Zdenka Gredel-Manuele and Miss
Ksenia Gredel, both of Buffalo; and one
grandson,

The magnitude of Dr. Gredel's accom-
plishments can only be understood by
having an awareness of his extensive
writings, the public offices he has held,
and the honors he has received. Some of
those accomplishments include:

Dr. STEFHEN GREDEL
PUBLICATIONS

Indexes and Reglsters of the publication
of the Bamberg Historical Soclety, “Fraen-
kische Blaetter”, 1953-1956 (Germany).

“Early Polish piloneers in Buffalo” and
“Immigration of ethnic groups to Buffalo™
published by the Buffalo & Erie County His-
torical Society in the Niagara Frontier, Sum-
mer 1963.

“People of Our City and County,” Adven-
tures series in Western New York, Vol. XIII,
1965, published by the B.E.C.HS.

“Pioneers of Buffalo—Its growth and de-
velopment,” published by the City's Com-
mission on Human Relations, 1966 (entered
into the Congressional Record (May 8, 1972)
in support of the national law (Ethnic Heri-
tage S.P.)

PUBLIC OFFICES

Member of the Buffalo’s Board of Com=
munity Relations (Jan. 1965) ; Member of the
City's Commission on Human Relations
{Aug. 1965-1870) ; Chairman of its Research &
Public Information Committee (1865—
1969); President & Festival Chairman of the
Niagara Frontier Folk Art Counecil, Inc,
(1968~ ); Member of the Advisory Council
of the National Folk Festival Assoc., Ine.,
Washington, D.C. (Aug. 1971- ); Member of
the Erie County Sesquicentennial Committee
(1970-1971).
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HONORS

Recipient of the Honorary Membership
presented by the German-American Federa-
tion of Buffalo & Vicinity (5.23.1965) and by
the United Irish-American Assoc. of Erie
County (2.25.1856) “In appreciation for
extraordinary services rendered to this Asso-
clation;" of Commendation by the German-
American Federation (12.8.1966) “for his
efforts on behalf on Buffalo and for his dedi-
catlon to its people;” of a Plaque presented
by the School Board of the Hellenic Ortho-
dox Church of the Annunciation (4.25.1966)
“in recognition of his interest and dedication
to the promotion of the international friend-
ship;” of a Commendation presented by the
Commission on Human Relations (10.7.1066)
“for his promotion of the purposes of the
Commission by fostering mutual understand-
ing and a spirit of Americanism among all
raclal, religious and ethnle groups;” of a
Certificate of Merit presented by the Polish-
American Citizens Organization (10.1.1967)
in *“appreciation for Participation and
spirited Assistance in keeping with the finest
tradition of Polish-American organization,
Patriotism, Loyalty and Contribution to our
Country”; Ukrainian Congress Committee of
America, Buffalo Chapter’s presentation of a
Plagque (4.3.1967) “in recognition of his able
leadership in organizing and conducting the
Annual Folk Festival and appreciation of his
great love toward varlous ethnic groups in
the Buffalo area;" of a Medal of Honor pre-
sented by the Bulgarian National Front,
Buffalo Chapter (2.22.1970).

Meritorious for the Award of Merit pre-
sented by the American Association for State
and Local History to the Buffalo & Erie
County Historical Soclety (10.15.1965) “for
preserving the heritage and contributions
made by those of foreign birth and parent-
age;"” Recipient of the Civic Citation pre-
sented by Buffalo Mayor Hon. Frank A. Sedita
(3,10,1967) ; Recipient of a Community Lead-
er of America Award In 19060; Listed in
“Who's Who In the East,” 1968-1969, Vol. II
and 12; (Reciplent of the key to the City
presented by Mayor Frank A. Sedita
Feb. 21, 1971).

It 1s a privilege to pay tribute to Dr.
Gredel; his memory and accomplish-
ments will live with western New York-
ers for years to come.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday, March 12, 1974

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Rev. Boswell J. Clark, of the Clinton
Presbyterlan Church, Clinton, Md., of-
fered the following prayer:

Eternal God, Creator and Ruler of the
universe, Thou who hast led this Nation
into freedom under the law, we thank
Thee for this Government which provides
the way that we may govern ourselves
with equity and justice. Grant us wisdom
and courage for the needs of this day as
we perform the duties for which we have
been elected. Where there is need for
decision on matters of state, grant us
the wisdom of Solomon and the courage
of David to stand firm in that in which
we believe; yet give us tolerant hearts to
listen to the views of our fellow Repre-
sentatives, that this democracy may
function well “to establish justice, insure
domestic tranquillity, promote the gen-
eral welfare and secure the blessings of
life, liberty, and the pursuit of happi-
ness' for all, Amen.
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THE JOURNAL

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

Is there objection to dispensing with
the reading of the Journal?

MOTION OFFERED BY ME. WOLFF

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, I object to
dispensing with the reading of the Jour-
nal, and I move that the Journal be read.

The SPEAKER. The question is, Shall
the Journal be read?

The question was taken: and the
Speaker announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 16, nays 365,
answered “present” 3, not voting 47, as

follows:
[Roll No. 75]

YEAS—16

Grasso
Grover

Abzug

Addabbo

Badillo

Bingham

Brown, Calif.
ski

Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohlo
Broyhill, N.C,
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Byron

Camp
Carney, Ohlo

Barrett
Bauman
Beard
Beil
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Biester
Blackburn
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bowen
Brademas
Bray
Breaux
Brinkley

Abdnor
Adams
Anderson,

Calif.
Anderson, T11.
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
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Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collier
Collins, 1.
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conlan
Conte

Daniel, Dan
Danlel, Robert
W., dr.
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis,
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Dellums

Hicks

Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan

Holt
Horton
Hosmer
Huber
Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
Karth
EKastenmeler
Eazen
Eemp
Eetchum
King
Kiluczynski
Euykendall
Kyros
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta
Leggett
Lehman
Litton
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lott

Lujan
Luken
McClory
McCloskey
McCollister
MecCormack
McDade
McFall
McEay
McEinney
MecSpadden
Madden
Madigan

. Mahon

Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.

Gilman

Goldwater

Gonzalez

Goodling

Green, Oreg.

Green, Pa.

Griffiths

Gross

Gubser

Gude

Gunter

Guyer

Haley

Hamilton

Hammer-
schmidt

Hanley

Hanrahan

Hansen, Idaho

Hansen, Wash.

Hastings

Hawkins

Hays

Hechler, W. Va.

Heckler, Mass.

Helstoskl

Mallary
Mann
Martin, Nebr.,
Martin, N.C.
Mathlas, Calif,
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Michel
Milford
Miller

Mills

Minish

Mink
Mitchell, Md.

Moss
Murphy, IL,
Murtha
Myers
Natcher
Nedzi

Nelsen
Nichols
Ol

bey
O’Brien
O'Hara
O'Neill
Owens
Parris

Passman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle

Pike

Powell, Ohio
Preyer

Price, IIl.

CXX——395—Part 5

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Price, Tex.,
Pritchard
Quie

Qulillen
Railsback
Randall
Rarick
Regula

Reuss

Rhodes
Riegle
Rinaldo
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Rodino

Roe

Rogers
Roncalio, Wyo.
Roncallo, N. ¥,
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rostenkowskl

St Germain
Sandman
Barasin
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Scherle
Schneebell
Schroeder
Sebelius
Shipley
Shoup
Bhriver
Shuster
Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Towa
Snyder
Spence
Staggers
Stanton,

J. Willlam.
Stark
Bteed
Steele
Steelman
Stelger, Ariz,
Bteiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stuckey
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Teague
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis,
Thone
Tiernan
Towell, Nev.
Treen
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Veen
Vanik
Veysey
Vigorito

Young, Ga.
Young, 1.
Young, 5.C.

Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zion

Zwach

ANSWERED “FPRESENT"—3
Harrington Poage
NOT VOTING—47

Harsha Rees
Hébert Reid
Heinz Robison, N.Y.
Henderson Rooney, NY,
Holifield Seiberling
Howard Sikes
McEwen Smith, N.Y.
Macdonald Stubblefield
Maraziti Thornton
Minshall, Ohlo Vander Jagt
Mizell Wilson,
Montgomery Charles H.,
Calif.,

Morgan
Murphy, N.Y. Wilson,
Charles, Tex.

Nix
Young, Alaska

Fulton

Alexander
Biaggl
Blatnik
Brasco
Breckinridge
Burke, Calif,
Butler
Carey, N.Y.

ggs
Eckhardt
Flsher
Flowers
Frelinghuysen
Gray Patman
Hanna Podell

So the motion was rejected.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the
Journal stands approved.

There was no objection,

A motion to reconsider was laid on the

table.

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-
?i:ltei-nt a bill of the House of the following

e:

HR. 6119. An act for the relief of Arturo

Robles.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed a bill of the following
title, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

5. 2662. An act to authorize appropriations
for US. participation in the International
Ocean Exposition "75.

DISCHARGE PETITION TO RELEASE
HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 846

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

Mr. BELL, Mr. Speaker, I am taking
this opportunity to remind you that a
discharge petition to release House Joint
Resolution 846 from the Armed Services
Committee is at the desk.

House Joint Resolution 846 authorizes
increased production of oil and gas from
the Elk Hills Naval Reserve.

In my opinion this would be a substan-
tial contributing factor in alleviating the
present fuel shortage.

My colleagues, by signing this dis-
charge petition, you will have contrib-
uted significantly to solving the Na-
tion's energy shortage.

I will be happy to discuss this matter
with you in greater length at your con-
venience.

Also, I refer you to my comments in
the Cowncressionarn Recorp of March 6,
1974, on page 5462.

You are all aware of the long lines
at the gasoline stations.

We cannot delay further.

The needs of our Nation call for ac-
tion, and action now.

I urge you to put all obstacles aside
and sign the discharge petition.
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. HUDNUT, Mr, Speaker, I was un-
avoidably detained on other congres-
sional business with a constifuent and did
not reach the floor in time to record my
position on roll No. 70 and roll No. 71 on
March 7. However, I want the Recorp
to show that I would have voted no on
roll No. 70. I am against a rollback of
prices on crude oil because, in my judg-
ment, it would curtail incentives for
further exploration, thereby leading to
greater shortages and higher prices in
the long run. I am glad that a majority of
the House agreed with my position and
voted down the amendment 163-216. On
roll No. 71, the final passage of the act to
establish the Federal Energy Adminis-
tration, I would have voted aye because
I believe that such an agency, established
by statutory authority, will provide a
more efficient and effective means to
manage the energy crisis and to help the
United States become self-sufficient in
energy production.

SOVIET PROPAGANDA FAVORS OIL
EMBARGO

(Mr. HAYS 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. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I read in the
morning paper that the Soviet Union is
unleashing vast propaganda barrages to
the Arab States asking them to keep the
oil embargo on, and making all sorts of
accusations against Sadat and others
who want to lift it.

Mr. Speaker, I imagine the American
motorist is going to be pretty interested
in what Mr. Nixon's latest new-found
friends, Mr. Brezhnev and company, are
doing, and if we are going to continue
the détente which is going to mean less
and less fuel for Americans, then maybe
détente is not such a great bargain.

Perhaps if Dr. Kissinger goes to Mos-
cow this weekend, he ought to take Mr.
Nixon with him and he can see what he
can do with his buddies over there.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 69, ELEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY EDUCATION AMEND-
MENTS OF 1974

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 963 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 963

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
69) to extend and amend the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965, and
for other purposes. Three legislative days
after the coneluslon of general debate, which
shall be confined to the bill and shall con-
tinue not to exceed four hours, to be equally
divided and controlled by the chairman and
the ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor, the bill
shall be read for amendment under the five-
minute rule. Notwithstanding the provisions
of clause T, rule XVI, it shall be in order to
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consider the amendment in the nature of a
substitute recommended by the Committee
on Education and Labor now printed in the
bill as an original bill for the purpose of
amendment under the five-minute rule, All
points of order under clause 4, rule XXI, are
hereby waived against title I and sections
305, 403, 605, 702, and 803 of sald substitute,
and sald substitute shall be read for amend-
ment by titles instead of by sections. No
amendment shall be in order to title I of
sald substitute except germane amendments
which have been printed in the Congressional
Record at least two calendar days prior to
their being offered during the consideration
of saild substitute for amendment, and
amendments offered by the direction of the
Committee on Education and Labor, and
neither of said classes of amendments shall
be subject to amendment. At the conclusion
of such consideration, the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted,
and any Member may demand a separate
vote in the House on any amendment adopted
in the Committee of the Whole to the bill or
to the committee amendment in the nature
of a substitute. The previous guestion shall
be considered as ordered on the bill and
amendments thereto to final passage with-
out intervening motion except one motion to
recommit with or without instructions.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. BorLring) is recognized for
1 hour.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
30 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DerL Crawson) pending
which I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr, Speaker, this is an unusual rule.
It occurs to me that the Members should
want to know what is in the rule, because
it is a modified rule which closes up an
important title of this bill to any amend-
ment except two kinds:

One type of amendment must be
printed in the Recorp 2 days before it is
brought up for consideration, and the
rTule provides for a gap between general
debate and the amendmeni stage in
order to insure the Members have a
fair opportunity to have their amend-
ments printed to title I in the CoNGrES-
STONAL REecorp in compliance with this
rule; and the rule also makes in order
committee amendments which are de-
cided upon by the Committee on Educa-
tion and Lahor.

That does not mean that it makes in
order amendments offered by members
of the committee; it means that it makes
in order committee amendments, amend-
ments that are adopted by the commit-
tee. It also denies the right to any Mem-
per to amend either of those categories,
either of those classes of amendments to
title I.

Mr. Speaker, the rest of the bill is
open. There are two waivers of points of
order, which are necessary in the nature
of the matter reported by the Committee
on Education and Labor.

There is a waiver of points of order on
germaneness, because the committee
substitute which is made in order is a
substitute that goes beyond the content
of the originally introduced bill. And
there is a waiver of points of order on
the appropriations question. This is an
authorization bill, and consequently no
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appropriation is in order, because there
are a number of sections which in effect
are, or appear to be, or may be, appro-
priations.

This, therefore, is a very complicated
rule, and it is not only very important
before the Members vote that they
understand what they are limiting them-
selves to, but it is also important that
they understand why the Committee on
Rules reported the rule,

This is not exactly the rule that was
requested by the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor. The Committee on Rules
provided for that gap between general
debate and the amendment stage in or-
der to protect the rights of Members to
comply with the limitation on their right
to offer amendments to title I. The Com-
mittee on Rules agreed to the rule with-
out dissent, as I remember it, because the
House of Representatives in a whole
series of different ways has found it
extraordinarily difficult to know what it
was doing when it was voting on the
formulas that applied to this particular
piece of legislation. I am not an expert
on how many times this has come up in
a different way, but I do know that it
has been more than three or four times,
and it has been very difficult and very
controversial, and I am perfectly willing
to say that there has been at least one
occasion when I was not exactly sure
what the consequences of my vote on the
particular matter before the House—
and I think it was on an appropriation
bill—as to exactly what these conse-
quences were going to be on my district
as well as on the United States.

The whole purpose of providing for
this particular kind of rule is to see to
it that whatever else happens the Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives will
have an opportunity—a reasonable op-
portunity—to know what the meaning of
an amendment fo the committee provi-
sions might be.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. BOLLING. I will be glad to yield
to the gentlewoman from New York.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
the explanation given by the gentleman
from Missouri, but I just wonder if that
was so why is it the rule provides that
there is no amendment permitied to an
amendment?

Mr. BOLLING. For exactly the same
Treasons.

Ms. ABZUG. Does it not have the effect
of locking in the formulas which are al-
ready in the committee bill, and in the
same sense does this not prevent us, in
the event there are amendments to really
deal with those matters realistically by
not allowing us to offer amendments to
them?

Mr. BOLLING. Not in my judgment. I
thought about this as carefully as I could
so that that is not so. The 3-day gap is
there, and the purpose of it is to see to
it that there is plenty of time for Mem-
bers, having been warned by the situa-
tion last week, to come up with an
amendment.

The reason that it has to exclude
amendments from the floor to amend-
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ments offered either after they have been
published in the Recorp or to amend-
ments offered by the committee, is for
the same reason, to prevent Members
from being blind-sided.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield further?

Mr. BOLLING. I will yield further to
the gentlewoman for another question,
but first I would like to complete my
reply.

There is a question of whether or not
one does or does not have confidence
in what is said by the members of the
committee when they offer an amend-
ment. That is the one potential I wonder
about and if, at that point, this gentle-
man is concerned about the effect on his
district, having been through one expe-
rience, the effect on his district and on
the country as a whole on the formula,
this gentleman is going to vote against
the bill.

I think the safeguard to the attempt to
protect Members is the understanding
that its purpose is to try to be fair to
Members and to see that Members are
informed,. If there is any attempt to sub-
vert that purpose then there should be a
very clear effort to defeat the bill.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr., BOLLING. I yield to the gentle-
woman from New York,

Ms. ABZUG. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

The other question I have is, we are all
familiar with the fact that these for-
mulas are very unclear and that the data
has never been either fully presented or
consistent before the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor, as well as the Commit-
tee on Rules, let alone the Members of
this House. If there are amendments pro-
posed by any Members and printed in
the Recorp, let us say, on Friday, it
makes it very difficult for those of us who
want to judge the national impact or the
local impact to get the kind of computa-
tions from the appropriate departments
of Government, National and State, over
the weekend in order to determine
whether or not those amendments do,
indeed, reflect an improvement or an ad-
vantage or disadvantage.

So what the gentleman from Missouri
really is doing is again freezing us to for-
mulas which we again will be unable to
assess. Until now the formulas have been
based on very unclear, different, incon-
sistent, often conflicting tables. The gen-
tleman is proposing by this rule only an
apparent flexibility, but in fact it can
only operate to produce the opposite
effect.

Mr. BOLLING. In answer to the
gentlewoman’s question, I will merely
state that I disagree with her statement.

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

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

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

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

For purposes of clarification, I assume
by definition the legislative day is a day

Mr.
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that this body is actually in session,
when we refer to the fact that the bill
shall not be read for amendment under
the 5-minute rule until 3 legislative days
after the conclusion of general debate. In
other words, to be more specific, if this
House is not in session on Friday of this
week, then the amending process would
not be starting until Tuesday of next
week,

Mr. BOLLING. That is my under-
standing, that a legislative day is a day
that the House meets.

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may consume.

Mr, Speaker, I should like to ask the
gentleman from Misouri just one ques-
tion, particularly in connection with the
rule. The 3 legislative days’ reference
is specific in the text.

The gentleman meant at least 3 legis-
lative days, I assume. Is that not correct?

Mr. BOLLING. At least 3 legislative
days, because the Committee on Rules,
and to a considerable degree the House,
would leave anything that was a matter
of final scheduling to the leadership.

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. The vote in the
committee was not unanimous. There
were four votes against the rule.

Mr. BOLLING. I apologize. I did not
state the situation correctly. I apologize
to the House. I am glad the gentleman
corrected me.

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. Speaker, I am opposed to this bill,
and the rule which makes it in order.

First, let me review the provisions of
this most unusual rule. The rule provides
for 4 hours of general debate on H.R.
69, the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Amendments of 1974. Then the
rule provides for a gap of 3 legislative
days, before the amending process be-
gins. The purpose of the gap is to allow
Members time to prepare amendments,
The rule requires that any amendments
to title I, which contains the formula
for distributing the funds, must be
printed in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD at
least 2 calendar days prior to their being
offered. The only other amendments in
order to title T would be amendments of-
fered by the direction of the Committee
on Education and Labor. None of the
amendments offered to title I would be
subject to further amendment on the
floor. Unless an individual Member
thinks of his amendment 2 days before
the time of offering it, he will be pre-
cluded from offering an amendment to
change title 1.

In addition to these unusual provisions,
this rule makes in order the committee
substitute as an original bill for the pur-
pose of amendment, and provides that
the bill be read for amendment by titles
instead of by sections. The rule provides
a waiver of points of order against the
committee substitute for failure to com-
ply with the provisions of clause T of rule
XVI, which is the germaneness rule.

Moreover, the rule waives points of
order against title I and sections 305, 403,
605, 702, and 803 for failure to comply
with the provisions of clause 4, rule XXI.
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This waiver is necessary because this bill
takes effect immediately upon enactment
and the effect on funds already in the
pipeline may be to reappropriate them to
a new purpose. Clause 4 of rule XXIT is
the clause which prohibits appropria-
tions on a legislative bill, such as this
one.

Mr. Speaker, I am opposed to this
highly complex rule, because it restricts
the freedom of a Member to offer amend-
ments at the time the bill is being
amended. In addition to my reservations
about the provisions in this rule, Mr.
Speaker, I am strongly opposed to the bill
made in order under this rule.

H.R. 69 is not the answer to the Na-
tion’s educational problems. Once again
Congress is throwing a huge sum of
money at a problem and hoping that it
will go away. This is the wrong approach.

My good friend from Oregon (Mrs.
Green) stated the dilemma in a New
York Times article on January 16, 1974.
These conclusions are more significant
because the gentlewoman from Oregon
is a former advocate of this type of pro-
gram. The article begins as follows:

As a long-time supporter of Federal finan-
cial ald for education, I have come to realize
with much pain that many billions of Fed-
eral tax dollars have not brought the sig-
nificant improvement we anticipated. There
are éven signs that we may be losing ground.

At a later point in the same article the
gentlewoman from Oregon observes as
follows:

Two years ago, my office did a study of O.E.
contracts and grants. What we found was
appalling. The General Accounting Office said
the department was in absolute chaos. No
one knew to whom the grants were given, for
what purpose, or what were the results,
More than 90 percent of all contracts and
grants from 1967 to 1972 were awarded on a
noncompetitive basis.

Finally, near the end of the article,
Mrs. GReeN makes the following conclu-
sions:

It seems to me that the time has come
for an “agonizing reappraisal.” We can no
longer afford another new program for each
new problem, or another new agency for each
old agency that has lost its vitality, We can-
not tolerate more cenfralization and Fed-
eral control. We cannot afford to enlarge, or
even to continue with, a huge administrative
apparatus that operates out of public view
and beyond public control.

The SPEARER. The gentleman from
California has consumed 6 minutes.

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr, Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. PEYSER).

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Speaker, if 6 months
ago or 7 months ago when we started
working on the education bill in the com-
mittee anyone had told me I was going
to rise on the floor in opposition to the
rule, I would have said that he was cer-
tainly mistaken because I recognized the
desperate need in this country for the
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act, but nevertheless today I am rising
in opposition to the rule because in my
opinion this bill—I am speaking now only
on the title I section—is a disaster for
the educationally deprived children in
this country.

6269

I do not want to get into the argument
or discussion today of the merits, par-
ticularly, of the bill, as much as the
reason for not granting a rule today and
for the reasons for Members to vote down
the rule. There are some real inaccuracies
that have been put into the reports and
into the charts, and I do not mean put
in in the term that someone was trying
to put them over on Members, but they
are nevertheless in the REcorbp.

I would like to take one chart that
shows the values of title I to the various
States. This chart does not show title I
had $225 million of impounded money
that was supposed to be paid in 1973 that
has now been released by the court.

That title I money, $225 million, is not
reflected in these tables. If it were re-
flected in the tables that the committee
has printed we would then see a greater
discrepancy in all areas in losses over
what we now see.

People have said, this is a bill to protect
New York, or the reason we are opposing
this is to protect New York. Well, this
is not true. Certainly, New York being
the leading loser under title I in the
country is certainly deeply concerned:
but every major city area in this country
where the biggest number of education-
ally deprived children are, are also going
to be losers.

Even beyond that, I have a list, and
it is just a partial list in front of me, of
counties in Oklahoma, in Texas, a great
many in Texas, a great many in Okla-
homa, Mississippi, Tennessee, Nebraska,
West Virginia, all over this country, who
are going to be losers where the concen-
tration of the disadvantaged children
are. Now, this is wrong,

It seems to me that we are basically
justified in defeating the rule so that
we in the House can have time to get
one other formula presented to the
Members, so that we have the oppor-
tunity of looking at computer runouts
on other formulas than just the one that
is presented here.

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

Mr. PEYSER. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr, KEMP. Mr, Speaker, I congratu-
late the gentleman on the statement he
has made and add that it took 13 months
to come up with the title I formula in
our Education and Labor Committee, I
know how hard the committee worked,
and serving on the committee, I appre-
ciate the problems with which we
wrestled. That is why I oppose this rule.

I agree with my friend that we should
defeat the rule so that all Members can
come up with a better understanding of
the ramifications of this ESEA legisla-
tion. In Erie County, which I represent,
we would lose almost $1 million in 1975.
We need a more equitable formula for
}\Tew York and the urban areas of Amer-
ca.

1 associate myself with his remarks.

Mr. Speaker, the title I formula, as it
now stands, is a product of incredibly
poor research and preparation. Ms., Or-
shansky herself, testifying before the
Special Education Subcommittee, recom-




6270

mended that “further analysis” of her
poverty index be conducted before it is
used for the purposes of this formula.

Mr. Speaker, I submit that the title I
formula is outdated and biased against
urban areas which are precisely the areas
with the greatest concentration of edu-
cationally deprived children. Further-
more, this formula would penalize those
States which are spending the most on
their children’s education. New York
State would lose in the short run—but all
States would lose in the long run if we
legislate a formula with built-in disin-
centives to higher State funding of edu-
cation.

Mr. Speaker, so many myths abound
regarding New York State and the old
and new title I to ESEA that New York
State Education Commissioner Ewald B.
Nyquist called a special meeting to dis-
cuss this entire subject. Speaking before
various legislative staffers, Commissioner
Nyquist expertly refuted charges that
have been unjustly alleged against New
York State. I commend his remarks to
the attention of my colleagues:

As you know, the Education and Labor
Commitee, after more than a year of deliber-
ations, has finally reported HR 69, the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Amend-
ments of 1974. This legislation contains
changes in many of the federal programs for
aid to elementary and secondary education,
but we in New York are most concerned
about the new formula for Title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act,
Ald to Disadvantaged Children. The use of
this formula will cause a reduction of ap-
proximately $50 million, or 20%, in the funds
for New York, and a significant cut in funds
for almost every urban center in this country.
The unfortunate fact is that this severe
reduction for New York was not the result
of an oversight by the Committee but,
rather, it was one of the central selling
points for the new formula.

Throughout the Committee's consideration
of HR 69, the proponents of the new formula
created myths about New York in an attempt
to shift everyone'’s attention from the sub-
stantive issues surrounding the formula they
were proposing. Many inaccurate, even mis-
leading, statements were made about New
York, and these were used to convince Rep-
resentatives from other states that they
needed to cut New York's Title I allotment
if they were to increase their own, Before dis-
cussing the Title I formula itself, I would
like to take the time to clear up a number of
the confusing points regarding New York.

First, in Committee it was argued that New
York was getting more than its fair share of
the program monies and that the reason for
this was that our Average Per Pupil Expend-
iture, which is a factor of the formula, was
inflated due to the size of the pension we
pay our teachers. A distingulshed member of
the Committee, and a proponent of the new
formula, said: “I tried to find out why New
York is so high (our per pupil expenditure)
and the best I could come up with is that
they have an extremely high retirement pro-
gram for the teachers which, of course, takes
& lot of money.” I do not know who this per-
son contacted to try to find out why our per
pupil expenditure is so high, but he never
bothered to call me because I would have told
him it wasn't due to our teachers’ pensions.
The reason is that New York is committed
to providing quality education to all of our
children, and to accomplish this we main-
tain a much higher ratio of instructional
staff to students than anywhere else in the
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country. The staffing ratio of New York ex-
ceeds the national average by 25% in instrue-
tional staff and 18% In classroom teacher
staffing. This is needed not only for guality
education, but for dealing with problems in
large urban centers. The “richness" of our
teachers' pension that gained so much atten-
tion In Committee and has since been
brought before the House only accounts for
5% of our average per pupil expenditure.

Myth number two was that New York was
recelving far more money per Title I child
than any other state. This argument was
constantly used with members of the Cali-
fornia delegation on the Committee to try
to keep the two of us apart. Although we
do receive a greater dollar per child grant
than California, due to our higher average
per pupil expenditure, New York and Cali-
fornia both receive only 19.87% of their aver-
age per pupil expenditure for a Title I child,
while such states as Minr:sota and Missis-
sippi are getting 25 and 89.5% of their per
pupil expenditures respectively. In real
terms, this means that if New York, Cali-
fornla and Mississippi all wanted to reduce
the sire of their classes, New York and Cali-
fornia could reduce class size only 290%
while Mississippi could reduce class size by
465 . In this context it should also be noted
that federal monles account for only 54%
of the total expenditures made in New York
for elementary and secondary education,
while the federal share of Mississippi's ex-
penditure is 26 .

It is clear that if there are any inequities
in the present Title I formula they do not
favor New York but, rather, they favor the
Southern, less populated states. It is shock-
ing that New York State, which according
to the Advisory Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relations is making the highest tax
effort of any state in the country and which
has one of the lowest returns of monies
that its citizens send to the federal govern-
ment, should be singled out as getting too
much money and is legislated against for
its efforts to provide quality education. Dur-
ing the Committee mark-up of HR 69, Con-
gressman Lloyd Meeds of Washington, not
a New Yorker, said: "I think the people of
New York, who are expending a lot of funds
for education, are to be commended and
we shouldn't place a stumbling block In
their way to doing this."” Unfortunately, too
many other members of the Committee had
been misled by the myths created by the
new formula's proponents, and they voted
in favor of a formula that clearly was writ-
ten to reduce New York’'s allocation.

In 1965, when the Education and Labor
Committee first wrote the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act, the main purpose
behind Title I was to provide substantial
federal assistance to local school distriets
with high concentrations of low income
families to help pay for the additional costs
of providing speclal programs for educa-
tionally disadvantaged children. It was felt
at that time, and subsequent studies have
supported this theory, that there was a
significant correlation between being eco-
nomically and educationally disadvantaged.
The formula the Committee wrote, at that
time, permitted local school districts to count
as eligible for Title I any child aged 5 to 17
from a family with an income under $2000
per year or a yearly income in excess of
$2000 due to payments under Title IV of the
Social Security Act, Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (these are the AFDC
children you will be hearing about for the
next few weeks). The formula then multi-
plied the number of eligible children by
507% of the higher of the state or national
average per pupil expenditure. Each part
of this formula has been changed, and each
section of the mnew Committee formula is
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detrimental to New York and most popula-
tion centers.

First, the Committee has substituted the
Orshansky Poverty Index for the $2000
poverty level of the old formula. Although
there was a definite need to update the
poverty level in this formula, there are
numerous shortcomings in the Orshansky
Formula that made its use in Title I imprac-
tical.

In considering Title I, you must realize
that the funds appropriated for this pro-
gram have never been sufficient to meet the
needs of all of the eligible children. Under
the old formula, it was estimated that £5
billion was needed to fully fund the pro-
gram, but we never had more than $1.81
billion in appropriations.

As a result, and I quote one of the few ac-
curate statements in the Committee’s report
to accompany HR 69: “Equal educational op-
portunity cannot possibly be achieved by pro-
viding the approximately 175 additional dol-
lars a year for each Title I student, which
has been the pattern of the program since its
initiation.” Rather than trying to correct
this key failure of the program, which the
Committee itself recognized, the Commit-
tee’s use of the Orshansky poverty Index will
increase the number of children eligible for
Title I under the census poverty cut-off from
5 million to over 7.7 million. Further, in most
of the Southern states, an average of more
than 30% of the children between the ages
of 5 and 17 enrclled in the state’s schools
will be eligible for Title I assistance, while
the number of children eligible in urban
states increases slightly by an average of
13% of the enrolled children. In New York
and California this figure is 129, while North
Carolina and Mississippi will have 40 and
42% of their total enrollment respectively.
The Orshansky Poverty Index is out of date,
and it does not accurately reflect the differ-
ences in poverty between urban and rural
locals. The effect of its use in Title I will be
a dispersion of funds, rendering the program
less effective for many states and a general
aid program for some others.

The second major change the Committee
has made in Title I formula is to lift the
number of children eligible for assistance
due to AFDC to only 2/3 of those from fam-
illes receiving AFDC payments exceeding the
updated Orshansky poverty levels. For New
York, and for most states since New York has
relatively high AFDC payments, the count of
children under this part of the formula is
virtually eliminated. At this time, very few
AFDC payment levels are higher than com-
parable updated Orshansky levels, and unless
state legislatures are willing to increase wel-
fare payments by up to 20 to 309% this year
and 10% a year thereafter, to keep up with
inflation, then there will be few children
from families above the poverty criteria due
to AFDC payments. In addition, this new
AFDC section of the formula will create an
administrative nightmare, and it has been
estimated that it could take from 6 to 12
months before an adequate count of the eli-
gible children could be completed.

The third part of this formula that ad-
versely affects New York is the 120% of the
national average per pupil expenditure limi-
tation that the bill imposes. This limitation
presently affects only New York, New Jersey,
Connecticut, Alaska and the District of Co-
lumbia, but if Illinois, Michigan, Minnesota,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Wisconsin, and
Maryland continue to increase their average
per pupil expenditures at the present rate
they will also exceed the celling. This part
of the formula is in effect a penalty to states
for trying to upgrade their educational
efforts.

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. PEYSER. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding and I associate
myself with his remarks.

I would like to point out, this formula,
the title I portion of it, has been dis-
cussed. I was a member of the commit-
tee, as was the gentleman in the well, to
work for the overall interest of students
over these many, many trying months.

On a statewide basis, three States ap-
pear to be the only losers; that is Cali-
fornia, Michigan, and New York; how-
ever, a great number of counties in these
and other States will lose funds. This is
where I exhort all the Members to look
at the computer printout to determine
where respective counties stand.

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

(At the request of Mr. PEyser and
by unanimous consent, Mr. BiAaccI was
allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I suggest
a breakdown of all the counties will show
an entirely different picture. There are
many counties that will suffer a loss
from this formula.

I suggest the rule be defeated, not for
the purpose of defeating the bill, but for
the purpose of dealing with this prob-
lem.

Mrs. CHISHOLM. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PEYSER. I yield to the gentle-
woman from New York.

Mrs. CHISHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I

thank my colleague from New York. He
has indicated a point I wanted to raise;

that is, that many Members of the House
are under the impression because their
States may have gotten more money on
a statewide basis, that it behooves them
to support the bill and support the rule.

But, if we break this down according
to our counties, we will find in many,
many instances that there have been
tremendous losses of funds, particularly
in those areas where we are serving the
disadvantaged children of this nation.

Mr. Speaker, I have inserted into the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD about 2 weeks ago
the real listing of what would happen
in many cities of this country. I hope
this rule will be voted down.

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

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
associate myself with the remarks of the
gentleman from New York (Mr. PEYSER).
The gentleman was on the committee,
and the formula was devised without
having the facts or the figures; is that
correct?

Mr. PEYSER. That is correct.

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, what we
are asking now is an opportunity to re-
view and get the correct figures so that
we can have a formula that is fair,

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for his comments.

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, I urge
the defeat of the rule under all the cir-
cumstances.
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Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to make one point here which I
think is very important. This is directly
out of the record. When the committee
met, one of the key parts of this formula
was the so-called Orshansky formula.
What is the Orshansky poverty level? It
Says:

Orshansky is plus two-thirds AFDC above
#4,000.

This is the thing the committee acted
on, as though Orshansky was at $4,000.
The facts are that today, in the month
of March, the Orshansky formula now
shows the poverty level to be $4,679.

Now, this effectively wipes out every
bit of the so-called AFDC formula in this
bill, which will produce a far greater loss
for all urban areas and all population
areas than is indicated in any of these
tables.

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

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, I want fo
associate myself with the remarks of
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
PEYSER).

Mr. Speaker, I ask the question, actu-
ally what we are faced with is a series
of misleading, to put it mildly, figures
that have been offered this body. There-
fore, I join with the gentleman in asking
for the defeat of this rule.

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

Mr. PEYSER. Mr, Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. GROVER, Mr. Speaker, I join in
voting against the rule. I would like to
point out that there is a tremendous im-
pact on the suburban counties as well
as the city of New York. I think there is
a great inequity in the formula, and I
associate myself with the position of the
gentleman from New York (Mr. PEYSER).

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

Mr, PEYSER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. BADILLO. Mr, Speaker, I want
to commend the gentleman and to point
out to the Members of the House that
this rule should be defeated because the
argument that has been used by the pro-
ponents of the rule, that the reason why
amendments are required is so that the
Members may understand the impact on
their particular districts, is not valid.

The argument is not valid because of
the fact that there is nothing in the
rule that requires the amendments to
show a county by county breakdown,
which is the only way by which the Mem-
bers can see how the amendment would
affect their districts.

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I
vield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. An-
DERSON) .

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I take this time only for the
reason that I believe everyone who has
spoken thus far from this side of the
aisle has indicated either opposition to
the bill itself, and I think without excep-
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tion to the rule as well, and have urged
the defeat of the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I voted for this rule in
the Committee on Rules, and I support
it here on the floor this afternoon.

It is significant, I believe, that with a
single exception, all of those who have
risen in opposition to the rule this after-
noon are from the State of New York.
And, having listened to many of these
same Members in appearances before the
Committee on Rules, I can assure them
that I am not unsympathetic to the con-
cerns that they have expressed, that
under the formula, title I of the commift-
tee bill, their State would suffer a cer-
tain financial loss.

Mr. Speaker, I simply want to urge,
however, that we adopt this rule this
afternoon. I see no advantage for them
or for anyone else to be gained from
further delay. I think, as the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. BorriNg) pointed
out, this rule was very purposely drafted
to meet the objections of those who find
fault with the formula.

In the 4 hours that are permitted for
general debate and in the intervening 3
legislative days, which would bring us to
Tuesday of next week, I think there is
opportunity to explore what are the
weaknesses and the strengths of the
committee’s recommendations and, if
necessary, to frame appropriate alterna-
tive recommendations.

We were told, for example, by the dis-
tinguished chairman of the committee,
the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr.
PerkIns) that it would be possible with-
in 48 hours to obtain a computer printout
as to the amounts that would be allocated
on a county basis and to States, either
under the formula in the committee bill
or under the terms of alternative for-
mulas that might be suggested.

So I, with full regard for the concerns
that these Members have shown, would
urge us to get on with the very impor-
tant business of considering this legis-
lation under the rule, as drafted and
recommended by the Committee on
Rules.

Ms, HOLTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illincis. I am
pleased to yield to the gentlewoman from
New York.

Ms. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

I just wish to ask the gentleman
whether he considers that the bill would
meet the educational needs of this Na-
tion if it severely undermines the edu-
cational reguirements of the second
largest State in the Nation, and the abil-
ity of that State to provide decent educa-
tion to its children.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. The an-
swer to that question is very much in dis-
pute. I realize that.

I merely suggest that under the terms
of this rule, I think there is an appro-
priate and adequate amount of time to
discuss our differences and to frame al-
ternative recommendations and have
them printed in the Recorp and consid-
ered, of course, by the Members of the
Committee of the Whole,
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Mr., STEIGER of Wisconsin, Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of Ilinois. I yield to
the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, I wish to associate myself with
the remarks of the distinguished gentle-
man from Illinois.

It makes absolutely no sense to me at
all to defeat this rule.

Perhaps on the basis of fact there is
some difficulty in working the formula
out, but we should not ask the House to
sit and wait and ask local school districts
to sit and wait and ask States to sit and
wait while the New York delegation at-
tempts to work out some kind of formula
which treats them on a better basis.

The way the rule is drafted, I suggesb
the House and every Member of the
House is assured of an opportunity to
find out what the alternatives are and to
get alternative formulas printed in the
Recorp and to give the House a basis
upon which to make its judgment.

Mr. Speaker, I find absolutely no sense
at all in attempting to defeat the rule
and asking everybody to wait while we
work on this matter for a longer period
of time.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I thank
the gentleman.

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

Mr., ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr, WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, since the
gentleman’s remarks were directed to-
ward New York, and we cannot seem to
get information so far as the effect upon
individual counties is concerned, I will
ask the gentleman this guestion:

Does the gentleman have an idea of
the formula's effect upon the counties in
his area?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Yes. Mr.
Speaker, under title I, under the formula
that is now in the bill, there has been a
computer printout furnished.

Mr. WOLFF. There has been a com-
puter printout furnished. We have not
been able to secure that.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I will say again that I feel sure
that in the intervening time that infor-
mation can be made available. We have
been very definitely assured by the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Kentucky,
the chairman of the committee (Mr. PEr-
Kms) that information will be made
available.

Mr. WOLFF. So the gentleman's dis-
tricts are all affected by this bill?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I will say further, in response
to the gentleman’s initial question, that
the chairman of the committee, the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. PERKINS)
has just informed me that through the
post office here in the House of Repre-
sentatives last evening, yesterday, the
information which the gentleman is seek-
ing was delivered to each and every con-
gressional office.

Mr., WOLFF. Well, Mr. Speaker,
through my post office, as in a number of
other cases, we have not received delivery
yet, and the bill is being considered now.
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Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I am afraid I cannot yield fur-
ther to the gentleman, inasmuch as there
are additional requests for time.

Mr. Speaker, I merely wish to conclude
by urging the adoption of the rule so that
we can proceed with the orderly dispatch
of this very important business.

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield such time as he may consume fo
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
WYDLER) .

Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Speaker, I just wish
to ask a question of the gentleman who
is handling the rule of the floor here
today.

I ask a question, rather than just try-
ing to concentrate on the weaknesses of
this rule insofar as the payout formula
might be concerned.

First, how did the Republican mem-
bers on the Committee on Rules vote?

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, in
reply to the inquiry of the gentleman
from New York, as I recall the vote in
the Committee on Rules on the rule,
there were three members from the
Republican side who voted against the
rule, one who voted for it, and one who
was not in attendance.

Mr. WYDLER. Let me ask the gentle-
man this gquestion: I understand that the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. Lanp-
GREBE) was trying very hard to make in
order and get under consideration his
proposal for what the gentleman calls
the Freer Schools Act. How did the Com-
mitiee on Rules handle that gentleman’s
request?

Mr. DEL, CLAWSON. The gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. Lanocrese) did ap-
pear before the Committee on Rules, and
he did make a statement on behalf of
his position and on behalf of his bill,
and in the resolution that was adopted
on the rule, as was adopted, no consider-
ation was given to the gentleman from
Indiana for his position or for his bill

Mr. WYDLER. So under the rule that
we have before us today we could not
have voted on that proposal at all; is
that correct?

Mr, DEL CLAWSON. That is not made
in order. The gentleman from Indiana
would have to offer his amendment
through the amendment procedure pro-
vided in the resclution, and this would
have to be done in each instance as the
amendments are offered to the section.

Mr. WYDLER. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. DEL, CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. QUIE).

Mr., QUIE. Mr. Speaker, I urge my
colleagues to vote for this rule. I think
it is an excellent rule. The Members have
seen in this past year the problem that
existed when we worked on continuing
resolutions, and the appropriation bill,
and we were just talking about the hold-
harmless provision, and where the Mem-
bership was confused on the implication
of any changes as they affected their
districts, their States, and the Nation.

This rule is written so that the
amendments are printed in the Recorp,
then it is possible to secure the informa-
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tion and the implication of that amend-
ment on one'’s district, or on one’s State,
or the Nation. That is our responsibility
so that we will not be flying blind this
year, or do not know what we are doing.

In the committee we had available to
us not only the informsation from the
Office of Education that the Members
called into gquestion heretofore, but now
the Library of Congress has the capa-
bility of making computer runs so that
we can check that which the Office of
Education provides against what is pro-
vided by the Library of Congress and vice
versa so that there is a doublecheck that
is available.

The main objection here seems to be
from the State of New York. The State
of New York is not going to get as much
money in 1975 as they did in 1974. We
were not able to cut back the amount of
money in 1974 because we were required
to work on the hold-harmless provision
in the appropriations bill. However, New
York has 6.3 percent of the poverty
children as listed in the Orshansky
formula. This last year they got 15 per-
cent of the money in title I and their en-
titlement was for 18 percent of the
money. If you look at the total number
of children you find that there are 8
percent of the children of the Nation in
the State of New York, and yet they are
getting 15 percent of the money this year,
or 18 percent of the entitlement.

What will this bill do? It rolls them
back to 11 percent of the money. They
have about 6 percent of the poverty
children and they will get 11 percent of
the money. They do not think that is
enough. If they get 11 percent of the
money with 6 percent of the poverty
children that means somebody else is not
getting as much money.

There are other people who lose money
aside from New York. The gentleman
from New York (Mr. Pevser) indicated
there are some other counties in the Na-
tion that lose money.

The chairman of the full committee,
the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. PER-
KIns) is going to lose 19 percent in his
congressional district, as compared to the
1974 money in a chart he showed me. Of
course, the 85 percent hold formula pro-
vision will help the first year. Is that
gentleman up here asking for us to defeat
the rule, or to defeat the bill? No. That
gentleman recognizes that there will be
changes in the allocation of the money if
we update the information on the census.

You see, last year, as well as all of
the years since 1963, were based on the
1960 census information. As I say, last
year, because the 1970 census informa-
tion was not calculated, we left it as it
was on the 1960 because of the hold-
harmless provisions. Things have
changed since 1960 when the informa-
tion was based on the 1959 incomes, and
where none of the people are in school
anymore that were counted back then.
The other factor was the AFDC, and
there was a rapid change in the AFDC
in some States, which we will get into
later.

The gentleman from New York (Mr.
PEYsSER) says we ought to vote down the
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rule because the tables do not take into
consideration the amount of money that
was released that had been impounded.
That was not 1974 money; that was 1973
money that is being released now. If we
can get the amendment adopted finally
that passed this House in January to let
the school districts spend that money in
fiscal year 1975 as well as 1974, that 1973
money will be available in 1975 as well
and, therefore, those are arguments to
try and confuse the issue to get the
Members to defeat the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I urge that the Members
support it.

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

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Oregon (Mrs, GREEN).

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr, Speaker, I
request this time really to direct some
questions to the distinguished gentle-
man on the Committee on Rules. Would
he advise me in title I under the rule if
there could be an amendment to the
amendment?

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I yield to the
gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. BOLLING. I thank the gentlewom-
an. No, there could not be an amendment
to an amendment under the rule.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Under any
circumstances or unless it were printed 2
days in advance?

Mr. BOLLING. The rule says that any
amendments to title I must either be
printed in the Recorp 2 days, 2 calendar
days, in advance of consideration or be
committee amendments. Then it says
that those amendments will not be sub-
ject to amendment.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. If an amend-
ment should be adopted and it would
have an adverse effect—and no one would
know that until after the vote occurred
in the House—there would be absolutely
no way that an amendment could be
made at all to it to change it, as we are
allowed to do under any other normal
debate in the House.

Mr. BOLLING. That, of course, is the
reason that no amendment to the amend-
ment without publication can be made.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. But the gen-
tleman told me even with publication we
cannot have an amendment to an amend-
ment.

Mr. BOLLING. I believe it would be
stretching the rule a good deal if one
did.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. It would be
in violation of the rule?

Mr. BOLLING. I am not sure of that.
The gentlewoman raises a very interest-
ing point, because if there were an
amendment offered, and it was in title
I, and then it were published, and there
were 2 days of delay, it might be in order,
but I am not the person who would have
to make that ruling.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. But I thought
the gentleman told me that the rule said
there could not be an amendment to an
amendment.
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Mr. BOLLING. That is correct.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. All right.

I suggest to the House that in this
case if the Members vote for the rule,
they may be voting blindly, because they
may have an amendment adopted which
from their standpoint, or the standpoint
of their congressional districts, would be
disastrous, and under normal debate
they would have a chance to amend that
amendment. Yet under the proposed
rule—this would be denied.

Let me ask a second question, if T may.

Mr. BOLLING. Will the gentlewoman
yield for a comment on what the gentle-
woman has just said?

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I yield to the
gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. BOLLING. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding.

I think what she says is conceivably
accurate, but what the Committee on
Rules is trying to do is to prevent at least
a degree of unawareness of what is in a
very complicated formula. While what
the gentlewoman says is certainly pos-
sible, it is even more possible—in fact,
it has happened I do not know how many
times already under a free amendment
situation—where Members simply had no
way of finding out what the formula
meant as far as their districts were
concerned.

So what we are doing may not be per-
fect, but it is at least the first major at-
tempt that I know of to address the
problem that Members have had in the
past by the total confusion that has
existed on the floor on at least two of
the occasions that I remember with re-
gard to formula.

I am not disagreeing with the gentle-
woman. We have not been able to con-
struct the perfect solution, but I think
we have made some progress in a special
direction. Of course, I will yield the gen-
tlewoman additional time to compensate
for my long comment.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I thank the
gentleman.

I appreciate the efforts of the Com-
mittee on Rules to have alternative for-
mulas printed at least 2 days in advance.
I think this is good.

But some of the other things that re-
sult from the rule, it seems to me are
very questionable in terms of allowing
the House to know what the Members
are voting on.

Let me ask the distinguished gentle-
man another question. Would an anti-
busing amendment be germane to title
I or has that been ruled out?

Mr. BOLLING. I am not in a position
to answer that question definitely. The
gentleman from Missouri took the pre-
caution of making inquiry of the com-
mittee as to whether the whole of title I
was limited only to the formula and
things pertaining to the formula, and he
was initially informed that that was the
case, it would only pertain to the formula
and matters directly connected with the
formula. That was corrected later and
there were pointed out several other
matters that appeared in other sections
of the title.
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I am not in a position to say flatly
whether there is no parliamentary way
in which an antibusing amendment
could be offered. The gentleman from
Missouri had the dilemma of having to
rule on an antibusing amendment which
was drawn in such a way that it turned
out to be, in his opinion at least, in the
Committee of the Whole germane to the
bill under consideration. But it is simply
impossible for the gentleman from Mis-
souri to answer honestly the gentle-
woman from Oregon. That would be a
question that would be decided by who-
ever will be chairman of the Committee
of the Whole at the time the matter
comes up.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. But I would
sugegest to my colleagues in the House
that I have gone to the Parliamentarian
and he cannot tell me whether an anti-
busing amendment would be germane to
title I, and the distinguished gentleman
who is a member of the Rules Commit-
tee cannot tell me and, therefore, if we
vote for this rule again we do not know
for sure what amendmerts may or may
not be offered—ar the general rules of
procedure of the House do provide for
and would ordinarily be allowed.

If I may direct a third question to the
gentleman from Missouri, would an
antibusing amendment as a separate
title to the entire bill be considered as
a nongermane because it also pertained
to title I and the rule may have been
so written that it would not be applica-
ble to title I?

Mr. BOLLING. Again the gentleman
from Missouri is not in a position to give
the gentlewoman from Oregon a defini-
tive answer because there is only one
person who is going to be able to give
that definitive answer and nobody now
knows, at least I do not know, who that
person will be. It depends on the way
the matter will be drafted. So I do not
know whether it will be a yes or a no
answer. It is my strong suspicion that
in some parliamentary fashion an
amendment to accomplish that purpose
can be attached to the bill.

Mr. QUIE. Mr, Speaker, will the gen-
tlewoman yield?

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Will the gen-
tleman let me complete this please and
then if I have time I will yield to him.

Mr. QUIE. I thank the gentlewoman
from Oregon.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon, Mr. Speaker,
what really bothers me is this, because I
served on the Education Committee and
I was keenly aware of the manner in
which certain things were done by a few
members of that committee to preclude
the House from exercising its will. If it
required devious methods, even they
were used. I would simply raise the ques-
tion, and I do not know the answer, but
maybe some people who are extremely
clever planned to urge the drafting of
the rule so that they could preclude Mem-
bers of the House from offering certain
amendments they opposed but amend-
ments which the majority of the House
have indicated time and time again that
they approve.

If I could ask one other question, if a
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substitute were to be offered does the
Tule require that the substitute be printed
in the Recorp 2 days prior to its con-
sideration?

Mr. BOLLING. I do not believe that
the rule reguires that and I think it
would be very difficult to make the rule
require that, but if I had such a sub-
stitute I would attempt to protect my-
self by putting it in the Recorp in ad-
vance just so there would not be any
question.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. But if I may
suggest to the gentleman, a situation
where we are proceeding with the debate
and various amendments have been of-
fered; if the majority of the House feel
that those amendments that have been
adopted are pretty bad in terms of edu-
cation in this country, then they may de-
cide a substitute is the only way out but
under this rule which we ordinarily do
not operate under—we would be able to
offer a substitute without having it
printed 2 days in advance in the REcorb.

Mr. BOLLING. My own guess is that
it would be possible to devise a substitute
to accomplish the purpose anybody
might have in mind and still have it be
parliamentarily acceptable. I am not go-
ing to prejudge the situation.

There is one recourse that I suggested
in the earlier discussion of the rule. I
think it is a perfectly legitimate recourse.
I wish the House had used it on a num-
ber of occasions here before when there
was utter confusion. I am neot talkirg
just about the bill coming to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor. I am
talking about matters that have come
from other committees.

I think it would be very smart of Mem-
bers of the House when they are not
satisfied, when they are mot sure they
know what is in a bill, to vote it down so
that the committee could start over.

If anybody devised this rule, I suspect
it would be the Committee on Rules and
within the Committee on Rules I would
have to take a good share of the respon-
sibility. It initially came up in connection
with a very complicated bill out of the
Committee on the Judiciary.

The only purpose of the rule is to at-
tempt to better protect the Members of
the Committee of the Whole and the
Congress from the kind of thing the
gentlewoman fears.

Mr, Speaker, I will yield 5 additional
minutes. I believe I have 10 remaining.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
I am in complete agreement with the
gentleman’s argument that this House
should not be required to vote on very
complicated formulas without having
seen them in advance; but it seems to me
that under this rule in attempting to do
that, they have also limited the parlia-
mentary situation which now prevents
other amendments from being offered;
you have eliminated the chance of offer-
ing an amendment to an amendment,
which under the rules of the House, in
ordinary debate, the Members can do.

There is certairly a question as to
whether or not an antibusing amend-
ment can be offered to title I. There is a
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question as to whether or not an anti-
busing ame.adment could be offered as a
separate amendment, because it might
affect title I and be considered as non-
germane and there is a question as to
whether or not a substitute bill could
be offered as we proceed with the debate
and as new circumstances develop.

In those three areas in attempting to
get the formula out, they are very, very
seriously, limiting the possibility of the
Members of this House working their
will on one of the most important edu-
cation bills that will come before us this
year.

Now, let me add onc other thing. I am
in complete sympathy with the people
who come from New York. In my judg-
ment, this bill really does them in. I do
not see how anybody from New Yerk
could possibily vote for this rule or could
possibly vote for the bill if this formula
stays in it.

I have heard around the floor, “well,
New York had a ripoff on the funds for
the last several years, so it is time they
got cut back.” If we just simply look at
the way the funds have been distributed
for the last 14 years, I suggest there are
several States that had a ripoff because
they have been paid for education of
youngsters who had not been in attend-
ance in those schools for 10 years and
year after year we have doled out money
to them for those empty desks.

I also suggest that those people who
now believe, “well, we are really going to
give it to New York,” those people can
give it to another State next time. If we
are going to take it out on any State, it
is a heck of a way to legislate.

I would join with those people who
urge that this go nack to the Committee
on Rules, that there be a requirement for
any new formula in title I to be printed
2 days in advance, but that the rule not
place other limitations on the usual way
in which we debate legislation and pre-
sent amendments. I would support Con-
gressman CLAUSEN in his reguest.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. EocH).

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to pursue one of the statements the gen-
tlewoman from Oregon (Mrs. GREEN)
made, which is that this rule and the
legislation is an attempt to, as she
phrased it quite correctly, “to do in New
York.”

Mr. Speaker, it is very troublesome
for someone who comes from the city
and State of New York to constantly see
the animosity to New York that shows
itself on the floor in legislation. I con-
sider mysell a national legislator. I have
voted time and time again for legisla-
tion which provides moneys for other
areas, when New York did not get a
dime of the moneys that were legislated
for the Midwest, the South, the farm
areas, suburban areas, and rural areas.
1 did and do it with full knowledge that
it is good for the country to meet their
needs, so I did and do it without
hesitation.

But, I do not find that same spirit re-
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sponding to the needs of the cities such
as New York or the other metropolitan
areas, We had a bill on the floor the
other day relating to propane gas. The
people who use propane gas in my dis-
trict primarily are those who use it in
cigarette lighters, but it seemed to me
only right that the many people who
use propane gas for heat, that they be
given some protection against the rising
costs, and so I voted for the amendment,
which benefits the rural areas of our
country.

To take away about $50 million from
the city of New York, from the educa-
tion of its children, who are suffering
now, children who are suffering because
they live in poverty, because they have
language problems, does not seem to me
to be helping the country and a Mem-
ber who is interested in the welfare of
all the people should not allow himself
to be a party to that.

So, what we are saying to the Mem-
bers, not just because it is New York
we are representing, but because we too
are part of this great country as they
are, that they respond to the problems
of education in New York as well as those
elsewhere, and that they vote down this
rule, and that we come back with legisla-
tien which will provide an appropriate
formula that will protect all of the chil-
dren in this country, including the chil-
dren that live in New York.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentlewoman from New
York (Ms. Apzue).

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, we have in
New Yark made great efforts to provide
quality education for ali our children, I
am sure many other States have done the
same. To accomplish this, we have main-
tained very low ratios of students to in-
structional staff, perhaps lower than in
other parts of the country. We have done
this because we believe it essential, with
all the enormous problems of educating
urban center children. Without devoting
a smbstantial amount of staff time to each
child, we could not begin to deal with
these problems.

There have been a lot of myths spread
here, and apparently before the Commit-
tee on Education and this House for
many years. It has been said that New
York is receiving far more money per
title I ehild than any other State. As a
matter of fact, this argument was used
to divide New York from California. Al-
though we do receive a greater dollar per
child grant than California, due to our
higher average per pupil expenditure,
New York and California both receive
only 19.8 percent of their average per
pupil expenditure for title I children,
while such States as Minnesota and Mis-
sissippi are getting 25 and 9.5 percent
of their per pupil expenditure, respec-
tively.

In this context, Federal moneys ac-
count for only 54 percent of the total
expenditures made in New York for ele-
mentary education, while the Federal
share of Mississippi’'s expenditures is 26
percent. There are tables which can
demonstrate this all down the line.

The fact is that we have spent more
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money in New York. The fact is that we
have been more innovative in New York,
The fact is that we pay an enormous
amount of Federal taxes in New York to
provide for the running of this Govern-
ment. I think it is foolhardy to act as
though this was a body of precincts in-
stead of a national legislative body. I am
very concerned that today, in the pro-
posed formula for title I of H.R. 69, we
find that perhaps only New York, New
Jersey, Connecticut, Alaska, and the Dis-
trict of Columbia will be adversely af-
fected by the 120-percent ceiling imposed
on State per pupil expenditures.

But if Illinois, Michigan, Minnesota,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Wisconsin,
and Maryland continue to increase their
expenditures at the present rate, their
averages may also soon exceed 120 per-
cent of the national average per pupil
expenditure.

This is only one part of the formula.
We are not arguing the bill now. I just
want to point out, however, that what we
do here today penalizes not only New
York State, but many other States as
well, One by one, State after State—if
they are really serious about upgrading
their educational systems—are going to
find themselves coming under that oner-
ous formula which has been worked out
for the benefit of a very small part of this
Congress and this Nation—perhaps 11 or
12 southern and the border States.

Mr, Speaker, that is not the way a na-
tional legislative body should behave.
The reason I object to the rule is that
the rule freezes this formula and does
not really give us a chance to amend it
on the floor. We still do not know ex-
actly how badly that formula will af-
fect us.

I must inform the chairman of the
committee, the gentleman from Een-
tucky (Mr. Perxins) that we have not
yet received that printout. I have also
checked with the Library of Congress,
without any success. None of us has been
able to get the facts.

We are Members of a national body
and we are called upon to act on the basis
of facts that affect the whole country.
It is entirely inappropriate to ignore the
needs of States and cities like New York,
because we have greater problems or be-
cause we can solve the needs of our own
areas without regard to the total good.
nqu. Speaker, I urge that we defeat the

e.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. ABZUG. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding.

I would like to commend the gentle-
woman for her remarks and associate
myself with those remarks, as well as
with the remarks of the gentleman from
New York (Mr. EocH).

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I
vield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. LANDGREBE),

Mr. LANDGREBE. Mr. Speaker, I will
say to the Members of Congress that it
is with no disrespect to my colleagues
on the Education and Labor Committee
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that I rise to oppose the adoption of this
rule. I wish to remind the Members of
this House that there was bipartisan op-
position to this bill as it was reported out
of the committee. There were two Demo-
cratic votes and two Republican votes
against it.

My main concern in this matter is that
this rule limits the debate on the floor,
and I am most concerned about the fact
that the discussions in the Education
and Labor Committee and the Commit-
tee on Rules and again here on the floor
concerning the rule center around the
formula for the distribution of money.

Mr. Speaker, I think it is time that
we reject this rule, send it back to the
Committee on Rules, and let the Com-
mittee on Rules come out with a com-
pletely open rule so that the Members of
this Congress can take up the serious
business of children and their education.

What is happening to the educational
standards in our country? I have plenty
of proof to show that they have sharply
declined throughout our country, since
the intervention of Federal support and
control of elementary and secondary
education.

I appreciate that I am appearing on
the floor here in cooperation with some
of my friends from the State of New
York with whom I seldom vote. However,
I think our reasons for approving the
granting of this rule are somewhat dif-
ferent.

My main concern is, of course, that
we act responsibly and stand up and see
what we are doing to the education of
the boys and girls of this country, and
that we harken to the people in most of
the States which have expressed con-
cern about the testing, psychotherapeu-
tic techniques, group therapy behavior
modification, humanism, and other
things that are happening to our boys
and girls.

So, Mr. Speaker, for that reason I most
respectfully ask that we reject this lim-
ited rule and send it back and insist upon
an open rule so that the Members of this
House can assert their responsibility and
their wisdom in returning highest qual-
ity possible to the classrooms of Amer-
ca.

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield the remaining 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. Gross).

Mr. GROSS. Mr, Speaker, I join with
the gentleman from California (Mr. DL
CrawsoN) and the gentlewoman from
Oregon (Mrs. GREEN) in opposition to the
adoption of this rule, not because of the
arguments of the Members from New
York or any other State, but because
this is a bad, bad rule.

The gentleman from Missourl (Mr.
BoLLinGg) says that the rule is designed
fo protect the Members from being blind-
sided by certain provisions in the bill. Let
me say, in answer to the gentleman from
Missouri, that the Members very likely
will get blind-sided if this rule is adopted.

The gentlewoman from Oregon (Mrs.
GreEx) very wel pointed this out in her
remarks to the House.

Mr, Speaker, if rules of this nature are
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to become standard procedure in the
House, then clause 7 of rule XVI ought
to be amended to provide that the House
can debate the questions posed in the
rules and sort out what they want, not
what the Committee on Rules says they
shall have.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr, Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I do not believe that
anyone should be confused by the situa-
tion. We can all cut to pieces even the
best efforts to bring a little more reason
to the consideration of complicated mat-
ters. This is, I believe, a legitimate step
toward trying to protect the House and
its Members from being blind-sided on
a very complicated formula. If the House
decides it does not want to deal with this
matter on this basis, then it has every
right to vote down the rule. I tried very
hard to give the Members an opportu-
nity to understand what the rule did, but
I believe it is important to take this step
toward a rational consideration of mat-
ters of this importance. The previous
consideration of these matters has not
in my judgment done any honor to the
House.

The SPEAKER. All time has expired.

Without objection, the previous gques-
tion is ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
resolution.

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

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground a quorum is
not present, and make the point of or-
der that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 234, nays 163,
not voting 34, as follows:

[Roll No. 76]
YEAS—234

Burton
Carney, Ohio
Carter
Casey, Tex,
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clay
Cochran
Cohen
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Coughlin
Cronin
Culver
Danielson
Davis, Ga. Haley
Davis, 8.C., Hamilton
de la Garza Hanr
Dellenback Hansen, Idaho
Denholm
Dent
Dickinson
Diggs

Abdnor
Adams
Anderson,

Calif,
Anderson, 111,
Andrews, N.C,
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Ashley
Aspin
Bell
Bergland
Bevill
Biester
Blatnik
Boggs
Bolling
Bowen
Brademas
Breaux
Brinkley
Brooks
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Ohlo
Broyhill, N.C.
Buchanan
Burgener

Erlenborn
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn,
Fascell
Findley
Flood

Foley
Forsythe
Fountain
Frenzel
Froehlich
Fulton
Gaydos
Gettys
Gibbons
Ginn
Gongzalez
Guyer

Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Hastings
Hawkins

Hays

Hébert
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass,

Burlison, Mo, Heinz
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Henderson
Hicks

Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Hungate
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn,
Jordan
Karth
Kastenmeler
Kazen

Kyros
Landrum
Latta
Leggett
Lehman
Litton

Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lott

Lujan
MecClory
MeCloskey
MecCollister
McCormack
McDade
McFall
McKay
McSpadden
Madden
Madigan
Mahon
Mallary
Mann
Martin, Nebr.
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Meeds
Melcher
Mezvinsky

Abzug
Addabbo
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Badillo
Bafalis
Baker
Barrett
Bauman
Beard
Bennett
Biaggl
Bingham
Blackburn
Boland
Bray
Broomfield
Brown, Mich.
Broyhill, Va.
Burke, Fla.
Byron
Camp
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Colller
Collins, 111,
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conlan
Cotter
Crane
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
W.,Jr.
Danlels,
Dominick V,
Davis, Wis.
Delaney
Dellums
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
Dingell
Donohue
Dulskl
Duncan

Michel
Miller
Mills
Mink
Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher
Moss
Murtha
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols
Obey
O'Brien
O'Neill
Owens
Parris
Passman
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Pickle
Poage
Preyer
Price, 111.
Pritchard
Quie
Railsback
Randall
Regula
Reuss
Rhodes
Rogers
Roncalio, Wyo.
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Roush
Roy
Roybal
Ryan
Sandman
Barbanes
Schneebell
Schroeder
Sebelius
Seiberling
Shipley

NAYS—163

Eilberg
Esch
Fish
Flynt
Ford
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frey
Fuqua
Giaimo
Gilman
Goldwater
Goodling
Grasso
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa,
Griffiths
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Gunter
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Helstoski
Holt
Holtzman
Horton
Hosmer
Huber
Hudnut
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Kemp
Eetchum
King
Kluczynski
EKoch
Kuykendall
Landgrebe
Lent

Martin, N.C.

Mathias, Calif.

Mazzoll
Metcalfe
Milford
Minish
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.¥.
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Shoup
Shriver
Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, ITowa
Bpence
Staggers
Stanton,

J. Willlam
Stark
Steed
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stuckey
Studds
Symington
Talcott
Taylor, N.C.
Teague
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Towell, Nev.
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Veysey
Vigorito
Waldie
‘Ware
White
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson,

Charles H.,

Calif,
Winn
Wright
Wyatt
Yates
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Ill.
Young, 8.C.
Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zwach

Moakley
Moorhead,

Pike

Powell, Ohio
Price, Tex,
Quillen
Rangel
Rarick

Riegle
Rinaldo
Roberts
Roblinson, Va.
Rodino

Roe

Roncallo, N.Y.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Rousselot
Runnels

St Germain
Sarasin
Satterfield
Scherle
Shuster
Sikes
8mith, N.¥.
Snyder
Stanton,
James V.
Steele
Steelman
Stelger, Ariz.
Stokes
Stratton
Symms
Taylor, Mo.
Thompson, N.J,
Tiernan
Treen
Udall
Vander Veen
Vanlk
Waggonner

Walsh
‘Wampler
Whalen
‘Whitehurst

‘Wilson, Bob
Wolft

Wyman
Young, Fla.
Wydler Young, Ga.
Wylie Zion

NOT VOTING—34
Hollfield
Howard
Luken
McEwen
Macdonald
Maraziti
Minshall, Ohio
Mizell
Montgomery
Murphy, N.Y.
Nix
Patman

So the resolution was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Montgomery for, with Mr. Carey of
New York against.

Mr. Breckinridge for, with Mr. Rooney of
New York against.

Mr. Gray for, with Mr. Murphy of New
York against.

Mr. Hanna for, with Mr. Brasco against.

Mr. Holifield for, with Mr. Nix against.

Mr. Rees for, with Mr. Reid sgainst.

Mr. Fisher for, with Mr. Podell against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Macdonald with Mr. McEwen.

Mr. Howard with Mr. Butler.

Mr. Alexander with Mr. Maraziti.

Mrs, Sullivan with Mr. Mizell,

Mr. Downing with Mr. Harsha.

Mr. Patman with Mr, Minshall of Ohio.

Mr. Charles Wilson of Texas with Mr. Ro-
bison of New York.

Mr. Stubblefield with Mr. Vander Jagt.

Mr. Flowers with Mr. Luken.

Mr. Eckhardt with Mr. Thornton.

Alexander
Brasco
Breckinridge
Butler
Carey, N.Y.
Downing
Eckhardt
Fisher
Flowers
Gray
Hanna
Harsha

Robison, N.Y.
Rooney, N.X.
Stubblefield
Sullivan
Thornton
Vander Jagt
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF
1974

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the considera-
tion of the bill (H.R. 69) to extend and
amend the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965, and for other
purposes.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were refused.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count.

One hundred and sixty-seven Mem-
bers are present, not a quorum.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I move &
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The call was taken by electronic de-
vice, and the following Members failed
to respond:

March 12, 1974

[Roll No. T7]
Flowers
Fountain
Goldwater
Gray
Hanna

Alexander
Andrews, N.C.
Ashley
Beard
Blatnik
Brasco Hansen, Wash.
Breckinridge Harsha
Broyhill, N.C. Holifield
Burleson, Tex. Howard
McEwen
Macdonald
Maraziti
Minshall, Ohio
Mizell
Montgomery
Murphy, N.Y,

Patman
Podell

Rooney, N.Y.
Stubblefield
Sullivan
Thornton
Vander Jagt
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wilson,

Edwards, Ala. Charles, Tex.

Erlenborn Nix
Fisher Parris

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 382
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

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

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
RULES TO FILE CERTAIN PRIV-
ILEGED 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.

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF
1974

The SPEAKER. When the point of
order that a quorum was mnot present
was raised, the House was about to re-
solve itself into the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill HR. 69, with Mr,
Price of Illinois in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. PERr-
KINs) will be recognized for 2 hours, and
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
Quie) will be recognized for 2 hours.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. PERKINS) .

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, we have tried to bring
before this body the most equitable bill
that could possibly be written by the
House Committee on Education and
Labor. I think we have done just that.

The Members heard in the debate this
afternoon during the consideration of
the rule the assertion that we have pur-
portedly done something to the State of
New York. New York State for fiscal 1975
will receive substantially as much money
as it received for fiscal year 1973 for
grants to local school districts.
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Mr. Chairman, HR. 69 comes to the
House after weeks and months of inten-
sive discussion and debate, as well as
after full and serious consideration of
hundreds of suggestions and proposals
from members of the authorizing com-
mittee as well as from other Members
of the Congress. The committee con-
ducted 36 days of hearings on this legis-
Jation and heard from approximately
275 witnesses. We also had 21 markup
sessions and numerous caucuses before
reporting the bill.

This careful preparation of the legisla-
tion went on because we knew it was ab-
solutely essential that we come to the
floor with as fair and as equitable a bill
as we or anyone else could prepare. That
was our objective, and to my way of
thinking, we have achieved it.

The committee bill basically extends
most of the Federal elementary and sec-
ondary education laws for 3 years and
consolidates seven of the categorical pro-
grams into two broad purpose programs.
The impact aid programs are only ex-
tended for 1 more year, however.

The bill also extends and amends the
Adult Education Act, the Education of
the Handicapped Act, the Bilingual Ed-
ucation Act, and the General Education
Provisions Act. In addition, a new com-
munity education program is established,
and a White House Conference on Edu-
cation is authorized to be called in 1975.

TITLE X

The title I formula for distributing
funds is the heart of the ESEA bill. With
this formula, the committee has made a
serupulous effort to treat all children
fairly, regardless of the State or county

in which they live. I believe we have
come closer to equity in this new formula
than at any time in recent years.

Frankly, there is a crisis in the title I
program. This crisis was produced by
distortions in the data which was avail-
able to us. For months, the committee
has made a diligent search for ways to
eliminate these distortions.

Obviously, we have not satisfied every-
one. It may be that we have not satis-
fled anyone, entirely. But I am con-
vinced that the formula we bring before
the House today is the fairest that can
presently be devised. We hope it will
eliminate the distortions which have oc-
curred in title I allocations within the
last few years.

These distortions grew out of the use
of the old poverty criteria of the mid-
1960's, and the fact that we were ob-
liged to use 1960 census figures in count-
ing poor children for the years 1965 to
1973.

When we passed ESEA back in 1965,
we devised a system that seemed ade-
quate at the time for figuring the grant
to which each school district was en-
titled.

At that time, $2,000 was considered an
appropriate poverty level for a family of
four. So we said we would count from
the census the number of children from
families earning less than $2,000 in each
school district.

The census, of course, is taken only
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every 10 years. It was clear that we
needed to have another figure that was
more current. So we added to the cen-
sus figure the number of children in
families receiving AFDC—aid for fami-
lies with dependent children—payment
in excess of $2,000. The $2,000 floor under
AFDC was supposed to prevent double
counting.

That formula seemed to work well for
1965 and a few years after that. But by
1969, it was clear that the poverty level
had changed, and the $2,000 family in-
come as an index of poverty was com-
pletely out of date and unrealistic.

Use of this outdated figure was causing
a distortion in the distribution of title I
funds. The money just was not going in
an equitable manner to the areas where
the poor children were concentrated.

In the ESEA Amendments of 1967, we
increased that poverty level to $3,000.

Four years ago, in the ESEA Amend-
ments of 1970, we established a two-step
increase in the poverty level: first to
$3,000, and then to $4,000.

But Congress stipulated that before
these increases could go into effect, the
appropriations had to be sufficient to give
every school district every dollar it was
entitled to under the $2,000 level.

Unfortunately, we never reached that
level. The President never asked, and the
Congress never appropriated enough
money to give each school district its full
entitlement at the $2,000 level.

The distortions that began showing up
in 1969 quickly became aggravated. I
dwell on this at some length because it
is the crux of the argument that exists
today on the ESEA formula.

Remember, until 1973 we had only 1960
census data to go on—so the number of
poor children remained stationary.

The children counted under AFDC
simply mushroomed, because in some
States and cities there was a rapid ex-
pansion of AFDC, And AFDC is counted
every year, not every decade, as the cen-
sus.
In 1966, only 10 percent of the chil-
dren counted for title I fund distribution
came from AFDC. Seven years later, in
1973, AFDC accounted for 60 percent of
the title I count.

Now this would not have been too bad
if the AFDC increases had occurred uni-
formly throughout the country. But they
did not. They were concentrated in the
wealthier States, the States with the
higher per capita income.

This created great havoc in the title I
program. It was almost as if we had
tilted the country up on one end and let
all the ESEA funds flow into those States
with the highest per capita income. And
this, Mr. Chairman, is not right. It per-
verts the entire purpose of ESEA—to pro-
vide funds for poor children, the poorest
of the poor, who were not sharing equally
in the educational bounty which this
wealthy Nation is capable of providing.

School districts in wealthy States were
adding more and more AFDC children
into their total count for title I money,
while school districts in poorer States
were left with the same number of chil-
dren they started out with—those count-
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ed as being from families earning less
than $2,000 a year according to the 1960
census,

A logical question arises at this point—
were not some of the poorer States in-
creasing AFDC at least enough so that
there was some equity?

The answer to that is simply the fact
that when we held our hearings, and
looked at the data on AFDC, we found
several States with not one family re-
ceiving as much as $2,000 from AFDC.
Unless those families were counted in
the census—and they may or may not
have been back in 1960—they were not
counted for title I funds.

So we saw funds shifting from the
poorer States to the wealthier States.

For example, New York State’s per-
centage of the Nation's population
dropped between 1960 and 1970 from 9.4
percent to 9 percent, while Texas in-
creased its share of the population from
5.3 to 5.5 percent. But, because New York
was wealthier, it was able to add seven
times as many AFDC children to its total
count of title I children as Texas between
1965 and 1973. This meant that New
York, which was proportionately losing
population as compared to Texas, was
dramatically increasing its share of the
title I money.

Now, another dimension of the distor-
tion problem developed when we started
using the 1970 census figures, and that
occurred for the first time this year—
1874.

The distortion was enormous, because
we were still limited to only counting
children from families with incomes
under $2,000 as poor.

Under the 1970 census, using the $2,000
figure for poverty, the decline in the
number of poor children was over 50
percent. We all know why the decline
showed up the way it did—many of these
poor families were earning a few dollars
more & week than they had been when
the 1960 census was taken, and so they
showed up with incomes in the $2,000 to
$3,000 or $4,000 category.

Those are absolutely subpoverty levels
by current standards; but it did not help
so far as title I was concerned, because
the $2,000 factor was still the law, despite
the fact that it was extremely out-of-
date.

When that fact is tied in with the
annual increase of AFDC children
counted for title I, the dimensions of the
distortion become apparent.

New York and Florida are an example
of this distortion. New York State, with
only 7 percent of the school attendance
in the country, was eligible to receive 18
percent of the title I money during fiscal
1974. Florida, with 4 percent of the
average daily attendance, was eligible
to receive only 2 percent.

Congress tried to make at least some
degree of correction in the distortion
through “hold-harmless” provisions.
After the protracted debate on the Labor-
HEW appropriations bill for 1974, several
“hold-harmless” provisions were inserted
in the final measure in order to mitigate
this distortion.
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However, after applying the “hold-
harmless” provisions, New York is still
receiving 15.6 percent of the title I
money for 1974, while Florida is receiv-
ing 1.8 percent.

There are dozens of additional exam-
ples showing that while the “hold-harm-
less” provisions were steps in the right
direction, they were not anywhere near
actual corrections of the distortion.

Therefore, it is very important to re-
member that allocations under the 1974
appropriations should not be considered
a fair and equitable distribution of title
I funds. All of the distortions which
have been discussed exist in that allo-
cation.

That is why the committee developed
a new formula, which is current, and
which is equitable and fair.

The committee has amended the for-
mula in HR. 69 by upd.ting the defini-
tion of poverty used with the census
data and limiting the number of AFDC
children counted. The updated defini-
tion of poverty for the census will be
the official Federal definition, the
Orshansky index. That definition was
adopted by the Bureau of the Budget in
1969 as the official Federal standard for
determining poverty. It is now widely
used in Federal domestic assistance pro-
grams, such as the manpower program
and the school lunch program.

The allegation has been made that
the Orshansky index has a rural bias.
Well, I would like to point out that if
anything it has an urban bias.

Under Orshansky, the poverty level
for a farm family is set at 15 percent
less than the level for a nonfarm family.
The Office of Management and Budget
in its study of the Orshausky index last
year recommended the elimination of
that lower level for a farm family be-
cause it could find no objective statisti-
cal evidence that it costs less to live in
a rural area than in an urban area.

I would also like to point out to my
colleagues that this conclusion is sup-
ported by data from the Bureau of La-
bor Statistics. That data shows that al-
though it may cost less for some things
in rural areas and small towns than it
does in urban areas, it costs more for
other things. For instance, transporta-
tion for a rural poor family was deter-
mined to be at 120 by BLS while it was
only 96 for an urban family—100 is the
national average.

In addition to counting children from
poverty families in the 1£70 census, two-
thirds of all the children from families
receiving AFDC payments in excess of
the current Federal definition of pov-
erty for a nonfarm family of four will
also be counted. This definition is the
same Orshansky index used for the cen-
sus, and updated every year by increases
in the Consumer Price Index.

The reason that the annually updated
definition must be used in counting
AFDC children above that definition is
to prevent some of these AFDC children
from being double-counted. If the pov-
erty figure for counting AFDC children
were any lower than the current Orshan-
sky definition, then any AFDC children
who were counted in the 1970 census as
being in families below the poverty level
would be counted again.
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Since there has been some confusion
about which current years Orshansky
definition is to be used in determining
AFDC children, I would like to clarify
how these children will be counted. The
present law, which is unamended by H.R.
69, requires the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare to collect AFDC
data for title I purposes for the January
preceding the fiseal year in which the in-
formation is to be used in distributing
funds. In other words, the AFDC chil-
dren who are to be counted during fiscal
year 1975 have to be determined by HEW
in January of 1974 since fiscal year 1975
begins on July 1, 1974.

Now, since the final Orshansky defini-
tion of poverty for calendar year 1973
will not be available until the end of
March or beginning of April of 1974, the
definition which HEW must use in col-
lecting the AFDC data from January of
1974 will have to be the 1972 Orshansky
definition of poverty.

In 1972 a nonfarm family of four was
determined to be poor, using the updated
Orshansky definition, if its income was
less than $4,250. Therefore, two-thirds of
all AFDC children whose families are re-
ceiving in excess of $4,250 in January of
1974 will be counted in determining that
school district’s entitlement.

I would like to point out that the com-
mittee’s version of the title I formula
still helps the wealthier States, because
they will be the ones that will be able
to add AFDC children every year to their
total count of title I children. None of the
poorer States will be able to make AFDC
payments of more than $4,250 a year.

The other part of the formula which
the committee bill changes is the pay-
ment rate for all title I children. Under
present law, a school district is entitled
to either 50 percent of the State or na-
tional average expenditure for every title
I child.

The committee bill changes this pay-
ment rate by providing that every school
district is entitled to 40 percent of the
State per-pupil expenditure for educa-
tion, except that if a State's expenditure
is below 80 percent of the national aver-
age, it is raised to 80 percent of the na-
tional, and if it is in excess of 120 of the
national average, it is limited to 120 per-
cent of the national.

The effect of this amendment is to low-
er the payment rate for the poorer States
and to put a ceiling on the payment rate
for the wealthiest States. Thereby, pay-
ments for all title I children are grouped
closer to a national average.

But I would like to point out that the
ceiling—40 percent of 120 percent of the
national average, instead of 50 percent of
the State average—only affects four
States, and they are among the wealth-
fest in the country. The lowering of the
minimum—40 percent of 80 percent of
the national average, instead of 50 per-
cent of the national average—affects 32
States which include all the poorest
States in the country.

The last amendment to the title I for-
mula in H.R. 69 is a provision to guaran-
tee every school district 85 percent of the
previous year's allocation. This local
“hold-harmless” is meant to cushion any
adverse effects on loeal school districts
of the new title I formula.
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The title I formula which we adopted
in HR. 69 is the best that our committee
could do to restore equity to the distribu-
tion of title I funds. We deliberated in
committee for 21 days in formal mark-
up sessions on H.R. 69, and most of those
sessions were on the title I formula.
Many members of the committee cau-
cused privately many more times than
the committee met. I know that elements
of this formula will cause great debate,
but I can say honestly that no other title
I formula was able to marshal a majority
of the committee.

If what we have done does not prove
to be equitable over time, we can always
return to a consideration of the formula.
In fact, we have included several provi-
sions in the bill which will instre con-
sideration of the effects of this new for-
mula, very soon.

H.R. 69 mandates several studies and a
survey to be conducted on title I by
February 1, 1975. These studies and the
survey are meant to supply us with the
best information possible within the next
year on various methods to update more
promptly and accurately the statistics
used in distributing title I assistance.

In addition to the updating of the
formula, the committee adopted several
other amendments to the title I program.
One of these amendments allows local
school districts to use educational dis-
advantagement as a means for choosing
their title I target schools. Under present
law, school districts are restricted to
using poverty criteria in choosing eligible
schools.

Another amendment adopted by the
committee requires the target schools,
once they are chosen—either according to
poverty criteria or criteria of education-
al disadvantagement—must retain their
eligibility for 3 years. The purpose of this
amendment is to assure that education-
ally deprived children are included in
title I program for a long enough period
of time to achieve measurable gains. The
committee heard testimony during our
hearings on how some States were elimi-
nating children from programs after only
a year or two of participation.

The committee also adopted amend-
ments allowing school districts to use
title I funds for teacher training and re-
quiring that school districts must use
title I funds only for the excess costs of
programs. The excess cost amendment
is meant to reemphasize that title I serv-
ices must be in addition to services pro-
vided from State and local money. That
amendment also affects the comparabil-
Ity requirement under title I so that title
I funds are not denied to schools if they
are using State and local funds on pro-
grams for the handicapped, for the edu-
cationally deprived, and for those with
limited English-speaking ability.

The committee also adopted an
amendment requiring the Commissioner
of Education to bypass any local school
district if it cannot legally provide, or
if it is substantially failing to provide,
services for private school children in
its title I programs. Since there has been
considerable controversy eoncerning this
provision, I would like to spend a minute
giving an explanation of this amend-
ment.

Since 1965, the law authorizing the
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title I program has required that private
school children must participate in local
title I programs to the extent that they
have needs to be met with title I funds.
The amendment adopted by the commit-
tee does not change that requirement. It
does not expand its scope, nor does it
constrict it. Rather, it simply provides an
administrative device for the enforce-
ment of that provision of the original
1965 law.

The administrative device which is
authorized is modeled on provisions
which have been in Federal laws for 20
vears in the school lunch program and in
various other programs. In fact, the same
provision has been in title III of ESEA
since 1970.

Some concern has been expressed that
this amendment will mean that the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare will have to begin immediately to
examine each local school district’s title
I program to determine if private school
children are participating adequately.
This is not the purpose of the amend-
ment. The amendment is simply meant
to be invoked when there is a failure to
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a substantial degree on the part of the
local school district to provide services.
The burden in alleging that this failure
exists rests with local people, such as the
parents of private school children; and
only when such an allegation has been
made will the administrative procedures
have to begin to invoke this provision.

The committee bill also contains sev-
eral amendments to the State agency
programs under title I. In the migrant
program, the Commissioner is author-
ized to use the migrant student record
transfer system if he determines that
that system provides the most accurate
data on the number of migrant students
in the country. Since the use of that sys-
tem may lead to a substantial increase
in the number of migrant students
counted and since the “full funding” re-
quirement is retained from the present
law for all the State agency programs,
it is our intention that the Commissioner
phase in the use of this data over several
years—if he decides to use MSRTS
data—in order to avoid any disruption
in the other title I programs.

The committee also adopted several

CHART NO. 1
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amendments to the State agency handi-
capped program. The principal amend-
ment requires that State agencies actual-
1y provide programs for all handicapped
children in their institutions who are
counted for purposes of this title I as-
sistance.

I am inserting two charts to explain
the committee’s formula. Chart No. 1
shows the total title I grants to each
State under H.R. 69 and compares that
to the total grants received during fiscal
year 1974. These total title I grants are
both grants to local school districts and
grants for programs operated by the
State educational agencies. Chart No. 2
shows a comparison for fiscal 1973, 1974,
and under H.R. 69 of local school district
grants only. Both of these charts are
based on the amounts States and school
districts actually received during fiscal
years 1973 and 1974. They do not include
the impounded funds for either one of
those 2 years. As regards HR. 69, they
show the bill at the President’s budget
request for fiscal year 1975, $1.885 billion.

The charts follow:

TITLE | GRANTS TO STATE AND LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES FOR FISCAL 1974 AND UNDER H.R. 69

Fscal ik

State allocation
(A)

H.R. 69
allocation
(B)

_ Percent
increase,

Increase/
decrease

decrease
(A—EB)

State

. Percent
increase,
decrease

Fiscal year
{ H.R. 69
alloca t{iou

Increasef
decrease

allocation
(V) (A—B)

$36, 498,672

4,599, 584
11, 326, 911
23,394, 192
36, 486, 016
14,311,073

Alabama_ . ...

Arizona_ .

Arkansas. -
California. - 1
Colorado. ...

Conneclicut___

Delaware. ...

Kent uchy. =1
Louisiana...

Michigan__
Minnesota__
Mississippi-

Nevada...__...
New Hampshire
New Jersey._.
New Mexico
New York__

North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohi0..- -~ - -
Oklahoma.__...

9, 571, 208 26,2234
2 —14, BA6 —, 3228

55. 4199
15. 8289

Pennsylvania______.
Rhode Island .. ...
South Carolina......
South Dakota
Tennessee

Virginia_ ..
Washington___
West Virginia_

§1, 548, 527
2,881, 740
60, 575, 552
9 083,931
235 867, 520
56 32

5,393, 937
53, 476, 816

§1, 058, 962
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CONSOLIDATION

The committee bill contains a condi-
tional consolidation of seven categorical
aid programs into two broad purpose aid
programs, The title IT, ESEA, program—
library books—the title III, ESEA, pro-
gram—guidance and counseling—and
the title III, NDEA, program—equip-
ment—are to be consolidated into a li-
braries and learning resources program.
And the remainder of the title III,
ESEA—innovation—the drop-out pre-
vention and nutrition and health pro-
grams—both now in title VIII, ESEA—
and title Vv, ESEA—aid to State depart-
ments of education—are to be consoli-
dated into the new innovation and sup-
port services program.

The condition on these consolidations
is that there must be at least the same
level of funding for the consolidated pro-
grams as there was in the previous year
for the separate categorical programs.
This condition is meant to make clear
that the administrative device of con-
solidation must not be used as an excuse
for cutting back on the Federal com-
mitment to education.

There are several particular features
of these consolidated grants which I
would like to mention. First, the consoli-
dated program for libraries and learn-
ing resources requires local decision-
making on the amount of money which
is to be used for libraries, equipment,
and guidance and counseling. Presently,
those decisions are being made on the
Federal and State levels.

Second, the funds for the libraries and
learning resources program must be dis-
tributed by the States among local school
districts according to a definite policy
set forth in the law. This policy is that
the enrollments of local districts must
be the basis for allocation of funds and
that substantial funds must be provided
to those school districts exerting a great
tax effort and to those districts which
have substantial numbers of children
whose education costs more. We have set
out this policy in the law in order to set
precise parameters for State decision-
making on ho— to distribute these funds.

Third, in both consolidated programs
approximately 95 percent of the funds
must be passed through by the State
educational agencies to local school dis-
tricts. There have been too many in-
stances in the past where State agencies
have retained funds at the State level
and refused to operate local programs
with them. That type of administration
is inappropriate for the programs which
the committee proposes to consolidafe.
These funds must be spent on the local
level.

IMPACT AID

The committee bill extends the two
impact aid programs—the school con-
struction and the school maintenance
and operation assistance programs—for
1 additional year, through June 30,
1975. The committee bill also amends
the impact aid programs in order to
make all children who live on Federal
land *“a” children and to clarify the
status of certain Indian children living
in public housing projects in Oklahoma.

The maintenance and operation as-
sistance program is also amended to
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count as one and one-half children,
every federally connected handicapped
child and to allow States to consider im-
pact aid as local resources in distribut-
ing State aid if the State has adopted a
school equalization program. The State
can consider the impact aid payments as
local resources to the same degree that
the State is providing funds for educa-
tion from its own sources.
COMMUNITY EDUCATION

The committee bill authorizes a new
program for community education. This
program would be phased in over several
vears. The purpose of this program is to
encourage the States and local school
districts to use their public buildings as
much as possible for programs benefiting
local communities,

During fiscal year 1975, planning for
community education is authorized, and
during fiscal 1976 and 1977 local pro-
grams can be funded.

ADULT EDUCATION

HR. 69 extends the Adult Education
Act for 3 years and amends it in order
to remove the Commissioner's authori-
zation to reserve 15 percent of the funds
for projects to be funded at the national
level. Instead, all funds under the act
will be distributed to the States. Any
programs approved by the Commissioner
before the effective date of this amend-
ment, however, must continue to be
funded.

The committee bill also amends the
Adult Education Act to allow the States
to fund programs ef high school equi-
valency from not to exceed 25 percent
of each State’s allotment which is in ex-
cess of its allotment for fiscal year 1973.
Programs are also authorized to be
funded by the States for institutionalized
adults, and the States are permitted to
establish State advisory councils on
adult education.

EDUCATION OF THE HANDICAPFED

The committee bill extends for 2 addi-
tional years the programs authorized by
the Education of the Handicapped Act.
The committee bill also contains pro-
visions strengthening the Bureau of the
Handicapped within the Office of Educa-
tion.

The State plan required under the
act has been amended to require each
State to identify and evaluate all chil-
dren residing in the State who are hand-
icapped and to indicate for each child
the extent to which a free appropriate
public education is being provided.

I am especially pleased that the com-
mittee adopted this amendment because
I believe that we have been neglecting
the needs of our handicapped children
for far too long. We have made some
progress, especially through Federal aid
programs, but we must continue these
programs and move toward the goal of
educating every handicapped child.

BILINGUAL EDUCATION

The commitiee bill extends the Bi-
lingual Education Act for 3 additional
years and amends it to broaden the class
of schools eligible for funding. The Com-
missioner is also permitted to fund re-
search and demonstration programs.

Earlier today, the General Subcom-
mittee on Education began hearings on
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bilingual education. We heard testimony
from the Departments of Justice and
Health, Education, and Welfare on the
Supreme Court’s decision in Lau against
Nichols requiring that bilingual educa-
tion must be provided te all children
needing it in certain circumstances. The
committee is beginning an extensive re-
view of bilingual education in order to
determine the Federal Government’s best
response to the challenge of this recent
decision, but in the meantime we have
proposed to continue the Bilingual Edu-
cation Act basically as it exists now.
GENERAL EDUCATION PROVISIONS ACT

The committee bill also contains sev-
eral amendments to the General Educa-
tion Provisions Act, which is the Federal
law containing provisions affecting all
programs administered by the U.S. Com-
missioner of Education.

Among these amendments are the
following:

A prohibition against the regionaliza-
tion of the U.S. Office of Education un-
less such regionalization has been ap-
proved by the Congress;

An extension of the Tydings amend-
ment allowing school districts and States
to carry over appropriations from one
fiscal year to the succeeding year;

Authorizing local school districts to
appeal State actions in administering
Federal education programs; and

The establishment of a procedure for
the Congress to disapprove rules and
regulations issued by the U.S. Office of
Education.

MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS

The committee bill also contains vari-
ous miscellaneous amendments to Fed-
eral education laws.

The Commonwealth of Puerto Rico is
included as a State under most Federal
education laws for the purpose of al-
locating funds. A 5-year statute of limita-
tions is set on HEW'’s right to demand
repayment of expenditures made by
States and local school districts from
ESEA funds.

BTUDIES

The committee bill directs three
studies to be made. First of all, the Com-
missioner of Education must make a full
and complete study of the extent to
which late funding of Federal education
programs impairs the operation of those
programs. Second, the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare must
undertake a study of the incidence of in-
juries occurring in scholastic athletic
programs. Third, the Secretary must
conduct a study on safety in the schools.

WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE

The committee bill autherizes the
President to call a White House Con-
ference on Education in 1975. The pur-
pose of the conference is to take a broad
look at our Nation’s educational system
and to recommend improvements.

Mr. Chairman, I want to make one
other assertion here about the formula.
It is going to be argued that these figures
we have on the county LEA allotments in
the various States are incorrect.

The charts used by the committee
show the amounts actually received by
the States and local school distriets in
fiscal 1973 and 1974. They also show
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HR. 69 at an appropriation level of
$1.885 billion since that is the amount
contained in the President’s budget re-
quest for 1975.

The impounded funds from fiscal 1973
and 1974 are not included because those
funds were not received by States and
local school districts in each of those
years.

Now, Mr. Chairman, let me make one
other statement with respect to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. PEYSER).
The gentleman states that we are going
to jump up to $4,600 as the low-income
factor this next year and wipe out most
of the AFDC children., That is not the
case and that will not happen, and it is
not intended in this legislation to hap-
pen.

I say that for this reason: The pres-
ent law requires that AFDC data be ob-
tained for the month of January every
vear for the following school year. We
have now only the consumer price index,
the Orshansky updated through 1972,
that is, for the 1972 calendar year. The
cost-of-living increase for 1973 has not
vet been arrived at. It may be arrived
at within the next few months, but the
1973 cost-of-living increase will not be
the basis for the formula commencing in
the next fiscal year. It will be the
Orshansky $4,200 and above for this
school year and fiscal year commencing
July 1, 1974,

Ms. HOLTZMAN. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the gentle-
woman from New York.

Ms. HOLTZMAN. I would like to ask a
question of the chairman precisely on
that point, because I notice on page 34 of
the legislation that the Orshansky for-
mula for determining the additional two-
thirds of the AFDC children to be
counted is to be updated by increases in
the consumer price index. There is noth-
ing in this legislation that says the Sec-
retary could not use the updating in the
consumer price index that would be re-
ceived at the end of this March—for the
year 1973—in computing his formula. If
he does that, then you would have a
$4.600 cut-off, not the $4,200 that you
refer to. Am I not correct, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. PERKINS. Since there has been
some confusion about which current
yvear’s Orshansky definition is to be used
in determining AFDC children, I would
like to clarify how these children will be
counted.

The present law, which is in H.R. 69,
requires the Department of HEW to col-
lect AFDC data for title I purposes for
the January preceding the fiscal year in
which the information is to be used in
distributing funds. In other words, the
AFDC children who are to be counted
during fiscal year 1974 have to be deter-
mined by HEW in January 1974, since
fiscal year 1975 begins on July 1, 1974,
Now, since the final Orshansky defini-
tion of poverty for calendar year 1973 will
not be available until the end of March or
the beginning of April of 1974, the defini-
tion which HEW must use in collecting
the AFDC data in January 1974 will have
to be the 1972 Orshansky definition of
poverty.
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In 1972 a nonfarm family of four was
determined to be poor, using the updated
Orshansky definition, if its income was
less than $4,250. Therefore, two-thirds of
all AFDC children whose families are re-
ceiving in excess of $4,250 in January
1974, will be counted in determining that
school district’s entitlement.

Further answering to the question
posed by the gentlewoman from New
York (Ms. HorTzmaN), the answer is
“No."” The Secretary will not make any
such addition to the formula, and will not
use the 1973 updater until fiscal year
1978.

Ms. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, I am trou-
bled by the answer given by the gentle-
man from Kentucky. In my reading of
the bill itself there is no such language
that would support the statement made
by the gentleman from EKentucky.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, in re-
sponse fto the Inquiry of the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms, HOLTZMAN)
let me say that that is the reason we are
attempting to clarify the language by
this legislative history. It is clear to me
that the Secretary has to have the other
data simultaneously as he has the AFDC
under the present law in order to notify
the various local educational agencies in
the country in time. This is the attitude
of the Department, and that is the legis-
lative history that we are establishing
here.

Ms. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman would yield still further, I take
it, then, from the gentleman’s answer
that the language I referred to on line 8
of page 34 does not specifically preclude
the Secretary from using the updated
figures that would come out in March on
the 1973 cost-of-living increase. The
gentleman is only relying at this point on
the legislative history, and I am not
sure that that will be sufficient so far as
construction of the statute itself is
concerned.

Mr. PERKINS. In reply to the gentle-
woman from New York, let me say that
we have to have updated data here, or
we will find ourselves in the same dilem-
ma that we are presently confronting
with the Orshansky definition. But the
updating will not take effect, that is, the
1973 cost-of-living increase, on top of
the present Orshansky 1972, until the
school year of fiscal year 1976. That is a
year from this coming July first.

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

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, just
to add to what the chairman of the full
committee, the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. PErgINs) has stated, in com-
menting on the concern of the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. HOLTZMAN)
I believe that the gentleman in the well
(Mr. PErxINS) pointed out that the pres-
ent law, which is not amended by H.R. 69,
requires the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare to collect AFDC data
for title I purposes on the January pre-
ceding the fiscal year in which the infor-
mation is to be used for distributing the
moneys. That being the case, and in re-
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lying on the interprefation which the
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. PERKINS)
has made, the language to which the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Ms. HorTtz-
MmaN) has drawn the attention of the
Committee should not pose a problem.

Ms. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman from EKentucky would yield
still further, I would just like to clarify
my question again in a different way. I
do appreciate the gentleman’s yielding
further to me. The significance of my
question is that if the Secretary can use
the most recent, or the March cost-of-
living increase, that would mean that
fewer AFDC children would be counted
in the formula. That was the reason
that the chairman has stated, in answer
to my question, that the Secretary could
not take the March increase into account.
And that troubles me because that means
that we were not relying on the language
of the statute, and I would appreciate
clarification.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further to me, per-
haps I can further clarify this question.
The point raised by the gentlewoman
from New York (Ms. HoLTzMAN) is moot
in view of the fact that the present law
requires, it does not permit, it requires
the data to be collected in January, and
therefore the Orshansky index, which
may be updated in March, may not be
used in relation to data collected in
January.

Mr. PERKINS. The gentleman from
Indiana has answered the question. I
know none of us want to double count.
The reason we have the language that
the gentlewoman from New York has re-
ferred to in this bill is to keep children
from being double counted. But the 1973
cost of living index will not take effect
until the fiscal year 1976.

Ms. HOLTZMAN. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I want
to compliment all of the members of the
General Subcommittee on Education and
the members of the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor, particularly Mr. QuiE,
who has done an outstanding job, the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BRADE-
Mas), the gentleman from Washington
(Mr. Meeps), and the gentleman from
California (Mr. BELL). I do not know of
any member on the General Subcommit-
tee on Education and Labor who has not
contributed immensely.

This formula was worked out after try-
ing day in and day out to find some way
to bring an equitable bill to this Cham-
ber. As I stated at the outset, it would
seem easier to pay each child over the
country $300, or something to that effect,
or use a uniform definition, a $4,000
low-income factor, a $5,000, or $3,000
low-income factor. I would have been
perfectly willing to take a $2,000 low-
income factor with all AFDC off of it, a
$3.000 low-income factor with AFDC
eliminated, a $4,000 low-income factor
with AFDC eliminated, but we could not
come up with anything of that nature.

I believe in the children in this country
being treated alike, as much so as pos-
sible. It is not falr to count a family of
6 or 7 children in 1 State with an in-




6282

come from AFDC of $7,000, and that
same family in other sections of the
country with $2,001 not being counted.
There is no equity to that.

This formula and this bill have a sem-
blance of equity, and there are still ad-
vantages for the wealthier States of this
Union, which is diametrically opposite to
the true purposes of the bill.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the gentle-
woman from New York.

Ms. ABZUG. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Would the gentleman explain to me
how AFDC children under the Orshan-
sky formula will ever be taken care of
under the proposal that the gentleman
has made here today?

Mr. PERKINS. I will be delighted to
explain that.

Ms. ABZUG. I want to clarify my ques-
tion. I do not know if the gentleman has
any AFDC children in EKentucky. Does
he?

Mr. PERKINS. Yes.

Ms. ABZUG. How many?

Mr. PERKINS. We do not have any
payments above $4,200.

Ms. ABZUG. Yes. Mr. Chairman, I
really think that it is time that we stop
ealling States wealthy and poor. The fact
is it would be much more equitable, Mr.
Chairman, to talk about the kind of
money it costs us for rent, which is not
even counted in the Orshansky formula.
I know Ms. Orshansky is a nice lady, and
all of that, but her formula, even though
she comes from New York City, happens
not to contemplate the realities of
poverty.

The gentleman has determined his own
realities of poverty which have no impact
in certain areas, which he incorrectly
and erroneously calls wealthy States. I
did not realize the gentleman had such
an antipathy toward wealth, Mr. Chair-
man, and I did not realize until today
how much of a wealthy State I come
from. I am merely trying to find out when
poor children, who find themselves living
in New York instead of Eentucky, are
ever going to be able to be included in
this education formula that the gentle-
man is trying to pass off as an equitable
formula. Contrary to what the chairman
js saying the chart makes it quite clear
that New York is being penalized by 10
percent over all other States in this coun-
try.

Tell me when, Mr. Chairman, when?

Mr. PERKINS. I will answer the gen-
tlewoman briefly, and then I will take a
seat. I have taken too much time.

First, let me state that as the current
definition of poverty goes up, I am sure
that the AFDC payments in New York
State will go up. And two-thirds of those
children will be counted. In my State
there will not be any AFDC on top of the
$4,250 to a family of four and none of
those children will be counted. That is
where I say we are fair in treating New
York equitably as we should treat all
States equitably. Those children will be
counted this year, next year, two-thirds
of them, and right on into the future as
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long as we provide for counting two-
thirds of the AFDC above Orshansky.

Ms. ABZUG. Might we be clarified as
to eur figures. What would that amount
t0—%4,600, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. PERKINS. What the amount will
be for the fiscal year beginning July 1,
1975, when the new Orshansky defini-
tion will be updated I do not know. It
may be $4,400 or $4,500, but I can tell
the gentlewoman this——

Ms. ABZUG. The genfleman does not
even know what the basis of the formula
is.

Mr. PERKINS. Maybe I do not.
tMs. ABZUG. The gentleman just said
it.

Mr. PERKINS. Let me say this to the
gentlewoman. The basis for the formula
is the cost of living, primarily food. But
in 1972 it has only risen in the 3 years,
which is too much, from $3,700 up to $4,-
250. I do not know whether the inflation
will make it jump more in the next year
or 2 years than it has in the past year,
but I want to state that the allegation has
been made that, by increasing the income
floor every year above which AFDC chil-
dren will be counted, there will be a grad-
ual elimination of AFDC children from
the formula. That will be true in the
South but probably not in other sections
of the country.

Ms. ABZUG. But how many AFDC
children does the gentleman have in the
South? In some States they do not pay a
dime of AFDC, and we all know that.

Mr. PEREKINS. Let me make two ob-
servations. First if the floor is not in-
creased every year the AFDC children
will be double counted. They will have
been counted once in the census and then
again on AFDC. Secondly, some States
have a cost of living escalator huilt into
the schedule of AFDC payments with the
effect that AFDC children in those States
will continue to be counted. In States
without this escalator there will be great
pressure to increase AFDC payments in
light of inflation. This will be true espe-
cially because many States now have
large surpluses in their treasury. The
HEW has established the fact that pay-
ments have increased.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Kentucky consumed 45 minutes.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count.

Fifty-two Members are presenf, not
a quorum. The call will be taken by
electronic device.

The call was taken by electronic de-
vice, and the following Members failed
to respond:

[Roll No. 78]

Downing
Drinan
Dulski

Alexander
Barrett
Blatnik
Bolling
Brasco
Breckinridge
Broomfield
Broyhill, N.C.
Butler
Carey, N.Y.
Clark

Clay
Conyers

Diggs
Dingell

Howard
Jarman
Kuykendall
Long, Md.
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McSpadden
Macdonald

. Maraziti
Minshall, Ohlo
Mitchell, Md.

Montgomery
Murphy, N.¥.
Nix

March 12, 1974

Staggers
Stanton,
James V.
Steed
Stelger, Wis.
Stuckey

Patman
Podell

Reid

Robison, N.Y.
Roncalio, Wyo.
Rooney, N.Y.
Satterfield Thompson, N.J. Charles, Tex.
Skubits Thernton Young, Alaska

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Price of Illinois, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under considera-
tion the bill H.R. 69, and finding itself
without a guorum, he had directed the
Members to record their presence by elec-
tronic device, whereupon 366 Members
recorded their presence, a quorum, and
he submitted herewith the names of the
absentees to be spread upon the Journal.

The Committee resumed its sitting.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Minnesota is recognized.

Mr. QUIE, Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 15 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I am in full support of
H.R. 69. There may be amendments that
are offered that will have merit and that
will be adopted, but I would be happy if
the bill were passed just as it is. I have
no intention of offering any amend-
ments myself. I think the committee has
done a good job on this legislation.

It is very difficult, as we know from
experiences last year and on the con-
tinuing resolution, to write a formula on
title I which is acceptable to everyone.
We note from the proceedings thus far
it has not been acceptable to a few. The
bill was put together in the true spirit
of compromise and negotiation which is
the hallmark of the legislative process.
I want to commend the chairman, Mr.
PerkINS, not only for the goed presen-
tation he made to the House in the last
hour but also for the masterful job of
working out all of the different parts of
this legislation so as to fashion the bill
reported out of our committee with only
four negative votes. For as econtrover-
sial a piece of legislation as this appears
to be on the floor of the House, it shows
that good work was done in the com-
mittee.

Others on both sides of the aisle were
also instrumental in writing this truly
historic bill. On my own side of the aisle
Congressman AL Berir, the ranking Re-
publican on the General Education Sub-
committee, played a very key role. With-
out his hard work and dedication this
bill would have never emerged in a fash-
jon acceptable to so many parties. His
role of fashioning a consolidation of pro-
grams aiding elementary and secondary
schools was particularly important. That
consolidation was so artfully drawn that
it has earned the support of both my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
and of the administration.

Other colleagues of mine on the Re-
publican side of the committee also de-
serve special mention, particularly BrLL
SteErcer and Ep ForsyrHE who worked
long and hard on the bill.

On the other side of the alsle Joan
BrapEMAS was also very instrumental in
fashioning the final product from our
committee. Without his assistance in
negotiating a formula for title I we might

Vander Jagt
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Wilson,
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Wilson,
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still be sitting in the committee room
arguing over charts.

Let me say that undoubtedly Members
will look at charts on how these formulas
that are proposed with any amendments
will affect their distriets. Our committee
started out leoking at tables on how any
changes in the present law would affect
their districts or States. In the period of
time we spent working on this legislation
the members were educated sufficiently
so that they could back off from that
parochial interest and look at the needs
for compensatory education for the Na-
tion as a whole and from that vantage
peoint adopted the amendments which
turned out to be the formula that we
bring before you in H.R. 69.

We made some other changes as well,
probably the most significant of which
from the point of view of the adminis-
tration and for many of us who worked
on consolidation for a number of years
were those which were presented first in
the subcommittee and then in the full
commitiee by AL BeiLL in fashioning a
consolidation which I think will enable
us to meet the approval of the admin-
istration.

I note that there is indication that the
President would sign this bill, It has that
kind of support.

There have been other provisions of-
fered by other members of the committee.
I am personally sorry that we were not
able to correct impact aid and some of
the inequities that exist there.

The gentleman from Washington (Mr.
MEeebs), I felt presented excellent amend-
ments in the subcommittee which were
not adopted in the full committee. So the
full committee instead accepted an
amendment which I had offered to ex-
tend impact aid for only 1 year as a
signal to the people who were receiving
impact aid that something needs to be
done to make it more equitable. There-
fore we will consider it in another year
instead of in this legislation.

So those who are concerned about im-
pact aid will not have to worry about
whether it was extended or not.

Now, as I have said there are some
things which this bill could have done
in the way of reforms that were not done,
While I may support some amendments
to the bill they will be in the nature of
amendments designed to perfeet the
legislation. I do not intend to support
any amendments which make major
changes in the legislation before us. The
place to make major changes in impact
aid and in other sections of the bill will
be when that legislation again comes
before the committee. In view of the time
and effort which has gone into this legis-
lation in the 93d Congress, and in view
of the fact that the Appropriations Com-
mittee must have a law before it can
appropriate money for the next fiseal
year, I urge the Members to expedite
consideration of the bill.

I would also like to take this opper-
tunity to extend thanks to the admin-
istration for having adopted in the past
few months a conciliatory mood which
enabled us to work together and to gain
approval of a number of objections
which they have sought and which the
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committee believed were in the best in-
terests of education. After 215 years of
no action on a 1971 bill to create special
revenue sharing for education the ad-
ministration did abandon that effort and
last fall began to work with us in a very
cooperative way to gain enactment of
what was realistic, not merely idealistic.
That spirit of cooperation owes much to
the political acumen of people like HEW
Under Secretary Frank Carlucei, Domes-
tic Counsel Associate Director Jim Cave-
naugh, OMB Assistant Director Paul
O'Neill, and HEW legislative officers
Charles Cooke and Judy Pitney. Our for-
mer colleague, Mel Laird, was, of course,
a key factor in achieving this spirit of
compromise.

Before relinguishing time to my col-
leagues let me take a few minutes fo de-
scribe several key features of the bill.
For the sake of clarity I will speak to
the items as they appear in the bill.

Title I of H.R. 69 includes amendments
to title I of the 1965 Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act, known as the ma-
jor program which provides compensa-
tory education. Since 1966 more than $12
billion have been appropriated for this
program. The amendments accepted by
the committee this year will hopefully
ensure even more support for this pro-
gram in the future and will also insure
that the funds are spent in a way which
will provide better services to children.

Let us look at the title I formula. I
have agreed with people who are saying
that the fitle I formula is unfair, and it
is unfair. Anything else, however, that
was proposed, was more unfair than this
bill. Any time you use economic informa-
tion it is going to bring about unfairness
because there is no way to completely
correlate the distribution of money based
on the income of the parents of the
children with the educational depriva-
tions as exist in the schools.

As the Members know, we use low-
income figures in the formula, and we
use in the school when the money finally
arrives at the school, assessments in
determining the educational disadvan-
tagement rather than the income. So at
one end of the spectrum the loeal school
income is not taken into eonsideration,
and at the other end of the spectrum,
the distribution of the money from the
Federal level, we use only income in-
formation. I wish thaf it were possible
that we could go to some other factors
that would make the formula more
equitable and more fair, but we do not
have them at our disposal now, at this
time, so obviously we will have to wait.
We will have to wait for the 3 years,
and at the end of that time, hopefully,
we will have additional information that
will enable us toc write a formula that
would be written in such a way that the
money will go to the schools and for the
advantage of the educationally dis-
advantaged children.

There is a specific directive in the bill
to the Secretaries of Commerce and
HEW to devise methods to update title
I counts of children in a timely fashion
to prevent the 10-year shock that oc-
curred last fall when the results of the
1970 census became known and applicable
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to the distribution of funds. The new bill
incorporates provisions for the Bureau
of Census to expand its current popula-
tion survey to enable it to determine the
number of children below the poverty line
in each State and directs the Secretaries
of HEW and Commerce to report back
to the committee within a year oen devis-
ing a way to update allocation methods
within States. This should allow the ex-
ecutive branch a chance to update alloca-
tion in a regular fashion and not wait to
find out the results of a new census in
1980. No updating technigue would be-
come effective unless sanctioned by the
Congress.

Let us look at those two areas or fac-
tors that are used in title I, and explain
the reason why that, even though the
formula is not fair, it is just more fair
than anything else that has been pro-
posed.

Let us first look at the census infor-
mation.

As the Members know, we used the
1960 census information in determining
the distribution of money in 1973, which
is the school year 1972-73, and we still
used the 1960 census information for
that, but as the Members also know, no
one is in school now who was counted
way back in 1960. Moving to the present
year, which is the school year 1973-74,
we moved to the new census informa-
tion; however, because of the hold-harm-
less provision in the appropriation bill
this has kept the 1960 census informa-
tion pretty much intact. We want to
prevent this kind of 10-year shock that
occurs when the new census information
comes out. So in H.R. 69 there is specific
direction to the Secretary of Commerce,
and he is to devise methods to update
title I counts of children in a timely fash-
ion so as to prevent this sort of a shock,
and that will be presented to the Con-
gress to view before it is put into effect.
There will also be a study for updating
the information within the States, intra-
state. Hopefully we will be able to se-
cure some additional information.

The new bill will incorporate the so-
called Orshansky definition of poverty.
That definition was utilized by the Bu-~
reau of the Census at the time of the
1970 census and is now regularly used
by almost all Federal agencies concerned
with programs in the human resources
area. It is this definition which is used
when one hears reports that last year
so many million people were below the
poverty line or that a certain program
is directed to assist those in poverty.

At the time the 1970 census was taken,
the index ranged from $1,632 for a farm
family of one to $5,820 for an urban
family of eight. The committee intends
that $4,250, the current Orshansky index
for a nonfarm family of four, shall be
used as the cutoff point above which
two-thirds of AFDC shall be counted for
fiscal year 1975. This figure is adjusted
annually to reflect changes in the Con-
sumer Price Index; $4,250 is the base fig-
ure which will be used for distribution
for fiscal year 1975. Any changes brought
about by CPI changes will be reflected
in the fiseal year 1976 distribution when
new AFDC data is available. All updating
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will use January figures for the follow-
ing fiscal year,

Besides improving the low-income in-
formation the new bill reduces the re=-
liance of the formula on the AFDC case-
loads in a particular area or State. In
the past as much as 70 percent of the
money a given State has received has
been because of the size of the AFDC
caseload and the payments which are
made under that program. Counting two-
thirds of AFDC above the poverty line
helped do away with the former double
counting of AFDC recipients. Some peo-
ple were counted in the census and then
again in the annual AFDC survey. The
two-thirds count will be more accurate
than the current full count.

The new law proposes fo pay each
State 40 percent of its actual per pupil
costs with a proviso that no State would
receive less than 80 percent of 40 percent
of the national average nor more than
120 percent of 40 percent of the national
average. What this means is that under
the new formula Alabama will be en-
titled to $310, Illinois $430, and New York
$465. Since the current law is only
funded at 36 percent of entitlement, the
actual difference to any State is not as
great as might be indicated by these
figures.

The use of a payment rate of 40 per-
cent instead of the former 50-percent
rate also decreases the authorizations for
the program to a more realistic level.
Under the old authorizafions in fiscal
1974 there were more than $5 billion for
title I. Under the new law the title I
authorization is reduced to $3.2 billion,
a figure 40 percent greater than the
President’s 1975 budget request.

The new formula adopted by the com-
mittee will determine a local school dis-
trict’s grant in 1975 fiscal year by multi-
plying the number of children from
families with incomes below the Orshan-
sky poverty level plus two-thirds of the
number of children from families with
incomes over $4,250 from AFDC pay-
ments by 40 percent of the State per
pupil expenditure, but the State per pupil
expenditure cannot exceed 120 percent
or be less than 80 percent of the national
per pupil expenditure. No local educa-
tional agency, however, can receive less
than 85 percent of its grant for the pre-
ceding year.

This formula with the updating
mechanisms promises to better reflect the
distribution of needy students in the
country and focus money on those most
deprived than did the old formula in the
latter years. I support it for these rea-
sons. The bill provides that we extend it
for 3 years so that we can review it and
make any adjustments necessary before
too much time passes.

The amount of change we can expect
is made clear by the Census Bureau when
they estimate that between 1970 and 1973
central cities lost over 4 million people
and suburban areas gained over 3 mil-
lion in the same period. These population
shifts go on constantly. The population
of the United States is not a very stable
factor. People move regularly and often-
times in unpredictable ways. I don't be-
lieve any of us are wise enough to look
ahead for 10 years and guess where the
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population will be distributed. I hope that
the census updates we are asking for help
us improve our aim if this method is re-
tained for distributing title I money.

Not only does the use of census data
tend to freeze us into the past but there
is an initial 2-percent error factor in
counting 5- to 17-year-olds. That error
factor may get larger when you look at
substate and subcounty Ilevel data.
Poor neighborhoods tend to be mis-
counted more than the well-to-do. The
miscount rate for black children is esti-
mated to be 10.1 percent by the Bureau of
the Census. Certainly neighborhoods
which are non-English speaking are not
counted as thoroughly as neighborhoods
with English-speaking residents.

The conclusion that one draws is that
census data gets worse as time passes and
it gets worse as you use smaller units of
analysis such as counties and school dis-
tricts. It does not have the reliability we
need to focus title I, nor does it have the
validity necessary to even insure that
poor children are receiving the services
that we intend them to receive.

A factor which makes AFDC awkward
is its rapid expansion. From 1966 to 1972
the number of public assistance recip-
ients jumped from about 7 million to
over 14 million. AFDC represents about
77 percent of this total. New York has
shown a 319-percent increase in AFDC
children from 1960 to 1970. California has
shown 384 percent for the same period.
The State showing the least change was
West Virginia at 9 percent. The average
was 206 percent for all the States. This
growth gives urban title I schools a de-
cided advantage. AFDC counts are taken
annually and always seem to increase,
Poor States with low AFDC payments
but growing populations must wait sev-
eral years before they receive title I
payments which reflect that growth.

The amount of error in AFDC reports
is stunning. In New York this figure was
60.5 percent. My point is not to be
critical of AFDC programs or their ad-
ministration, but to indicate their in-
appropriateness for our purposes. There
is, however, a strong movement to change
AFDC radically. Most suspect it will not
be recognizable as the same program in
another 10 years.

AFDC is a hard program to administer.
The rules are complicated and unclear.
To make things worse, the rules change
frequently. An overworked welfare stafl
turns over quickly. It is reported that 50
percent of the caseworker level staff has
less than 2 years’ experience. The obvious
chance for errors increases under these
conditions.

Those factors taken as a total, make it
impossible to use AFDC as a good index
of educational need. When AFDC is
linked with outdated census data, an
awkward formula is created to become
the mechanism for distribuiton of title
I funds,

The gentleman from Kentucky (Mr,
PerxINs) when he explained title I,
described the Orshansky definition of
poverty. It is true that it is not as re-
fined as some people would like. I noted
the colloguy held with the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. PERKINS) that the
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difference in a certain income in
New York as compared to, we will say,
in Mississippi, does vary. But there is no
way of finding that information out
right now.

Those who do not like the Orshansky
formula wish to go to some fixed sum,
$3,000, $4,000, $3,500, or what-have-you,
and that is less equitable than the
Orshansky formula because the Orshan-
sky formula at least takes into con-
sideration the differences in poverty
between the size of the families and also
brings in the factor of farm-nonfarm.

I personally do not agree that there is
that vast difference between farm and
nonfarm as the Orshansky formula puts
into practice, but anyone from the city
who claims that there is unfair treat-
ment in that the farm families are con-
sidered at too high an income is just not
accurate, farm and nonfarm families
with respect to the Orshansky formula,
and you have a lower figure for a farm
family.

The updating, then, is an attempt to
try and make that census information as
equitable as possible. However, we should
bear in mind that when this goes into
effect in c¢he school year of 1974-75,
already children who were counted in the
1970 census will no longer be in school
because we will have been 5 years past
that date when the income information
was secured.

The gentleman from New York (Mr.
Peyser) and some others have indicated
that we should wait because in March
there will be new information on the Or-
shansky updating, which Mr. PEYsEr has
indicated. I believe, would be $4,629. But
there is no sense in waiting for that, be-
cause in updating the Orshansky for-
mula, in determining who is receiving
AFDC payments above that, it will not be
until later in the year when we learn the
AFDC payments, and it will not be until
January 1975, that that information will
be made available to us.

For the next school year, the $4,250 is
the figure of updated Orshansky average
for a nonfamily of four that is going to
be used. So we would wait forever if we
were going to wait for all of the informa-
tion that is going to be necessary to de-
termine what is going to be made avail-
able in fiscal year 1976. We just do not
know. There is no way of weighing it.
We have all the information now that
will be utilized in determining the dis-
tribution of money in fiscal year 1975.
That is what is ahead of us.

The old law also is different, as the
chairman of the committee, the gentle-
man from Kentucky (Mr. PERKINS) in-
dicated, where we used one-half of the
State costs, or one-half of the national
costs, whichever was the highest. This
led to situations where some very low-
spending States, particularly in the
South, were utilizing the national aver-
age and getting a much greater payment
rate than anyone else. Alabama, with a
1971-72 per-pupil cost of $563, was using
the national cost of $970, and therefore
was eligible for a payment of $485 per
child.

Illinois, on the other hand, with a per-
pupil cost of $1,075, was using one-half
of its cost or $537.50, which was only $52
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more than Alabama, even though the
actual differences in cost were more than
$500 per child.

On the other extreme, New York was
using one-half of its total cost of $1,513
and, therefore, becoming eligible for a
per-pupil entitlement of almost $756.

With regard to the last point, it is in-
teresting to note that although New
York’'s average per-pupil cost is more
than 150 percent of the national aver-
age, its average salary for classroom
teachers is only about 120 percent of the
national average. The extra costs in New
York are apparently due to a large de-
gree to the very rich pension system and
smaller class size whiech that State main-
tains, and that is the reason why we use
120 percent of the national average as
the limit beyond which a State cannot
go. Instead of bringing a State up te
the national average, of the poorer
States, we are bringing them up to 80
percent of the national average, if they
happen to be at a figure below that.

If we think that problems exist with
the census information, and that data is
shaky, the AFDC is a seismic catastrophe
in comparison. The AFDC figures vary,
depending on the wealth of the State.
The wealthier States pay much higher
AFDC payments. In fact, 7 of the rich-
est States are also in the top 10 States
relying on AFDC in title I.

AFDC also varies within the States.
The urban areas are more likely to pro-
vide higher AFDC payments and more
AFDC than the nonurban areas.

Also, some minority groups do not go
on AFDC the way other minority groups
do and the majority race does. I mention
here particularly Chicanos and Orien-
tals. The indication in California is that
a very low percentage of them are on
AFDC in comparison to both the edu-
cational disadvantagement and the in-
come of the individual.

There seems to be a feeling that if a
person has higher income on AFDC he
is more poor than a person who is not
on AFDC with a lower income. I do not
think that is right. The income a person
receives is important as to whether a
person is low income or not.

AFDC is very difficult to administer.
It is interesting that nationally about
40 percent of the AFDC recipients are
not receiving the proper amount, that
is, some above receive more than they
should and some receive less than they
should and some are ineligible entirely.
It is interesting that in the State of New
York this amounts to 60 percent. As far
as those ineligible, 10 percent of those
en AFDC in the Nation are ineligible
under an HEW study but 17.5 percent
in New York and 16.7 percent in Penn-
sylvania are estimated fto be ineligible,
while on the other side 2.2 percent in
Arkansas and 1.9 percent in North Da-
kota are all that are ineligible in those
States, indicating that they evidently are
more careful in how they hand out AFDC
payments in those States.

All those inequities and changes affect
the title I formula. So to the extent that
the census information is inaccurate this
makes for an inequitable title I formula.
To the extent AFDC is inaccurate, this
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causes a title I formula that is inappro-
priate or inequitable.

As I indicated, however, this is all we
have available to us now. There was a
presumption that there was a high cor-
relation between low income and educa-
tional disadvantagement in 1965. We
continue on that presumption, not hav-
ing adequate studies available to us to
show how far off the mark that really
is. I think it is possible, however, to use
other information. An assessment is one
that I think is available to us which
presently has been going on in the Na-
tion and it has been for a few years, the
national assessment for educational
processes, which is conducted by the
educational commissions of the States.
Dr. Stan Ahmann of the National Assess-
ment of Edueational Progress, says
that—

Technical problems associated with the de-
velopment of achievement exercises and the
gathering and analysis of data they yield
have either been solved or can be solved with
proper effort.

So, hopefully, with the NIE study that
is proposed in this legislation, we can
have that information at our dispesal
when this law is to be continued again,
which will enable us to determine who
is educationally disadvantaged and get
the money there.

In my estimation not more than 25
percent of the children with severe
learning problems are actually receiving
help under title L. I think that is actually
a little high and I think the program
would be much better accepted if any-
one who is educationally disadvantaged
would be able to receive the henefit of
assistance from title I.

Criterion reference tesis are now avail-
able to a large extent which were not
available in some years past. They have
been used primarily as a teaching tool.
Dr. James Popham of UCLA, one of the
early developers of criterion-referenced
testing makes the following analogy to
explain the method:

The dog owner who wants to keep his dog
in the back yard may give the dog a fence
jumping test. The owner wants to find out
how high the dog can jump so that the owner
can build a fence high enocugh to keep the
dog in the yard. How the dog compares with
other dogs is irrelevant.

Largely in an effort to remedy some of
the weaknesses of norm-referenced
measures, criterion-referenced tests are
designed in such a way as to be more
accurately interpretable, detect the ef-
fects of good instruction, and allow us
to make more accurate diagnoses of indi-
vidual learners’ capabilities, What I am
talking about here is finding out what it
is a child has achieved and what can be
accomplished in a particular period of
time. It is my feeling that tests, es-
pecially in reading and math, give us the
best information on who is educationally
disadvantaged or not. The State of Mich-
igan already is utilizing that system of
criterion and reference testing to dis-
tribute the money for educationally dis-
advantaged in Michigan.

Other States have developed this
mechanism and are moving toward
that. So in this 3 years we will not only
have the NIE study available to us, but

6285

also experience by some other States be-
sides Michigan.

It is interesting to note from the two
studies, all that I have beer able to find,
which is the Dr. Eugene Glass of the
University of Colorado study and the
Fortune study by Dr. Simmin Fortune,
indicate there are more disadvantaged
children from families above the poverty
level than there are from families who
are below the poverty level. That is not to
say that the same percentage of educa-
tionally disadvantaged exist in families
above the poverty level. That is not true.
They have a smaller percentage than the
families in the poverty level; however,
there are many more families above the
poverty level that they give us a total
number of children who have severe
learning problems to be greater in the
above-poverty-level families.

So, Mr. Chairman, I think that we
have made some substantial progress in
this legislation. They are also going to
give more flexibility to the school dis-
tricts, the school districts with the ap-
proval of the parent advisery councils
who are presently set up and established
under present law.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
fleman has again expired.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 2 additional minutes.

Mr, Chairman, there will have to be
approval for any change in the present
operation, here now in determining
where the part of the school’s responsi-
bility exists, only low-income informa-
tion is utilized. The local school district
will be able to use additional informa-
tion, including assessments, including
where the educationally disadvantaged
are attending and provide title I assist-
ance wherever there is a concentration
of educationally disadvantaged in an
area.

This kind of flexibility will enable them
to reach children who are most educa-
tionally disadvantaged.

There are standards, methods of deter-
mining who is educationally disadvan-
taged within a school district. We will be
able to learn from that also, selecting
the children. States who do neot have
contributions of their own money to the
extent that Michigan has, use educa-
tional assessments now in distributing
their State-appropriated money. Califor-
nia is an example of that.

So there is a host of information that
is available to us now. I believe that the
experience we will have under title I in
the next 3 years will enable this Congress
to write even a far better piece of legis-
lation in years from now than we have
before us now.

TUSE OF ASSESEMENT AS A MECHANISM FOR
DISTRIBEUTING TITLE I MONEY

There are two amendments to title I
which I believe will allow us to investigate
more fully the effectiveness of distribut-
ing compensatory education money by
the use of assessment techniques. I co
not believe we should arbitrarily lock
local school districts into one procedure
by which they are allowed to distribute
title I money.

The first amendment simply gives the
local school district a chance to use alter-
native methods to distribute title I money
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to schools and students. California, for
example, uses measures of poverty, bilin-
gualism, transitoriness and educational
assessment to target State-appropriated
compensatory money. Under this amend-
ment any method used by a local district
shall be designed to meet the needs of
educationally disadvantaged children.
Funds must be used in schools with con-
centrations of educationally disadvan-
taged children. Any method elected must
be acceptable to the parent advisory
councils, These councils were authorized
in 1970 and are designed fo act as a
group to involve parents in the school
and disseminate information about the
schools to the community.

This amendment would help a com-
munity like Oakland, Calif., where they
found that the schools containing chil-
dren with the greatest educational defi-
cits were not the school with the finan-
cially poorest students. Under current
law they are required to continue to use
title I money in the areas of less intense
educational need. Another advantage of
this amendment is that it gives a specific
task to the parent advisory groups.

The second amendment which is being
introduced charges NIE to undertake a
thorough evaluation and study of com-
pensatory education programs. The study
shall include: First, an examination of
the fundamental purposes of such pro-
grams, and the effectiveness of such pro-
grams in attaining such purposes; sec-
ond, an analysis of means to accurately
identify the children who have the great-
est need for such programs; third, an
analysis of the effectiveness of methods
and procedures for meeting the educa-
tional needs of children, including the
use of individualized written educational
plans for children, and programs for
training the teachers of children; fourth,
an exploration of alternative methods,
including the use of procedures to assess
educational disadvantage, for distribut-
ing funds under such programs to States,
to State educational agencies, and to
local educational agencies in an equitable
and efficient manner, which will insure
that such funds reach the areas of great-
est current need, and fifth, NIE will
carry out experimental programs where
it is determined that such experimental
programs are necessary to carry out
these investigations.

The Institute will make an interim
report to Congress and the President by
December 1976, and a final report 9
months later. This report will include
findings and recommendations for
changes in title I and for new legislation.
NIE will be advised by the National Ad-
visory Council on the Education of Dis-
advantaged Children with the respect to
the design and execution of any such
study.

I believe this research is necessary in
order to insure that we are doing the
best possible job for children with educa-
tional need. The knowledge we might
gain from such a study will have influ-
ence far beyond the question posed.
Without this basic knowledge we will con-
tinue to struggle blindly with the issues,
never satisfied that we are doing the best
that we can do. Research has helped us
go to the Moon, find a cure for polio, and
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provide new sources of food for the world.
Without an organized research base we
have little hope of solving the staggering
problems in education. This is one small
step in solving one of the major prob-
lems of our time.

The amendment providing for local
options as to how title I money can be
distributed and the amendment provid-
ing for a broad investigation of compen-
satory education by NIE should provide
some basic information which will allow
us to address the basic issue of title I.
That question is whether title I is a pro-
gram to help redistribute income or a
program to help educationally disad-
vantaged children. I believe we are best
served by a program which addresses it-
self to educational need.

ASSESSMENT

I believe that we will eventually be
better able to distribute compensatory
education money by using assessment
procedures as a basis instead of economic
factors. I hope I have made you aware
of the problems inherent in any economic
formula used to distribute educational
money to students. The alternative to
that is assessment. All I mean by this is
that each school district should be re-
quired to individually diagnose and assess
both the educational deficiencies and the
educational potential of each student re-
quiring remedial assistance.

I do not want people to believe that I
am suggesting the use of traditional
normed tests. I believe that criterion-
referenced tests provide relief from the
tyranny of testing we have all experi-
enced. Criterion-referenced measures are
used to ascertain an individual's status
with respect to some criterion, that is, an
explicitly described type of learner com-
petence. These assessments should be
limited to the areas of mathematics and
reading.

I would hope that following this assess-
ment, goals could be determined for each
student. This could be done in a cooper-
ative manner involving the teacher, the
parents, and the student. The objective
would be to raise the skill level of each
student as rapidly as possible, in a man-
ner which reinforces learning in the
home and makes the school an integral
part of the community.

This technique is widely accepted. It
makes such good sense. It is not fool-
proof or perfect, as many have pointed
out, but it is not evident that putting
more money into the current system is
fnoing to improve the chances for learn-

g.
Dr. Dale Parnell, superintendent of
public instruction for the State of Ore-
gon, stated the problem very aptly when
he said that the plan I am proposing
today—

Would do for educational problems what
penicillin does for medical problems: 1t
would strike directly at the source of the in-
fection of nonachievement in the specific
and absolutely crucial area of reading and
mathematics, The original Title I of ESEA
was more similar to aspirin in its approach
to student nonachievement. It diffused med-
fcine in terms of doses of dollars about the
same unspecific way in which aspirin works—
sometimes it gets to the source of the pain
and sometimes it doesn't, and nobody really
knows why or how.
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We do have the technology for assess-
ment. Since 1968 the actual level of edu-
cational skill of American young people
has been assessed in a wide variety of
subject areas. The results of each of those
annual assessments have been reported
and are available through the Govern-
ment Printing Office. The current opera-
tion known as the National Assessment
of Educational Progress has chosen to
compare students by region rather than
by State.

States are well into the use of assess-
ment. Each of the 54 States and terri-
tories has reported assessment action.
Thirty of the programs are operational
and 24 are emerging. The information
gathered is used for decisionmaking at
the State and local level. In eight of the
States, assessment data is used to allo-
cate educational funds. These States are:
Arizona, California, Colorado, Maine,
Michigan, New York, South Carolina,
and Texas. In 10 other States, the inten-
tions are to use assessment information
to distribute funds. These States are:
Connecticut, Illinois, Kansas, Louisiana,
Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska,
New Jersey, and Ohio. Educaticnal Test-
ing Service reports that there is a definite
trend toward the use of criterion-refer-
enced testing. The amazing thing about
these State programs is the rapidity with
which they have been developed. Five
years ago there was only a handful of
States that had ongoing State assess-
ment programs, in a few years all will
have an assessment program of some
type.

We have been told that to improve the
delivery of census data so that we could
get update information every 3 years
would cost $32 million just to start. Peo-
ple I have contacted among assessment
firms estimate that a program using cri-
terion-referenced instruments to allocate
funds among the States utilizing results
from children tested at three age levels
could be conducted for about $5.3 million
annual cost. Total cost would be less if
we took a sample every other year.

I believe that by moving toward an
education definition of academic depri-
vation instead of an economic definition
we can broaden the constituency for title
I. There are many hard-working people
in our country who are not poor and
whose children are having real difficulty
in school. There are more children hav-
ing problems in basic skills from families
above the poverty level than below. This
statistic makes my point that we are
missing a sizable number of children who
need help and are not poor. It should
be remembered that if an assessment
program were introduced we would still
focus educational services on communi-
ties which have low income.

Dr. John Porter, superintendent of
schools in Michigan, contends that Mich-
igan's compensatory education program
was increased when they enlarged the
number of students who were potentially
eligible for the extra help. Communities
receive help which never did under strict
economic guidelines. The districts in
communities heavily populated by poor
and minorities are very pleased with the
new program since they not only con-
tinue to receive the largest share of the
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money, but will also benefit from in-
creases in appropriations as public sup-
port pushes the funding of the program
higher.

There is such need for education across
this country. I am sure that if all the
parents whose children were having
difficulty in school know that the Gov-
ernment was attempting to do something
for them that we would have the constit-
uency needed to increase funding to the
levels that really could make a difference.
As it stands now 6.6 million schoolchil-
dren out of 50 million are counted for
title I money. This is in face of the fact
that 15 million children are having severe
learning problems in school.

People become dissatisfied if children
are having trouble in school and the
school does not seem to be able to cope
with the difficulties. The NAACP has
launched an investigation of reading
programs in our Nation’s schools and will
report their findings to the 1974 national
convention, The Lau court case in San
Francisco indicates the need of our
schools to respond to unique problems of
bilingual children in our communities.
The Mexican-American community sued
schools because so many of their chil-
dren had been put in classes for the re-
tarded. The indications that we need to
improve our education system are strong.
People are not as willing as they used to
be to let the schools make decisions about
their child which might keep that child
out of the mainstream of American life.
People want their children to have the
skills and abilities to deal in a world
where 95 percent of the jobs require a
high school education. That just does not
mean a degree but an ability to deal with
symbols and abstractions. Inasmuch as
our schools fail to do this parents and
taxpayers are angry, most especially the
poor are angry because their children
are the ones who are most dependent on
the schools for their future.

Much of this anger is focused on tests
because tests seem to be the magic wand
by which some children are tracked into
less demanding and more limiting pro-
grams. I want to make clear that cri-
terion-referenced tests are not nationally
normed tests by which 50 percent of the
takers have to be below average. They
only help local districts identify children
who cannot perform tasks deemed im-
portant at certain levels of development.
An analogy might be training someone
to be a lifeguard. If the person passes all
the subtests he is qualified to be a life-
guard. The concern is not with how well
a person does in relation to all others
taking lifeguard training, but in rela-
tion to what is necessary to save lives.

Surely we need to do everything we can
to help us assess the needs of children
in our schools. Doctors order tests before
they prescribe therapy and examinations
are continued to monitor how well the
patient is responding to treatment. Doc-
tors do not give the same tests to every-
one but there are a couple so basic to any
analysis that anyone who has been to a
doctor has had them. I think the analogy
holds in education. Mathematics and
reading are so fundamental to life in our
culture that we cannot afford to miss
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them. After we ascertain the needs of
children we need to prescribe the proper
program to assure their success. We cer-
tainly need to assess their progress from
time to time to make sure the program
is having any effect. To have education
without assessment is akin to prescrib-
ing drugs to a patient without first try-
ing to ascertain what is wrong.

If people are angry at schools for not
helping children, I hope that they do
not become angry at the instruments
which many schools have used badly.
Our schools need some resurrecting and
I believe that assessment is necessary to
that end.

I would like to summarize this section
by quoting Dr. John Porter, of Michigan.
He says:

The ultimate performance objective, of
course, is to provide students with the min-
Imum skills necessary to take full advan-
tage of the adult choices that will be avail-
able to them after their schooling has been
completed.

OTHER AMENDMENTS

There are several shorter amendments
that have been added to H.R. 69 which
will help improve the law.

The first group of these are related to
title I, First, and, in many people's eyes,
most importantly, local school districts
are required to make schools eligible for
these funds for 3-year periods. All of us
have received complaints about title I
programs because they do not have the
permanency necessary to make them
effective.

Another amendment helps make clear
the fact that title I grants are limited to
providing the “excess costs” of educa-
tion. Local and State compensatory edu-
cation programs, bilingual education
programs, and programs for handicaped
children are encouraged by excluding the
funds spent on such programs from local
determinations of comparability. This
will insure that States and LEA’s are not
penalized for using their own dollars for
special programs for the handicapped,
the disadvantaged and those with need.

The amendment repeals part B of title
I which was an incentive grant given to
States which exceeded the national
effort index. Part C is also to be repealed.
This is labeled “Special Grants for Urban
and Rural Schools Serving Areas With
the Highest Concentrations of Children
From Low-Income Families.” Both have
been repealed in line with evaluation
reports which call them inefficient and
cumbersome and suggest the dollars
could be better spent in part A grants
to LEA’s.

CONSOLIDATION

This amendment, authored by the
gentleman from California (Mr, BeLy),
consolidates various existing cate-
gorical programs into two larger pro-
grams. The new programs are: libraries
and instructional resources and support
and innovation.

The libraries and instructional re-
sources program will contain ESEA II
which is money for school library re-
sources. This includes textbooks and
other printed and published instruc-
tional materials. The part of ESEA III
will be included which provides money
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for guidance and counseling. The last
grant category to be included is title
III of NDEA which provides money for
laboratory and other special equipment.
Local districts are given discretion in
how they spend this money as long as it
falls into the broad categories.

The second large program, support
services and educational innovation, will
include title IIT of ESEA which is money
earmarked for innovation. There is a
special stipulation in this section which
directs that not less than 15 percent of
this category funds be used for special
programs and projects for the education
of children with specific learning dis-
abilities and handicapped children. This
stipulation also provides program au-
thority for gifted and talented children.
The next title to be included is title V
of ESEA which provides money for the
strengthening of State departments of
education, Only 15 percent of the over-
all category can be used for this purpose.
The last sections to be included are the
dropout prevention and school health
and nutrition programs of title I.

Another provision of the amendment
is that 95 percent of the funds in both
of the categories must go to local edu-
cational agencies. The remaining 5 per-
cent may be spent for administration of
the programs at the State level. This, of
course, is exclusive of the money which
is provided specifically for strengthen-
ing State departments of education.

The libraries and instructional re-
sources program is authorized to spend
$395 million and the support and inno-
vation program is authorized at $350
million.

In order for the consolidation to take
effect, the appropriations for each of the
consolidation programs must at least
equal the aggregate amount appropri-
ated in the last fiscal year that the con-
stituent programs operated as separate
categorical authorities. The separate au-
thorities will be extended on a contin-
gency basis if the appropriation require-
ment is not met.

We stipulated that local educational
agencies applying for funds under any
or all programs authorized by this title
shall be required to submit only one ap-
plication for such funds for any fiscal
yvear for all of the funds so applied for.
This will be a big help in simplifying of-
fice work at the State and local level.
I am sure that the States and local edu-
cation agencies will be grateful for this
freedom from paperwork.

It is a move which will help give local
schools a chance to assess their own
needs and get Federal help in meeting
those needs. In many cases, under the old
law, schools would apply for funds under
a narrow grant not because they needed
or wanted the program, but because the
money was there. I believe the time is
here to allow those people who are re-
sponsible for education at the local and
State level make the decisions in light
of their needs.

I want to emphasize the fact that this
program will not take effect unless funds
are appropriated which are equal to fis-
cal year 1974. This protects recipients of
these programs from a loss of funds dur-
ing the change.
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IMPACT ATD

The subcommittee version of HR. 69
contained several significant amend-
ments to the impact aid program includ-
ing: First, a phaseout of payments for
“B-out” children; second, a 3-percent
absorption requirement; third, payment
of A" children at full cost of instruction,
and fourth, elimination of the “C" cate-
gory. By a 21-to-15 vote, the committee
struck these amendments from the bill.
This virtually returns the program to its
original form with the exception of the
Tollowing provisions:

A program of special assistance for
handicapped children providing that
each impact-eligible handicapped child
can earn 1.5 times the normal payment
rate as long as the district has a special
education program of sufficient “size,
scope, and quality to give reasonable
promise of substantial progress.” All chil-
dren in such a program would receive
benefits from the funds earned by the
impact-eligible participants.

The section—5(d) (2)—governing the
treatment of impact funds as local re-
sources is amended to permit such funds
to be considered as local resources in
computations under a State equalization
formula for State aid to LEA’s if the Sec-
retary determines the formula provides
“appropriate recognition” to the relative
resources of the LEA’s.

All children who live on Federal prop-
erty are counted as “A’ children. This
affects mainly families who live on In-
dian reservations but make their income
working off of the reservation or unem-
ployed. Previously these children have
been counted as “B's."”

We extended impact aid for only 1
year, the program is authorized only
until June 30, 1974. I believe this short
authorization period indicates Congress
concern with the problems inherent in
the program. It indicates our desire to
sit down with people who are intimately
involved in HEW and in local impact aid
districts to work out a new formula
which is just and equitable. All of us are
well aware of the problems in impact aid.
The main problem is due to the money
given to schools for children whose par-
ents work on Federal land but live in a
school district that does not contain the
Federal property. This results in a few
commuter districts reaping a windfall of
Federal money.

ADULT EDUCATION

Adult education is a program that has
proven itself. So many people need a sec-
ond chance as adults to become literate,
functioning members of society.

This amendment helps clarify the re-
lationship of adult education programs
with manpower development and occu-
pational programs. The bill also provides
for coordination with right to read pro-
grams. The amendment makes clear that
institutionalized adults can benefit from
this program. That includes people in
mental hospitals, homes for the aged,
and prisons. It specifies that community
school programs can qualify for adult
education programs. The amendment
allows State advisory councils to be ap-
pointed if the State decides they are de-
sired. This amendment will put more
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responsibility on State departments of
education to work with local education
agencies on programs for adults.

These changes will help make the
adult education program more effective
by improving the coordination between
the several programs aimed at adults.
At a time when it is reported that nearly
19 million adults in America are not lit-
erate enough to read the simplest signs
and directions, we cannot do less.

The consolidatio:r amendment had in-
fluence on portions of the adult educa-
tion program. It allows 100 percent of
adult education money to go to the
States to be distributed under current
law. A portion of adult education money
is distributed by the Commissioner on
a grant basis.

COMMUNITY SCHOOLS

Community schools have a long history
in the United States, thanks mainly to
the Mott Foundation in Michigan. They
developed staff and paid for demonstra-
tion projects in Flint, Mich. The idea is
a simple one and has grown across the
country. You merely open the doors of
the schools after hours and on weekends.
The community uses the facilities for
any purposes they might have. Most
communities have recreation programs
for adults and children. These are classes
ranging from crafts to basic literacy;
there are seminars on income tax prob-
lems and community meetings, In short,
the school becomes a true center of the
community and that community defines
the purposes of that program.

We have seen some districts really
start to make important changes in how
they think about schools and the schools
relationship to the community as a result
of starting a community school program.
The legislation we pass shouldn’t restrict
local level options, in fact it should act
as a stimulus to thinking through the
new resolution of old problems.

HANDICAPFED

This amendment authorizes the con-
tinuation of the Bureau of Education for
the Handicapped and the National Ad-
g.sory Committee on Handicapped Chil-

en.

This program has provided grant
money to States and territories to help
initiate, expand, and improve programs
for educating the handicapped. Support
is included for experimental preschool
and early education programs and re-
gional resource centers for the handi-
capped. It also provides grants to insti-
tutions of higher learning to assist in im-
proving and training special education
personnel.

One of the amendments included re-
quires each State that receives funds un-
der this title to submit to the Commis-
sioner for approval 1 year after the en-
actment of this bill a State plan which
will identify handicapped children and
evaluate their needs. States currently
submit a plan providing descriptions and
policies of current programs; this
amendment directs them to make esti-
mates about the future. On the basis
of this information a timetable will be
established for providing educational op-
portunities for handicapped children.
This report will include details on the
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kind and number of facilities and per-
sonnel required to provide the necessary
services. The State shall make this in-
formation available to the parents of
handicapped children and other mem-
bers of the general public at least 30
days prior to the submission of the Com-
missioner. These reports will protect the
confidentiality of the information pro-
vided by individual students.

This amendment does not mandate a
State program for the handicapped.
Hopefully it will help awaken them to
the scope of the problem and sense of the
things that can be done at the State
level. It is estimated that there are 7
million handicapped children. We are
only reaching 40 percent of those chil-
dren with organized educational pro-
grams. This amendment will help us
ascertain what needs to be done, how
long it might take, and who is needed to
do the job. This is an important task and
one which has not been undertaken.

BILINGUAL EDUCATION ACT

This amendment provides broader
flexibility for bilingual programs without
involving additional funds. The changes
include: First, authority given to the
Commissioner of Education to establish
criteria for bilingual education programs
in schools having a major need for them.
This can be done after the needs in the
poverty concentration areas have been
adequately met; second, permissiveness
in allowing more than one local educa-
tional agency to join with other local
school distriets or with an institution of
higher education in an application for
a grant; third, specifically underscore
the fact that junior and community col-
leges are included in the definition of
“institutions of higher education,” and
forth, permit public or nonprofit private
agencies to be eligible for research and
development grants and projects to dis-
seminate bilingual educational materials.

These changes introduced in the com-
mittee by Mr. Berr and Ms. CHISHOLM
should allow greater economy and effi-
ciency in the bilingual education pro-
gram. Bilingual education is an idea
which has made a difference in our
schools. This amendment can help im-
prove the legislation.

TYDINGS AMENDMENT

This amendment, which allows States
and local school districts to carry over
appropriaated funds from one year to
the next year is extended through 1977.
This will allow schools an extra year to
organize so that they can use the money
effectively in next year’'s programs rather
than uneffectively in this year's program.
One of the frequent complaints school
people have about Federal money is that
the timing is bad. Money comes after
hiring cycles end, or has to be spent be-
fore a school year starts. These faults in
timing make for inefficient use of money
at the local level. This amendment gives
LEA’s the time they need to make proper
plans for spending.

ATHLETIC INJURY

I would like to draw your atiention to
an amendment introduced in the com-
mittee by Mr. ForsyTHE which mandates
the study of accidents due to interscho-
lastic sports. The sum of $75,000 is appro-
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priated for this purpose. The results of
this study will be helpful in deciding
what, if any, legislation is needed to cope
with sports-related accidents in our Na-
tion’s high schools and colleges.

SAFE SCHOOLS

Crime and violence seems to be on the
increase in our Nation's schools. The
safe schools study amendment directs
the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare to make a full and complete
study to determine if the incidence of
crime and violence in elementary and
secondary schools is changing. This study
will also include trends and projections
based on the 5-year period ended on
June 31, 1974.

This study should give us not only
much-needed information about fhis
problem, but information regarding as-
sociated economic and educational issues
which are correlated with school crime.

Hopefully we will be able to identify
school programs, especially federally
funded ones, which are successful in de-
terring crime. In hope that the study is
helpful because it is obvious that crime
and the fear of crime diminishes the
effectiveness of our schools at the same
time it increases the social problems. By
passing this amendment I believe that
we can begin to address this problem in
a most judicious manner.

WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE ON EDUCATION

This amendment authorizes a White
House Conference on Education in 1975.
It will involve participants in conference
activities at local and State levels as well
as the national. I believe that a broad
spectrum of citizens along with educators
in an intense debate about some central
issues in education can help infuse our
policies with new ideas and excitement.
This participation of the public in the
most public activity of the Government
is appropriate and necessary. I hope that
each community and State can pursue
the issues that are of concern to them
and move the debate to new levels of
meaningfulness.

I am sure that the knowledge gained
from this conference will be of great
help in our committees’ deliberations as
well as in State houses across the coun-
try. We have not had such a conference
for 10 years and the problems and chal-
lenges we face today have changed. We
need to address these new problems in
the fullest and most meaningful way pos-
sible. I believe a White House Confer-
gllejce on Education is the best way to do

S,

CONCLUDING STATEMENT

I would like to summarize this long
and rather involved presentation by hop-
ing and urging. I hope that we can come
to quick agreement with the other body
on this important legislation and I urge
the Appropriations Committee to act
guickly on the President’s fiscal year 1975
budget for elementary and secondary
education. All of us are aware of the
difficulties local districts have operating
on late funding and continuing resolu-
tions, In order to get the most out of
our education dollar, it should be de-
livered in a timely and predictable fash-
ion.
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We owe thanks to the administration
for working in a coopeartive manner
with us on this legislation. We have
moved toward agreement on consolida-
tion of programs and changes in impact
aid in this bill. The administration was
helpful in their desire to develop the
best legislation possible.

Second, I would like to address the
need for a closer congruence between the
authorizing of funds for education and
the appropriations. The authorization
for all the education programs in 1973
was $8.7 billion. The final appropriation
figure was $6.3 billion. I grant that it
was a very confusing year with the con-
tinuing resolution and the impoundment
question, but the final appropriation was
72 percent of the authorization. This
works a hardship on local school districts
trying to estimate their budgets for the
next year in their federally funded pro-
grams. We have authorized a lower figure
this year for title I and many other
titles, not because we expect a lower ap-
propriation but because it should help
the process at the local level of estimating
budgets and planning ahead.

My plea is that we should increase
Federal aid to education. Currently the
Federal Government is paying less than
8 percent of the Nation’s education costs.
We can increase that share to 25 percent.
This will help take the load off local dis-
tricts which pay 51 percent of the cost
and States which pay about 41 percent.

The importance of education is a na-
tional importance. As a national priority
we need to help every child reach his
potential as a citizen and as a person. In
order to do this with limited Federal dol-
lars we should focus money on compensa-
tory education, education of the handi-
capped and vocational education. H.R.
69 is a bill which helps do this. By sup-
porting this legislation we can move one
small step forward in the unfinished work
of the Nation. Education is central to this
country’'s ideas and promises. It is the
one avenue that all of our children can
use to realize their dreams and goals.

In closing, let me say that I believe,
I am confident that this bill we have be-
fore us is the best we can devise for the
country now. I believe if we study it well,
we will have it pretty much intact when
we report this bill fo the other body.

I believe that comes from the long
study that was conducted by the Mem-
bers of the Committee on Education and
Labor, who set aside their own personal
preferences in many cases to reach an
agreement, because they put the interests
of the children of this country No. 1,
rather than just retaining the amount of
money for their States or retaining the
amount of money for their school dis-
tricts in the congressional districts;
rather, the children of the country are
the most important.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from California (Mr, BELL).

Mr. BELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 69, a bill to amend and ex-
tend the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act of 1965.

Our committee spent over a year on
hearings and markup of this compre-
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hensive and complex bill, and I sincerely
believe, Mr, Chairman, that this piece of
legislation will serve well to improve the
quality of education and expand the op-
portunities of millions of our Nation’s
educationally disadvantaged children.

The bill we debate today is the product
of bipartisan effort and cooperation.

I wish to commend the chairman of
the Committee on Education and Labor
(Mr. PeErgINs) for his long and diligent
hours spent in efforts to work out the
provisions of this bill in accordance with
the experiences from which we have
learned so much since ESEA was first
enacted in 1965.

I also wish to commend my colleague
and ranking minority member of the full
commitiee (Mr. Quie) for the thought-
fulness of his significant contributions
to this bill.

Mr. PerINs and Mr. Quie deserve high
praise for the leadership they provided
in establishing the bipartisan atmos-
phere in which the bill was developed.

I believe that H.R. 69, “the elementary
and secondary education amendments
of 1974” will go far to continue and ex-
tend the good work begun in 1965 by that
Jandmark legislation. The Elementary
and Secondary Education Act.

At that time, Congress acted on its
highest instinct—to invest in the great-
est resource of our country—in the future
generation—in the children, whom the
system had too long overlooked, the eco-
nomically and educationally disadvan-
taged children of this great country.

Future years will show us what our
legislation has accomplished—the future
will show us how many useful, fulfilled,
taxpaying citizens are sharing the bene-
fits this country has to offer—citizens
who through education broke the syn-
drome of poverty—citizens of tomorrow
whose opportunities were created by citi-
zens here today.

Mr. Chairman, I fully support H.R. 69
and its improvements over provisions of
existing legislation.

I would like to call your attention to
one of the important improvements of
this bill.

The consolidation provision combines
seven categorical programs into two
broad purpose programs: one for library
and instructional resources, and the
other for innovation and support services

The program for library and instrue-
tional resources consolidates the existing
school library program, title 2, ESEA,
the equipment program, title 3, NDEA—
and the guidance and counseling pro-
gram, part of title 3 of ESEA.

The program for innovation and sup-
port services consolidates the remainder
of title 3, ESEA for innovation—the
dropout prevention and the health and
nutrition programs, title 8, of ESEA—
and the program of aid to State depart-
ments of education, title 5 of ESEA.

Without withdrawing any Federal
commitment to any of the existing cate-
gorical programs, this consolidation pro-
vision will mean increased fiexibility for
local school districts.

These districts will be able to use mon-
eys in accordance with local needs and
priorities.
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Another important addition to H.R.
69 is the provision for a safe schools
study.

The study it authorizes will, for the
first time, provide Congress with com-
prehensive and nationwide informa-
tion—information on the nature and ex-
tent of ecrime and violence in our
schools—information we may use to seek
solutions which are based on actual and
unmet needs of our children and their
teachers.

H.R. 69 represents the best efforts and
highest motivations of our committee
members on both sides of the aisle.

I urge my colleagues here today to
join me in support of this bill and in
the investment it makes in the future
of our Nation’s children.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Washington (M.
Meeps) such time as he may consume.

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

Mr, MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. MOAEKLEY. Mr. Chairman, if
someone wanted to put a highway, a
high-rise, or even a jack-in-the-box in
your neighborhood, your State or local
government would surely grant you and
your neighbors a say in the matter.

And, if a majority of your neighbors
objected to such a project, that project
would be abandoned.

Such is the democratic tradition.

Mr. Chairman, because of a law passed
by Congress, building developers must
now draw up an environmental impact
statement before being allowed to lay
the first brick of a construction project.

This environmental impact statement
must show that no significant harm to
the physical landscape or ecology of the
neighborhood involved would result from
construction of the proposed buildings.
Sometimes, hundreds of thousands of
dollars are spent on these environmental
impact statements, And all this before
the first brick may be laid.

Why then is the question of the loca-
tion of our children’s education handled
differently?

Why then do we not take the same ra-
tional, careful and sensitive approach
when it comes to “people projects”?

Why do those who want to implement
plans that involve people not have to
first prepare a social impact statement?
Why do they not have to offer social im-
pact statements that show that their
“people project” will not harm the hu-
man landscape and ecology of the neigh-
borhood involved?

Why, Mr. Chairman, do we seem to
place a greater value on those things cre-
ated by man than we do on those things
created by God?

Mr. Chairman, next week the House of
Representatives has another opportu-
nity to legislate an end to forced busing
in America. We must not fail. And, for
a reason I believe deserves the support
- of every Congressman in this Chamber.

Attempting to achieve desegregation
through forced busing will lead only to
even greater and more permanent re-
segregation, not the meaningful, inte-
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grated, and equal educational opportu-
nity we seek for our children.

In my own city of Boston, implemen-
tation of forced busing could lead coun-
terproductively to an 80-percent non-
white public school system by 1984.

In the past 8 years alone, Boston's
nonwhite public school population rose
from 23 percent to 38.7 percent. In the
United States against Indianapolis, an
August 1971 desegregation case, the
court pointed out that when the percent-
age of black pupils in a given school ap-
proaches 40, the white exodus becomes
accelerated and irreversible,

When the Federal judge made this
finding, Indianapolis’ public schools
were only eight-tenths of a percentage
point more filled with black pupils than
are Boston's right now. And that is with-
out court-ordered busing.

In San Francisco, after court-ordered
busing, there was a 13-percent drop in
white student population in 1 year. Inter-
estingly, probusing advocates had argued
that there would be only a 3-percent
drop.

In Norfolk, Va., court-imposed busing
brought a drop of 20 percent.

In Pasadena, Calif., there was a 2-year
drop of 22 percent.

Ironically enough, if, as it seems prob-
able, it is the somewhat better off and
more mobile who leave the public school
system when busing is imposed, the al-
ready virtually negligible effect on the
achievement of black children will be
even further reduced.

The danger of resegregation is real.
Last year, both the Federal district and
appeals courts hearing the judges ad-
mitted freely that the Detroit plan—such
as is now proposed for Boston—would
lead to a single, segregated nonwhite
Detroit school system in a State which is
87 percent white and 13 percent black.

Mr. Chairman, recently the voters of
Durham, N.H., voted to keep out the pro-
posed Onassis oil refinery. Because of the
energy crisis, the Durham decision af-
fected every New Englander. But the
proposed refinery would have affected the
people of Durham most of all.

So the people of Durham made their
decision, and the rest of us, whether we
agree or disagree with the result, must
accept that decision and adapt accord-
ingly. That is the democratic way.

Mr. Chairman, I think the people of
Boston should have the same rights as
the people of Durham.

The people of Boston do not want
forced busing. That is their feeling. And,
if they are given the chance to register
that feeling through the political process,
that will be their decision.

And the rest of the country, whether
they agree or disagree with the people
of Boston, should respect their right to
decide upon a matter that affects them
most directly.

To those who favor forced busing, I
ask you to reconsider where your action
would lead. I ask that you recognize that
desegregation through forced busing will
lead to greater and more permanent re-
segregation. Obviously, this would be
counterproductive.
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To those who intend to join me next
week in attempting again to legislate an
end to forced busing, I urge you to stand
firm in your belief that every man and
woman in America has at least the same
right to be heard over the location of his
child’'s education as they do to be heard
over the location of a proposed ham-
burger stand.

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 69—not because I be-
lieve it is perfect—we will never achieve
that—but because I think it represents
substantial change for the good in nu-
merous areas of concern.

Obviously the most important change
is that effecting the distribution of title
I funds under the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act. If I could para-
phrase Winston Churchill, I would say
this is the worst possible formula—ex-
cept all others. For far too long we have
been sending money where the problems
were in 1959—the year statisties were
gathered for the 1960 census, In some in-
stances, the problem areas are the same
in 1974, but in many others both the
problems and the areas have changed.
The new formula in H.R. 69 attempts to
reallocate Federal dollars so that the
greatest problem areas will receive the
most funds and the most attention. Ra-
ther than the old formula’s flat amount,
poverty levels will now be determined
under the Orshansky formula's varying
basis. Most importantly, the new formula
takes into account the number of chil-
dren in a family. Under the old formula
it made no difference how many school-
age children there were as long as the
breadwinner earned less than $2,000.
Thus, if a family with one child earned
$1,999, that child was counted. But in
another family with six school-age chil-
dren and a family income of $2,001 not
one child was counted. Under the new
formula a sliding scale based on the
number of children will allow a much
more equitable distribution.

The Orshansky formula also resembles
the cost of living scale in differentiating
between farm and nonfarm families.
There is no perfect measure of poverty in
all areas of this Nation. But the new sys-
tem of distribution under the Orshansky
b { ?cxl'mula in H.R. 69 is far superior to the
old.

We have known for some time that un-
der the old formula funds were sent to
problem areas designated by 1959 statis-
tics. In some instances these allocations
were made with little relationship to
present conditions. To prevent this hap-
pening under the new formula, this bill
provides for a study of ways to update
the formula without experiencing the
distortion of 10-year-old census statis-
tics.

Mr. Chairman, title IV of HR. 69 is an
amendment and extension of the Adult
Education Act. This title is actually HR.
7818, as introduced by 40 colleagues and
myself in May of 1973. A similar bill was
introduced by Senator Javirs and col-
leagues in the other body.

Census figures tell us that nearly one-
third of the adults in the United States—
64 million—have less than a high school
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education. Of these, 22 million have
less than a full elementary school
education. From a purely practical point
of view we cannot afford to ignore the
education needs of the adult population.
The latest income statistics available in-
dicate that a high school graduate earns
nearly double the amount earned by
someone with less than an 8th grade
education. What this means to our na-
tional economy is significant. What it
means to the individuals in terms of en-
riched lives is even more important.

Title IV extends the Adult Education
Act of 1966 for 3 years. It takes the 15
percent discretionary funds of the Com-
missioner and requires that all funds be
distributed to the States. The States
then reserve up to 15 percent for special
projects and teacher training. Coopera-
tion between programs under this title
and manpower programs within the
States is required. For the first time,
States are given the discretion of using
up to 25 percent of their funds in excess
of the 1973 allotment for high scheool
equivaleney programs. Institutionalized
adults are included in the program for
the first time.

There are also additional important
provisions that, when combined to those
set out, will have the effect of continuing
and expanding our commitment to pro-
vide that second chance for the illiterate,
the poorly educated, the adult with yes-
terday’s training for today’s jobs.

Mr. Chairman, there are in this bill
important changes and advances for the
most disadvantaged Americans, the
American Indian, the migrant, and the
handicapped. Additional funds and em-
phasis are placed on bilingual education.
Anyone who has experienced the fright-
ening experience of trying to learn in
other than one's mother tongue can
really appreciate the value of these pro-
grams. We also take an important new
step in community education in this bill.

Mr. Chairman, we have debated on the
floor of this House for a number of years
the impact aid program. Let me say at
the outset that I feel the impact aid pro-
gram has been and should continue to
be a vital and helpful part of Federal aid
to education. There is overwhelming evi-
dence of the special problems of school
districts impacted by Federal activities—
especially the military. But there are in-
equities in the impact aid program which
may be the death knell of the entire pro-
gram if they are not corrected.

One of the inequities in the impact aid
law not dealt with in this bill is inade-
quate Federal funding in some in-
stances—"3-A"” children whose parents
live and work on Federal property—and
Federal funds are paid to some school
districts for which there is absoluiely no
justification—where children atternd
schools in one school district and their
parent is employed as a civilian on Fed-
eral property in another taxing district.

Both the Johnson and the Nixon ad-
ministrations have sought to cut funds
for all so-called “B” children and have
justified these recommendations on the
basis that there is no justification for
payment to a school district in which
the child attends school when the Fed-
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eral facility is not located there. While
the illustration is correct, it does net
apply to all “B" children. Clearly one
of the original reasons for the impact
aid program was that children of our
uniformed services should be guaranteed
adequate funding for whatever schools
they attend. Alse, just as clearly, there
is an impact on the school district where
a Federal facility is located. To abolish
funding in the latter two illustrations
because of the inequity in the first would
be wrong. But until this program is cor-
rected by those of us who respect it, the
program is in great danger from the
budget cutters who have never liked it.

That is why, Mr. Chairman, I shall
support only a l-year extension of the
impact aid legislation. I feel the sup-
porters of this program should be re-
quired to keep their shoulders to the
wheel in an around-the-clock effort to
provide answers to the legitimate com-
plaints against impact aid. I pledge to
work with anyone who is seriously inter-
ested in remedying these problems so
that we can continue, on a permanent
basis, legislation which responds to the
actual impact of Federal activities on
local school districts.

Another issue which the committee
bill deals with is whether States may
count impact aid payments in de-
termining equalization payments to local
school districts. In 1966, the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. WiLLiam D. Forb)
and I were successful in amending the
impact aid law so as to prohibit the
States from counting impaect funds in
their equalization formulas. We did this
because States were taking advantage of
impact aid districts, taking more Fed-
eral impact aid money than they re-
turmed in State equalized payments., I
was opposed to that then and I am op-
posed to it today.

But we do not want this prohibition to
be used to deter States who honestly
and earnestly are attempting to devise
good equalization formulas. Therefore,
we propose to once more allow the States
to count these funds in a reasonable
manner, but only when they have first
established: first, that they do have a
meaningful equalization formula and,
second, they do not take into account
more of impact aid funds than they ac-
tually provide from State sources. The
committee expects that the Secretary, in
adopting his criteria, attempt to achieve
a formula which would allow the States
to count impact aid funds in their equal-
ization formulas in the same ratio as
those States provide funds for local ed-
ucation.

The equalization situation is a fur-
ther reason why I favor only a 1-year ex-
tension. If the States abuse these pro-
visions, it may again be necessary to
prohibit the use of impact aid in State
equalization formulas.

On balance, H.R. 69 is an important
and progressive piece of legislation
which merits our support. And this bill
shall have my support, even though I
am critical of parts of it.

Mr, BELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. LANDGREEE) .
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Mr. LANDGREBE. Mr. Chairman, I,
of course, rise to speak against this leg-
islation, and will try to cover at least
part of my amendments in the 10 min-
utes that have been allotted to me.

Mr. Chairman, a popular speaker told
me some years ago that if you want to
get across a point, you must first tell the
people what you are going to tell them,
and then tell them what you are telling
them, and then tell them what you have
told them. That is sort of the way I feel
about this education bill.,

It seems that I have been hammering
away at it for so long, and with some
success and a great deal of disappoint-
ment. But I do really believe that it is
a mistake for us to continue this H.R.
69, the funding of elementary and sec-
ondary education, under present cir-
cumstances. In fact, there is much evi-
dence that the supposedly educationally
disadvantaged really are disadvantaged
after treatment by or exposure to our
Government’s education plans.

In the first place, we have spent a
great deal of money, some $14 or $15
billions on this experiment in Federal
support over the past few years since
1965, when this idea first became part
of law. All of the studies and evaluations
that I have seen indicate a lowering of
the standard of the quality of education
in our country during that time. That is
why I am particularly concerned that we
have spent so much time in a commit-
tee effort, in the Committee on Rules,
and here again today en the rule and
then the debate on how we are going
to rearrange the dollars.

I know that there were some votes
gotten for the rule by an explanation
to the Members of Congress that their
districts would not be losing money but
actually would be gaining a few dollars.
I tried to reason with some of these
people myself about the quality of educa-
tion and not only that but, of course,
the involvement in the personal lives of
their children that is even more of con-
cern to me than the money that is being
expended.

President Nixon said, and rightfully so,
that just throwing money at a problem
does not necessarily make it go away. No
doubt, we need some improvements in
education in our country today. Very
frankly, I think the best way to get im-
provements in education is to get the
Federal Government out of it.

I have some good friends in Indiana
and in the school systems down there,
even the townships, whe seem to be quite
sensitive to good education and are doing
an extremely good job. I think they could
get along without the dictates that come
along with the controls that they are get-
ting in their education with this Federal
money.

Of course, I would remind the Members
of Congress that our national debt now
exceeds $470 billion, and it seems rather
irresponsible to continue to throw money
at something where we are getting less
quality, paying 10 percent for that
money, and seeing our interest beecome
one of the big items on our budget. But
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I will try to move along, because I wanted
to cover as much as I could of this in 10
minutes.

Title III, of course, permits the sen=-
sitivity testing, behavior modification,
humanism, psychological testing, group
therapy, and sex education. These things
have become of great concern to the
mothers and dads of our country. To take
little children 5 years old and show them
pictures of animals in the act of sex, and
then by the time they are 13, teach them
the different methods of contraception,
and then, of course, by age 15 teach them
the merits of abortion when all else fails,
are of concern to moms and dads across
the country. I have received letters from
many of them and petitions and personal
phone calls. I think that any reasonable
person who qualifies for election to the
Congress should be terribly concerned,
seriously concerned, about these matters.

I could use a good bit of my time on
humanism alone, which I am inclined to
compare with witcheraft or certainly
something other than the Christian be-
liefs of our forefathers and of our re-
sponsible people today.

Anyway, there have been in the papers
across our land a great number of edi-
torials and articles. The Cincinnati En-
quirer had a top editorial some months
ago. The New York Times quoted EpiTH
GREEN, our colleague, who served on Edu-
cation and Labor Committee for some 18
years. I understand even Patrick Moyni-
han, who was an architect of this ESEA
now realizes that we perhaps made a
mistake. One of the lead articles in the
April Reader's Digest will be a critical
analysis of our education systems today.

Even Time magazine in December car-
ried a very extensive article with a graph
showing the marked decline in the qual-
ity of education of our boys and girls.
In fact, apparently in response to this
declining quality, over 800 new private
schools were started last year.

There are several other things though
that have not been discussed at length.
One is the new section in this bill pro-
viding for a $15 million evaluation by the
new National Institute of Education. As
I understand it their instructions will be
to study the purposes and effectiveness
of compensatory educational programs.
These programs have been in effect since
1965. Are we serious in asking the NIE
to study the purposes of Federal aid o
education at this late date?

It is really rather interesting. Again I
ask do we have the $15 million to spend
and was NIE set up to do this sort of
thing—to study the effectiveness of Gov-
ernment programs? And are they quali-
fied to take on this chore to spend an-
other $15 million on another study, be-
cause I can show NIE in at least six
studies that already prove the program
is not getting satisfactory results.

One additional matter, Mr. Chairman,
I would like to touch on is on page 49 of
the bill, section 132. Perhaps this has
been covered by one of the other speak-
ers, but I think it is very important for
the people of America, the mothers and
fathers and the patriotic Americans to
become aware of this provision. This
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section says under the heading “Partici-
pation of Children Enrolled in Private
Schools” the following:

(b) (1) If a local educational agency is pro-
hibited by law from providing for the par-
ticipation in special programs for education-
ally deprived children enrolled in private
elementary and secondary schools as re-
quired by subsection (a), the Commissioner
may waive such requirement and shall ar-
range for the provision of services to such
children through arrangements which shall
be subject to the requirements of subsection

(a).

I know I have some good Catholic
friends in my district who are going to
be unhappy about my revealing this sec-
tion and I am sure there are some peo-
ple who helped to put this in who are
not going to be happy about my men-
tioning it either, but I will say to my
good constituents: If the receipt of Fed-
eral funds through this questionable
means is going to bring to your schools
the same kind of involvement as we now
see in our public schools, such as psycho-
logical testing, humanism, group ther-
apy, sex training, and behavioral modifi-
cation, then the few dollars that you re-
ceive from the Federal Treasury through
this gquestionable method will prove to
be very, very expensive and destructive
dollars in the long run.

In coneclusion Mr. Chairman, the delib-
erate omission of this prohibition against
mandatory busing of students to achieve
racial balance is probably the most un-
desirable aspect of this very undesirable
bill. For this Congress to permit the un-
restricted busing of students in those
yvellow prisons on wheels is in my opin-
ion the greatest intrusion on the rights
and freedoms of our young people. I am
opposed to H.R. 69 in its present form.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
distinguished gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. BERADEMAS, Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 69. At the outset I
would like to take this opportunity to
congratulate my colleagues on the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor for their
energy and dedication in respect to this
bill.

The General Education Subcommittee
first began hearings on this bill over a
year ago in January 1973. The full com-
mittee began markups on Sepfember 11
and the bill was finally reported on Feb-
ruary 5, 1974 by a strong bipartisan vote
of 31 to 4.

This bill is one of the most difficult
and complex measures ever to have been
considered by our committee. It has been
one which has required the full atten-
tion and concentration of all the mem-
bers of the committee.

I want also, Mr. Chairman, to pay
particular tribute to the distinguished
chairman of our committee, the gentle-
man from Kentucky (Mr, PErRgINS) with-
out whose tenacious leadership it would
not have been possible to bring to the
floor of the House the bill today with
such widespread support from both sides
of the aisle.

I want as well to say that, having
served on that committee for now over
15 years, I can speak from experience
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when I.say there is no other Member of
the House more committed to the sup-
port of education and in particular to
the support of elementary and second-
ary education than the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. PERKINS).

I want as well to commend the distin-
guished ranking minority member of the
committee, the gentleman from Minne-
sota (Mr. Quie) who has worked with
equal devotion on this legislation, as well
as the ranking minority member of the
General Subcommittee on Education, the
gentleman from California (Mr., BeLL),
as well as all of the other members of
that subcommittee who worked so hard
on this measure.

Mr. Chairman, HR. 69 is likely to be
the most important piece of education
legislation that will be considered by this
Congress. It authorizes programs of Fed-
eral support for our Nation's elementary
and secondary schools. It includes the
largest Federal aid to education program,
the so-called title I program of ESEA,

It is important that we act expedi-
tiously and responsibly on this bill for
the Nation’s schools and the children
who attend them need the assistance
H.R. 69 makes possible.

I want at the outset to list the prin-
cipal provisions of H.R. 69 as reported.
They are:

First, an extension of the title I pro-
gram for 3 more years, with an updating
of the formula for distributing its
moneys.

Second, consolidation of several cate-
gorical aid programs into two programs.

Third, extension of the impact aid pro-
gram for 1 year.

Fourth, extension of the Adult Educa-
tion Act.

Fifth, due in large part to the leader-
ship of the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
Leaman) the creation of a new commu-
nity education program.

Sixth, extension of the Education of
the Handicapped Act. In this respect, I
want to pay tribute to the Members of
the Select Education Subcommittee,
which I have the privilege of chairing,
which produced this title, title 6.

Seventh, extension of the Bilingual
Education Act.

Eighth, a study of the need for early
funding educational programs.

Ninth, authorization for a White House
Conference on Education in 1976.

Mr. Chairman, I would like now to
focus my remarks on two areas that I
believe are of special importance—the
updated formula for title I, and the pro-
grams for the handicapped.

Clearly one of the most significant fea-
tures of the bill in the minds of the pub-
lic and of educators and, obviously,
Members of this body, is the new, up-
dated formula for title I.

Title I was first enacted in 1965 as a
response to what was then widely per-
ceived to be a very serious national
problem of educational deprivation
among low-income persons. Studies and
reports had demonstrated a high corre-
lation between poverty and educational
achievement. The problem was felt to be
particularly acute in school districts with
concentrations of poor—districts which
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had difficulty in financing adequate edu-
cation programs.

1 think it appropriate, Mr. Chairman,
that we take a moment to recall the lan-
guage that underscores and expresses the
original intent of Congress with respect
to title I, which language is to be found
in the first section of the 1965 act, which
reads as follows:

In recognition of the special educational
needs of children of low-income families and
the impact that concentrations of low-in-
come families have on the ability of local
educational agencies to support adequate
educational programs, the Congress hereby
declares it to be the policy of the United
States to provide financial assistance to local
educational agencies serving areas with con-
centrations of children from low-income
families to expand and improve their edu-
cational programs by various means which
contribute particularly to meeting the spe-
cial edueational needs of the educationally
deprived children.

Mr. Chairman, studies of the impact of
title I indicate that it has indeed pro-
vided a substantial amount of assistance
to school districts with the greatest
finanecial need.

Title I had not only provided addi-
tional resources to financially distressed
school districts, but also to pupils in the
distriets most in need of additional edu-
cational assistance, those who suffer
from the most severe eduvcational dis-
advantages.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BRADEMAS, Mr. Chairman, I
yield to the gentleman from Maryland.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, I appreciate the gentleman
yielding to me.

Last year I conducted hearings in my
city of Baltimore on the effectiveness
of title I. At those hearings the State
superintendent of schools with his per-
sonnel, the city superintendent eof
schools with his personnel, and the
parents and feachers involved in title
I activities all had an opportunity to
testify over that 2-day period.

There was, of course, some criticism
of title I, but there was an overwhelm-
ing response that title T had been the
most effective educational project yet
designed to help their disadvantaged
children.

Mr. Chairman, I merely wanted to
put that into the Recorp as of this point.
I thank the gentleman from Indiana for
yielding to me.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my colleague from Maryland for
having made that point, because I think
the point the gentleman has made is
a terribly important one and gives some
emphasis to the point that the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. Quie) made
earlier when he was discussing fitle I
and pointed out that title I is linked to
a correlation between educational dep-
rivation and economic deprivation.

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

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, the gentle-
man from Indiana knows that he and
I have had some disagreement about that
guestion, He says correlation works one
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way, but not the other. But, educational
data indicates that in the State of Mary-
land, while the expenditure of additional
funds will increase the funds for title I
to the city of Baltimore, which has a
considerable population at the poverty
level, there will be a 9-percent increase.

The increase in expenditures produces
a 44-percent increase in Montgomery
County, the highest per ecapita income
county in the United States. I see the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. Quie)
who usually gets excited when we talk
about money going into Montgomery
County on impact funds.

Mr. Chairman, I wonder, at a time
with this bill placed in the hands of those
who would cut Montgomery County im-
pact aid because it already has too much
money, how they will explain how the
increase in the richest county is re-
sponded to by a 44-percent increase in
this bill.

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

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, I
vield to the distinguished chairman of
the committee (Mr. PERKINS).

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, let me
say to my distinguished friend from
Michigan that, under the 1974 appro-
priation bill, Fairfax County doubled,
and maybe tripled, but that all came
from the rural southern counties, the
southwestern counties of Virginia, be-
cause they did not have AFDC.

That is the answer to the gentleman
from Michigan.

In the States and in the courties, the
wealthier counties, where we had the
$2,000 low-income factor and the high
AFDC count, we will not find that same
situation existing in H.R. 69. But as the
gentleman from Michigan stated, that
state of facts exists under the present
law and under the present appropria-
tion bill, only moderated by certain lim-
itations.

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

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, if my
friend, the gentleman from Michigan,
does not mind, I would like to finish my
statement. Then I will be very glad fo
yield to the gentleman. I would like to
work through the logic of my statement,
and I am sure there will be some time
for the gentleman after that.

Mr. Chairman, following what I was
saying with respect to the point that I
think was made—and it is a very im-
portant point—by the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. MiTcHELL), although it is
still early to fully evaluate the impact
nationally of title I programs on the
educational achievement of individual
children who participated in the pro-
grams, witness after witness who ap-
peared before the General Subcommittee
on Education spoke of the significant
positive results of title I within their re-
spective school districts.

Although progress can be cited, we
have not yet achieved the purposes and
goals that Congress established when
title I was first enacted into law. We
must, therefore, in my view continue to
provide compensatory education for edu-
cationally deprived children who live in
school districts with concentrations of
low-income families.
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In my judgment, the updated formula
adopted by the committee will enable us
much more effectively and equitably to
provide this assistance.

The task of our committee, Mr. Chair-
man, and indeed the task of the House
as it considers this legislation to extend
t:l_tle I, was and is very difficult. It was
difficult because the present formula
which has been used to allocate title I
moneys since the program was first en-
acted in 1965 has become out of date and
has created serious distortions and im-
balances in the allocations of title I mon-
eys. The updated formula adopted by
the committee was aimed at correcting
these problems.

Because, Mr. Chairman, I think it is
important to gain a full understanding
of the updated formula, I would like to
talk briefly about some of the factors
which have contributed to what a ma-
jority of the members of the committee
judged to be an inequitable pattern of
distribution under the present formula.

If some of what I say has been said
earlier, Mr. Chairman, I hope that the
Members will be forgiving. But this is a
complicated matter, and I hope it will
bear some repetition.

Mr. Chairman, to reiterate, present
law provides that local school districts
receive title I grants based on two factors,
first, the number of children in the dis-
tricts from families with incomes under
$2,000 a year, according to the decennial
census, and second, on the number of
children from families with incomes over
$2,000 from payments under the Federal
program of Aid to Families with Depend-
ent Children—AFDC.

Each school district’s entitlement is
computed by multiplying the total num-
ber of children from these two categories
by one-half the State or National aver-
age per pupil expenditure for elementary
and secondary education, whichever is
higher.

Mr. Chairman, when the title I formula
was written 9 years ago, it was thought
that the best method for distributing
funds would be to use the census data to
determine numbers of children from pov-
erty families since those data were
thought to be the most nationally uni-
form and generally reliable.

But since the census data are collected
only once a decade, there was a need for
any updating factor to be annually ap-
plied to the data, and that updater was
written into the original law as the por-
tion of the formula which counts AFDC
children.

Originally, AFDC children accounted
for approximately 10 percent of the total
title I children or about 600,000 cut of &
total 5.5 million.

But over the years, the AFDC children
counted under the formula have grown
to such an extent that they have over-
whelmed the children counted from the
census to the point where AFDC has be-
come the predominant element in the
formula. This problem was compounded
last year with the shift to 1970 census
data which resulted in nearly a 50-per-
cent reduction of the number of children
counted under the $2,000 low-income
level. As a result, AFDC children now ac-
count for over 60 percent of the total
number of children eligible for title I—
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about 3.6 million children out of a total
of 6.2 million title I children.

Thus, title I is now being principally
distributed not on a basis of nationally
uniform census data but on the basis of
AFDC caseload counts. The AFDC pro-
gram in its present state does not provide
an accurate and reliable basis for com-
paring poverty throughout the country,
as previous speakers have made clear.

Mr. Chairman, as Members well know,
there are great varieties in the levels of
AFDC benefits across the country, as well
as varieties in the methods used admin-
ister these programs. For example,
studies have shown that the wealthier a
State, the more likely it is that its level
of AFDC benefits will be high and that it
will therefore be able to add AFDC chil-
dren under title I. Since the title I for-
mula has come to rely more heavily on
AFDC as a basis for allocation, title I
funds have therefore tended to go to
wealthier States which have been able to
afford larger AFDC programs.

Further, the AFDC program leaves
great discretion to the States in its actual
administration. These differences clearly
make AFDC statistics unsuitable for use
as a major determinant in the distribu-
tion of Federal aid.

Mr. Chairman, a look at allocations
under title I for last year, I think, amply
demonstrates how alloeations under the
present formula have tended heavily to
favor wealthier States with high AFDC
benefits.

Let us look, for example, at the State
that has been the subject of most of the
conversation here today, New York. My
friends from New York have on more
than one occasion drawn to my attention
their concern about the impact of the
formula change on their State, but I
would like to make the point that New
York, which ranks first in per capita in-
come among the States and ranks near
the top of the States in AFDC benefits
paid, received nearly 18 percent of the
title T funds in 1974, while it has only
7.4 percent of the schoolchildren in the
country. Compare this with Texas which
received 4.5 percent of the title I funds
for 1974, although it had 5.9 percent of
the total schoolchildren in the country.
The reason for this disparity is that
Texas was able to add only 81,854 AFDC
children to its total count of title I eligi-
ble children while New York was able to
add 564,248 AFDC children.

Mr. Chairman, I am perfectly aware
that we are not here discussing a general
aid formula, but I think it nonetheless
true these figures give you some ideas of
the distortions created by the present
formula.

Mr. Chairman, the problems with the
present formula are by no means limited
to its heavy reliance on AFDC as a basis
of allocation. In addition, the present
formula utilizes a static low-income fac-
tor in counting census children. A figure
of this kind is too inflexible because it
does not reflect certain elemental vari-
ables necessary in measuring poverty. For
example, under the present formula, chil-
dren from a family of three earning
$1,095 would be counted, yet children
from a family of six earning $2,005 would
not.

There is another difficulty. The present
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title I formula also has a problem with
the payment rate as applied to the title
I eligible children, and this problem
has produced substantial inequities as
well. Let me explain:

Under the present law, school districts
are eligible to receive for each title I
child, either one-half the State or one-
half the national average expenditure for
education, whichever is higher.

Since there is no ceiling on the pay-
ment rate which a State can receive, this
aspect of the formula has also contrib-
uted to a distortion of the distribution of
title I funds among the States.

Here again I note the example which
is obviously of most concern.

New York State is eligible to receive
$772 per title I child while California is
eligible to receive only $465 per child.

Yet I think there would be few who
would contend that it costs that much
more to live in New York than to live
in California.

So the result of this part of the
formula, if you look at it in dollars and
cents terms, is that New York is this year
receiving nearly twice as much money as
California—$218 million as compared to
$121 million—although the two States
have approximately the same number of
title I children.

Mr. Chairman, in view of these con-
siderations, our committee amended the
title I formula to provide what we think
to be a more equitable distribution of
funds, one which will rely on census data,
data which are uniform nationwide, as
a basis of allocating compensatory edu-
cation funds.

Mr. Chairman, under the commitiee
formula, each school district will be able
to count the number of children within
the school district who are from families
considered poor according to the decen-
nial census using the official Federal
definition of poverty known as the
“Orshansky” index,

School districts will also be able to
add each year two-thirds of those chil-
dren from families receiving an income
from payments under the AFDC program
in excess of the current Federal defini-
tion of poverty for a nonfarm family of
four—that figure being presently $4,250,
and this figure is to be updated annually
by the Consumer Price Index.

To continue, each school district’s to-
tal number of children is to be multiplied
by 40 percent of the State average per
pupil expenditure for education except
that if any State’s average expenditure
is less than 80 percent of the national
average expenditure, school districts in
that State will be entitled to 80 percent
of the national average per pupil expend-
iture. If the State’s average per pupil
expenditure is in excess of 120 percent
of the national average expenditure,
school districts within the State will be
entitled to a payment equal to 40 per-
cent of 120 percent of the national per
pupil expenditure.

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of shift-
ing to an updated definition of poverty
for counting children and in diminishing
the importance of the AFDC figures is to
restore the balance that was present in
the original title I program and to pro-
vide for the most equitable possible na-

March 12, 197}

tionwide distribution of Federal com-
pensatory education funds.

Using the Orshansky index of poverty
and by reducing reliance on AFDC, more
accurate and uniform national census
data will again be the principal basis for
the distribution of title I money. And the
rather erratic AFDC data will be used
as a less important modifier of those
data.

The reason the committee adopted
the Orshansky index of poverty for
counting the number of title I children
is that it is the most accurate measure
of poverty providing data at the county,
State, and national levels. The Orshan-
sky index varies according to three fac-
tors: First, the number of children in
the family; second, the sex of the head of
the household; and third, the farm or
nonfarm status of the family.

Moreover, the Orshansky index is a
measure of poverty adopted by the Fed-
eral Government in 1969 as the official
definition of poverty and is now widely
used in various Government programs,
In addition, last year the Office of Man-
agement and Budget after a 6-month
review of this index concluded that Or-
shansky is still the best index of pov-
erty currently available.

Mr. Chairman, the formula adopted
by the committee has been criticized by
many as moving toward a general aid
approach and away from a poverty-re-
lated program. These critics argue that
the use of Orshansky dilutes the con-
centration of money from urban areas
and spreads it into suburban and rural
sections of the country.

Mr. Chairman, speaking as one who
has been a strong supporter of the orig-
inal title I program and one of its orig-
inal cosponsors, and as one who con-
tinues to subscribe fully to its concept as
a poverty-related program, I want to say
that this charge is just not true. Title I
money will be still distributed on the
basis of poverty, and will still serve poor
children in areas of concentrations of
poor families, wherever they may be.

Under the updated formula, approxi-
mately 8.8 million children would qualify
as title I children—8.3 million children
as “Orshansky” children, and approxi-
mately 565,000 as “AFDC” children.

This compares with 8.1 million title I
children counted in 1973 under the pres-
ent formula—4.9 million “census chil-
dren” and 3.2 million “AFDC children.”
Although the number of eligible title I
children dropped to 6.2 million in 1974
due to the shift to 1970 census data, the
number of eligible title I children under
the updated committee formula is not
significantly more than the number of
children served in previous years.

Mr. Chairman, critics further charge
that the updated formula would shift
money away from certain States and
urban areas which received special at-
tention in 1965 when title I was first en-
acted. However, a look at the allocations
under the updated formula for these
areas shows that most urban States and
counties have a greater share of title I
children under the updated formula than
they did in 1965, the first year of title I.
For example, in fiscal 1966, California
had 5.6 percent of the eligible title I
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children; under the committee formula,
it will have 8.4 of the eligible children.
Los Angeles in 1966 had 1.9 percent of
the eligible title I children; under the
committee formula, it will have 3.4 per-
cent. San Francisco in 1965 had 0.25 per-
cent of the children; under the commit-
tee formula, it would have 0.28 percent.

New York State in fiscal 1966 had 5.4
percent of the eligible children; under
the committee formula, it would have
8.6 percent. New York City in 1966 had
3.20 percent of the total title I children
and under the committee formula it will
have 5.62 percent.

Mr. Chairman, clearly, title I remains
the program which serves the poor, who
are underachievers, and who reside in
areas of concentrations of poor families.

Critics have also charged that the for-
mula adopted by the committee hurts
every major city and urban area in the
United States. In this regard, Mr.
Chairman, I would have to make two
points. One of them echoes what the
gentleman from Minnesota said earlier,
for, of course, Mr. Chairman, the title I
program was not designed to help or hurt
any city, or area, or State; rather, the
program was intended to help education-
ally deprived children.

I can well understand how every Mem-
ber of the House wants to see the effect
of any change in any formula on his
district or his State. But I think that the
gentleman from Minnesota was right
on target when he pointed out that our
fundamental concern as we look at title
I must be children and the kinds of chil-
dren who are to be served by the purposes
of title I. Even putting that argument to
one side for the moment, an analysis of
the projected allocations under the up-
dated formula indicates that although a
few cities may lose some money, a com-
parison of allocations under the commit-
tee formulga with allocations in fiscal 1973
and fiscal 1974 shows that most cities can
expect to receive significant increases in
title I funds.

I must point out, however, Mr. Chair-
man, that even the few cities that do
lose money under the new formula do so
only when compared to fiscal 1974 al-
locations. The reason for this result is
that most of these cities experienced
significant increases in title I funds be-
tween fiscal 1973 and fiscal 1974 as a con-
sequence of the shift from 1960 to 1970
census data. This shift in census data
resulted in great distortions in the alloca-
tions under the formula because there
was a significant decline in the number
of census children counted under the
$2,000 low-income level while at the same
time the number of AFDC children count
remained constant. As a result, some
school districts whose allocations were
based predominantly on AFDC children
experienced very significant increases in
title I funds in fiscal 1974, A comparison
of the projected allocations for these
cities with 1973 allocations shows that
title I funds for most of these districts
will not drop below the fiscal 1973 levels.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the committee
has been criticized for using misleading
charts and statistics by not comparing
allocations under the updated formula
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with allocations in previous fiscal years
at comparable appropriations levels.
Mr. Chairman, as I have attempted to
point out during my remarks, the alloca-
tion under the old formula in previous
fiscal years has been so distorted and so
inequitable that it cannot even be used as
a reliable basis for comparing title I al-
locations. As I have shown, in the last
year, allocations have been skewed
heavily in favor of urban areas which
are able to pay high AFDC benefits. It
seems to me, therefore, that the only le-
gitimate basis for comparing allocations
under the updated formula with alloca-
tions received in previous years is to
measure the extent of dislocation a State
or local jurisdiction may actually experi-
ence as a result of the shift to the up-

dated committee formula. For this rea- *

son, allocations were projected under the
committee formula at a level of appro-
priations requested by the President in
his 1975 budget request. These estimates
were then compared with allocations that
States and counties actually received in
fiscal 1973 and with allocations which
these jurisdictions may expect to receive
in 1974 under the fiscal 1974 appropria-
tions bill. Thus, the committee charts
will compare what jurisdictions may rea-
sonably expect to receive next year with
the amount of money they have been re-
ceiving or were estimated to receive in
the past.

Mr. Chairman, finally I would like to
say a word about another important sec-
tion of H.R. 69, which I believe can prove
most helpful to Congress and the educa-
tional community in our understanding
of title I programs and other similar
compensatory education programs.

That section would authorize the Na-
tional Institute of Education to conduct
a comprehensive review of compensatory
education programs and to study alterna-
tive methods for distributing such funds.

In addition, the provision authorizes
NIE to conduct experiments for the pur-
pose of evaluating these alternative
methods.

One of the real problems our commit-
tee encountered in considering H.R. 69
was the difficulty in obtaining reliable
and useful information about compensa-
tory education programs, especially about
their effectiveness and about alternative
methods for distributing such money.

The study provided in the committee
bill would call for an examination of all
such programs, not only those provided
under title I, but State programs as well.

The NIE is directed to study the funda-
mental purposes of compensatory educa-
tion programs, evaluate their effective-
ness in attaining these purposes and re-
view as well the effect of concentrating
such funds in the areas of reading and
mathematics.

This section also authorizes NIE to
look at alternative methods for distribut-
ing the moneys, including methods based
on poverty and methods based on proce-
dures to assess educational disadvantage.

The bill provides a separate authoriza-
tion of $15 million for the NIE to meet
the research costs of the study and to
submit an interim report to Congress no
later than December 31, 1976, 6 months
before the expiration of title I, with a
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final report due no later than 9 months
thereafter.

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

Mr. BRADEMAS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Kentucky.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, first I
wish to compliment the distinguished
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BRADEMAS)
for a most detailed and clear analysis of
the entire legislation reported from the
committee. No Member in the Congress
in past years has contributed more to
bringing before this Chamber outstand-
ing legislation for the benefit of the
schoolchildren of America than the gen-
tleman from Indiana. Here he is running
true to form. I think he deserves the com-
pliments of the entire Chamber especially
for helping us work out a most difficult
part of the bill, the formula which pro-
vides a balanced formula and which in
my opinion is the best possible way to
allocate funds on a most equitable basis
as devised in the committee.

I take my hat off to the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr, BrapEmas). He has
made a great contribution to the school-
children of America.

Mr. BRADEMAS. I thank the chair-
man very much for his gracious remarks.

Just to offer one final generalization,
Mr. Chairman, I would like to say what
at least I have tried to have in mind in
thinking about the title I formula and in
particular in trying to discuss it with my
colleagues, because when some of my col-
leagues argue that the impact of the
formula will be to take away money from
disadvantaged children, I feel con-
strained to respond.

First of all, we must define what we
mean by disadvantaged children, because
it is the definition of poverty, if you will,
that determines the flow of the money.
And if the definition of poverty that is
contained in the present law is one that
produces a significant flow of money to
one’s State or district, then is it under-
standably, humanly, easier to contend
that that particular definition of poverty
is the best definition of poverty.

What we in effect are saying in try-
ing to modify the title I formula is that
in fact, the present formula does not re-
sult in a fair definition of poverty, and
for this reason, we are not fully comply-
ing with the purpose of this particular
program. I have sat with the distin-
guished and very able Commissioner of
Education in New York, Mr. Nyquist and
have said to him that were I in his situa-
tion and charged with the responsibility
of seeing to it that my State got as much
money as possible, I could understand
his point of view. That does not happen
to be my responsibility, however. It seems
to me that my responsibility on this bill,
and, I like to think, the responsibility of
all of us as U.S. Representatives, in addi-
tion to being concerned about our own
particular districts, is to do the fairest
job we can for all of the children of the
country,

This is not, to reiterate, a State-aid bill
or a city-aid bill. I think it is very impor-
tant that we have that in mind at the
outset. Otherwise, we are going to do
nothing but base our judgments on look-
ing at a piece of paper to see how much
money our district or State receives.
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I think that the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. QUuie) made a very impor-
tant point that I hope will be helpful to
Members in understanding what we on
the committee tried to do. Mr. QUIE
noted that we had been wrestling with
various formulas and looking at the im-
pact of various formulas in terms of
doliar allocations to our districts and
States,

We finally realized that maybe was
not the best way to go about our task,
that that was not the way to come to
grips with the problem. We stood back
and took another look at the problem
and tried to approach it from the other
end; namely, by asking what would be
the fairest way to meet the purposes of
the program; that is, to provide compen-
safory education funds to distriets where,
there are concentrations of low-income
families for the purpose of improving the
education of children in those districts.

I think that none of us claims that
the title I formula in H.R. 69 is perfect,
but it goes a long way toward redress-
ing what I believe a fair-minded reading
of the report will agree was not a fair
pattern of distribution of the money.

I spoke on this subject the other day
to a group of big city school leaders, and
I explained why we wrote an updated
title I formula. One of them, from New
York City, came up to me afterward and
said, “I would like to disagree with you.
I would like to gquarrel with you,” but he
said, “In terms of fairness and equity, I
cannot in good conscience do so0.”

Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to say a
word about one other aspect of the bill;
but before I do, because I know there are
several other speakers on my side, I want
only to say just a word about the im-
portance of two sections in the bill that
refer to handicapped children in the
United States and simply to point out
that title VI of H.R. 69 extends the Edu-
cation of the Handicapped Act for 3 years
beginning July 1, 1973, and Public Law
89-313, which amended title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act to provide grants for State agencies
serving handicapped children in State
institutions and State-operated institu-
tions.

THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION
ACT AND WHAT IT MEANS FOR THE EDUCATION
OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN
Mr. Chairman, there is another part

of the secondary education bill to which

I would like to address myself, a pro-

vision of enormous importance for mil-

lions of handicapped children.

I refer, Mr. Chairman, to two sections
of the bill in particular.

First, Mr. Chairman, I should point out
that title VI of H.R. 69 extends the Edu-
cation of the Handicapped Act (Public
Law 91-230) for 3 years beginning July 1,
1973.

But I want to stress that HR. 69 also
extends Public Law 89-313, which
amended title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act to provide
grants for State agencies serving handi-
capped children in State-supported or
State-operated institutions.

EDUCATION OF THE HANDICAFPED ACT

Mr. Chairman, let me say just a word
about the importance of each of these
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programs for the handicapped children
of America.

Mr. Chairman, in 1966 Congress recog-
nized the speical needs of America’s then
5.5 million handicapped children and
added a new title VI to the Elementary
and Secondary Eduction Act which pro-
vided a program of grants to States for
the education of handicapped children,
establishing a National Advisory Com-
mittee on Handicapped Children, and
created within the Office of Education a
Bureau of Education for the Handi-
capped.

The 91st Congress, Mr. Chairman, real-
izing that handicapped children de-
served greater visibility in the Federal
legislative process, repealed title VI ef-
fective July 1, 1971, and created a sep-
arate Education of the Handicapped Act.
PROVISIONS OF THE NEW EDUCATION OF THE

HANDICAPPED ACT

The 1970 act, Mr. Chairman, continued
to provide for a Bureau of Education for
the Handicapped as well as the National
Advisory Committee on Handicapped
Children.

And it continued as well the anthoriza-
tion of grants to States and outlying
areas to assist them in initiating, ex-
panding, and improving programs for the
education of handicapped children.

But I want to speak briefly of other
programs to better the services available
for the education of disabled children
funded under the Education of the
Handicapped Act.

Part C authorizes grants for regional
resource centers, for deaf-blind children,
experimental preschool and early educa-
tion programs, as well as research, in-
novation, and training and dissemination
with respect to these activities.

In fiscal 1974, $7,243,000 were spent for
regional resource centers under part C
and approximately 40,000 handicapped
children received comprehensive serv-
jces from the centers which also pro-
vided training to 200 State education
agency personnel and 6,000 local educa-
tion agency personnel.

In addition, Mr. Chairman, under part
C, $14,795,000 will be spent in fiscal 1974
on deaf-blind children, and $12 million
will be spent on early childhood educa-
tion.

Indeed, I shoud tell my colleagues that
approximately 3,500 deaf-blind children
and 3,000 of their parents are receiving
assistance under these provisions, and
that an estimated 7,500,000 other chil-
dren have received comprehensive serv-
ices early in their childhood years since
1970 under part C.

Mr. Chairman, the Education of the
Handicapped Act also authorizes under
part D grants to institutions of higher
education for the recruitment and train-
ing of special education personnel, in-
cluding physical education personnel.

The $42,400,000 will be spent for the
manpower training provisions of part D
in 1974 to support 6,300 students full
time, 19,500 part time and possibly an-
other 56,700 students indirectly.

Recruitment and information services
under part D, which received $500,000 in
fiseal 1973 unfortunately received no
funds in fiscal 1974.
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The 1970 amendments also expanded
research into education of the handi-
capped and in this fiscal year $9,916,000
will be spent on this purpose.

I should tell my colleagues as well that
in 1974 we are spending $13 million for
media services and captioned films to
make available video, tapes, records, and
captioned films to the handicapped under
part F of the Education of the Handi-
capped Act.

Finally, under part G of the act we are
this year spending $3,250,000 to provide
for children with special learning dis-
abilities. Part G now assists 8,500 chil-
dren directly, and possibly another 58,000
children with special learning disabilities
receive educational benefits through the
impact of teacher training, curriculum
development, and other products.
AUTHORIZATIONS FOR THE EDUCATION OF THE

HANDICAPPED ACT

We are speaking then, Mr. Chairman,
of an act which provides over $152 mil-
lion in fiscal 1974 for a wide variety of
programs and services to better the lives
of handicapped children.

And one of the reasons, Mr. Chairman,
that this measure received broad bipar-
tisan support in the Select Subcommittee
on Education, which I have the honor to
chair, as well as the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor, is that the bill provides
a very modest extension of the Education
of the Handicapped Act and the im-
portant activities I have just described.

Evidence for that assertion, Mr. Chair-
man, lies in the authorizing figures for
fiscal year 1975. For while we have been
spending over $152 million on these pro-
grams in fiscal 1974, the fiscal 1975 au-
thorization contained in H.R. 69 repre-
sents only a modest increase to $204,-
500,000.

And the fiscal 1976 authorization
continues this prudent increase in fund-
ing by authorizing appropriations of
$268,500,000.

BUREAU OF EDUCATION FOR THE HANDICAPFED

Mr. Chairman, let me fake just a word
to note one of the more distressing facts
with respect to the implementation of
the Education of the Handicapped Act
which came to light during our hearings.

I refer, Mr. Chairman, to the fact that
the Bureau of Education for the Handi-
capped, first created in 1966, and headed
by an Associate Commissioner who was
to report directly to the Commissioner
of Education, has been downgraded
within the Office of Education.

Yet although the Bureau of Education
for the Handicapped has been cited re-
peatedly to the Committee on Education
and Labor as showing leadership and ef-
fective administration with respect to
improving the lives of handicapped chil-
dren, I regret to tell my colleagues that
the administration, defying the intent
of Congress, has gradually weakened the
strength of the Bureau.

I recall in this respect, Mr. Chairman,
that our distinguished former colleague
who is now a Member of the other body,
the gentleman from South Dakota, the
Honorable JAMES ABOUREZK, recently
commented upon what he termed “Op-
eration Mangle” which is now being con-
ducted by the administration.
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And he meant to imply by this colorful
term that the current administration ap-
pears to be intent on mangling good pro-
grams by suffocating them in redtape,
regionalization, and, if all else fails, bu-
reaucratic reorganization.

And the Bureau of Education for the
Handicapped appears to be a case in
point.

For, notwithstanding the excellent rec-
ord of this Bureau, the administration
has interposed a layer of bureaucracy
between the Commissioner of Education
and the Associate Commissioner for Ed-
ucation of the Handicapped and, conse-
quently, removed the Bureau of Educa-
tion for the Handicapped from the top
policymaking level of the Office of
Education.

The Committee on Education and La-
bor, Mr. Chairman, has insisted that the
original design for the Bureau of Educa-
tion for the Handicapped remain intact;
namely, that the principal officer of the
Bureau report directly to the Commis-
sioner of Education without interference.

That is why, Mr. Chairman, H.R. 69
creates a new Deputy Commissioner to
direct the Bureau of Education for the
Handicapped—a Deputy Commissioner
directly responsible to the Commissioner
of Education.

TITLE I “SETASIDE"” FOR THE
HANDICAFPED

Mr. Chairman, let me now fturn my
attention to another program continued
by H.R. 69 which also means a great deal
for the education of handicapped

children.
I refer, Mr. Chairman, to what is com-
monly termed the “Title I Setaside for

the Handicapped” in the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act.

As you know, Mr. Speaker, Public Law
89-313, enacted in 1965, extended tifle I
authority to include handicapped chil-
dren attending State-supported schools.

And the 89th Congress took that ac-
tion, Mr. Chairman, because we realized
that, although the Education of the
Handicapped Act and title I did an ex-
cellent job of providing financial support
for disadvantaged and handicapped chil-
dren attending local schools—which re-
ceived the title I moneys—that title I
funds were not, as the law was originally
written, available for handicapped chil-
dren attending State-supported institu-
tions.

The 90th Congress, Mr. Chairman,
went a step further and approved a per-
fecting amendment under Public Law
90-247 which guaranteed the full fund-
ing of the earlier provisions of Public Law
89-313.

And we took that action because we
knew that it costs far more to provide
educational services to those children so
severely handicapped that local educa-
tional agencies are often unable to meet
their needs, than it does to educate a
handicapped or nonhandicapped child
attending a local school.

Mr. Chairman, HR. 69 continues the
full setaside for handicapped children
in State-operated or State-supported
schools, which the 89th, and then the
90th, Congress endorsed.

The bill adds a new provision which
would also allow each State, for the pur-
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poses of determining its allotment, to
count children who leave the educational
institutions supported by the State, pro-
vided that the special educational serv-
ices continue to be provided. It is the
committee’s hope, Mr. Chairman, that
this new provision will afford the great-
est encouragement to the States to ini-
tiate and accelerate programs designed
to deinstitutionalize as many of these
children as possible,

Mr. Chairman, let me remind my col-
leagues that we are discussing the fund-
ing of programs for those children with
the most severe and tragic physical, men-
tal, and emotional problems.

And the educational services required
by these children do not always focus
on reading, writing, and arithmetic.

In some instances, the services require,
first, that the child be taught to speak.

In others, he must be taught to walk,
or to bathe himself.

Mr. Chairman, these kinds of programs
require enormous expense, frequently in-
volving costly equipment and 1-to-1
teacher-student ratios.

Indeed, the Bureau of Education for
the Handicapped, Mr. Chairman, esti-
mates that it costs at least $2,000 annu-
ally to provide the services these children
need.

And some States are reporting expend-
itures as high as $6,000.

Mr. Chairman, reasonable men may
differ in how best to provide funding for
those children with the most severe han-
dicaps in State-supported institutions.

The committee has stressed its con-
viction that Public Laws 89-313 and 90-
247 have well and effectively served chil-
dren and parents, as well as State and
Federal governments.

Let us not now abandon this program
to assist the mentally retarded and other
severely handicaped children in State in-
stitutions.

It is a well-conceived program, en-
dorsed by our predecessors in both the
89th and the 90th Congresses.

It is a program that we in the 93d
should support.

LANDMARK LEGISLATION

Mr. Chairman, it is my view that pas-
sage of the bill before us today will be
seen in the years ahead as landmark leg-
Islation.

For H.R. 69 reaffirms the Federal com-
mitment to equalizing educational op-
portunity for what we might term the
“yulnerable'” among our young children—
the poor, the disabled, and the handi-
capped preschooler.

And the bill provides, as well, for a
significant consolidation program which
will, we hope, make easier the obtaining
of Federal funds on the part of loeal
school districts.

It provides, also, for a study of the
best means of alloeating title I funds for
disadvantaged youngsters, as well as for
a White House Conference on Educa-
tion—provisions which will be seen as
seminal with respect to the Federal role
in education in the years ahead.

But in stressing today, Mr. Chairman,
the provisions to assist handicapped
youngsters contained in HR. 69, I do
g0 because today only 40 percent of the
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T million handicapped children in Amer-
ica are receiving the special educational
services they need.

Mr. Chairman, until the State and
Federal Governments begin to act to as-
sist the 60 percent of the handicapped
not now being served, we must continue
the Federal commitments already en-
acted into law.

For we cannot afford to do less.

Mr. Chairman, let me conclude. I be-
lieve that H.R. 69 is a bill which deserves
the support of all of the Members of the
House, I hope that it will in the House
receive the same strong support from
Members of both the majority and mi-
nority which it received in the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor,

I yield back the balance of my time,.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr, EscH).

Mr. ESCH. Mr. Chairman, I rise today
to indicate my intention to offer an
amendment next week to strictly limit
the use of schoolbusing and to clearly
reaflirm congressional intent, My amend-
ment will be the same as that which
passed this House last year. It will be
printed in the Recorp tomorrow.

As I noted in my additional views to
the committee report on H.R. 69, it has
long been my view that busing is disas-
trous educational policy, and constitutes
little more than a massive and risky
g:éperhnent using children as the cutting

ge.

It is risky, in my view, and totally
unjustified because there simply is no
evidence that busing has improved edu-
cational opportunity and there is some
evidence to the contrary. Instead of pro-
moting better race relations, it is result-
ing in more bitterness and polarization.

Those who favor busing do so on the
basis of a false theoretical assumption
that our schools can make up for the
failures of the home. As Pat Moynihan
often pointed out, and as many who
teach in our inner-city schools will
testify, family is the eritical factor in
educational achievement, and no amount
of busing or medical education can re-
solve the problems of family, be they
inner city or in the suburbs, Only better
job opportunities and better housing can.

For years the people of Michigan have
been nearly unanimous in their opposi-
tion to forced busing on the basis of
race, and have been living under the
threat of a Federal judge's order which
would force busing across the boundary
lines of 53 different school districts in
the metropolitan Detroit area. They are
tired of the threat, and they, like many
Americans, both black and white, are
tired of having their children used in
poorly-thought-out social experimenta-
tion. I do not blame them, and I urge the
Congress to adopt this amendment. This
will be a bipartisan effort, and I am
joined in this amendment by my col-
leagues on the committee, Congressmen
O'Hara, Wirrram Forp, and HUBER, as
well as other Members from Michigan
such as Congressmen DINGELL, NEDzZI, and
Wirrram Broomrierp who have shown
such leadership in this area in the past.

I would like also to speak today in
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favor of the amendments being intro-
duced to improve the Adult Education
Act.

This program has been an important
stimulus to adult education in our coun-
try. It was first introduced in 1964 as
part of the larger war on poverty. It was
included as title III of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Aet in 1966.
There were some minor amendments in
1970. The time has come to make further
changes.

1 think this has been the type of legis-
lation of which we should be proud. It
is the kind of social investment which
has shown positive economic returns.
Leonard Hill, Chairman of the National
Advisory Council on Adult Education, es-
timates that for every dollar spent in
adult basic education, a cost-benefit re-
turn amounts to $11.20. In 1972 we spent
a little over $51 million on this program.
We reach 812,000 enrollees. That works
out to a cost of less than $60 per student.

Most of the students enrolled in the
program report that when they originally
left school they wanted to continue. Most
of the students enroll in order to improve
their reading and numerical skills. This
stress is important in a country where it
is estimated that 2.4 million adults have
never learned to read well enough to
function on a daily basis. That means
that they cannot get a drivers license,
register to vote, read a Bible, or take
advantage of supermarket sales. Thirty-
two percent of the adults in America have
less than a high school diploma. This
takes on significant meaning when it is
reported that 95 percent of the jobs in
our country now demand a high school
degree as a condition for employment.
These facts indicate the continued need
for a program of adult education.

‘We have made progress on these prob-
lems. In 1959 1 person is 45 was illit-
erate. In 1969 that ratio had improved
to 1 in 100. In 1959 there were 3.5 million
people enrolled in public school adult
education classes. In 1972 there were 6
million enrolled. I believe that much of
the improvement has come about due to
the Federal effort.

There is now a State director of adult
education in all the States and territo-
ries. There are more than 100 colleges
which grant a professional degree in
adult education. There are successful
programs in rural and urban areas. There
are programs for the young and the old.
We now have the trained personnel and
the materials which are specifically
aimed at adults.

Adult education programs have come
to have some unique features which make
them effective. First, instruction and in-
structional materials are provided at no
cost to the adult student; second classes
are small and utilize individualized in-
structional technigques and materials;
third, students may enter the program at
any time and progress at a rate commen-
surate with the student’s time and effort;
fourth, the program is taken to the peo-
ple—classes may be held in churches,
civic centers, housing projects, prisons,
industrial plants, and migrant camps, as
well as in the facilities of all types of ed-
ucational institutions. In sum we cur-

rently have the basis for a strong adult
basic education program.

This amendment will introduce six
changes in the current law. These
changes should help improve the avail-
ability and efficiency of adult education.

The first change specifies that com-
munity school programs will be eligible
to receive adult education money. The
community school program is a rapidly
growing movement which makes public
school buildings available for all types of
community programs. The inclusion of
this language will help these schools
present basic education classes in the
community.

The second change will help improve
the efficiency of the program by avoiding
duplication with “right to read pro-
grams” and manpower training pro-
grams. The language indicates that there
will be coordination between these pro-
grams and adult education programs.

The third change would allow up to 5
percent of the money to be used for in-
stitutionalized adults. For purposes of
this amendment institutionalized adults
are defined as persons who are patients,
inmates, residents of penal institu-
tions, reformatories, residential training
schools, or general institutions, special
institutions or hospitals.

The fourth change in the law would
allow not more than 25 percent of any
States allocation in excess of ifs alloca-
tion for fiscal year 1973 to be used for
secondary level programs. This will help
expand the focus of the program to pri-
mary grade level work. As the law stands
now there is no direction as to what level
of adult basic education should receive
priority.

The fifth change suggested permits
the establishment of State advisory coun-
cils. The council may be the State edu-
cation board or a special board appointed
by the Governor of the State.

The last change will allow States ap-
proxmiately $12.75 million set aside for
adult education under the proposed con-
solidation plan. This money will be used
for special experimental demonstration
projects and teacher training which are
necessary for the continued growth of
effective adult education programs.

I have enjoyed working with Mr.
MEeeps on this amendment because I be-
lieve that the legislation will improve the
delivery of lifelong educational opportu=
nities for every American citizen.

Our Nation must be as vitally con-
cerned with the education of its adults
as it is with the education of its chil-
dren. Adult education can pay rich per-
sonal and social dividends—not 20 years
from now—but immediately. Our Nation
must provide the second opportunity for
the partially educated, the uninvolved,
the illiterate, the adult with yesterday’s
tools who are in need of marketable skills
for today. This amendment will help us
take a step toward more comprehensive
lifelong learning programs.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, T yield such
time as he may consume to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin (Mr. STEIGER).

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of H.R. 69
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as reported by the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor. This has not been an
easy matter for the committee to handle.
It has been tough and complex. I want to
applaud the gentleman from Indiana for
his extraordinary statement, which I
concur; the distinguished leadership of
the gentleman from Kentucky, the gen-
tleman from Indiana, the gentleman
from Minnesota, and the gentleman
from California (Mr. BeLr).

Mr. Chairman, others have talked at
length about title I and the formula ana
the effect of the formula, the reason why
the committee adopted the formula that
it did. I think all of those have been
well covered.

I might make one brief comment, Mr.
Chairman, about a matter that I have
contemplated offering which would pro-
vide for a major change in impact aid.
I would at this time like to present the
outline of that idea to the members
of the committee.

It seems reasonable to me that the De-
partment of Defense should pay the cost
of educating children whose parents are
members of the armed services. The
reason for this is quite simple; about
97 or 98 percent of the A impact aid chil-
dren are Department of Defense chil-
dren for whom HEW has had to pay the
educational costs. My proposal would
merely put the burden where it belongs,
with the Department of Defense. I am
not at all clear why HEW is required fo
underwrite what is clearly a Defense-
related cost. The Defense Department
pays for the educational costs of chil-
dren when they are with their parents
stationed overseas.

This suggestion is very much like the
Carey amendment to the legal services
bill we adopted several years ago to pro-
vide for legal services for military per-
sonnel in and around military bases.
This resulted in each of the military
services adopting a legal services pro-
gram of their own to serve people in
uniform.

If we were to do this some day, we
could decrease the HEW budget by about
$200 million. It might be a wise and ef-
ficient thing to do. I urge the members
of the committee to consider this for
possible future action.

Mr. BELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. HUBER).

Mr. HUBER. Mr. Chairman, as &
freshman member of the Committee on
Education and Labor, I have had a very
difficult time living with this bill, be-
cause of the complications of it. But some
things are rather simple, which this bill
deals with. One of them was touched on
by the distinguished member of the com-
mittee from Michigan as regards the
busing question.

I watched the antics here on the floor
when we were discussing energy, and we
did amend the energy bill to contain an
antibusing amendment. There was a
rather bitter debate. After the antibus-
ing amendment was passed, it was taken
off in conference.

It is incredible to me that when a
country shows in public opinion surveys
that 95 percent of the people are opposed
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to busing, we still talk about it and do
nothing. It was somewhat obvious today
from the comments of the distinguished
gentlewoman from Oregon that we were
going to have a difficult, if not impos-
sible, chance of amending the bill with
an antibusing amendment because of the
provisions of the parliamentary rules
under which we operate. But we will see
about that when the time comes.

It seems incredible to me that when
95 percent of the people in the United
States are opposed to busing, this Con-
gress has not passed something in the
last 15 months dealing with that subject.
And we have not.

Now, another part of the act that is of
great concern to me is the impact aid
portion.

I believe that it is the prerogative of
this great body to legislate the necessary
changes thaf would lead to an equitable
and viable impact aid program. Allega-
tions that this program is wrought with
abuses and inequities will be answered
in due time upon completion of a full
audit of Public Law 874 by the General
Accounting Office, This audit, currently
underway, was requested on January 30,
1974, by a number of my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle on my initiative.

This became a rather complicated ac-
tion, though it was started by a rather
innocuous letter I sent fo the members
of the Education and Labor Committee
in December stating that we ought to
have a general accounting of the impact
aid program since the program had been
in effect for many years.

The accounting we have previously
had seems to have been very superficial.
We have had accounting by HEW but
never a full audit. At least I have never
been able to find where there was one.

That little innocuous letter which I
sent triggered a tremendous response out
in the country from coast to coast. Many
districts were suddenly protesting their
innocence of any violation of the intent
of the act.

In any event, we are going to have an
accounting of it, and we will know
whether the impact aid performs as it
was intended fo.

Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment
which I had printed in the CoNGrESSION=-
AL Recorp, which I will introduce at the
appropriate time and which will elimi-
nate at least one area of controversy,
namely, the overcompensation of school
districts educating children of parents
employed on Federal property by whose
principal income is derived from employ-
ment on private taxable property.

The intent and spirit of Public Law 874
was to compensate local educational
agencies for providing free education for
children who “while in attendance at
such schools—resided with a parent
employed on Federal property.”

When this law was enacted the term
“employed on Federal property” defi-
nitely implied a continuous concurrence
of the parent’s employment on Federal
property and the pupil’s attendance at
such schools. In order to ascertain this
continuous concurrence the Administra-
tor of Public Law 874 (U.S. Commission-
er of Education) required, in the past,
two membership surveys per school year,
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the first one at the beginning of the year
and the second during the fourth guar-
ter of the school year. These surveys,
whose principal objectives were to deter-
mine the parent’s place of employment
and thus to average out the daily attend-
ance of federally connected pupils, no
doubt served their purpose until 1968,
when by an administrative rule, the Sec-
retary of HEW and the Commissioner of
Education decided that beginning July
1, 1968, the first membership survey
would remain mandatory, while the sec-
ond survey would be entirely optional.

It is my impression that without a
second survey local educational agen-
cies—LAE's—have no way of deter-
mining if a parent is no longer em-
ployed on Federal property in a given
school year, and these LEA's continue
to count the average daily attendance
of each child.

If my amendment is adopted, at least
it eliminates from the aid program pu-
pils whose parents in reality do not im-
pact the agencies since their residences
and principal places of work are sub-
ject to loeal taxation. I hope that I can
receive the assistance of my fellow Con-
gressmen in voting for such an amend-
ment because I believe it is a construe-
tive and reasonable step in constructing
impact aid as such.

The amendment itself says that the
term “parent means any parent, step-
parent, local guardian, or other indi-
vidual standing in loco parentis whose
income from employment on Federal
property is more than 50 percent of the
total combined income of such individual
and spouse.”

What I am trying to say is why should
taxpayers have to subsidize parents who
are working, and the greatest percent-
age of whose income, does not come from
Federal sources. When you try to as-
sume any percentage, whether it is 1
percent or 50 percent or 99 percent, it
is an arbitrary assumption. I picked 50
percent as a rather reasonable figure. It
seems to me if the family earns more
than 50 percent from private sources,
there is no obligation on the part of the
taxpayers to pay for the education of
their children because of the other 49
percent that may be incurred from work-
ing on a Federal project.

In my own office my own staff live in
homes in public school districts, and yet
they have impact aid. It seems to me
their salaries are adjusted to qualify to
pay taxes the same as any other private
citizen. I cannot see the advantage or
the need for that sort of an expenditure
of taxpayers funds.

‘When you talk to the members of the
Office of Management and Budget they
indicate that maybe there is as much
as 20 percent or more of this type of aid
in the impact aid figure, which amounts
to approximately $600 million; 20 percent
of that is $120 million of questionable
value.

The distinguished minority leader of
our committee said that we will postpone
this decision for 1 year. Why worry
about that? It is only $120 million. We
should not postpone this for 1 year.
Also there is another group of our com-
mittee which is going to try to amend
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the bill so that it will not be 1 year,
but 3 years before we review impact
aid, That will probably carry and we will
probably not do anything about impact
aid.

There has been some indication in the
minority reports that we should not
touch it at all. I think we have to, and
it will be interesting to see what the sur-
vey of the General Accounting Office
does show, because we are throwing mil-
lions and millions of dollars around here
without adequate studies as though they
were funds mot important in terms of
how hard people work to earn the money
with which they pay these taxes.

We ought to be doing something about
this bill. I do not think we did it in our
committee, and I do not know whether
we will have a chance to do it on the
floor in the way of amendments, but
there is certainly a great amount of area
that needs further exploring. Certainly,
if we do not change some of these things
like busing and impact aid, we can gen-
erate enough opposition to the bill to
send it back to the Education and Labor
Committee.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Will the
gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. HUBER. I am delighted to yield.

Mr., MITCHELL of Maryland. I am
just curious. The gentleman cited a sta-
tistic that said 95 percent of the Ameri-
can people opposed busing. What was the
source of that statistic?

Mr. HUBER. To cross-distriet busing
for racial balances?

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Yes.
What was the source of that statistic?

Mr. HUBER. 1 will be very glad to get
vou those statistics. I have a busing file
that I have carried around for 5 years.
I want to be very accurate on your gues-
tion, because obviously it will be a part
of the record, but I will be glad to get
it for you.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Will the
gentleman yield for a further question or
observation?

Mr. HUBER. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. While
you are digging into your sources will
you see whether or not that particular
source indicated any public feeling to-
ward the matter of busing of black chil-
dren to black schools and whether that
is covered anywhere in your file or source
material?

Mr. HUBER. The specific answer to
the question, of course, is that this is a
problem of using busing for racial
balances.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. T under-
stand that.

Mr. HUBER. You have to be specific
on this.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. T under-
stand that, but my point is there is also
enough, and I am curious as to whether
or not your file data and resource data
cover this item of busing addressed to
that problem.

Mr. HUBER. It addresses itself to
every aspect of the busing situation, I
have been able to uncover.

I think it is very inferesting to note
that I attended the Supreme Court ses-
sion that was held this past 10 days or
80 ago, on the cross-disfrict busing case
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and it was brought out that the city of
Detroit has 310,000 children who will be
bused across districts for the purpose
of racial balance. As I say, that came
out in the testimony before the Supreme
Court, and the gentleman can check that
one out if the gentleman would like to
do so.

But 310,000 children are to be bused
at a time when we do not have a suffi-
cient amount of gas to even get to our
own places of business, and when, in
addition to that, we do not have funds
to take care of all the other aid prob-
lems that are necessary. To me this is
absolutely ridiculous.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield fur-
ther.

Mr. HUBER. Yes, I will be delighted
to yield further to the gentleman from
Maryland.

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, I am not certain that I will
find the opportunity later on down the
line to address myself to this particular
subject, so I want the record to be very
clear that what I was asking for was,
No. 1, the source of the statistics quoted
by the gentleman from Michigan, and
whether that same source addressed itself
to another category of busing.

Mr. HUBER. I am sure that the gen-
tleman from Maryland can also check
the Supreme Court records where that
95 percent statistic was brought out ei-
ther by Mr. Saxton, the attorney for the
schools, or by the attorney general for
the State of Michigan, and made a part
of the permanent RECORD.

Mr. BELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. QUIE).

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, there was
one particular colloquy that I wanted to
enter into with the Chairman, the gentle-
man from Kentucky (Mr. PErins) and
I neglected to do so when I took the floor
earlier.

So, Mr. Chairman, for the purposes of
clarification and legislative history, there
is one point which I would like to estab-
~ lish on the floor. It has to do with the
States-funded programs for the handi-
capped operated under title I of ESEA.
An important change has been made to
this section which in my view now will
only permit States to count handicapped
children in State institutions if in fact
the State is actually providing a program
for that child. No longer would the State
be permitted to count the so-called
“backward” children unless those chil-
dren, too, are provided with an educa-
tional program. I would like to confirm
with the chairman of the full committee,
the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. PEr-
KIns) that this is also his understanding.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, the gentleman from
Minnesota is exactly right. Only children
who are served may be counted. So the
answer to the question propounded by
the genteman from Minnesota is “yes.”

Mr. QUIE. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. BELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr, VEYSEY).
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Mr. VEYSEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from California for yield-
ing to me for the purpose of making a
statement with respect to H.R. 69, and
I wish to announce my intention to pro-
pose an amendment to title I at the right
time, and it will be printed in the REcorp
in accordance with the rule.

It is my intense desire to improve
education throughout the United States,
not only because of the opportunity
which our schools furnish for individual
Americans to develop their knowledge
and their talents, but also because good
education greatly increases the potential
and capability of America as a nation.

I have consistently supported major
Federal funding of our schools, and I will
continue to do so. Just as consistently,
I have sought to require effective use and
management of those funds to overcome
identified educational needs and prob-
lems.

Federal education dollars have little
beneficial impact just because we spend
them; their significance comes if they
produce real educational improvements.

Mr. Chairman, it is one of the very sad
aspects of the title I program, going
back for 7 years, and for perhaps $10
billion dished out by the Federal Govern-
ment, that we do not know which pro-
grams have produced better education
and which programs have produced little
or no improvement. Overall, we suspect
that much of the money has been wasted
in terms of real educational improve-
ment.

That is a sharp condemnation of the
Congress in its oversight role, as well as
a condemnation of the Office of Educa-
tion and the education departments of
many States which have permitted this
to go on and on.

I intend to propose an amendment to
title I which will make it entirely clear
that the Congress wants a dramatic
change. We want to know the results ob-
tained under these programs, and we
want assurances that the money will be
spent in the most cost-effective manner.

My amendment will require the Com-
missioner to spend a little—actually,
less than 1 percent—of the funds to
determine what educational effectiveness
the programs have. Thus we will not be
shooting in the dark in the future.

The Commissioner would be required
to state in advance the criteria by which
the programs would be judged. He will
be required to develop models for the
evaluation of each program in each
State. He will be required to report back
on the results of the evaluation to the
Congress and to reflect success and
failure in future approvals.

If we adopt this amendment, we can
clear an enormous doubt which now
hangs over title I, and we can purge our-
selves of the very valid accusations that
we have continued to pour out taxpayers’
dollars without knowing whether the
desired objectives are accomplished.

I would ask the Members’ careful con-
sideration of this amendment when it is
presented to the Committee, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
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8 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. Bapirro).

Mrs. CHISHOLM, Mr. Chairman, I
make the point of order that a gquorum
is not present

The CHATRMAN. Evidently a quorum
is not present. The call will be taken by
electronic device.

The call was taken by electronic de-
vice, and the following Members failed
to respond:

[Roll No, 79]
Gray
Griffiths
Gubser
Gunter
Hansen, Wash.
rsha

Ha

Hébert
Henderson
Hillia
Hollfield
Howard
Johnson, Colo,
Eastenmeler
King

Abzug
Alexander
Arends
Barrett
Bolling
Brasco
Broomfield
Buchanan
Burke, Calif.
Butler
Carey, N.Y.
Casey, Tex.
Chappell
Clark
Conyers Kuykendall
Dickinson Landrum
Diggs McEwen
Dingell Macdonald
Eckhardt Marazitl
Edwards, Calif. Martin, Nebr.
Evans, Colo. Minshall, Ohio
Evins, Tenn. Montgomery
Fish Morgan
Fisher

Flowers

Fraser

Fulton

Gibbons Powell, Ohio

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr, Price of Illinois, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under considera-
tion the bill HR. 69, and finding itself
without a guorum, he had directed the
Members to record their presence by elec-
tronic device, whereupon 351 Members
recorded their presence, a quorum, and
he submitted herewith the names of the
absentees to be spread upon the journal,

The Committee resumed its sitting.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York
(Mr. BADILLO) .

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

Mr. BADILLO. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, I wish to
associate my remarks with the gentle-
man in the well.

Mr. Chairman, the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act Extension,
H.R. 69, is the most important Federal
effort to help children below the college
level. It is comprehensive and serves the
whole range of problems in this area. My
colleagues and I on the Education and
Labor Committee who considered this
measure for over a year, believe it is a
necessary and worthy effort and deserves
support.

There are several major programs
which are continued and expanded under
the bill, which are well worth the support
of Congress. HR. 69 extends authoriza-
tion authority through 1977 to two par-
ticularly important programs: The Edu-
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cation of the Handicapped Act, and the
Bi-Lingual Education Act.

These are two of the most critical con-
cerns in American education. Vast num-
bers of children possess learning disabili-
ties varying from difficulty in reading to
the most severe physical handicaps a hu-
man being can face. Only recently has it
been recognized by the courts—and by
the Congress—that every child has a
right to an education, regardless of his
physieal or mental condition.

This is not simple commitment. We
must provide special services for those
children whose disabilities prevent them
from gaining very much from the ordi-
nary classroom. Special programs and
the money to pay for them is what edu-
cation for the handicapped is all about.
HR. 69 goes a significant distance to-
ward meeting this need. For the first
time, we require States to write educa-
tion plans to insure instruction for every
handicapped child. Education research
and special teacher training to provide
the particular methods and skills neces-
sary for the handicapped child to learn
are also underwritten. Special centers
will be set up for those children who can-
not benefit from special techniques being
imported to the regular classroom. The
bill'’s provisions are a significant step.

In bilingual education, H.R. 69 recog-
nizes education to be of little value if the
child is not in a position to take advan-
tage of it. Children who come from
households where English is not the
spoken language have significant prob-
lems in English language schools. It is
the obligation of society to help these
children integrate into the mainstream
of American education and obtain the
advantages and opportunities which are
given to all other children in our schools.
H.R. 69 funds the programs which will
accomplish this.

A third major commitment made in
H.R. 69 is to adult education, particular-
1y by using our existing school resources
to a maximum degree. America has thou-
sands of school buildings which go un-
used a good part of the year—for that
matter, a good part of the day. There is,
at the same time, an urgent need in our
rapidly changing world for continuing
education for adults whose knowledge re-
quires updating, or for those who did not
have full educational advantage when
they were in school. H.R. 69 provides an
opportunity for schools to be used for the
purposes of adult education in what is
named the community education pro-
gram, and extends existing funding for
adult education programs.

HR. 69 also mandates fairness and
equality of opportunity in all education
programs. It is required that children
from private schools are to be allowed to
participate in all of the education serv-
ices offered under this bill, There is no
equality of education if children not in
the public school systems are to be de-
prived of what the Government is offer-
ing to local and State public units of
education.

In addition, HR. 69 recognizes -the
need for more efficient use of Federal
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moneys and so institutes a measure of
consolidation of existing programs. The
school library and equipment programs,
including audio and visual aids, are to be
consolidated into one broad category:
Library and instructional resources. The
educational innovation program, drop-
out prevention, health and nutrition pro-
grams, and aid to State departments of
education are consolidated into a sec-
ond broad category: Innovation and sup-
port services.

However, we will not risk the security
of any of the categorical grant pro-
grams consolidated here. We require the
total consolidated grant appropriation
to be equal to the sum of past categorical
grant appropriations before the consoli-
dation takes effect.

H.R. 69 carries on and initiates sev-
eral other worthy programs. Impact aid,
50 necessary to school systems overbur-
dened by Federal installations, is con-
tinued. Special aid to Indian children is
continued, critical if we are to give every
group in our society an even break. Stud-
ies of the problems of athletic safety are
begun, to protect our children from
poorly cared for athletic injuries. Most
significantly, a major study is mandated
of the appalling problem of crime in the
Nation's schools, a crisis we are barely
controlling, and which threatens every
student and teacher in the educational
process if not corrected. Finally, a White
House Conference on Education in 1975 is
authorized to continue to examine and
improve the Federal effort to assist
American education.

The most important clement of the bill,
and of Federal aid to education, is title
I, aid to the educationally disadvantaged,
The key provision of title I is the for-
mula for distribution of the moneys, for
it is through the formula that the most
serious cases of educational disadvan-
tage are attacked. Thus, the amount of
money, and more important, the way in
which it is allotted, is erucial.

I must state here that I am not happy
with the title I formula in HR. 69. I
hope and trust the whole House will
take a careful look at the formula and
will amend it before passing the bill.

Since I believe the formula to be so
important, I must reserve my support
for the whole bill until the House has
decided on this provision. For if the basie
purpose of Elementary and Secondary
Education aid is to attack educational
disadvantage and such disadvantage is
found most prevalent in our poorer
areas, the bill must successfully address
itself to this problem. If it does not, then
all of the other good programs in the
bill are put into question. The bill, with-
out a good title I formula, risks being
a fraud on the poor and the needy peo-
ple of America.

Let me state, briefly, my concerns with
the formula. It is the declared purpose
of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act, as stated in the original bill
in 1965, to help peor children with their
education on a priority basis. The sec-

tion on purpose states:
In recognition of the special education
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needs of children on low-income families
and the impact that concentrations of low
income families have on the ability of local
educational agencies to support adeguate
educational programs, the Congress hereby
declares it to be the policy of the United
States to provide financial assistance . .. to
local educational agencies serving areas with
concentrations of children from low income
families.

The emphasis is clearly on poverty.
Unfortunately, while nearly $5 billion is
authorized annually for this program,
only $1.8 billion is routinely appropri-
ated. This means a limited amount of
money to deal with a very serious prob-
lem, one which requires resources to be
commitied way beyond what we are ac-
tually committing. This faces Congress
with the difficult problem of priorities.
The statement of purpose makes it clear
what they should be. It has not been
amended in this bill.

It has thus been recognized that for
the money to do any real good in such a
limited quantity, it must be concentrated
in the relatively poorer districts of the
country. And that is exactly what has
been done in the Iast 7 years under
the old law. It has not been done with-
out mistakes and inefficiency on an oc-
casional basis. It has not always been
completely fair and up to date. But the
emphasis has been right.

The new formula, however, is wrong
in its emphasis. It developes a standard
of poverty which is misleading and in-
accurate, and which does the very op-
posite of what needs to be done: It dis-
perses the money. The new formula in-
creases the number of children eligible
by nearly 50 percent, from 4,800,000 to
approximately 7,700,000. With no in-
crease in funding, this will produce dis-
persion of an enormous nature, and end
the priority we have given to poverty.

It is all very well to argue Federal aid
should be as broad as possible, and that
educational disadvantage needs to be
attacked wherever found. But the argu-
ment makes no sense when being made
by those who do not offer to spend the
additional money necessary. It is, sim-
ply, a method of diluting our attack on
the worst areas of educational disad-
vantage in the name of a handout for
everyone who can possibly, somehow,
claim a share. It overlooks the problem
of priorities.

Let us look at the new formula’s defi-
nition of poverty in some detail. It is
argued the formula raises the dollar
level of poverty. This is sensible, of course
because the price level has gone up dras-
tically since 1965. Instead of the old
$2,000 level of the bill, we have the so-
called Orshansky index, which sets a
variable level that can run as high as
$5,820 for a family of eight in an urban
area. Along wtih this higher level, which
all of us want, it is argued we need an
increased flexibility in our definition of
poverty, because poverty is not the same
in every section of the country. The Or-
shansky index is said to do this. But the
fact is that it does not do so in any
sensible manner.
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The index is based on two main false
premises: One, that the cost of food can
be the total measure of the cost of living,
and two, that the difference between farm
and nonfarm families is the only signifi-
cant difference in poverty costs between
different geographic regions.

It is transparent that in urban areas
the cost of living includes rent and trans-
portation, as well as higher taxes, even
for the relatively poor. The index does
not reflect this at all, It is confined fo
food costs alone. Moreover, the Orshan-
sky index distinguishes between rural and
urban regions only through the category
of “farm” family, which calls for a 30-
percent reduction in cost-of-living
measure for farm families as against all
others because they grow some of their
own food. Urban families are grouped
with nonfood growing rural families
with no distinction between them. This
does not seriously reflect the real dif-
ference between rural and urban centers;
namely, the well known and undeniable
fact that all costs are lower in rural than
in an urban area. In sum, this formula
will cheat cities twice: first by not tak-
ing account of the true range of costs of
living in a city because only food is
counted, and second, by not taking ac-
count of the higher cost for everything
in a city, even food.

Finally, the Orshansky index is wrong
even in its own terms. The food con-
sumption survey it is based on comes
from a 1955 Agriculture Department sur-
vey. 1963 prices and income were used,
and the only modification since then has
been to add the consumer price index to
update prices. The definition of consump-
tion levels remains nearly 20 years out of
date. Mrs. Mollie Orshansky of the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, the originator of the poverty index,
told the Education and Labor Committee
herself:

It (the index) concentrates on the income-
food relationship although for urban fam-
ilies, particularly those handicapped not only
by lack of money but by minority status and
large families, the cost of housing may be
critical . . . further analysis of the formula
(should be) conducted before it (is) used as
a poverty index ...

That ought to be enough for the Con-
gress. But it is argued that this is the
jndex used by most Government agencies
and thus we should be consistent and use
it for education. I say if this is the gen-
erally used index, we should find a new
one. I am not impressed that most of the
Federal Government has made a mistake
and that therefore we should make one,
too. I say we should disestablish this
index here and now, starting with
education.

There is a better index to use: The
count of AFDC children in a district in
conjunction with a poverty level, as was
used in the old formula. The Orshansky
formula, for practical purposes, drops
AFDC children from consideration. The
formula allows a count of only two-
thirds of AFDC children above the Or-
shansky index level. This does not ac-
curately reflect the number of children
whose families are poor, whose neighbor-
hoods are poor and therefore whose
schools are poor. The Social Services Ad-
ministration, in response to a question
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concerning AFDC’s capacity to accu-
rately reflect regional variation in cost
of living and so serve as a good index to
distribute education money, said:

. .. we are unaware of any other more
adequate data which is provided county by
county which could be used for an equitable
distribution of funds . . .

Let us see what this formula does to
New York City, a representative case of
concentrated poverty. As a whole, the
city will lose 15 percent of its funds next
year, $23,156,030. This means, according
to Dr. Seymour Lachman, the president
of the Board of Education of New York
City, a loss of 1,000 teachers and 3,000
paraprofessionals. It means 90,000 chil-
dren out of 290,000 being serviced in
reading and math will not be serviced
next year. And the total number of chil-
dren eligible for the program to begin
with is 414,681. We are proposing to move
backward.

In my own district alone, this means a
loss of $6,935,131 in the Bronx and a loss
of $1,918,006 in Queens, making a total
loss of $8,853,137 for the two boroughs
as a whole. What am I to tell my people,
who desperately need and rely on these
Federal moneys?

I will not tell them that this is a good
formula, but that unfortunately New
York happens to lose a little while most
other States gain. That is what the fig-
ures appear to show. But the question
really is, where are the moneys going
which New York loses? They are not go-
ing to other big cities and concentrations
of poverty and educational disadvantage.
The increases for most of the top 100
cities in the country are small. The in-
creases for pockets of poverty in rural
areas are small. The big increases are
going to the suburbs which do not have
the serious poverty problems the cities do.
The big increases are going to those who
say “if there is a pot of money somewhere
I want my share, never mind what the
money is for, and never mind that there
is not enough money to solve the prob-
lem. The cities of America have been
cheated long enough with this kind of re-
frain. If you want to convert poverty pro-
grams to general aid, then where is the
money to give the cities their fair share
of general aid?

It is clear that even here the cities are
cheated. While aid under the formula is
adjusted in relation to a State’s average
per pupil expenditure as in the past, the
new procedure harms the cities. A State
will get no less than 80 percent of the na-
tional average per pupil expenditure, or
more than 120 percent added on in rela-
tion to its own costs. But New York
spends 150 percent of the national aver-
age. This means we will now get $465 per
pupil. Under the old law, which allowed
the State to use the higher of either the
national average or its own State aver-
age, New York got $756. Once again, the
cities are the losers.

And there should be a note of warning
here, lest there be any doubt concerning
what the authors of the new formula
intend for the attack on educational dis-
advantage through priority spending on
the poverty districts which are known to
produce the worst disadvantage. There is
a small amendment in title I which al-
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lows the local educational agencies to use
“criteria other than poverty” for distri-
bution of moneys. This is a clear viola-
tion of the statement of purpose in the
bill. The criterion they have in mind, the
only one possible, is educational testing,
zn;s g.lncertain and discriminatory art at

We were able in committee to nar-
rowly prevent this small amendment
irom being applied as the sole basis for
the distribution of title I moneys, and
instead confined it within local educa-
tional agencies. But it is clear what they
want. Be warned, the poverty nature of
this program is being attacked, and this
amendment, along with the ineguitable
formula to which it is attached, can be
the beginning of the end for aid to the
really needy in our poor educational
areas and especially in our cities,

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

Mr. BADILLO. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I wish
to associate my remarks with the gentle-
man in the well.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to voice my strong
opposition to the formula for distributing
title I funds under the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act amendments,
H.R. 69, now before this body. The pro-
posed title I formula would not only dis-
criminate against New York City schools
and other metropolitan areas but would
add to the already serious financial prob-
lems facing our inner cities.

The unfair title I formula was the
reason I voted against the rule on H.R. 69
and it remains the reason I may vote
against this legislation unless we are able
to pass amendments to correct the
inequities in H.R. 69.

Mr. Chairman, the Boroeugh of Queens,
New York, stands to lose approximately
$6 million in title I funding if the legis-
lation is passed in its present form, a
reduction over last year’s title I budget
which is unjustifiable. The average fund-
ing reduction in all New York State
school districts under the bill as pro-
posed is 15 percent, a result which is
totally inconsistent with the educational
needs of New York State and New York
City. Our metropolitan area is one which
provides educational services to children
of all backgrounds and must be flexible
and progressive enough to meet those
differing educational needs without the
disruption caused by a sudden reduc-
tion in Federal funding.

Mr, Chairman, I have always supported
and voted for education bills in this
Chamber. I have cosponsored aid to
elementary and secondary education bills
and I have supported increased appro-
priations for education programs au-
thorized by the Congress. Title I fund-
ing, in particular, has been a program to
which I would assign the highest priority.

The bill before this Chamber, H.R. 69,
would extend the elementary and second-
ary education programs for 3 years at
an authorization of $15 billion, a general
goal I can enthusiastically endorse; how-
ever, the proposed changes in title I fund
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distribution are so drastic and inequita-
ble that I find myself in a position where
I may have to cast my first vote against
an aid to education bill.

In order to avoid that necessity, I will
join those of my colleagues who plan to
offer and support amendments to the
title I distribution formula. I urge my
colleagues to vote for these amendments
and save the education programs needed
to meet the challenges which face our
school districts, particularly those with
large numbers of disadvantaged children.,

The title I distribution formula under
H.R. 69 as now drafted would destroy
the national effort to upgrade our ele-
mentary and secondary school programs
in inner cities and create a gap in those
programs which would be impossible to
repair given the existing financial situa-
tion in our large cities. We must reject
that kind of shift in title I fund distri-
bution. We must say no to those who
would rape the school systems of Queens,
New York, and other major metropolitan
school systems and substitute for their
distorted priorities a reaffirmation of
congressional intent to serve the disad-
vantaged schoolchildren of the United
States by rejecting any reduction in the
Federal commitment to date. There
should be no reduction in any school
system’s funding under title I but rather
there should be increasing assistance
where needed and where increased fund-
ing can improve the educational effort.

For these reasons I urge my colleagues
to support amendments to change the
title I distribution formula in order to
correct inequities and assure full fund-
ing for New York and other large cities.

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

Mr. BADILLO. I yield to the gentle-
man from Florida.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the bill.

Mr. Chairman, the Committee on
Education and Labor worked for many,
many months on this legislation, and I
%hjnk we have brought a good bill to the

oOr.

Although much of the discussion in the
next few days will center on the alloca-
tion formula in title I, I would like to
address my remarks to another portion
of the bill, the new title IX, Community
Education Development, which I offered
during the Committee’s consideration of
H.R. 69.

During these past few months of oil
shortages, meat shortages and now fer-
tilizer shortages, we have all come to
realize that we must make the most use
of all our resources.

Title IX goes in that direction, by help-
ing communities to get the most use out
of their school buildings, which are in
many cases the biggest public capital
expenditure in the community. It just
does not make sense for a community to
heavily tax itself to build schools, and
then have that building used for 7 or 8
hours only 5 days a week. Why not open
up the school after regular hours to the
rest of the people in the community, and
use the facilities for community ac-
tivities? This is the essence of title IX.

When the bells ring at 3:00, instead of
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everyone leaving all the schools, some
people will leave, and some will come in.

The community education program in
my district offers many activities, from
upholstery to guitar to basketball to
chess. What is offered depends on what
the community would like to participate
in

Mr. Chairman, this beginning program
can lead to the full use of our public
school buildings to stabilize and upgrade
neighborhoods and communities during
these times of transition and deteriora-
tion.

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

Mr. BADILLO. I yield tc the gentle-
man from Maryland.

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of ex-
tension of the Elementary and Second-
ary Education Act. I certainly appreciate
the long hours and hard work put in by
our colleagues on the Education and La-
bor Committee on this legislation, and
the extent to which this bill represents
bipartisan cooperation. In general, I am
indeed supportive of the provisions—
certainly, the principles behind—H.R. 69
and the Federal commitment to elemen-
tary and secondary education.

I have personally witnessed the fruits
of ESEA in my district, and would cite,
in particular, the worth of such pro-
grams as the project on Early Childhood
Services for Visually Impaired Children
which is located at Rock Creek Palisades
School in Kensington, Md. It is indeed
inspirational to witness the good use to
which Federal moneys are being put here,
under title ITI, ESEA. Preschoolers with
severe visual problems and multiple
handicaps are learning improved motor
development and coordination, visual
perception and basic educational skills,
Several are being readied for transferral
to the regular classroom—a goal which
perhaps may never have been attained
without title III assistance of this
nature. This particular project in Mar-
land’s 8th District is a fine example of
the kind of program we wish to see con-
tinued under the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act.

However, I do wish to address myself
at this time to certain concerns of mine,
shared with several of my constituents,
in this discussion of Federal aid to edu-
cation. In any Federal effort involving
the education of young children—our
most precious resource for the future—
we must at all time inject elements of
responsibility and accountability to the
parents and the children themselves.

Perhaps I am addressing an age-old
dilemma, but it is one which I know to
be of concern to several of my colleagues
here in the House. We must take the time
to carefully examine the role of schools
and to protect the right and proper role
of parents and legal guardians in a
child’s moral, emotional, and physical de-
velopment. At a time when the Federal
Government imposes itself into more and
more areas of our daily lives, at a time
when we speak out against invasions of
privacy and for individual rights, we are
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certainly compelled to reflect upon this
most basic of all rights and relationships
involving the parent and the education
of the young child.

There are two fundamental areas, in
my opinion, which demand our atten-
tion. So that we do not infringe upon the
responsibilities of parents or guardians
in this respect, it becomes imperative
that we insure meaningful, prior consent
on their part fo the participation of their
child in a research or experimental pro-
gram, or any pilot project assisted under
this act. By meaningful consent, I do not
mean simply a signature on a form let-
ter which informs the parents that Janie
or Johnny has been selected for a partic-
ular program—as has been documented
to me—but rather, consent based upon
ample information and discussion as to
the project and its goals. Insofar as pos-
sible, instructional materials, including
films, tapes or other supplementary ma-
terial which will be used by any child
in connection with any such project
under ESEA should be available for re-
view upon the requests of parents, prior
to the enrollment of the child.

Involvement of the parents of par-
ticipating children from the inception
throughout the development of a par-
ticular program which involves new or
untried teaching methods or techniques
is vital. I know that HEW insures that
for each title III project there shall be
a parent advisory board composed of the
parents of participating children. I am
most pleased at this, and encourage the
growth of such panels. For this reason,
I am gratiied at the committee’s
amendment of the title I program re-
quiring the establishment of a parental
advisory council for each public school
participating in a title I program, in ad-
dition to the districtwide councils pres-
ently mandated. These advisory councils
would have a majority of their member-
ships composed of parents of the chil-
dren to be served, and the entire mem-
bership must be persons selected by the
parents. I would reiterate the importance
of meaningful participation in planning
and programing—not just lipservice.
As the committee has pointed out in its
report:

To be eflective, these councils must
be provided by school administrators with
appropriate information concerning pro-
grams and projects,

In further protection of the rights of
parents, I would stress the applicability
of the “sunshine” principle to meetings
of local educational agencies—that is,
meetings of local agencies at which any
research or experimentation programs or
pilot projects assisted under ESEA will
be considered, should be open to the pub-
lic. Furthermore, local educational bodies
should provide, after reasonable notice
of time and place of such meeting, an
opportunity for all interested members
of the public to testify with respect to
such program or project. I have sup-
ported the concept of open meetings in
the Congress and the executive branch.
We should expect no less from the local
government agency, particularly one
which deals with so crucial an issue as
the education of young children.
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Mr. Chairman, I do not think we can
stress too much the importance of
parental rights in this area. True par-
ticipation on the part of the public is
fundamental. Let us extend the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act, and
thereby, the Federal Government’s com-
mitment to education, but at all times,
1=t us maintain a proper perspective on
responsibility and accountability with
respect to the child’s development.

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Chairman, I will
say to the Members of the House that
I think it is time in this debate that we
go back and remember the purposes of
the particular bill that we are discussing.
We are discussing the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act, and we are
discussing title I, and when this bill was
passed, in 1965, many of the Members
will remember that the intent of this bill
was to provide for the education of poor
children, not for children as a whole in
our society, which would be a general aid
bill, but for the poor children of this
country.

The reason we are in difficully now is
because there are some Members who
were then against having special educa-
tional provisions for poor children and
who are still against it now, and they
want to change the formula. And then
there are those who want to change the
formula from a program to help poor
children to a general aid program.

They feel that the particular revision
under discussion will move us along the
way toward having a general aid formula.

Now, when the bill was originally
passed, it was the major urban centers
of this country that received the largest
proportion of funds under the title I pro-
grams, This came about because the
major urban centers were the chief areas
that had provided aid to families with
dependent children.

Many parts of the country did not
choose to take advantage of the AFDC
program, and for that reason they did
not receive any title I aid.

That is the reason why New York City
happens to get a larger share of title I
funds, because New York City took ad-
vantage of the provisions in the law that
enable a district to provide for aid to
families with dependent children.

Now, the fact is that the programs of
title I are proving successful. Even
though the programs have not been ade-
quately funded, because less than $175
per child is received, even in New York
City, we see that this year for the first
time there is a gradual improvement in
the reading level of the children in the
major cities, beginning with New York
City and covering the other cities in the
country.

More specifically, the reading scores
in New York’s public schools are now
showing their first improvement in a
decade. In 1965, 45.8 percent of the city's
pupils were reading at or above their
grade level. The scores dropped steadily
each year to a low of 32 percent in 1972,
But finally, helped along by the infusion
of Federal funds, the 1973 tests indi-
cated that nearly 34 percent of New
York’s students had reached or sur-
passed the norm for their grade. More
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importantly, serious reading retarda-
tion dropped from 26 percent to 21.7 per-
cent of those being tested. And the
proportion of students 1 year behind or
less also rose.

We from New York City and from the
urban centers are concerned about
maintaining the kind of assistance we
have now, because we feel that if we
are able to continue, in the years to
come, to get the same kind of assistance
we have received in years past, there
will be a significant improvement in the
educational achievement of the children
from poor families. This is why we ob-
ject to a revision of the formula which
will result in a net loss of funds to urban
centers at this time.

What is happening in 1974 is that
many parts of the country recognize the
value of title I programs and want to
take advantage of that program in their
commumities as well. For that reason a
new formula called the Orshansky for-
mula is being provided, so that many of
these other parts of the country will be
able to develop the same kind of pro-
grams that we have developed in the
city of New York and in major urban
centers. We are not against that. We
welcome the recognition, belated though
it may be, in many parts of the country
that these programs are important and
useful.

We want to support Kentucky and
other areas in getting these programs
underway, but we say that while we
would like to enlarge the programs, we
would not want the major centers to be
deprived of the benefit of the programs
that exist now. It is for that reason we
are seeking the help of all the Members
of Congress to see to it that our pro-
grams are not cut off but at the same
time see to it that the other areas who
want to have the programs may be able
to do so.

It can be done. There is no need in
the House of Representatives to create
a division between the poor children of
New York City and those of Kentucky
or any other part of the country. We can
devise a formula and we will be propos-
ing a formula that will enable the poor
children of New York City to continue
to get title I aid and at the same time
enable the poor children of other parts
of the country to get the benefit of the
same types of programs,

‘We hope you will look at these amend-
ments as they are printed in the Recorp
and you will consider them from the
point of view of the country as a whole
and support the amendments that we
will offer,

I want to point out why it is that en-
tire formula works to the disadvantage
of the major centers. The formula does
not just include an index of poverty but
also includes a percentage of the total
educational cost in a particular part of
the country. It so happens that in the
city of New York the costs of education
are higher because we provide more ben-
efits and because teachers’ salaries cost
more. We are not saying that we want
to have additional funds to squander or
to use for any purpose that is not related
to education. We are saying that if in
the city of New York or in the city ol
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Chicago there is an educational expendi-
ture per pupil approved by the govern-
ing bodies of those localities that that
particular locality should not be penal-
ized. We are asking that the formula be
revised so that instead of having a limi-
tation of 120 percent of the national
average the city of New York, for ex-
ample, may be allowed to claim title I
payments on the basis of actual expendi-
tures. We feel that is a fair request to
the Members of Congress, because you
can be sure that even in New York City
there would not be any money appropri-
ated unless it were justified on the basis
of educational need.

I_ think you will know that we have a
serious crisis in New York in housing, in
manpower, in health, and in other areas
as well as in education. What many
Members are really talking about is
expanding the program. We feel the way
the debate has gone it has become a
guestion of taking away from the areas
that sought to develop the programs in
the first instance to give to those who
hav_e never had it. We welcome everyone
having it, but at the same time we feel
we should be able to continue the pro-
gram as well.

For that reason we ask your support in
the amendments that will be provided in
order to insure that we may be able to
continue the program in the areas where
the benefits are just beginning to be
derived as well as to provide those bene-
fits to areas which have never had them.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. PERKINS Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman 1 additional minute.

Mr. BADILLO. I would like to ask the
chairman a clarifying question. On page
20 of the committee report there appears
the statement that it is the committee’s
intent that “priority attention should be
given to basic cognitive skills and to
related support activities to eliminate
physical, emotional, or social problems
that impede the ability to acquire such
skills.” As I understand this language,
it would include programs in which
paraprofessionals serve as liaison be-
tween the student, family, and school
to deal with such problems as truancy,
absenteeism, lack of home discipline, and
inadequate health care. Such services
have been recognized by many as indis-
pensable to the success of basic instruc-
tional activities.

Am I correct in my reading of the
report?

Mr. PERKINS. The gentleman is
exactly correct. The answer is “Yes.” It
all depends. If that is a priority of the
appropriate educational agency, the an-
swer is “Yes.”

Mr. BADILI.O. Thank you.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentlewoman from
New York (Mrs. CHISHOLM) .

Mrs. CHISHOLM. Mr. Chairman and
members of the committee, I know that
by now the majority of the members
may be quite tired. We have gone
through a great deal of debate today. I
know that perhaps many of us are just
as confused, or more confused, than
when we came here earlier today. But,
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Mr. Chairman, I do want to raise just a
few points.

It was only about a decade ago that
poverty in America was acknowledged to
be a blight on the national image. It was
about a decade ago when this counfry
became aware that those people who
were not self-sufficient for reasons of
poor education, lack of skills and result-
ing unemployment were not only leading
undignified, unskilled lives, but also were
not contributing to this society through
their productivity and their tax dollars.

The Great Society programs were de-
signed to assist these impoverished peo-
ple, a high proportion of whom were
from minority groups.

But it seems that after less than a dec-
ade of effort—effort which has been far
short of adequate and thus incapable of
contributing to any substantial or per-
manent change—after only a few years,
this Congress is ready to abandon the
poor again. We see it in such things as
the absence of any move to counteract
the administration’s illegal dismantling
of OEO, and the emasculation on this
very floor of the Legal Services program.
Why do you have to repeatedly knuckle
under to an administration that cares
nothing for people, and least of all for
the poor? What happened to the pro-
fessed concern of the sixties for all
Americans regardless of race or eco-
nomie level? Was it a mirage?

The enactment in 1965 of title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act signaled a new sense of responsibility
for children in need of a special assist-
ance in learning the basic skills of read-
ing, writing, and computing. Congress at
that time also recognized that these spe-
cial needs or educational disadvantages
as it has come to be called was highly
correlated with poverty among elemen-
tary and secondary school students. This
congressional responsibility for the eco-
nomically disadvantaged children of this
Nation filtered down to reach every
school board in every school district
where poor children live. Public educa-
tors were, for the first time, required to
address themselves to the problems of
disadvantaged students and to plan and
implement programs that would lift them
from those problems.

During the years since the enactment
of title I, there has been a gradual re-
focusing of concern away from those stu-
dents who are the most economically
disadvantaged. Members of Congress are
beginning to hear from their working
class and lower and middle class con-
stituents who ask why are those poor folk
always getting the programs and the as-
sistance. “We need help too,” they say.
And so they do. I cannot deny that. And
I believe that the more vocal working
class workers who can be very influen-
tial at election time deserve the benefits
of programs such as title I also, but not
until all the most poverty stricken, most
socially, educationally and economically
disadvantaged children in this Nation
are served first.

A major study was done of all the chil-
dren born in Britain in a given week in
1958. The report of this study, called
“Born to Fail” describes how the com-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

bined hardships of low income, poor
housing, a one-parent family, and a fam-
ily of five or more children work together
to work against the children studied. So-
cially disadvantaged children are com-
pared with ordinary children in the study
and the results are striking. They show
how combined adversities reinforce each
other and affect every aspect of a child’s
life. They show the enormous inequalities
of life for the disadvantaged compared
with ordinary children. This excerpt
from the report called “Born to Fail”
illustrates the devastating effect of mul-
tiple misfortunes on children:

By the age of eleven, one in 14 of the dis-
advantaged children was either receiving or
was walting to receive special education com-~
pared with only one in 80 ordinary children,
This wide difference is accounted for almost
entirely by the high proportion of disadvan-
taged children said to be educationally sub-
normal (one in 20); among ordinary chil-
dren there was only one in 150. Disadvan-
taged children are thus over-represented in
special schools in general, and in schools for
the educationally subnormal in particular.
Some of this subnormality might have been
avoided if parents had been more free of the
stress associated with poor health, erowded
living conditions, low income, unemployment,
and so on.

Did you hear that? Among so-called
ordinary children, 1 in 150 was deemed
educationally subnormal. But 1 of
every 20 disadvantaged children needed
special education services.

This report supports and illustrates
my conviction that those most severely
disadvantaged children must be reached
first because for them it is a matter not
merely of social mobility or future em-
ployability but a matter of survival.

The formula for distribution of title
I funds as adopted by the House Edu-
cation and Labor Committee violates the
declaration of policy for title I as de-
scribed in section 101 of the current law.
I quote from this section:

Congress hereby declares it to be the policy
of the United States to provide finanecial
assistance to local education agencies serv-
ing areas with concentrations of children
from low income families.

Through the use and misuse of the
three main components of title I formula,
funds previously designated for school
districts with concentrations of poor
students now are diffused away from
those areas with the highest concentra-
tions of the poor, where families with
multiple hardships, such as those I re-
ferred to earlier, are predominant.

Mr. Chairman, I think most of the
Members of the House are by now sick
and tired of hearing about poor old Molly
Orshansky. I think one of the reasons
perhaps that many more Members were
not on the floor today during this con-
tinuous debate was due to the fact that
this subject is so complicated and the
formulas are so complex, and when they
do not understand, they are not going
to stay around and listen.

But, the Orshansky poverty index is
the major factor that determines where
the dollars will go among States, and
within States, in the committee formula.
I would like to point out some of the
weaknesses of this index of poverty.

6305

The Orshansky poverty index was de-
veloped in 1963. It contains at least two
elements which weigh against metropoli-
tan areas: The derivation of the income
levels and the farm-nonfarm distine-
tion. The basis of the formula was estab-
lished by studies made 10 years ago on
family food expenditures. Although food
expenditures then only accounted for 30
percent of a person’s income, it was felt
that by comparing food expenditures, the
relative poverty of different groups could
be found. However, using food costs alone
excludes the important consideration of
such expenses as housing, transportation,
or a person’s assets. Molly Orshansky,
the developer of the index, stated at a
hearing before the special education sub-
comimittee:

It (the index) concentrates on the income-
food relationship, although for urban fam-
ilies, particularly those handicapped not
only by lack of money but by minority status
and large families, the cost of housing may
be critical.

The second major weakness in the Or-
shansky poverty index is the absence of
any variation that takes into account the
differences in cost of living between an
urban and a rural area, or between a
central city and a suburban area. The
farm-nonfarm differentiation in the
formula is often misconstrued to rep-
resent a rural-urban differentiation,
when it only reflects the cost-of-living
difference due to the value of food pro-
duced and consumed by the farm
family. The result of this absence of an
urban-rural distinction is that the
poverty levels tend to understate poverty
conditions in high cost-of-living areas
such as rural areas and small towns.

The net effect of the Orshansky for-
mula is a shift of funds out of urban
areas into farm areas. This dislocation
of moneys goes directly counter to the
continuing migration of people, especi-
ally the poor, away from the most rural
areas into population centers. The people
are coming in and the money is going
out, leaving the ugly prospect of drasti-
cally cut title I programs in metropolitan
areas across the country.

In addition to counting all children
under the Orshansky poverty index, the
committee formula counts two-thirds of
the children from AFDC families with
incomes above the median Orshansky in-
come cut-off level for a nonfarm family
of four, which for 1974 will soon become
approximately $4,600.

Commonsense, as well as documented
evidence, tells us that there are few if any
families on AFDC with incomes above
$4,600 per year in any State. The oft-
made accusation that New York State
and California have rapidly increasing
welfare rolls is no longer true. The num-
ber of families receiving AFDC payments
in both states has leveled off and is
beginning to decline.

As the Orshansky poverty levels under-
go their annual cost-of-living update, the
median poverty level will be raised from
its current 1973 level of $4,254. As the
median is raised, the number of previous-
1y eligible AFDC children is reduced. I
predict that within 3 years there will be
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in effect no AFDC counted at all under
this title I formula.

The third important part of the new
formula is a limitation of 120 percent
on per pupil expenditure above the na-
tional average and a floor of 80 percent
of the national per pupil expenditure
for States below the national average.
The 120 percent ceiling works against
Alaska, Connecticut, New Jersey, New
York, and the District of Columbia. Their
allocations are in effect reduced by the
ceiling.

A recent study projects that the fol-
lowing additional States could potentially
be limited by the ceiling if their State
per pupil expendifures continue fo grow
at present rates: Illinois, Michigan, Min-
nesota, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Wis-
consin, and Maryland. The 120 percent
ceiling on per pupil expenditures penal-
izes those States which have made a
greater contribution in their spending
for education.

The consequence of the use of the
rural-biased Orshansky index, plus the
decrease in AFDC and the limit on per
pupil expenditure, is a redistribution of
funds away from the most densely popu-
lated jurisdictions. Although the total
number of eligible children increases
under this formula as compared with the
present formula, the percent of the total
for population centers decreases as com-
pared with the present. Since the appro-
priation level for title I is not expected
to increase to the level necessary to serve
all the eligibles, the relative amount that
will be made available to meiropolitan
areas will decrease. The result is a disper-
sion of title I funds around the country.
To put it another way, the new formula
must be applied to the same sized pie,
with smaller slices as the end result.

This is of important consequence to the
Federal role in elementary and second-
ary education in this Nation. It repre-
sents a retreat from the intent of title
I to assist those areas with large concen-
trations of need. For heavily populated
States, the implications are profoundly
negative.

An unfortunate side effect of the com-
mittee’s title I formula is the reduction
of funding for programs for the educa-
tion of handicapped children by more
than $20 million nationally. It is said
that H.R. 70, an aid to the handicapped
bill now in subcommittee, would replace
these lost funds. However, it is not possi-
ble to enact HR. 70 in time to offset the
loss of moneys in fiscal year 1975, and
even when it is enacted, its allocations
would not be great enough to make up
for the losses resulting from the com-
mittee’s title I formula.

The process of considering and adopt-
ing the committee’s new title I formula
was hampered by the absence of infor-
mation on how the funds would be dis-
tributed within the States, among
counties or among school districts. The
formula was adopted on the basis of esti-
mated State allocation tetals, with no
data available that would have in any
way indicated the actual impact of the
formula at the county level. The State
allocation tables made available were
both inaccurate and misleading. It ap-
peared that some States would gain more
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and others would gain less than would
actually be the case.

Since the committee report was filed
on February 21, the proponents of the
formula have continued to issue unin-
formed rhetoric and misleading data
while focusing their attacks on the State
of New York. They have put forth a series
of so-called accurate tables, each differ-
ent from the other. Almost every State—
except New York—can be shown as
gaining funds under the new formula
depending on which *“accurate” table
based on which “latest” Orshansky or
AFDC count is referred to.

Please do not misunderstand me—I am
not assigning any intentional obfuscation
nor any malicious purposes to anyone.
I am only telling you that the unsophis-
ticated manipulation of data which has
gone on would cause amusement if its
effects were not so potentially damaging
to disadvantaged children.

1 would also, in closing, like to tell you
that I do believe we need a new title I
formula. The current formula no longer
is either adequate or equitable. However,
I propose that we develop a formula that
does not so severely cut into diminishing
city school budgets. Let’s share this small
amount of money in a democratic way.

The most equitable formula proposal
I have heard thus far would count all
children from families earning $3,500 or
less and all the children on AFDC above
$3,500. The elimination of Orshansky as
the primary factor is imperative. Cities
cannot live with any formula that is
based on the Orshansky poverty index.

Another direction to be aware and
wary of is the general aid thrust. I under-
stand that Congresspersons EpiTH GREEN
and James O’Hara each plan to offer sub-
stitute formulas that would turn the title
I program into general aid. It would be
shameful to turn this assistance away
from severely disadvantaged children.

I hope that the remainder of this de-
bate will be characterized by rationality
and concern, not for the number of dol-
lars a Member’s district will receive so
much as a concern for the children
across this Nation who are most desper-
ately in need of compensatory education
services.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

The gentlewoman raised a question of
Montgomery County. I just made a quick
check, because New York State has a
county that is quite wealthy, too, West-
chester County. I note that Westchester
County was receiving $6,225,000 and was
cut back to $5,200,000. Montgomery
County was getting $994,000, and they
were raised to $1,427,000. So it seems to
me we are talking about two wealthy
counties in these United States, West-
chester County and Montgomery County.
Westchester County has got Montgomery
County beat all hollow as far as getting
money is concerned, and they have the
same competence to pay for their own
education as does Montgomery County.
It depends on the number of poor chil-
dren under the Orshansky formula and
the number of AFDC, and that is why
there is a discrepancy.

As T said earlier, New York is not get-
ting as much as they got last year, but
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they are getting way more than anybody
else is in the Nation.

Mr. Chairman, in order that we might
hear from another New Yorker, I vield
5 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. PEYSER).

Mr. PEYSER. I thank the gentlemnan
and our minority leader (Mr. Quie), for
giving me this time. What I am going to
cover now very briefiy in the time al-
lotted is a statement of what we really
are trying to deal within this formula,
and in a small part to tell the Members
the impact of the formula en title I and
H.R. 69.

My claim is, and I can back this up,
that the formula that is prepared in
the legislation and in the record which
uses the so-called Orshansky method of
definition of poverty, and two-thirds of
AFDC, is, in effect, not correct.

I have just received from the Library
of Congress an outline showing the im-
pact of the formula in HR. 69 on 100
major cities in this country.

What I have asked the Library to do
@s to take the same level of funding that
is in H.R. 69 and to apply the Orshansky
poverty level against this formula, for-
getting AFDC completely. It has long
been the aim of the Education and Labor
Committee, or at least of some mem-
beg's. to eliminate AFDC completely, and
this has been resisted by the majority of
the committee. So when this so-called
compromise formula was reached on
title I—adding two-thirds AFDC to
Orshansky—it looked like there was a
compromise. In reality there was no com-
promise because this formula using
Orshansky—and the key word is *“up-
dated”—means that the Orshansky level
of poverty will be redefined each year,
and that word “updated,” in effect, elimi-
nates AFDC completely because the up-
dated Orshansky as of March of this year
is $4,679.

I can tell the Members there is not
any AFDC, or I will stand slightly cor-
rected. Right now in California in a
family of seven people AFDC is up to
$4,700, but with that exception, there is
no AFDC for incomes over $4,600. So
what we really have is simply the Or-
shansky formula.

Since I have just received the libraries’
figures less than 1 hour ago, I have not
had a chance to review them completely.
However, I have looked at one or two
areas. I looked at Los Angeles County.
Under H.R. 69, Los Angeles would get $52
million under title I. Under straight Or-
shansky, which is what I claim is the
only thing that they will really be under,
they will get $46 million, or a drop of
$6 million.

In another area I took Oglethorpe
County in Georgia and they will get
$120,000 under the committee print.
Under the Orshansky they will get $105,-
000 or a drop of $15,000. Providence, R.I,,
goes from $4.6 million to $4 million.
Philadelphia, Pa., goes from $24.8 million
down to $23 million.

I will have a Tun of 100 cities show-
ing the impact of this Orshansky on
them. I think it is vital that the Members
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recognize what they are really doing here
is the AFDC will be eliminated as a basis
for title I.

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

Mr. PEYSER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, the gentle-
man keeps using that figure of $4,629,
which he says in the month of March is
going to be established as the updated
Orshansky for the non-farm family of
four. The gentleman knows that figure
will not be used until fiscal year 1976.
The figure for fiscal year 1975 is $4,250.
‘Why does the gentleman keep persisting
in talking about $4,600?

Mr. PEYSER I spoke to legislative
counsel because I was under the clear
understanding as I heard the gentleman
from Minnesota say that this would
date back to January and therefore be
at the $4,200 level. Legislative counsel
indicated he would not give any such
opinion. This was subject to further in-
terpretation.

But assuming the gentleman from
Minnesota is correct and it is going to be
the $4,200 for the first year, is it not
then egually correct that in the second
year it would be the $4,679 which it now
is?

Mr. QUIE. The gentleman is correct
that in the second year if $4,629 is the
figure they give that would be the fig-
ure used. However, between last year and
this year if AFDC payments increased,
we would expect by the same token that
AFDC payments would increase for 1976.

Mr. PEYSER. To discuss that point
briefly, I have avoided getting New York
into this discussion up to now. Naturally,
New York City is not affected one iota
in this Orshansky chain, because they
are at the maximum down anyway. They
do not get affected by this.

I could say it does not make any dif-
ference to me if we go on pure Orshan-
sky, because according to these figures
we will not lose a penny more than we
are now; but New York State indicated
they are still under AFDC at the 1969
level of purchasing power. At this time
there is proposed legislation i1 the As-
sembly of New York State to bring it up
to 1972. However, this is just a proposal,
and no action has been taken on it to
this time.

So I do not think there is anything
that guarantees the States will keep up
with the Orshansky level of poverty.

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

Mr. PEYSER. I will be glad to yield.

Mr. QUIE. I know that New York has
143,444 children whose AFDC payments
are above $5,000; 72,027 whose payments
are between $4,500 and $4,999; and
38,043 whose payments are between
$4,250 and $4,500. That is the amount
that the formula is based on.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, before
I yield the remainder of my time on this
side to the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. O’Hara) I do want to state that Mr.
BrADEMAS, on March 6, 1974, already
placed in the Recorp at 5473 the
amounts that the 100 largest cities in
the Nation will receive and only 23 of the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

top largest cities could receive less un-
der H.R. 69 than they will receive during
the present fiscal year. So if the Mem-
bers will look at the charts already
printed. We delivered 450 copies of charts
which show county allocations under
title I yesterday through the Postmaster,
with the express instruction to deliver
between 12 o’clock and 3 o’clock to every
Member of the House of Representatives
a breakdown so that they would know
just what was taking place in their own
congressional district under H.R. 69. If
any Member failed to get a chart, please
let the House Committee on Education
and Labor know about it and we will see
that another chart is delivered to his
office.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. O'Hara) .

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman from Minnesota yield me
some time? ;

Mr. QUIE. I yield 6 additional minutes
to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, we have
heard a great deal of discussion already
about the formula. The gentleman from
New York (Mr. Bapirro) and the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Mrs. CHis-
HoLm) and the gentleman from New
York (Mr. Peyser) find themselves in
sharp disagreement with the chairman
of the committee, the gentleman from
Kentucky.

The fact of the matter is that they
are quibbling over details. Both of them,
all of them, want to see the money for
title I distributed on the basis of low
income, the number of children who have
been classified as being from families liv-
ing in poverty.

The difference between them is that
they disagree over the way they count
those kids. The gentleman from Ken-
tucky, quite understandably, prefers a
method of counting that does full jus-
tice to the rural poor; and the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. CHISHOLM)
quite understandably wants to have those
children counted on a basis that does
full justice to the urban poor. The dif-
ferences between them have to do with
how we determine who is poor for the
purposes of this bill.

Mr. Chairman, the trouble with that
argument is that it is based on a false
premise. Mr. Chairman, this is not the
poverty bill. It is the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act. This is not a
bill intended to do something to lift peo-
ple out of poverty. This is a bill intended
to do something to help youngsters who
are not achieving a proper education to
get a good education.

Instead of looking at how much money
their parents make, we ought to be look-
ing at what kinds of problems they have
in school. We ought to be concerned, Mr.
Chairman, not with the economic status
of the children, but with their educa-
tional status.

Now, the genileman from Minnesota
(Mr. Quie) pointed outf, although he
supports this poverty based formula, that
under studies that have been done by
the Office of Education it can be estab-
lished that two-thirds of all the children
having persistent reading problems in
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school are from families making more
than $3,000 a year; and three-quarters
of the children having persistent aca-
demic problems other than reading are
from families making more than $3,000
a year.

Mr. Chairman, there is no way that we
can work out an equitable formula as
long as we are going to base the distribu-
tion of funds on the number of poor fam-
ilies within the jurisdiction of a local
educational agency. There is no way we
can measure that which does justice
both by the rural poor of Mr. PERKINS'
district and the urban poor of Mrs.
CHisgoLMm's district. If the Members
have been worrying about how to find
a formula that does justice to both of
them in those terms, they can forget it.
The committee worried about it for 6
months and could not come up with a
formula that could satisfy all of them.

It is obvious from the debate that we
have not come up with a formula that
satisfies all, so I would propose and will
propose, Mr. Chairman, when the time
comes, that we start worrying about the
educational progress rather than the
economic progress of the beneficiaries of
this act; that we recognize here in the
U.8. Congress that the children of work-
ing people might have problems and that
those problems are worthy of our con-
sideration.

Until now, we have said, “We do not
care if you are working and making the
average wage and your kid has a prob-
lem in school; tough luck. You will have
to take care of that on your own, buddy.
We have not got anything in our pro-
grams that will do you any good. Sure,
your kid may have the worst problem in
the school, but it is too bad. You have
got a job. We are not going to worry
about your child.”

Mr. Chairman, I think we have to stop
our studied neglect of the problems of
the children of people who work for a
living. I would propose that we start dis-
tributing this money so it will be used
strictly for the educational improve-
ment of children who are having prob-
lems in school without regard to the in-
come of their families.

I would propose that this title I money
be used to improve the chances of chil-
dren who are not achieving up to the
level of their age group or up to the
level of their class. These are the chil-
dren we are frying to help, the children
who are having particular academiec
problems, and we are going to help each
and every one of them without regard
to the income of their families.

That is what the amendment which I
shall offer to title I, and which will be
printed in the Recosp at the appropriate
time, will provide.

My amendment will call upon the Of-
fice of Education and the local educa-
tional agencies to administer the pro-
gram in such a way as to help under-
achieving children, without regard to
family income, and it will distribute the
funds among the local educational agen-
cies in a manner that will permit carry-
ing out that purpose. w

I have already sent to the Members
of the House material indicating how
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their States would fare and how the
counties would fare under my formula.

Mr, Chairman, I hope that we can
agree that this ought to be an educa-
tion program and not a poverty pro-
gram, If we do, I am confident that my
amendment will be adopted.

Mr. SMITH of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. O'HARA. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. SMITH of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I am not an expert as to this educa-
tional matter, and I was just wondering
what the answer to this would be:

What kind of a count is there of chil-
dren who are underachieving, and how
reliable is such a count?

Mr. O'HARA. There is no way of count-
ing the precise number of underachieving
children. Based on the results of surveys
that have been shown to us which estab-
lish that two-thirds to three-quarters of
the underachieving children are from
families with income over $3,000, I sim-
ply make the assumption that under-
achieving children are more or less evenly
distributed throughout the population.
My formula, therefore, distributes two-
thirds of the title I money, on the basis
of school-age population.

So two-thirds of the money would be
distributed that way. There would still,
however, be a poverty factor in my for-
mula. Recognizing that there is a higher
underachievement rate among the lowest
income children, the other one-third of
the money under my proposal would be
distributed according to the same income
based factors which are found in the
committee bill.

Mr. SMITH of New York. I thank the
gentleman.

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

Mr. O'HARA. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, the only in-
formation I have seen relative to the
question that the gentleman from New
York raised was an extrapolation from
the Glass study, which, of course, was
not a complete survey of the country. It
comes out to a figure of 16,394,000 with
severe reading difficulties and a figure of
14,578,000 with severe math difficulty.

I know the gentleman has those fig-
ures, and it is just an estimate that some-
body made rather than anything based
on a complete survey. At least that is
one estimate which they have made.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the
gentleman one question: What would the
total authorization be under the gentle-
man’s amendment ?

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, as far as
the authorization is concerned, I had not
really considered what the total author-
ization should be, because it would not
come out to a formula figure in the way
that the committee bill provides.

I think that is sort of academic, be-
cause we are never going to reach the
authorization figure, under any circum-
stances, I do not believe. I would probably
just approximate the current authoriza-
tion figures and give it as a dollar
amount.
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Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, the reason I
asked the gentleman from Michigan that
guestion is that we have in times past
seen occasions where amendments have
been offered for increasing the appro-
priation, and one of the arguments was
that we were only appropriating a certain
percentage of the authorization.

One of the reasons why we moved from
50 percent of the State average to 40 per-
cent of the State average is that at least
we now have the authorization a little
closer to what has currently been the
appropriation. The authorization in H.R.
69 is about $1,200,000,000 over the budget
request for 1975.

Your amendment then adds to it all
of the school-age children for two-thirds
of it. That is why I wondered.

Mr. O'HARA. My total authorization
figure will be in line with the total.

Mrs. CHISHOLM. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. O'HARA. I yield to the gentle-
woman.

Mrs. CHISHOLM. I am wondering, in
the light of the intent of title I as stated
by the Congress in this legislation, would
you say that we are violating that intent
as it was written and that we are moving
in the direction of a general aid bill for
all youngsters in our country and, if you
are doing so, why do you not name it a
general aid bill and let us forget about
title 1?

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

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
gentleman 1 additional minute.

Mr, O'HARA, In the first place, I do
not try to move in the direction of gen-
eral aid. My bill very carefully directs
the school system to use the funds only
for those children within the system who
are unable to keep up with their peers.

On the other hand, the way the com-
mittee bill operates in many rural school
districts where there is much poverty
every school in the school system is a tar-
get school. Therefore, the funds are used
for all purposes in every school in the
system. That is a little bit closer to gen-
eral aid than my proposal, which would
say that in any system you can only use
the money on those kids who have spe-
cial difficulties in school.

So I am not proposing general aid.
Some day I think we ought to have a
general aid bill, but this is not the time
and place to propose it.

Mrs. CHISHOLM. One more brief
question. Since there is a correlation in
terms of all the statistics that have been
compiled between poverty and educa-
tional advantages, realizing that we do
not secure the appropriations necessary
to do all of the things that all of us in
the U.S. Congress would like to do, would
you say we have to talk about priority
educational concerns?

Mr., O'HARA. I permit school districts
to set the priorities and to assist those
having the greatest difficulty to achieve
economies of scale. But if we are going
to have a priority, it ought to be for
those who have the most difficulty.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. GOODLING).
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Mr. GOODLING. Mr, Chairman, I ask
for this time in order that I may ask
the chairman of the committee a ques-
tion.

I represent three counties; none of
them are completely in distress. In fact,
I have probably the lowest unemploy-
ment rate of any district in the entire
United States. I notice that Adams
County received an increase of 91 per-
cent and Cumberland County an increase
of 74 percent and York County, my home
county, an increase of 40 percent.
Moeneywise that amounts to an increase
over this year of $935,437.

My question to you, Mr. Chairman, is
this: Where do you propose to get this
additional money?

_Mr. PERKINS. Let me say to my dis-
tinguished friend we are operating in
rgeqlt.y under this formula with $1.885
billion which is in the President’s budget.

Mr. GOODLING. I thank the gentle-
man.

_Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. MazzoLrr).

Mr. MAZZOLIL. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I would just like to rise in support of
this measure with full cognizance that
the formula that we struggled finally to
draft will not solve all of the problems.

But at the same time it does repre-
sent the very best efforts of a hard-
working committee. It represents the dis-
tilled efforts of some 6 months of in-
tense work. Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I
would like to commend the chairman of
the full committee, the gentleman from
EKentucky (Mr. Perrins) and the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. Quie) the
ranking minority member on our com-
mittee, on a job very well done, given the
nafure of the subject matter, and giv-
en the intricacies of the work.

I would hope that, when the Members
have an opportunity next week to dis-
cuss the amendments that will be
brought up to the bill, they will do so in
full realization that there is no way to
make a perfect bill, it is impossible and,
accordingly, that this bill represents the
strong efforts of a lot of experts in the
field of education, and is the best that
they can come up with, as I say, given the
tight time frame in which we are oper-
ating.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GONZALEZ) .

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, next
week when H.R. 69 is read for amend-
ments, I plan to offer an amendment
providing that Federal buildings taken
over by the Postal Service as a result
of the Postal Reorganization Act still
be considered eligible for impacted aid
funding, as they house other Federal
agencies.

In 1971, a bill was passed that allowed
these buildings to continue to be treated
as Federal property for 2 years. These 2
years are now up, and I have learmed
from the Office of Education that there
are 130 buildings across the country that
will no longer be considered Federal
buildings for impacted aid purposes.
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I am sure that many of my colleagues
will find that their school districts will
be receiving less funds because of this
expiration.

The purpose of impacted aid is to pro-
vide Federal financial assistance for the
maintenance and operation of Ilocal
school districts in which enrollments are
affected by Federal activities. If we allow
these buildings to lose their status we
will not be toflowing this principle. Just
because a change is made on paper—a
building is switched from GSA control
to Postal Service Control—does not
change the local tax situation. The loss
of a tax base on these buildings still
exists, and the school districts still need
these funds.

I hope my colleagues whose districts
will be affected and those who believe
in the principle of impacted aid, will sup-
port me in my efforts next week.

Amendment to H.R. 69, as reported offered
by Mr. GONZALEZ:

Page 87, strike out line 22, and insert in
lieu thereof the following:

SEec. 305. (a) (1) The last sentence of sec=-
tion 403(1) of such Act of September 30,
1850, is amended by inserting before the
period at the end thereof the following: “or
any real property which was transferred to
the United States Postal Service and was,
prior to such transfer, treated as Federal
property for purposes of title II".

{2) Effective from July 1, 1973, section —,

Page 87, line 21, inzert “Certain United
States Postal BService Property; before
“Counting"”,

Ms. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?
Mr. GONZALEZ. 1 yield to the gentle-

woman from New York.

Ms. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Texas for
vielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, I simply want to indi-
cate my opposition to the bill in its
present form, especially to the formula
under title I.

Mr. Chairman, the future of America
lies in its children, and there are few
things more important than seeing that
every child receives a decent education.
This bill, HR. 69, however, does not ac-
complish that result. While it expands
educational aid to areas of the couniry
which have not benefited from Federal
education funds in the past—a result I
wholeheartedly support—it does so at the
expense of New York State. A bill that
seeks to address the problem of education
on a national basis cannot do so if it
drastically undercuts educational fund-
ing in one State, in this instance, the
second largest State in the country.

Perhaps the problem lies with the fact
that the education budget is small to
begin with and that we are carving up,
into little pieces, a very small pie. But
whatever the reason, it seems clear that
if this Congress can afford a $90 billion
defense bill, a $5.5 billion foreign aid bill,
a $21 billion weapons procurement bill,
it surely can afford adequate educational
funding throughout this country, and it
can afford $50 million that will be lost by
New York under H.R. 69.

Mr. Chairman, I do not see how Con-
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gress can consider approving a bill which
reflects such sectional bias and such
shoddy investigation.

Let me give some examples of what I
mean by shoddy investigation. The com-
mittee argues that its alloeation is equi-
table nationally—although the loss of
$50 million to New York makes this claim
absurd on its face. But the county al-
location formula was approved by the
committee without any data showing the
impact of the formula on a county-by-
county basis.

Furthermore, to support its claim of
equitableness on a State-by-State basis,
the committee had to resort to comparing
apples and oranges in arriving at its fig-
ures. In addition, the central criterion
for allocation—the Orshansky Poverty
Index—is of dubious validity as a nation-
al standard. even according to the author
of that index.

Finally, States with high per pupil ex-
penditures, such as New York, are penal-
ized under this formula by having their
allocations reduced, while States with low
per pupil expenditures are rewarded by
having their allocations increased. In ad-
dition to the loss of title I funds, these
areas will also lose funds for the educa-
tion of the handicapped, most of whom
are concentrated in urban centers. Funds
for these children will be reduced from
$85 million to $65 million.

H.R. 69 abolishes two title I programs:
Incentive grants to States with per pupil
averages above the national average, and
grants to areas of high population con-
centrations. New York will lose $11 mil-
lion by the discontinuance of these pro-
grams alone,

New York City stands to lose between
$40 and $50 million in title I funds. The
number of children eligible to receive
title I funds in New York City will be
reduced by 91,000 from the eurrent num-
ber—this in light of the city's increasing
number as well as proportion of poor
people. Seventy-four percent of the
State’s welfare children live in New
York City; 37.5 percent of the State’s
handicapped children live in New York
City.

How can any reasonable person con-
sider as equitable a formula which de-
termines that only 8 percent of New
York's children, 8 percent of Massachu-
setts’ children, and 7 percent of Con-
necticut’s children are eligible for title
I aid, while 42 percent of children in
Mississippi are eligible.

How long will Congress continue to
pretend that the problems of New York
City are not the concern of the Nation?
The number of impoverished families
that migrate to New York from other
areas of the Nation and swell our State's
welfare rolls is legion. Yet Congress has
refused to set general welfare standards
which would discourage this migration.

Not only must New York absorb and
provide a minimum standard of living
for people whom other States refuse to
sustain at basic levels, but now we are
being told that we must reach further
into the State's resources to provide
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education for the children abandoned by
other States.

I am tired of hearing statements to
the effect that New York is bulging with
wealth and has no need for Federal
funds. The fact is that New York makes
the highest tax effort of any State in
the Nation. If 13 of the Southern States
made the same tax effort as New York,
they would increase their current reve-
nues by an average of 62.8 percent. And
for this we are being penalized.

It is hard to believe that the House
would approve a bill which will reduce
educational aid to New York City’s poor
children—and I am sure you are all well
aware of the living conditions of our
city’s poor—by $40 to $50 million, when
it approves $58 million for the western
wall of the Capitol and $30 million for
the bicentennial celebration.

How can any Member of Congress—
whether from New York or not—sup-
port such a bill in all good conscience?

Finally, I would like to clarify points
made in a colloquy which I had earlier
today with the chairman of the Edu-
cation and Labor Committee regarding
the use of the Consumer Price Index in
determining the number of AFDC chil-
dren who will be counted for purposes of
a State’s share in title I funds in fiscal
year 1975.

H.R. 69 requires that the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare deter-
mine the number of these children by us-
ing the caseload data for the month of
January 1974. The bill also requires use
of the updated Orshansky figure—which
is available right now. This figure is $4,-
540. Since the language does not pre-
vent the Secretary from using this fig-
ure—as opposed fo the $4,200 figure cited
by Mr. Perins—this means that fewer
AFDC children will be counted for the
fiscal year starting this July.

I was told that the Secretary cannot
use this updated figure because Mr.
PERKINS does not intend him to do so.
With all due respect to the chairman,
the clear language of the bill would over-
rule even his best intentions. Mr. Brape-
Mmas’ position is that the Secretary cannot
use the updated figure because prior law
requires him to make his determination
in January of 1974 when the presently
updated figures were not yet available.
Unfortunately, there is no such require-
ment in the prior law.

Both the prior law and the present bill
do not require the Secretary to make any
determination in January. In fact, HRE.
69 explicitly contemplates that he would
make his determination after April 1,
when certain data would become avail-
able to him. Since using the $4,540 figure
will substantially affect allocations for
the coming fiscal year, I earnestly urge
all Members to review the actual impact
of this bill on their districts.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. PREYER).

Mr. PREYER. Mr. Chairman, last July
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I joined with five Congressmen in a bi-
partisan statement of principles relating
to education and busing.

The statement is as follows:

STATEMENT FOR RELEASE Juny 31, 1973

Our purpose today is to call for a new ap-
proach to the nation's educational prob-
lems . . . problems that are continually in-
flamed by court-ordered busing.

We meet as a group of Republicans and
Democrats, White and Black, from all sec-
tions of the country. After some 25 years'
experience with desegregation and its many
difficulties, the time has come for a broad-
based, national approach to our educational
problems. While we may not all agree on
every detail and may differ on specific pro-
visions in various bills, we share a common
goal.

We accept and support the objectives of
integration and of the equalization of educa-
tional opportunities.

We are convinced that the vehicle adopted
by the Supreme Court to achieve these
goals—that of massive cross-busing to
achieve racial balance—is often disruptive
to socilety (and can undermine the quality
of education.)

We recognize that the courts have neither
the practical capability nor the constitution-
al responsibility to resolve issues of social
policy.

We point to the forfeiture of responsibility
on the part of the Executive and the Con-
gress as a primary reason for many school
systems being administered under judicial
decree.

We derive very little encouragement from
recent court decisions that the Supreme
Court will point the way out of the busing
dilemma,

We reject the sweeping solution of a con-
stitutional amendment to prohibit busing
designed to achieve racial balance as un-
necessary, unduly drastic, and of dublous
consistency with the basic moral commit-
ments of our nation.

We question both the constitutionality and
effectiveness of legislation designed to limit
the remedies which courts may employ to
enforce constitutional rights.

We feel that by addressing the underlying
problems—rather than the judicial reme-
dies—we can reduce the need for those
remedies.

We do not believe that there is a simple
or even a single answer to our educational
problems.

We recognize that only Congress has the
power and, indeed, the duty to establish a
legislative framework within which fresh
approaches to our difficulties can be at-
tempted.

We believe that alternative solutions will
appear only when local communities and
school officials are given the means and in-
centives to develop them.

We are confident that, with the help of
Congress, Americans have the ability to over-
come racial segregation and unequal educa-
tional opportunities without submitting to
disruptive judicial interference.

Mr. Chairman, we felt that it was time
for a new approach; that we ought to
do something different, and that a new
coalition could be formed of Republicans
and Democrats, whites and blacks from
all sections of the country. I think that
we were a little wrong on our timing, or
on our thinking that there was going to
be a great rush to form this coalition.

But we ran the idea up the flagpole,
and not many people saluted, to be frank
about it. I still believe that the Congress
still has the power and the duty to
establish a legislative framework for
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addressing the underlying problems
rather than just addressing remedies
that the courts supply in the busing
area.

So, next week, parliamentary proce-
dure permitting, some of us will offer an
amendment to carry out these principles.

I realize that under the 5-minute rule
it is a very difficult thing to explain a
fairly complex amendment.

I do want to point out that this amend-
ment has not sprung full-bloom from my
brow this week. It has been introduced,
in the form of bills, in the past two
sessions of the Congress by the gentle-
man from Arizona (Mr. UpaLL) and my-
self, and in various other bills intro-
duced by the gentleman from Illinois,
Mr. Joun B. ANDERsSON, It was drafted
by Alexander Bickel, a constitutional law
expert, at Yale University. It has been
long discussed, and it has been approved
editorially by such desparate organs of
opinion as the magazine of the Ripon
Society, the Village Voice, and it has
been discussed with many small groups,
including civil rights groups. It has the
approval of some distinguished black
authorities such as Charles Hamilton of
Columbia University. And, in fairness,
I will say that it has been condemned by
the gentleman from Maryland, Mr.
CLARENCE MITCHELL, and by the NAACP.
It has been discussed by Mr. Bickel in
numerous collogquial colloquies of the
New Republic magazine, and in numer-
ous forums such as the Duke Law School.

So I invite the attention of the Mem-
bers next week to this amendment when
it is introduced.

The polls all indicate two important
things. I think, first, that the great
majority of the people in this country
are in favor of school desegregation, or
integrated schools. We do not often find
tlgat part presented, that the polls do so
show.

The polls also show, as has been cited
quite a bit here, that the public strongly
opposes the use of busing to implement
this. That is, our people do favor inte-
grated schools. They absolutely oppose
busing as the way to achieve that.

So how can we harmonize these two
things—this belief in integrated or de-
segregated schools—with the desire for
the best possible education of their chil-
dren? This is what our amendment will
be addressed to, and our bill does not
solve the problem by setting out some
single, categorical answer, but it does set
the stage for local communities to solve
the problem.

I invite the Members' attention to the
bill. We will be coming in on it before
next week as to the details of it.

Mrs. GRASSO. Mr. Chairman, long
ago Daniel Webster said:

On the diffusion of education among the
people rests the preservation and perpetua-
tion of our free institutions.

Throughout our history, Americans
have wisely placed a special emphasis on
education. In fact, we have come to re-
gard education as the people’s right.
Formerly the prerogative of the State
and local government, education has re-
quired increasing Federal assistance to
help finance the growing costs of ele-
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mentary and secondary, higher, and spe-
cial instruction.

Today, the House begins consideration
of legislation to extend one of the most
important education bills ever adopted
by any legislature—the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1966.

We need not catalog again the achieve-
ments of the various programs conducted
with ESEA funds. To many children who
have had to labor under economic and
educational disadvantage, title I of ESEA
has meant an opportunity to turn their
dreams of a better life into reality. To
the States ESEA has meant Federal as-
sistance to help plan and coordinate pro-
grams and policies which have improved
education for all children. To our major
urban communities, ESEA has provided
financial assistance needed to maintain
and improve education programs in the
{)ace of rising costs and a declining tax

ase.

The bill before us—H.R. 69, the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education
Amendments of 1974—is the product of
many months of deliberation by the Edu-
cation and Labor Committee. It contains
many important provisions, most of
which have been thoroughly debated and
considered by the committee.

However, the bill contains a major
flaw. The committee formula for .dis-
tributing title I funds is unacceptable
because it would alter the present flow of
funds and change the scope of ESEA.

Supporters of the new formula con-
tend that it represents an improvement
over the existing formula, The commit-
tee report contains a table showing that
various States will receive more title I
funds in fiscal 1975 than they are pres+
ently receiving.

A closer examination of these figures,
however, reveals the deceptive nature of
the committee formula. Under the exist-
ing formula, Connecticut is receiving
$14.1 million in local education agency—
LEA—grants under title I. Proponents of
the new title I formula show that in fiscal
1975, Connecticut would receive $17.4
million in LEA grants, an increase of 24
percent.

The deception in this analysis rests in
comparing actual appropriations for one
yvear with a budget request for another
year. When the old and new formulas
are applied to an identical level of ap-
propriations, Connecticut loses money.
According to the Library of Congress, if
fiscal 1975 funds were to equal the fiscal
1974 level, HR. 69 would give Connecti-
cut $13.9 million—a decrease of 2 percent
from the current level.

Apart from the misleading statistics
used to support the nmew formula, the
adoption of the Orshansky formula and
a limitation on the number of AFDC
children represents a regression from the
original intent of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act. The commit-
tee formula will redistribute title I funds
away from the tax-burdened urban cen-
ters to the rural States. Also, the com-
mittee formula places a ceiling on the
amount of funds any one State may re-
ceive under title I. Consequently, a State
which spends less than the national av-
erage per pupil cost for education will
have a greater percentage of its fotal
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education expenses paid by the Federal
Government than those States which
spend more than the national average.
In effect, States like Connecticut which
help support the education of their chil-
dren are penalized for supplying this as-
sistance.

In a letter to Gov. Thomas J. Meskill,
Connecticut’s Acting Commissioner of
Education Maurice J. Ross wrote that
the adoption of the committee formula
would “severely affect the support of title
I programs for the disadvantaged chil-
dren in this State.” I agree with this
analysis. Therefore, I cannot support
the present formula for title I and will
vote at the appropriate time to improve
it.

On the other hand, the bill continues
valuable existing education programs
and authorizes new programs of far-
reaching potential.

For example, the bill amends and ex-
tends the Adult Education Act of 1966.
At this time, an estimated 70 million
Americans over the age of 16 have less
than a high school education. Since the
inception of the act, an estimated 3.7
million adults have taken advantage of
this program to help complete their high
school education. The Office of Education
has discovered that adult education par-
ticipants showed steady gains in employ-
ment, increased their earnings, and gen-
erally became more productive citizens.
Extension of the Adult Education Act
will continue this vital program to help
many more Americans get the education
they might not otherwise have received.

If HR. 69 becomes law, it would also
provide needed education assistance for
handicapped children. Too often these
children are denied the quality educa-
tion that is their birthright as Ameri-
cans. Although 7 million handicapped
children in our country represent about
10 percent of the school age population,
less than 40 percent of them are receiving
an adequate education.

Last year, under the leadership of the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BRADEMAS),
the Select Education Subcommittee, on
which I am proud to serve, developed leg-
islation to extend the Education for the
Handicapped Act. The subcommittee’s
bill has been incorporated into H.R. 69
and its provisions should lead to a growth
and strengthening of educational pro-
grams and opportunities for handicapped
children on the local and State level.

Finally, the committee, recognizing the
importance of the school as a focal point
of neighborhood activity, has included a
new title authorizing funds for the es-
tablishment of community education
programs. In brief, these programs would
utilize schools and other available pub-
lic buildings after regular school hours
as centers for community learning and
recreation activities. Along with expand-
ing educational opportunities to the com-
munity as a whole, community education
programs will help bring together the
people of a neighborhood or community
while, at the same time, utilizing all
available resources for the improvement
of the people in the area.

Mr. Chairman, I am confident that
those provisions of H.R. 69 which are
sound will receive the support of the
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House. Those parts of the bill which are
deficient, however, must be amended and
improved.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, in recent
years we have observed an increasing
militancy on the part of public school
teachers and their unions. Nationwide
strikes which have caused hundreds of
thousands of children to miss weeks and
even months of schooling provides us
with unfortunate evidence of the fact
that the American people—parents and
taxpayers—are losing control of their
own schools.

In fact, the Michigan Education Asso-
ciation has circulated a “battle plan” to
help stimulate militancy prior to the
strikes which kept more than 400,000
children out of school. Enown as the
“Final Recommendations of the Michi-
gan Education Task Force in a Statewide
Bargaining Strategy,” the union plan de-
scribes means for pressuring school dis-
tricts until they give in to teacher de-
mands.

An editorial in the Flint Journal re-
sponded to the strike by stating that—

Not until the teachers are answerable to
a popular election and are obligated to meet
a balanced budget based upon a set income
are we prepared to consider turning over
management of our schools to them,

The fact is that in a number of States
teachers are compelled to join the Na-
tional Education Association, the Ameri-
can Federation of Teachers or some other
bargaining agent as a condition of em-
ployment. They are deprived of free
choice in this matter and it is difficult
for me to understand how teachers who
are themselves subjected to such coercion
will be able to teach young people the
virtues of a free and open society.

Unfortunately, the Congress has been
assisting the coercive policies of certain
labor unions and State and local govern-
ment jurisdictions by providing Federal
funds and not at the same time insisting
upon freedom of choice on the part of
teachers concerning whether or not they
wish to join such an organization.

To correct this situation I am going
to propose an amendment of title X of
the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act of 1965 to come on page 131
immediately after line 15. The new sec-
tion, 1010, would read as follows:

No local education agency shall be eligible
to receive assistance under this Act, or under
title I of the Elementary and Secondary Ed-
ucation Act of 1965, if the employment or
continued employment of any teacher or ad-
ministrator in its schools is conditioned upon
membership in, or payment of fees to, any or-
ganization, including any labor organization
or professional organization.

It is only reasonable and fair to expect
that the freedom of choice being pre-
sented to young people by their teachers
as & fundamental element in the Ameri-
can way of life be applied to the teachers
as well. Anything else would be an act of
most extreme hypocrisy and to provide
Federal funds to aid and abet such hy-
pocrisy is something which we should not
countenance.

It must also be made clear that the Na-
tional Education Association, which often
refers to itself as a professional organiza-
tion, has become little more than a labor
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union and one which is deeply involved
in the most partisan kinds of politics.

The recent transformation of the NEA
has reduced that organization to a coer-
cive pressure group bent upon bargaining
for higher salaries and spreading of par-
tisan political material. This fact is made
clear in an article which appeared in the
bulletin of the Council for Basic Educa-
tion of September 1973, entitled “Educa-
tion as Trade Unionism.” The NEA's new
executive director, Terry Herndon, for
example, refers to teacher accountability
as a “fad” and expresses an intense in-
terest not in education, but in increasing
the union clout of the NEA.

The goal of the NEA, it seems clear, is
to control all of American education. Dis-
cussing “The Labor Crisis In Education”
in the November 24, 1973 issue of Human
Events, Solveig Eggerz notes that—

In order to gain the desired grip on the
public school system, the NEA must first snap
teachers in line with a variety of tactics. This
includes insidious pressures to join the local
union, often exerted by principals or super-
intendents. Then there are the usual coercive
union tactics such as the union shop and
check-off dues, In some states the unions
even have political contribution check-offs in
addition to dues. In California teachers pay

#5 annually for political purposes. Michigan
has a similar system,

An indication of the kind of programs
we are supporting with Federal funds is
the compulsory unionism instituted in
Hawaii. In that State, the Hawaii State
Teachers Association—HSTA—an NEA
affiliate, is the sole bargaining agent for
teachers. All Hawaii teachers have been
notified by the State comptroller that “a
service fee will be deducted from the pay-
roll,” which amounts to $77 per teacher
and goes straight to the coffers in the
HSTA.

In Wisconsin, which has compulsory
unionism, Madison Teachers, Inc., is su-
ing school district 8 for permitting an in-
dividual teacher to engage in an “unfair
labor practice,” such as negotiations on
his own with the school board.

Such coercive practices violate all of
our prineiples of individual freedom and
free choice. To support such practices
with Federal funds is to make a mockery
of the goals we seek to achieve through
TetElementary and Secondary Education

ct.

In this respect, the amendment which
I will propose will restore such freedom
of choice or, if school districts refuse to
provide it, deny such districts any fur-
ther Federal assistance.

AMENDMENT TO H.R. 69, AS REPORTED

Page 131, immediately after line 15, insert
the following new section:

AMENDMENT OF TITLE X OF THE ELEMENTARY
AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT OF 1865

Sec. 906. Title X of the Act, as redesignated
by section 201(a) of this Act, is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
section:

“FREEDOM OF CHOICE

“Sec. 1010. No local education agency shall
be eligible to receive assistance under this
Act, or under title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965, if the em-
ployment or continued employment of any
teacher or administrator in its schools is
conditioned upon membership in, or payment
of fees to, any organization, including any
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labor organization or professional associa-
tion.”.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, the 93d Congress began debate to-
day on H.R. 69—ESEA of 1974, one of the
most important education bills to come
before us.

At this time, I would like to state my
opposition to the distribution of Federal
education funds under the proposed for-
mula in title I.

The new title I formula, as reported by
the Eduecation and Labor Committee,
does not provide for the most equitable
distribution of Federal funds for educa-
tion at the elementary and secondary
school level. In fact, this new formula
undermines the original intent of the
title I program: To provide economic as-
sistance to the educationally disadvan-
taged youth of this Nation. The proposed
formula transforms a program of educa-
tional assistance from counties and cities
which have a large concentration of
poverty and disadvantaged to the rural
areas. By doing this, populous counties,
such as Cook in Illinois, will lose up to 15
percent of last year’s funds and stand to
lose even more because of growth-rate
expectations in Federal education funds.
More specifically, according to the Office
of the Illinois Superintendent of Public
Instruction, Cook County stands to lose
up to $13 million under the new title I
This plan would nullify for large num-
bers of children who are now being served
by this Federal program of compensatory
education the chance to ascertain a
decent education.

The financing of our urban education-
al systems are in, at best, a sad but cur-
able state of affairs. Title I, as proposed,
only adds to the deterioration of our
cities’ educational programs by allowing
already insufficient funding levels to be
further reduced. Urban development and
redevelopment have caused cities and
counties to spend more State and local
funds on other high priority demands
such as health, housing, welfare, and
sanitation. Thus, smaller proportions of
State and local funds will be spent on
the education of disadvantaged children.

We all know of the exceedingly high
correlation of economically disadvan-
taged children to educationally disad-
vantaged children. It is universally
known, too, that there is a higher con-
centration of economically, educationally
disadvantaged children in our urban
areas than in our rural areas. I contend,
therefore, that the proposed title I for-
mula for distribution of Federal funds
for education, based on the Orshansky
poverty index of 1963, which was pub-
lished more than a decade ago, contains
a bias in favor of the rural areas of this
Nation. This bias is created because the
Orshansky index contains elements
which discriminate against the metro-
politan centers. These elements are two-
fold: First, the index is partially based
on the derivation of income levels on
food only and does not take into consid-
eration costs of housing, transportation,
and other family needs; second, the index
is partially based on a farm-nonfarm
distinction which omits the urban cen-
ters of this country. These two weak-
nesses negate the purported merits of the
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formula and discriminate against urban
area children who sorely need quality
education.

Therefore, I submit that the proposed
title I formula discriminates against the
heart of the economically educationally
disadvantaged in this Nation and that it
favors the few rather than the many.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Chairman, the title
I provisions of H.R. 69 are totally unac-
ceptable, and the rule is unacceptable in
its limitation on amendments.

In its efforts to devise a new, more
equitable formula for distribution of
funds under title I, the commitiee has
unfortunately arrived at an already out-
dated, ineguitable formula that works
against the intent of the act.

In its overzealous attempts to balance
the weight of AFDA in the old formula,
it will virtually eliminate use of AFDA
families in urban areas. If the need for
AFDA payments is not a measure of
poverty, what is?

The committee’s answer seems to be
the Orshansky index, which even its de-
veloper admits is inadequate. The reli-
ance on 19-year-old data, and many
other shortcomings have been pointed
out here in great detail, and are out-
lined in the committee report, so there is
no need to analyze them again,

We are all aware of migrations of
the past years of lower income families
from rural to urban areas, and of the
increasingly greater cost of living in
large cities. Yet the proposed title I for-
mula, instead of taking this into ac-
count, actually cuts millions of dollars
from the largest cities’ budgets for edu-
cational assistance to disadvantaged
children.

Further, the 120 percent ceiling of na-
tional average per pupil expenditure is
both capricious and unjust. It makes no
sense to penalize States willing to place
a higher-than-national-average em-
phasis on education; it appears to me
that those States who do “try harder”
will lose that incentive as well as losing
funds.

There is a great deal of shrugging off
these objections as only affecting New
York—in fact, a good many other States
are affected by various factors in the
formula, and the inadequacies of those
factors will become more evident as time
goes on.

There will be alternatives offered to
title I when H.R. 69 is read for amend-
ment, I urge you to oppose the commit-
tee version and to adopt a reasonable,
workable, fair formula.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to congratulate the Educa-
tion and Labor Committee for adding
title XI of this measure, a step I regard
as vital if we are to accord the millions
of young Americans who participate in
scholastic sports competition the safety
and health standards they require.

The study of athletic injuries and of
the need for qualified athletic trainers
represents a significant advance toward
the ultimate objective of providing both
Federal standards and assistance in the
sports safety field.

Each year, hundreds of thousands of
young Americans are injured partici-
pating in sports activities at all educa-
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tional levels. For example, a study pub-
lished in the Journal of the American
Medical Association indicates that every
year one of every two high school foot-
ball players is injured; since there are
about 1.2 million high school football
players, it means that there are 600,000
foothall injuries in high schools alone.
And the rate of injuries for other
sports—contact and noncontact—is just
as alarming. Over the past few years, as
a result of rising concern about such
injuries, some major steps have been
taken by educational and health groups
to bring about major reductions in the
probability of injuries occurring.

Still, most sports injuries are not prop-
erly treated. According to an article in
the fall 1973 FPamily Safety magazine—
which I inserted into the Recorp on Oc-
tober 29, 1973—there is a critical nation-
wide shortage of qualified high school
athletic trainers. All sports-medicine
authorities agree, moreover, that the
shortage of qualified high school athletic
trainers relates directly to the surplus
of high school athletic injuries—many of
which are serious, some of which are
permanent, a few of which are fatal. At
the college level, the problem is equally
distressing.

In response to this need, I and 30 of
my colleagues have sponsored H.R.
11140, “The Athletic Care Act,” which
amends both ESEA and the Higher Edu-
cation Act to require over an 8§-year
period that all schools which engage in
or sponsor interscholastic athletic com-
petition must employ qualified athletic
trainers. The bill also contains provi-
sions for Federal assistance for training
programs for athletic trainers.

Title XI of this bill will provide much
of the detailed statistical material
needed by the Congress when we give
serious consideration to “The Athletic
Care Act.” This title of the bill is a criti-
cal step if we are going to be able to as-
sure those young Americans who want to
participate in school sports that their
safety is given high priority.

At this time, I would like to insert into
the debate some articles and letters con-
cerning sports safety that I have re-
ceived and which relate to title XI:

| From the Washington Star-News,
Dec. 18, 1973]
WaEN THE PATIENT Is A Jock—TeamM DoCTOR:
ErHICS, ORDERS?

(Nore—The relations between physician
and patient and physician, patient and team
can be very complex. Is the doctor to follow
the dictates of the Hippocratic Oath or the
teams owner or coach? In this three-part
series, the first of which appears today, Star-
News Staff Writer Mike Roberts delves into
the perplexing problem.)

(By Mike Roberts)

It would be more than a mild understate-
ment to say there are divergent opinions on
the practice of medicine upon athletes in this
country. Consider, for instance, how one
prominent physician evaluates the care of
sports elite class:

*The people who get the worst medicine in
this country,” Dr. John Enowles said in a re-
cent interview, “are the very rich, the very
poor and the billion-dollar beef trust of pro-
fessional sports.”

The plight of the poor is clear enough, but
the disadvantage shared by the beef trust
and the jet set is not quite so obvious.
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Knowles, former director of Massachusetts
General Hospital and now head of the Rocke~
feller Foundation, blames what he calls the
“crony system”, an Inclination among the
wealthy to choose their friends in the profes-
sion to doctor themselves and the athletic
teams they own.

Not surprisingly, some of the big names in
sports medicine snort at the idea, among
them Dr. Robert Eerlan, made a household
word by Sandy Eoufax’ elbow, and Dr. James
Nicholas, regular repairman for Joe Namath's
knees.

“If anything, I've got to take the opposite
view,” agrees Dr. Stanford Lavine, healer to
the Capital Bullets, the Unlversity of Mary-
land football and basketball teams and an
orthopedic surgeon of glowing reputation. “I
think the pros, and the colleges, have the
best medical assistance”.

So, who is to say whether jocks are being
short-changed on gquality? Given the inex-
act nature of the science, much can be said
on both sides. For the athlete, as for any
other layman, every question is a matter of
degree, nuance, professional opinion.

Yet, apart from rating individual abilities,
there are several not-so-ilmponderable issues
still in the process of resolution, with more
gquestions raised lately than answered.

At a recent meeting, baseball team physi-
clans and player representatives pondered a
dilemma: How to direct the primary respon-
sibility of the doctors toward the patient,
rather than to management.

The National Football League Players As-
sociation, with the same worry in mind, is
considering the simple expedient of hiring
its own doctor in each franchise city.

More and more athletes have been going to
court to test claims that injuries were wor-
sened because of poor advice, negligence or
the administration of drugs. Houston Ridge
made headlines with his £300,000 settlement
against the San Diego Chargers, but other
players have also been quietly settling sim-
ilar cases.

In a related action, Jim (Yazoo) Smith is
suing the Redskins for negligence and care-
less treatment when he was dragged off the
field by teammates after suffering a broken
neck during a 1968 game. Smith is asking
$4.2 million.

The National Basketball Association has
hired as a consultant a physician whose spe-
cialty is drug abuse, his function clearly be-
ing to police the league. His first act was to
request each team to submit an inventory of
its stock of drugs.

The team physician of the Oakland
A’'s, Dr. Harry Walker, is under investiga-
tion by the California Board of Medical Ex-
aminers on a matter that does not concern his
professional capabilities.

The case stems from an incident during
the World Series two months ago and it
focuses sharply on the perils of dual respon-
sibility.

At the request of A's owner Charles O, Fin-
ley, Walker examined second-baseman Mike
Andrews after the second game, in which An-
drews committed two decisive errors. Walker’s
subsequent report, declared Andrews disabled
with a shoulder injury, thus opening a spot
on the A’s roster for a new player.

Events that followed raised a fuss that
upstaged the Series itself. Andrews' team-
mates claimed openly he’d been fired, While
they grumbled threats of a strike. Commis-
sioner Bowie Kuhn investigated, overruled
the roster switch and reinstated Andrews.
Upon his return the infielder held a press
conference at which he termed the Injury
report a “lie™.

That term

is debatable. The disability
report sald Andrews had a chronic injury
(which was true), not a new one, so Walker
could not be accused of inventing something.

But the implication was obvious: That
a player who had just taken part in a game
and had pitched batting practice the day
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before had suddenly been rendered unfit to
play, Euhn’s retort was that he saw no evi-
dence to support the implication,

As matters stand now, Finley and EKuhn
are engaged in a quarrel over fines for
Finley's assorted indiscretions, and state
officials, at the request of a California
assemblyman, are looking for evidence of
wrongdoing by Walker.

The questions left to ponder are whether
the standard doctor-patient relationship can
be distorted in a sports-team setting by a
physican’s obligation to management and
whether a team doctor can be compromised
to favor the interests of his employer over
those of his patient,

Not likely in this case, ventures Dr. James
Nicholas, doctor to the New York Jets and
founder of the Institute of Sports Medicine
and Athletic Trauma.

“I know Harry Walker,” Nicholas says, “and
he's a very outstanding, strong-minded,
aggressive, hard nosed orthopedic surgeon,
and I think he’'d say ‘Go shove it.""”

(Getting corroboration from Walker proved
difficult. When reached by phone he said, “I
don’t give interviews,” and hung up.)

Not that Nicholas believes in a fairy-tale
world. “Now, you get characters sometimes
like a Charlie Finley,” he says. “You may
get a dynamic type of owner who says this
is my ball-club and I can do what I want
with it. I think there the likelihood for a
doctor to be in a stable environment and
be uncompromised is much more difficult.

“Now you get a young doctor who's just
coming Into football, you get a Pat
Palumbo, who's a nice boy and really very
capable, and he's got a George Allen to cope
with—that's a far different cry than I was
exposed to with Weeb Ewbank. His
(Palumbo’s) team is made a winner by a
dynamic coach and the pressures on the
younger man can be very seriously contra-
dictory.”

(The young man who has a George Allen
to cope with says he has not been subjected
to contradictory pressures. “Coach Allen is
just as concerned as I am about the welfare
of the players,” Dr. P. M. Palumbo, Jr., Red-
skins’ team physician, says.)

At any rate, Nicholas concludes, “There are
very few physicians right now that I know
of that are being compromised.”

Jack Scott, who runs the Institute for the
Study of Sport in Society from his post as
Oberlin College’s athletic director, ap-
proaches the subject less delicately.

“You'll get a lot of sanctimonious bull
from team physicians about medical ethics,”
he says. “You know, ‘Regardless of who hires
us we would treat someone the same way.’
My God, I think that anyone who isn't
totally naive knows that that is not true,
Those sanctimonious utterances about ‘We
treat everyone the same and it doesn't mat-
ter who pays us'—it matters and they know
it.”

His view is shared by Dr. Harry Edwards,
the University of California sociologist as-
sociated with the black protests of the
sixties, and Phil Shinnick, former Olympic
long-jumper and now athletic director at
Rutgers' Livingston College. In lengthy in-
terviews they delved into the soclological
forces at work on anyone involved in big-
time athletics in this country.

“It’'s not a thing of bad guys or corrupt
guys,” Edwards says. “It is a bunch of guys
who are caught up in a system of doing
things that bring about all kinds of cross-
pressures from the various demands being
made on them in their roles.

“Almost every decision is between a rock
and a hard spot. The doctor who does not
dispense the painkiller in order to get the
athlete ready to play is not doing his utmost
for the team, but if he does, to a certain ex-
tent he's betraying his Hippocratic Oath.”

Shinnick spoke of “value-laden things
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that are being reinforced in the athletic
arena, some of which are predictabllity of
performance and obedience to authority.
Doctors are just as suspectible to those val-
ues as anyone,”

Nevertheless, it perplexes Dr. Robert Ker-
lan, who treats several pro teams in Los
Angeles, that an owner or coach could find
a flexible doctor tolerable. “I think they’d
lose faith in them in a relatively short pe-
riod of time,” he says. “Who wants to have
people like that around?”

One who could answer him is Dr, Donald
Spencer, who was in the employ of the
Eansas City Chiefs when they were prepar-
ing for the 1970 Super Bowl. Spencer felt
that quarterback Len Dawson’s knee needed
an immediate operation. Coach Hank Stram,
however, diagnosed it differently. Stram went
shopping for a doctor who would see things
his way and severed the relationship with
Spencer who now quips, “I was put on
walvers.”

[From the Washington Star-News]

WHEN THE PATIENT IS A JocK—

ANXIETY SYNDROME
(Nore—The team doctor's decision—
whether a player's injury is serious enough
Tor him to miss a game—is not an easy one.
There iIs pressure from all sides and the
anxiety bullds. Star-News Staff Writer Mike
Roberts takes a long look at this today in

the second of a three-part series.)

(By Mike Roberts)

Football isn't very big at Oberlin College,
which treats athletics in general with a rare
sense of perspective. The schedule is small-
time, the team wusually nothing for alumni
to brag about. Admisslon to games is free.

Still, last season started out as something
a little special, There was a freshman quar-
terback who looked capable of reversing the
team’s streak of 14 losing seasons. Even the
townspeople knew Willle Martinez was the
kid who had broken Jim Plunkett’s high
school passing records.

The freshman whiz was for real. He threw
six touchdown passes as Oberlin clobbered an
old rival 53-20. Trouble was, Willie also broke
his hand in that game.

“I remember taking him over to the hospi-
tal after the game to have a man come Iin
and take an X-ray,” Jack Scott, the Oberlin
athletic director, recalled.

“This was just a regular doctor, but he
knew who the kid was. As soon as he saw the
fracture on the X ray, I could see him getting
increasingly nervous. He didn't know what to
tell me and he didn’t know what to tell
Willie.

“Pinally he sald to Willie, "Where is it
sore?” Willie pointed right at the crack on
the X ray, and the doctor said, ‘Oh, Jesus!
It has to go in a cast."™

In telling the story, Scott, a widely con-
sulted student of the soclology of sport, was
merely trying to illustrate the ambivalence
created when the patient is a jock. It can be
troubling enough to be the bearer of bad
tidings, harder to be responsible for the side-
lining of a hero, even when the financial con-
siderations are minimal.

“It was just a very human thing that his
doctor went through a lot of anxiety,” Scott
sald. “But this is just little old Oberlin Col-
lege. If that exists on our level, imagine what
it's like when you're talking about a man
with a $75,000 salary.”

The spontaneous anxiety, moreover, rarely
exists in a vacuum. More often it is coupled
with external pressures when to play, or not
play is the question.

The source can be an owner, a coach, or a
player himself, confronted with the twin
challenges of proteecting his job and living
up to the play-with-pain manhood ethiec. It
can be attrition—as Tom Xenting of the
Pittsburgh Steelers pointed out, more play-
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ers are in guestionable health toward the
end of a football season than at the begin-
ning. Or it can be a sudden concurrence of
catastrophes.

“Once when we were playing Philadelphia,
three of our defensive backs were knocked
unconscious,” recalled Bernie Parrish, author
of “They Call It A Game,” a chronicle of his
disillusionments with the Cleveland Browns.
“To decide which one goes back in, the doc-
tor held up some of his fingers and asked us
to tell him how many. I came the closest and
1 was back in,

“¥our own thoughts are not exactly ra-
tional, but you would expect a physician to
remain rational. It turned out there were no
permanent injuries, but there might have
been. If this had happened out on the street
somewhere all those people would probably
have been hospitalized for observation.”

Dr. George Resta, former Redskins team
physician, elaborated on another obstacle.
“One of the biggest difficulties you have with
some of these coaches is that they like to
play doctor," he said.

“Vince Lombardi and I had some heated
discussions. Once in a game at Jacksonville
a man hurt his ankle. I was telling the man
‘You may have a fractured ankle,” and he
(Lombardi) happened to be coming by there.

“And he said, “What was that word you
£aid?' I said, ‘I think this boy's got a fractured
ankle." He sald, 'You know, you should never
use that word."

“Then I said, “What if it is a fracture?' He
sald, ‘You should never use it." I went ahead
and took him to a hospital, and it was a
fracture.”

There are subtier ways for a coach to ex-
ercise influence. Jack Scott described one
method: Within a day or two of an injury,
the coach gets himself quoted saying the
athlete will be ready to play next Sunday.
“How the hell does he know?" Scott asked
rhetorically. “He's not a medical man. But
it puts tremendous pressure on the physi-
cian and the trainer to make sure the guy is
ready regardless of what the consequences
might be.”

Conceivably that might have been what
Redskins Coach George Allen was uncon-
sciously trying to achieve with his com-
ments against a similar backdrop two weeks
ago, with quarterback Bill Kilmer hospital-
ized with an intestinal blockage before the
Dallas game,

Never one to chat with the media just
to pass the time of day, Allen issued daily
asséssments of the necessities as he saw
them: “I hope he can be back tomorrow ...
I was hoping he'd be here today ... Thisisa
championship game. Whatever anyone's
physical condition is, they've got to be ready
to play.”

In ever so subtle a way, such oratory can
become a challenge to the courage and man-
hood of physicians as well as of players.

“It was the doctors' way of vicariously
participating,” said Gary Shaw, whose book,
“Meat on the Hoof,” exposed the brutal side-
lights of football at the University of Texas.
“They had the same mentality as the coaches
as far as people’s injuries were concerned.

“One of them told my roommate when he
went to see him, ‘Look, you and I know you're
hurt but, you know, Coach (Darrell) Royal
likes you to play when you're hurt." And so
his advice was to go on out there and play.
If they could show that they were kind of
tough-minded with us, well, it was somehow
showing that they were tough-minded them-
selves.”

What happens to the player caught in the
middle? Dr. Harry Edwards, a sociclogy pro-
fessor at the University of California, has
done some research on the subject. One in-
terviewee who had a damaged knee drained
three times in three days was accused of
malingering when he judged himself un-
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ready to play. He was given pills for his
“psychological” problems and sent out to
play.

Nor are football players the only ones to
complain, Phil Shinnick, now athletic di-
rector at Rutgers’ Livingston College, was
once a world-class long jumper.

“There was a hell of a lot of mistrust be-
tween the doctors and the athletes,” he said,
“because there was so damn much subjective
judgment. I mean I used to pray when I
was in college that the blood would surface
on my hamstring pulls, so I could say, ‘See,
I'm injured.’ It could be hurting like hell
and the doctor says, ‘I don't see anything'.”

Naturally there are athletes who see base
motives in such actions, The egonourishment
of assoclating with the famous and the
emoluments of publicity are widely con-
sidered the rewards of seeing nothing or
adopting the philosophy of Darrell Royal.

“Some of them are in it mainly for the
prestige,” said defensive back Kermit Alexan-
der of the Philadelphia Eagles, echoing what
a number of others asked not to be guoted
on. “They use whatever pull they have to get
the job, and it enhances their practice.”

The upshot, he concluded, can be a willing-
ness to compromise that destroys the con-
fidence of the players.

Dr. Donald Spencer, who was fired by the
Kansas City Chiefs three years ago for re-
fusing to budge on a dlagnosis, supports
Alexander.

“It depends on why you're team phys-
ician,” SBpencer said, “to help or because it's
a neat job—whether they want you or you
want them, It's a pretty neat thing to be a
team doctor, and the idol-worshippers tend
to bend themselves a little bit.”

He added, “There’s a great economic gain
to people who do this. Everybody turns to
them. People say if the Chiefs use him, he's
got to be the best there is.”

This is not a unanimous position—Dr.,
Stanford Lavine, physician to the Capital
Bullets, sald, “When you figure in the time
you spend, it actually costs you money to do
it"—but a fairly common one.

“It's free advertising,” sald Dr. John
Enowles, who used to coordinate medical
care for the Boston Bruins. “If I fixed Carl
Yastrzemski's boil on his right buttock, I'd
have them lined up from here to Canada.”

EKnowles has never had a chance to test
that proposition, but he does have some
figures that indicate the potency of a jock's
endorsement. When he was running Massa-
chusetts General Hospital in Boston, one of
his chief duties was raising public donations.
In a stroke of genius he put the town’s
hockey heroes, Bobby Orr, Phil Esposito and
John McEenzie, on television commercials to
talk about their injuries.

“¥You got a million people watching these
birds,” Knowles said, and they say, “ ‘Aw, I'm
telling you, man, that Mass General is the
best place, the doctors and the nurses took
such wonderful care of me."

“It was the truth about the place, but
these guys were getting the word around. It
gave the public great confidence in us and,
by god, they'd send money hand over fist if
Bobby Orr said the place was beautiful,

“We started out raising a guarter-million
dollars a year from about 10,000 people, and
by the time I left we were raising about $4
million and we were getting it from 100,000
people. And let me promise you this; A cer-
tain percentage of those folks were hockey
fans.”

[From the Washington Star-News]
WHEN THE PATIENT Is A JocE—TEAM DocTors
PrESSED FOR A DOUBLE STANDARD

(Note—The question of a team doctor's
loyalty—is it owed to the team or to the pa-

tient?—is a perplexing one, with no simple
answer. Star-News Stafl Writer Mike Roberts
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takes a look at this dual-loyalty dilemma and
explores possible alternatives.)
(By Mike Roberts)

In his book, “"Meat on the Hoof,” Gary
Shaw described practice drills labeled with
an Anglo-Saxon expletive by his University of
Texas football teammates,

Exercises of this sort were designed to per-
suade less-talented players to guit and re-
linquish their scholarship—the precious
mother's-milk of a college coach's survival—
so that new studs could be recruited.

Typically these drills required helmet-to-
helmet collisions of two men running full
speed at each other or the simultaneous
compression of a stationary ballcarrier by two
or more tackles coming from different di-
rections. Gruesome wounds were often the
result.

Parallel tales, moreover, have, from time
to time, filtered out of other campuses, most
recently Florida State, where 28 players were
scared off last summer.

One question that immediately comes to
mind is whether the trainer or doctor who
witnesses the outright, purposeless destruc-
tion of bodies has an affirmative duty to
intervene,

“There’'s is no question about it, if you
Teel a specific activity is detrimental,” said
Dr. Stanford Lavine, who is associated with
the University of Maryland and the Capital
Bullets. “But we are there only as advisers.
We can't set policy.

Shaw, when interviewed, said the team
doctors at Texas turned a blind eye to the
drills rather than challenge the supreme au-
thority of Coach Darrell Royal. Phil Shin-
nick, athletic director at Rutgers’ Living-
ston College, told of a physician friend faced
with a similar dilemma at a major univer-
sity. The doctor chose to suggest certain
drills be eliminated. Instead he was
eliminated.

This was a logical solution, of course,
judged dispassionately against the realities
of contact sports. As activities that neces-
sarily involve the battering of the body, they
create a unique demand for a second stand-
ard of medical care, a standard based on rel-
ative fitness to compete rather than restora-
tion of complete health.

“What most people don't realize is that
we never get an individual well during the
season,” Pinky Newell, head athletic trainer
at Purdue University, was quoted recently
In & Wall Street Journal profile. “What we
do is get him back to activity.”

Few persons interviewed argued with
Newell's neat summation. "There can be no
double standard,” said Dr. Joe Godfrey, a
rock of indignation, who believes he should
treat his Buffalo athletes as he does his own
children. He is outnumbered by those who
support different rules at least for pro and
college scholarship athletes, whose bodies are
the tools of their trade, although many
physicians draw the lines at drugs that mask
pain in an injury that could be worsened.

Lavine suggested the media sometimes cre-
ate false impressions: “It's a question of
what you're Injecting something for, as to
whether it may be done for minor things
that may be a little uncomfortable like bur-
sitis or tendinitis. It comes out, ‘So-and-so
was injected so he could play.’ I have ten-
dinitis in my shoulder and I've taken injec-
tions so I could play golf. Say Sonny Jurgen-
sen gets the same thing—if I were to give a
guy like that butazolidin, it would come out
‘DRUGGED!""

The limits on the double standard, on
painkillers as well as on other issues, have
been in a gradual process of definition over
the past few years. Change develops through
periodic jolts like the Houston Ridge case,
in which the former San Diego Charger won
a $300,000 settlement for the negligent ag-
gravation of his injuries.

The ill use of Ridge, like all similar in-
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stances, according to Dr. Donald Spencer, was
the byproduct of conflicting pressures.

“It's industrial medicine, really,” the for-
mer doctor of the Kansas City Chiefs said.
“They have to have the corporation in mind.
I can't treat by the way of the coach. There’s
enough confusion without the middleman.”

Dr. John D, Ziegler, an Olney, Md., physi-
clan who has treated some of the Redskins
as well as some top amateur athletes, agrees.
Ziegler sees insurmountable obstacles stand-
ing in the way of the team-hired doctor.

“I know damn well,” he said, “that you're
going to cure the patient better if he goes to
& doctor he chooses, because right off the top
of the level, you've got rapport, cooperation,
and I'm sure that, say, on emotional prob-
lems some players may have, they're not go-
ing to tell the team physician that.

*“It limits the practice of good medicine.
They're not going to tell a company doctor
they're starting to get a bleeding ulcer be-
cause they're afraid somebody might bump
them out of a job, and you only have rapport
when the doctor is totally independent and
not influenced by anyone.”

Ziegler's point appears to be borne out
among the Redskins, a number of whom, for
whatever reasons, perfer not to be treated by
the team physician, Dr. P, M. Palumbo, Jr.
Some players use doctors who have no affili-
ation with the team, and some have been
openly derisive of Palumbo.

To a degree, management exercises control
of the situation. Last summer Coach George
Allen sent his players a memo requiring them
to ask permission to use the services of &
nonteam doctor. Allen explained his intent
was to keep players from “just going all over
the country just to see any type of doctor.”
As for the aversion of some of his employees
to Palumbo, he said, “Oh, you'll always have
someone that wants to get another opinion.”

(Concerning the need to regquest permis-
sion, Allen said: “Every team in the league
has the same policy.” Kermit Alexander of
the Philadelphia Eagles said he has heard of
no such policy while playing for three Na-
tional Football League teams, including the
Allen-coached Los Angeles Rams.)

Among the parties looking for a better way
are the officials of the NFL Players Associa-
tion, One idea they are kicking around is to
hire a physician in each city directly respon-
sible to the team there. Meanwhile, the union
has asked the management of each club to
supply data on contractual arrangements
with its physiclan: Whether he shares in
championship money or whether his com-
pensation is connected with the number of
operations he performs.

Likewise, the Major League Baseball Play-
ers Association has begun thinking about
reorienting its relationships with team-hired
doctors.

Alternatives do exist. Ziegler suggested "“a
return to the private practice of medicine.
There should be a Blue Cross *ype of athletic
insurance policy to let the player go to the
physician of his own choice.”

Dr, John EKnowles, who wused to run
Massachusetts General Hospital, sees to it
that the Boston Bruins make use of the
orthopedic talent of that institution. Aec-
cording to Enowles, teams at all levels could
upgrade the quality of thelr care by con-
tracting with local teaching and research
centers.

Research in sports medicine has been
gathering a head of steam for the past few
years. Clinics devoted to the athlete have
sprung up around the country, in places
such as Seattle, Cleveland and Atlanta, In
New York, the Institute of Sports Medicine
and Athletic Trauma is using sophisticated
movie equipment to analyze the causes of
sports injuries. A few months ago a maga-
zine was born: The Physician and Sports-
medicine.

in recent years, there has been a
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burgeoning Interest in the psyche of the
Jjock. Motivational research, autosuggestion
and hypnosis are the new tools of success.

Does this mean more attention to the in-
dividual bumanity of the athlete, less in-
clination to treat him as a tool that needs
repair? An article that appeared not long
ago in Sports Illustrated gives a peek at the
future.

The subject was the work of Dr. William
J. Beausay, & Bluffton (Ohio) College
psychologist who is in the process of per-
fecting “Super Psyching.” By increasing
an athlete's hostility and self-confidence,
Beausay believes, he can improve his
performances.

He discovered the phenomencn through
his autosuggestion treatments on Bill Glass,
the former Cleveland Browns defensive line-
man. “It was Incredible,” Beausay reported.
“Bill Glass, a completely warm, outgoing
and friendly guy, ceased to be a human
being. He played like a carefully programmed
machine.”

SPORTS AND SAFETY
(By Mike Roberts)

When Congress reconvenes and settles
down to pursuing its leading item of old
business, namely running Richard Nixon out
of town, you can expect the representative
from Oakland to be in the thick of things.

Rep. Ron Dellums, D-Calif., will be right
there shoulder to shoulder with the Abzugs
and Rodinos and Waldies, laboring on an en-
terprise dear to their respective hearts.

Those activities will earn him a substantial
amount of ink. Actually, he deserves it more
for a couple of other projects, which are con-
signed to back-burner status for the time be-
ing, but have the potential to benefit nearly
every school and college athlete in the coun-
try. Every parent with a jock-child ought to
needle his congressman about these two
pleces of legislation.

The Athletic Safety Act would bring school
and college athletes under the protection of
the Occupational Safety and Health Act
(OSHA), thus providing the uniform stand-
ards the act entitles employes to expect from
employers.

The Athletic Care Act would require every
institution that engages in interscholastic
competition to hire a certified trainer, with
funding provisions included.

To the surprise of no one, our lawmakers
are not knocking each other over in their
haste to enact these two measures. It's not
too hard to become cynical about the way pri-
orities are established, especially where sports
are concerned. If you want something to
move fast it's got to be sexy, and the stuff
Dellums is pushing obviously doesn't have
the sure-fire, immediate voter appeal of, say,
an anti-blackout bill.

Both sides of the Hill keep adding to a
growing stack of sports-reform bills, most of
them permeated by a common theme. In the
halls of Congress an athlete is not just a
citizen who deserves the fairest treatment he
can get, legislated or otherwise. No, he is
more than that. He is an instrument of
American prestige.

In contrast, chauvinism doesn't seem to fig-
ure into Dellums' projects, He does not ap-
pear to be trying to show the Commies how
many medals we can win, or trying to show
his constituents that he cares about showing
the Commies.

Dellums clalms, instead, to be motivated
by dismay at the routine acceptance of in-
credible injury rates.

“The bills are not perfectly drawn but
they're enough to trigger some interest In
this issue,” he said in a recent interview.
“While it's not front-page news unless some
young athlete gets killed, there's a serious
problem. There are 600,000 injuries a year
in high school football alone.”
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It happened that one of those front-pagers
caught Dellums’ attention. In 1871 Bill
Arnold died after being stricken during a
summer football session at the University
of North Carolina. There had been no trainer
or doctor present. Some of Arnold’'s angered
schoolmates went looking for an avenger on
Capitol Hill and found one in Dellums.

Since then his office has become a reposi-
tory for horror stories about incompetent or
nonexistent treatment on high school and
college fields.

One couple from Ohio wrote in with a har-
rowing tale about their son, a 15-year-old
football player. The boy broke his neck hit-
ting a tackling machine, falling face down.
The "“trainer” on the scene suggested he
turn over, which the boy accomplished after
several tries. Spurred by the trainer's en-
couragement, he tried to get to his feet
several times. Ultimately the tralner helped
the player up, wrenched his helmet off,
walked him & distance to a car and drove
him over bumpy road to a hospital.

There was a happy ending, sort of. After
traction, surgery and a bone graft the boy
recovered. The question is, how many others,
every year, aren’t so lucky?

“There are millions of young people around
this country whose futures have been jeop-
ardized because they have no competent
trainers on the stafl,” Dellums said. “It's a
problem of priorities. There are a lot of
schools with very sophisticated hardware.
They pay $4,000 for a blocking machine but
won't appropriate $800 or $1,000 added to a
salary to employ a certified trainer.”

He concedes that the federal government
is not the ideal instrument of redress. *But
can we afford these injury rates in sports
because of a philosophical belief that only
states should act in certain areas?"

|[From the Washington Star-News, Nov. 4,
1973]
Hicn ScHooOL INJURIES
(By Joan Ryan)

The statistics on high school football in-
juries are staggering. According to a study
published in the Journal of the American
Medical Association, one out of every two
high school players is injured each season. Of
the 1.2 million boys who play, 600,000 will
limp home at the end of at least one game.

Spot studies indicate there were 40,000
knee surgeries performed last year. Had the
initial injury been treated properly, 30,000 of
those operations would not have been neces-
sary. But most high schools lack the funds
for hiring a physician, much less a trainer,
for both practices and games.

Rep. Ronald Dellums (D-Cal.) has intro-
duced a bill entitled, “The Athletic Care Act,”
which has just received a gentle push up
the ladder of legislation. The Athletic Care
Act will require that all educational institu-
tions engaged in interscholastic athletic com-
petition employ certified athletic trainers
within eight years of the bill’s passage.

Michael Duberstein, an aide to Dellums,
expects the bill to become law within two
years, ““This all came about two years ago,”
Duberstein said. “Bill Arnold, a lineman at
the University of North Caroclina, died of
exhaustion on the field. Some players and
former players who felt they couldn’t gei a
fair hearing in the schoal came fo Washing-
ton with their cause.

“They went up and down the hall, knock-
ing on doors. They finally called our office,
and I met with them on Thanksgiving Day.
It's the first time in the history of Con-
gress that the guestion of athletic safety
is being considered.”

The bill has 30 co-sponsors, one of whom
is former pro football player, Jack Eemp (R-
N.Y.). “We are concerned with what we can
do immediately,” Kemp said. “We need train-
ers for the teams and adequate medical care.
The bill points up the need for safety, but




6316

I would imagine that requiring teams to have
trainers would end 70 percent of the athletic
programs in the country, Basically, I'm
against federal intervention. It should be
in the hands of local and state government.”

Texas is one state that has acted upon
the need for proper trainers already. Each
team has a physician and most schools have
licensed trainers. Those that don't use stu-
dent trainers share a pool of certified train-
ers who have their treatment rooms in the
several stadiums.

Money is always a problem in education,
but the Houston independent school district
funds its trainer program through ticket
sales. Other parts of the country are less
supportive of high school football, though.
Bethesda-Chevy Chase High School has al-
ready felt the crunch, Athletic director Harry
Botsford was enthusiastic about the need for
professional trainers, but he was realistic
about the lack of money available.

“Last year we had $8,300 in gate receipts,
but our budget was $12,000 and the board
gave us only #1,100. Our football field is in
the middie of a one-fifth mile asphalt track,
and a boy running into the corner of the end
zone runs right up on a 10 foot square of
blacktop. They told me it would cost $60,000
to reposition our field.”

With Botsford and many others, it will
be a case of first-things-first. But a genuine
need is there. “We don't even have a doctor
on the fleld,” Botsford said.

“We just call the rescue squad. I even tried
to get a pool doctor but there are 50 many
legal implications. Doctors don't want to
get Involved. We have some good coaches,
though. They fit the equipment on the boys,
and when we start out practicing we give
the boys breaks for Gatorade to replace the
liquid. We have a clinic about heat ex-
haustion.”

Not all coaches are that compassionate.
The legend of Vince Lombardi has been mis-
interpreted by too many in the profession
who think that driving a team is the sure
way to win.

The Lombardi theory dominates today to
the detriment of sports,” Kemp said. “That
the end justifies the means is wrong. Par-
ticipation is more important than just win-
ning."

I‘%l go Jack Kemp one further. Participa-
tion and surviving the contact sport without
injury is more important than winning.

[From the Los Angeles Times, Mar. 6, 1974]
TALE OF THE TOWN
(By John Hall)

To Your Health: The statistics are grim ...
“Over 669 of all high school football par-
ticipants are injured serlously enough each
season to require medical attention,” says a
report from the National Athlefic Health In-
stitute . . . In California alone last season,
nearly 60,000 prep footballers were injured.
More than 18,000 needed medical attention,

Why doesn't somebody do something? . ..
Well, somebody is. “We think many injuries
could be prevented if the student trainers
and coaches were better prepared,” said Dr.
Robert Eerlan, orthopedic surgeon and team
doctor of the Lakers, Kings, Rams and Angels.

“The need for training in this area is criti-
cal and long overdue,” said Dr. EKerlan, “Too
often a student is designated team trainer,
given a first aid box and turned loose on the
athletes. He tapes ankles, wraps sprains, ap-
plies ointments and moves injured players
around at will, often without the slightest
knowledge of correct procedures.”

More than merely concerned, Dr. Eerlan
is one of the founders of the National Athletic
Health Institute, which tackles these prob-
lems with the first annual “Student Trainers’
Emergency Sports Medicine Seminar” here
Friday and Saturday at the International
Hotel.
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“This seminar will provide the incentives
and resources for similar programs through-
out the United States. It is being funded by
the Institute as we believe the need is too
important to limit this to only those who
could pay for it themselves,"” said Dr. Kerlan,

Some 300 student trainers from the L.A.
City and CIF high schools are to attend. The
sessions are open to anybody involved with
high school athletics . . . Besides Dr. Kerlan,
19 physicians and specialists will lecture.

[From the Baltimore Evening Sun, Dec. 6,
1971}

REGULATIONS REQUIRE PRESENCE—PLAYERS
Bancg Heaps On FiELp WriTrHOUT A DocTor
ON SIDELINES

(By David Lightman)

Scholastic football players throughout the
Baltimore metropolitan area went onto the
fleld numerous times this fall without a doc-
tor being on the sidelines, a survey of local
schools has revealed.

Public schools in the city and the five sur-
rounding counties have athletic regulations
requiring doctors to be present at all varsity
games.

Most coaches and athletic directors inter-
viewed said they want a doctor on hand in
case of serious injury.

But when game times comes the game goes
on with or without a doctor present.

No figures are kept on the number of foot-
ball injuries in games and practices.

The last football related death in Maryland
was September 30, 1970, when Franze Rober
Miller, 15, a player for the Havre de Grace
Junior varsity team died after a game in
Elkton,

The boy had been hit, recalled Coach Jim
Marron, and he came off the field saying his
neck hurt. He sat down “and five plays later,
he dropped off the bench backward.”

DRIVEN TO HOSPITAL

There was no doctor on the scene; the boy
was driven to a hospital where he died the
same day.

A study of the National Commission on
Product Safety has found that more than
250,000 football players suffer brain concus-
sions annually. Of these, 5,000 to 10,000 have
serious effects at once.

Last year, 20 players were killed in foot-
ball games: 3 in college, 23 in high school and
3 in sandlot action. In addition, 14 football
deaths were associated with indirect causes,
such as heat fatigue or heart failure, a sur-
vey has revealed.

While in the city and all five counties—
Anne Arundel, Baltimore, Carroll, Harford
and Howard—doctors are required at all
varsity games.

The city and Anne Arundel and Baltimore
counties require doctors at junlor wvarsity
games.

There are no regulations anywhere in the
metro area pertaining to practice sessions.

The Archdiocese of Baltimore requires doc-
tors at games and the rule is enforced to the
letter, officials said.

SOME ON SIDELINES

Private schools belonging to the Tri-
County League have no regulations pertain-
ing to the presence of doctors, although
league officials claim that doctors are on the
sidelines at most games.

The Baltimore Colts always have two doc-
tors at every game, home and away. They
don't have doctors at practices because there
is no contact work, such as you have in high
schools, an official said.

A doctor is always present at University
of Maryland home and away games.

High school officials say the expense $50
per game for a private doctor—and a lack of
avallable physicians is the reason for not
always having doctors present.

“Having them there is a hit or miss prop-
osition,” William Callahan, Anne Arundel
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county’s director of athletics, said. “It's really
the doctor himself who determines where he's
present.

“I really don't know how to relieve this,”
the 16-year county veteran said.

DUTY FOR COMMUNITY

At Anne Arundel school health council
meetings, Dr. Sherman Robinson, a Severna
Park physician, has suggested that the high
school communities furnish doctors at
games.

Mr. Callahan likes the idea, but so far
it has not been put to widespread use.

“The problem is that doctors and ambu-
lances never give us first priority,” he said.
“If there's a car accident and the game ‘is
starting, the doctor will go to the accident.
Really, they don’t have much choice.”

The situation isn’t much different in Bal-
timore county, where Joshua R. Wheeler,
superintendent of schools, calls doctors’ at-
tendance ‘“really a voluntary thing on the
part of the doctor.”

He sald the county never has postponed
a game because a doctor was not present.

Mr. Wheeler said, “I would not be upset
if a game was played without a doctor. The
chance exlsts in any activity around school
that someone will be injured.” He pointed
out that many teachers have first aid train-
ing.

The county’'s director of athletics, Harold
(Peck) Martin, however, claimed, “a doctor
is in attendance at every football game, var-
sity and J.V.”

A poll of the county coaches refuted the
claim, although most coaches said doctors are
“usually” present.

“Of course, we don't have doctors at prac-
tice sessions, and there probably are more
injuries there than at games,” he said.

Most metro teams hold practices four
times a week. Mr. Martin said lack of money
prevents having doctors at these sessions.

Elmon Verneer, director of physical edu-
cation in city schools, claims, “Frankly the
need for a doctor at a game comes about
because of the impact of football on the
spectators.

“They really can't treat more than first
aid out there on the fleld. We really need
doctors more during the week, during prac-
tices.

SOME FIRST AID

Mr. Verneer sald most city coaches or
trainers qualify for first aid, and they will
put in calls for ambulances if serious injuries
oceur.

“At times,” he added, “doctors tend to go
overboard.”

“I'd like to have a doctor everywhere,
though, but there just aren’'t enough to go
around.”

Earl Hersh, supervisor of health and phys-
ical education in Carroll county, said that
of the more than 50 varsity games in the
county this year, only 2 did not have doctors
present.

In one case, the physician was called away
to deliver a baby. In the other, he had a
meeting out of town.

“We try to have doctors at all varsity
games,” Mr. Hersh said, “and we try to have
doctors there or on call at JV games. There
are none at practice sessions, however.”

Of the four county high schools, Francis
Scott Eey J.V. has a doctor at all games,
Westminster at half the games, South Carroll
“sometimes,"” and North Carroll none.

NO MAJOR INJURIES

“We are lucky we've had no major inju-
ries,” he said. "I feel there should be doctors
at all games, but there's a shortage on doc-
tors in some communities.”

South Carroll and Westminster pay its
yarsity doctors between $10 and $15 a game,
while those at Key and North Carroll contests
are volunteers,

In Howard county, all doctors are pald $30
a game when they show up.
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Walter D. Phelan, supervisor of physical
education for the county, sald "We had
some games this year where doctors didn't
show up,” but said he would not have figures
until principal’s reports on their football
programs come in later this month.

“For 15 years no one ever cared,” Mr.
Phelan said. “No one has doctors in the state
except in Baltimore city. We're trying to get
them here, but most of them are interns at
Hopkins and they just can't come.” “We're
very fortunate” that no serious injuries have
occurred this year.

Buf, he added, "It's like being on the desert
and having the money for water” in trying
to get doctors.

MONEY IN BUDGET

“We recognize the doctor problem does
exist,” M. Thomas Goedeke said. “We'll put
a budget in for fiscal 1973 to have doctors
at J.V. games.

“But money is just a part of the problem.
The other part is obtaining the services of
medical people.”

Howard J. V. games are on Thursday after-
noons, which Mr. Goedeke sald is an ex-
tremely bad time to keep either doctors or
ambulances on call.

Blessed with a doctor and a trainer of its
own, Edgewood Senior High School fields a
football team that is the best protected In
Harford county.

Dr. Emory Linder, of Joppatowne, not only
is with the team for its game but he also
visits two or three practice sessions a week,
according to Bud Coakley, who is in his 1st
year as the school's athletic director and his
14th year as its head football coach.

YEARS OF SERVICE

Dr. Linder has been providing his services
for 4 years, which, while impressive, comes
nowhere near matching the 17 years William
(Doc) McShane, a retired Army medic, has
worked as the team’s trainer.

“He's here every day from 3 o'clock until
we get through, and he's here for all the
games,” Mr. Coakley said.

“Qur entire outlock on injuries is very
much brighter so far as worrying is con-
cerned,” he continued.

“And it's all free, thank goodness.”

The only money the school must spend
for major safety measures is a $125 donation
to the local volunteer fire department that
provides an ambulance at each of Edgewocod's
five home games.

Although its football team established it-
self as one of the best in the state this fall,
Bel Air Senior High School has, at best, only
makeshift safety precautions.

No local doctor can afford to spend the
time Dr. Linder does at Edgewood—a fact
Pat Hennessy, Bel Air's football coach, at-
tributes to the heavy population concentra-
tion in the area.

Hence, the school pays $20 a game to the
Harford County Medical Society which
handles the chore of hunting down an avail-
able doctor.

Practice injuries are avoided mainly be-
cause Bel Air rarely scrimmages once the
season has started.

The remaining schools in Harford—Aber-
deen, Havre de Grace and North Harford—
operate somewhere between Edgewood and
Bel Air as far as safety precautions are con-
cerned.

Dr. Linder also attends North Harford's
games regularly as a team physician,

USUALLY A PARENT

Private schools have similar problems. In
the Tri-County League, there is no regula-
tion eoncerning doctors at games,

However, most schools try to provide med-
ical aid. At Boys Latin, Hugh Gelston, assist=-
ant athletic director, said his school has a
doctor at each game, usually a parent.

The eight Catholic high schools in the area
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are required to have physicians at all varsity
and J.V. games.

Lawrence Callahan, director of secondary
education, claimed the rule is enforced and
sald he has received no word that doctors are
not present at some games.

The physiciang usually are parents or
volunteers, he said, adding that palid phy-
slcians soon volunteer their services after
they've been with the team for a few years.

“They work in with the program,” he said,
“They become a part of the school.”

EMERGENCY SET-UP

Doctors are not mandatory at practices, Mr.
Callahan added, but schools are required to
have “proper set-up” in case of emergency.
That usually involves an agreement with a
local rescue squad or fire department that
can be called in case of serlous injury.

Throughout the area, Mr. Callahan's at-
titude is typical of how school officials view
the doctor dilemma.

“We've all been very fortunate,” he said.
“In Anne Arundel, we have had nothing in
the nature of a serious accident for 8 or 10
years. There's been nothing to really endan-
ger the life of any kids.

“But the solution is a two-way street. You
can't force doctors into coming. We used to
think it was just a case of not having enough
money to attract them, but it's not that.”

MORE AT PRACTICE

And officials recognize the practice prob-
lem. "You have four times as many of those,"”
Mr. Martin said. “I'd say you need doctors
four times as much there.”

Their fear, too, is the one presented to the
Howard county school board recently by Mrs.
Evelyn Hawkins, a county parent seeking to
have a J.V. regulation implemented.

She has had three sons play football in the
county.

"One of these days someone’s going to get
hit with a hell of a big lawsuit,” she said.
“Everyone agrees something should be done,
but everytime I sit on one of those practice
gessions it looks like they're hitting harder.”
Is THERE A DocTorR IN THE House? No ORE

Ewnows WaAT Hir Him

When Mount Hebron High's tackle threw
a hard block at a Glenelg's fullback, the back
staggered around. He fell, dazed, in the
middle of the field.

He laid there for 15 to 30 minutes, coming
out of his unconscious state twice.

As the Glenelg vice principal, J.V. football
coach, and his big brother encircled 14-year-
old Billy Thomas, he blinked his eyes to ask,
“Did anyone call an ambulance?"

No one ever did, because no one could de-
cide what had felled Billy Thomas. After a
delay in the game for nearly half an hour,
they carried him off the field on a stretcher.

There was apparently no serious injury,
and the lay medical team decided it was
either the heat—temperature in the 90’s—
or the hit—{first game of the season; Billy not
in top shape. But no one knows yet what or
how Billy was hit that day.

He was back in the Glenelg J.V. lineup
the next week, and was there for every game
the rest of the season.

Mrs. Augusta L. Thomas, Billy's mother,
still doesn’t know what came over her son.
“I was in the stands,” she said, “We believe
it was the heat. I didn't go down there be-
cause kids just don’t like to admit they're
hurt, especially to their mothers.”

SEMI-CONSCIOUS STATE

In Glenelg's game against Wilde Lake's JV,
David Carroll was hit hard. He came back to
the bench semi-conscious.

“My son walked over to him and he asked
“Where am I?"" according to Mrs. Evelyn
Hawkins, whose son Lee plays for Glenelg,
“You know how kids are. David would have
sat there 5 or 10 minutes and probably would
have gone in."”
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Instead, Mrs. Carroll drove her son to a
hospital, where he was given medication and
released.

Vernon Silebert, Glenelg's director of ath-
letics, admitted the school’s football program
could be dangerous because doctors and am-
bulances no longer come to varsity or J.V.
games, despite a county requirement that
they be present at varsity contests.

“We haven't had a doctor at the last three
games,” he said. “In the past, we always had
either a doctor or ambulance.

“Now, it's very rare they’ll stay for the
entire game. The county's growing and we
Just do the best we can. We try to observe the
county requirement, but sometimes it's out
of our hands.”

[From the Charlottesville (Va.) Dally
Progress, December 19, 1972]
CARE FOR WOUNDED PLAYERS

Bubba Smith, Bob Griese, Sonny Jurgen-
sen, Roger Staubach—these are only a few
of the National Football League players who
have suffered serious injuries this season. It
is estimated that around one-half of the
nation’s football players, from the high
echool through professional levels, suffer
some sort of injury every year.

Most of the injuries are minor, but the
major ones often require the services of
specialists in sports medicine,

The number of doctors involved in sports
medicine evidently is growing rapidly. No
one knows for sure how many are active in
the specialty, but the AMA estimates that
20,000 practice either full- or part-time and
that 20,000 others volunteer their services by
attending games.

During a season, the Wall Street Journal
reports a typical pro football team will spend
around $120,000 for doctor and hospital
bills and £20,000 for tape, bandages and
other medical supplies. That represents a
total medical bill of $3.6 million for the
National Football League's 26 teams. And
disabled players continue to draw full sal-
ary.

The most common form of serlous football
injury Involves damage to the knee. As a re-
sult, great advances in treating knees have
been made in recent years. Gale Sayers, the
former Chicago Bears halfback, came back
from 1968 knee surgery to lead the NFL
in rushing in 1969 with 1,032 yards.

Dr. Theodore Fox, who performed the op-
eration, saild that 10 years earlier “we would
have put a brace on his leg, and he would
have been finished.” Early diagnosis and re-
pair are essential, according to Fox. If the
operation is delayed too long, he says the
job is "like sewing wet noodles together.”

The trouble is that high-guality medical
care often is lacking at the high school level.
In a paper submitted to last year’s AMA
conference on sports injuries, Dr. L. W.
Coombs wrote:

“Of approximately 25,000 high schools in
this country, of which about 60 per cent
sponsor football programs, only about 100
schools employ the services of a full-time
teacher-athletic trainer.

It is unfortunate indeed that the fewest
athletic trainers are to be found where the
need is greatest.”

[From the Athens (Ga.) Banner-Herald and
Daily News, Jan. 21, 1973]
SMmaLL PrRICE To Pay . ..
(By Johnny Futch)

“How safe are school sports?”, wonders a
recent Sports Trail Magazine issue. The an-
swer, apparently, is “not very!".

Something like 64 per cent of all partici-
pants in high school sports will wind up on
someone's injury list, many with ailments
that could have been avoided or reduced in
seriousness had they been recognized in time.
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Attempts to improve the situation so far
have centered around convincing athletic
programs to include a training room in their
setup and the training of student-trainers
through courses co-sponsored by schools like
the University of Georgia and the training
supplies companies.

The magazine stafl surveyed 450 secondary
schools, 59 per cent with less than 1000 en-
roliment and found that two-thirds of them
had training room facilities. Only six per
cent of the schools polled employed certified
trainers although 56 per cent had qualified
student trainers. The responsibility usually
fell on the shoulders of an assistant coach,
who had only rudimentary knowledge of
athletic injuries and sport medicine.

The National Association of Athletic Train-
ers (NATA) decided at its annual meeting
last week in Chicago that the situation had
become critical. The NATA, hoping to turn
the flood tide of prep injuries, is asking Con=-
gress to require all schools receiving aid un-
der the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 and participating in interscho-
lastlc competition to employ a qualified
trainer.

Certification as a trainer would be accom-
plished by one of three methods: (1) by
meeting the athletic training curriculum re-
quirements of one of the 20-odd schools
currently approved by the NATA; (2) by
holding a degree in physical therapy or cor-
rective therapy and spending at least two
academic years working under the supervision
of an athletic trainer or (3) having com-
pleted at least four years beyond the second-
ary school level as an apprentice athletic
trainer serving under the direct supervision
of a certified athletic trainer.

The big problem, of course, will be fund-
ing, but with the growing participation in
prep sports, it’s difficult to argue against a
bigger expenditure for student-athlete
health and safety.

One look at a prep injury survey is enough
to convince you that something must be
done. The NATA bill is a glant step in the
right direction.

AssociaTep INTERNISTS, P.S,,
Spokane, Wash., June 21, 1973,
Hon., RoNaLp B. DELLUMS,
Longworth House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEeAR CoONGRESSMAN DELLUMS: My most sin-
cere congratulations to you for introducing
bill H.R. 2575, "“The Athletic Safety Act of
1873". I certainly agree 100% with your
thinking that too many schools and colleges
do not follow sound safety practices, and
certainly we can do a great deal about pre-
venting injuries. I think that the bill that
you plan to introduce entitled, “The Athletic
Care Act of 1973”, will be very eflective in
getting our highschools to employ a quali-
fied athletic trainer. It is too bad you put
in eight years as a deadline time. It should
be within the next two years.

We have been trying to get a fulltime
athletic trainer for our school district in
Spokane for many years, but it is a matter
of money since our school budget is very,
very limited for things like this, and at times
runs a little bit dry. But this is the only way
to go, and certainly one of the great steps
forward in preventing athletic injuries. I
think funding of such a bill would certainly
have to be aided by the federal government.

Under separate cover I am sending you a
complimentary copy of a book which I re-
cently had published entitled, The Prevention
of Football Injuries—Protecting the Health
of the Student Athleie. You may enjoy read-
ing it, and certainly I realize that our goals
are similar. More power to you, and I hope
that both your bills have no trouble in being
passed.

Sincerely,
O. CHARLES Orson, M.D.
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OcToBER 29, 1973.

Dear Sirs: Even though several weeks have
passed since we were told of your appearance
on the “Today Show’ pertaining to the game
of football, Injuries, trainers and coaches,
we want you to know that we are with you
100%. Much to our regrets we did not get to
see the program, but had numerous calls tell-
ing us about it. Even one of the calls was
long distance,

The reason for our deep concern is because
of a very serious accident that happened to
our son. We feel that with the proper train-
ing our son’s injury could have been much
less, Only with God’s power is he now called
a “Miracle”,

Our son’s name is Brilan. His accident hap-
pened on August 16th, 1972. At that time
he was 15 years old. He is 6’61, '’ and weighs
206 1bs. He lived for sports and lived a won-
derful clean life. Never did he think he was
good enough to stop working harder and
stronger. The year prior to his accident he
had been captain of the football team, cap-
tain of the basketball team, voted the best
catcher on the baseball teams and an out-
standing snow skier. Due to the negligence in
his accident he no longer can participate in
any contact sports. To loock at him today
(particularly the last month) he looks like
he could tackle a team single handed. He has
achieved this look again through determina-
tion and the right attitude.

Brian tackled a Hooker Tack-L-Matic Ma-
chine on the first day of practice without any
padding on except a helmet. Upon contact he
hit and broke his neck. He dropped forward
and told the coach in charge he was hurt. Be-
cause the coach saw that he could move his
feet he told him to turn over and after several
trys he flipped over only to be unable to move
thereafter. He was left to lay on the field
approx. 45 minutes. The trainer was called
during this time and he took a pencil and
scratched the palms of Brian’s hands and
pinched him in areas to see if he had any
feeling. He could feel nothing and told them
he felt weird. After about 35 minutes he
could move the lower part of his body still
with pain. At this time they asked him if he
could get up and he sald he didn't think
s0. They told him to keep trying. During
this time he was lying on the field the trainer
pulled his helmet off his head. Finally he
got up and the trainer walked him to the
parking lot (approx. a short city block) to a
car and drove him to a hospital. About half
way there the trainer turned the car around
and drove him back to the school. My son
asked where he was going and he said, “I
think we better go back and get an ice pack
for your neck.”

He then proceeded to turn into an area
where large trucks had been delivering ce-
ment blocks for building purposes at the
school, Large ruts had been formed by these
trucks because of rain. The trainer drove
Brian right over these ruts then parked the
car and left him in it while he went and
got an ice pack. He returned and told him
to hold it on his neck. Upon arrival at the
hospital he told the emergency desk he had
a boy with a pinched nerve and wanted it
X-rayed. Upon X-rays they found the neck
was broken and told our son not to move.
They then told the trainer who was in the
waiting room. He did not even go in to our
son but left him there alone and returned
to the high school. When I reached the hos-
pital our son was lying alone in a room with
a neck collar protector on. An ambulance
had been called to transfer him to anocther
hospital. The coach came the first night he
was in the hospital and we have never heard
from him since. The trainer never did con-
tact us. We have taken our son to football
and basketball games during recovery stages
and the trainer and coach has been there
and never approached us as to Brian's condi-
tion.
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Brian went through 40 days of neck trac-
tion, then into a minerva jacket cast (weigh-
ing 80 1bs.), then had to learn to walk,
stand, go up and down steps again, then into
a cervical steel four poster neck brace.
After 3% months we found this did not do
the trick and we had to start all over again.
He returned to a different hospital to have
surgery. They found a chip of bone had
broken away from the neck and without
the brace his neck would hang on his
chest. A mylogram was done, followed by
surgery the next day. A bone from the hip
was taken and replaced in the neck by the
Orthopedic Dr. then three wires were wrap-
ped about the 3, 4, and 5th vertabraes by
the Neuro-Surgeon. Our son was taken from
his room at 11:45 a.m, and surgery was over
at 6:00 p.m.

The Doctors feel that if he had been
handled in a more proper way, his injury
could have been much less. The pulling off
of the helmet was extremely dangerous,
walking and driving him in an automobile
was dangerous, Of course they say not being
on the field to examine him they could
never prove this, but it only stands to reason,
the care was neglectful, but thank God we
have our son alive and not paralyzed today.

Please do not feel we are looking for
sympathy. We only feel that from what we
have heard from the people that heard you
gentlemen on the Today Show, that what
you are trying to do and say is proof here
in our accident. Please do not give up on
enforeing what you so rightly believe.

Our son is alive but without God he would
be gone. If you can save another child from
something like this, belleve me, the reward
will be everlasting.

Good luck and god bless you for being con-
cerned about all the children in the athletic
world.

If we can be any help to you, please, please
contact us.
Sincerely,

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, if HR.
69, the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Amendments of 1974, is passed
by the House in its present form, the
Congress would be slashing Federal fi-
ancial assistance in areas where it is
needed most—those school districts un-
able to provide the educational tools and
programs necessary to break the educa-
tion deprivation-economic depriva-
tion cycle. For millions of city young-
sters with hopes of climbing out of pov-
erty, this bill could threaten a lifelong
sentence to the bottom of the ladder, all
in the name of reform. HR. 69, as re-
ported by the Education and Labor
Committee, does contain several worthy
reforms. But the formula for sharing the
bulk of this Federal aid would reverse
the progress that thousands of urban
school districts have made in improving
the ability of ghetto children to compete
and achieve on equal terms with their
peers.

This is a complex and tricky matter,
but its implications are of disastrous im-
portance.

The present title I formula calculates
the Federal grant to be received by each
school district on the basis first of the
number of children age 5-17 from fami-
lies with incomes under $2,000 a year ac-
cording to the decennial census, and sec-
ond, on the number of children age 5-17
from families with incomes over $2,000 a
yvear from AFDC payments. Each school
distriet’s entitlement is thereafter com-
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puted by multiplying the total number of
children from these two categories by the
greater of one-half the State or national
average per pupil elementary and sec-
ondary education expenditure.

The proposed revision of the formula
would substitute the Orshansky poverty
index for the $2,000 poverty level, de-
crease the amount of AFDC children
counted over the poverty index by one-
third, and set a 120-percent ceiling on
the per pupil expenditure used to com-
pute the formula. Thus, if a State’s per
pupil expenditure is greater than 120
percent of the national average, State
expenditures above that figure would not
be rewarded by increased Federal finan-
cial support.

This method of calculating how 82 per-
cent of Federal school dollars are to be
spent is neither rational nor fair.

Imposing a 120-percent ceiling on per
pupil expenditures to compute the title I
allocation formula would effectively pun-
ish States with the most advanced edu-
cation programs and would serve to en-
courage a decrease in State education
funding supplanted by increased Fed-
eral funding. This policy is contradictory
to the professed philosophy of the admin-
istration to encourage increased inde-
pendence of the States from the Federal
Government.

The Orshansky poverty index figures
are outdated. The consumer information
analysis in the original computation of
the index was supplied by a 1855 De-
partment of Agriculture food consump-
tion survey, and a 1961 study of family
expenditures conducted by the Depart-
ments of Labor and Agriculture. Revision
of those figures to update the formula
would take from 6 to 12 months, and it
would have to be done annually to be
the accurate up-to-date reflection of
poverty that the formula claims to repre-
sent.

In addition, no provision is made in
the index for housing costs, transporta-
tion costs, medical expenses, or a person’s
assets. Ms, Molly Orshansky, the index’s
originator, stated before the Special Edu-
cation Subcommittee:

(The index) concentrates on the income-
food relationship, although for urban fami-
lies, particularly those handicapped not only
by lack of money but by minority status
and large families, the cost of housing may
be critical.

She recommended that further analy-
sis of the formula be conducted before it
be used as a poverty index.

The committee’s rationale for the title
I formula reform was that the wealthier
States, particularly New York, were re-
ceiving too much of the Federal pie. Al-
though New York does receive a greater
dollar per child grant than California,
for example, due to their higher average
per pupil expenditure, New York and
California both receive only 19.8 per-
cent of their average per pupil expendi-
ture for a title I child, while States such
as Minnesota and Mississippi receive 25
and 89 percent of their per pupil expend-
itures, respectively. It should also be not-
ed that Federal moneys account for only
54 percent of the total expenditures
made by New York for elementary and
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secondary education, while the Federal
share of Mississippi’s expenditure is 26
percent.

One example cited by the committee
to justify the revision of the title I
formula as it pertains to the AFDC fac-
tor compared New York's share of the
1974 title I assistance to Texas' share.
New York, it was argued, received 4 times
the financial assistance Texas received
even though the school age population of
the two States were nearly similar. This
result was obtained, the argument went,
solely because New York's AFDC pay-
ments were substantially higher than
those of Texas, thereby causing a larger
number of AFDC recipients to be added
to the New York base for purposes of
computing its Federal share. Not just
New York, but most States would be ad-
versely affected by the reduced empha-
sis placed on AFDC children inasmuch as
only a very few States make AFDC pay-
ments at levels sufficiently high to ex-
ceed the Orshansky poverty index there-
by qualifying for Federal aid.

According to the Social Services Ad-
ministration, AFDC data used to allocate
funds is the most accurate data which
can be provided on a county-by-county
basis, and is the way title I funds are
presently allocated.

The hold-harmless provision included
in the new title I formula is misleading.
Although it appears to prevent any State
from having its Federal share reduced
by more than 15 percent, it means, as I
read it, a State's Federal share shall not
be reduced by more than 15 percent in
any 1 year. Indeed, if this formula is
adopted some States could expect reduc-
tions in Federal assistance far beyond
the so-called hold-harmless limit. Unless
the formula is amended it would dilute
the application of title I moneys, creating
a general aid formula deemphasizing
urban needs in favor of rural ones, This
is directly opposed to the trend of the
population flow that the United States is
experiencing from rural to urban areas.

Title I funds are to be allocated on a
county-by-county basis. If the title I
formula adopted by the committee and
presented to the House for approval is
consistent with the intent of the original
allocation policy, why did the tables that
were prepared for the committee only
show the estimated State allotments?
As I understand it, there is no definitive
set of statistics showing the effect the
proposed title I formula would have on
each of the thousands of counties in the
country. In addition, the House Educa-
tion and Labor Committee was forced to
vote on the formula change for title I
without the benefit of ample reflection
prior to its being offered as an amend-
ment. So too, there was no data pre-
sented to the committee indicating ifs
effect on different areas of the country.
I must echo the objections of the dis-
senting members of the committee that
the chart that was made available to the
committee just prior to the final vote was
invalid because it did not make statis-
tically proper comparisons. Why, for the
three different fiscal years shown were
three different portions of the title I
allotments used, calculated at three dif-
ferent appropriation levels? Such statis-
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tically invalid comparisons void the en-
tire basis for supporting the new formula.

The committee’s proposed change in
the title I formula would cut New York
State's allocation approximately $50 mil-
lion. Time is needed to study the effect of
any formula on a county by county basis,
keeping in mind the original intention
of the formula of aiding poor children’s
schools, and to evaluate thoroughly alter-
native proposals.

Moreover, inasmuch as the committee’s
proposed replacement for the present
title I formula does not address the needs
of the educationally disadvantaged, but
rather appears to simply be a punitive
measure aimed at large metropolitan
school systems such as New York City’s,
many Representatives may have no
choice but to oppose the passage of title I
in its present form.

I am amazed and disappointed that the
Education and Labor Committee, with its
long record for drafting forward looking,
meaningful legislation designed to meet
the special education needs of the dis-
advantaged has now reversed its course.
I urge my colleagues not to be misled by
the prose of the committee report. Under
the guise of reform the proposed title I
formula, stripped of all surplusage, is re-
gressive legislation that would undo
nearly 10 years of Federal efforts to im-
prove the educational skills of the chil-
dren most in need of such aid.

‘While title I leaves much to be de-
sired, there is much in this legislation
worthy of House approval. The commit-
tee has rejected the extreme no strings,
revenue sharing approach which the ad-
ministration originally requested. Many
excellent categorical programs have been
continued. HR. 69 would continue to
fund the school library resources pro-
gram, which during its lifetime has been
responsible for the establishment of
nearly 10,000 new school libraries, and
assisted approximately 94 percent of the
Nation’s schools purchase additional
books or other library resource mate-
rials,

Education for the handicapped, all too
often overlooked by State aid to educa-
tion programs, would be continued under
this legislation. Regional resource cen-
ters, centers for children with sight or
hearing disabilities, experimental pre-
school and early education programs
could all receive funding. As contem-
plated, the States would receive $617
million in Federal funds to initiate, ex-
pand, and improve facilities designed to
enable members of the school age popu-
lation with special problems to compete
with their more fortunate counterparts.
‘While we have made tremendous strides
to meet the special education needs of
impaired youngsters it is unfortunate
that despite increased authorizations
less than half of these children are re-
ceiving any benefits from the Federal
program. I would hope that increased
emphasis would be given in the future
to insure that this program reach a far
greater number of deserving children.

I hold the same hope for bilingual edu-
cation programs, which will continue to
have a separate, categorical authoriza-
tion of $135 million for each of the next
4 fiscal yvears. As the committee points
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out, the principal problem with this title
of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act is that it has never been
blessed with adequate funding. The fiscal
year 1974 appropriation was only $53
million, and as a result only a small frac-
tion of the children who desperately need
to get some teaching in their mother
tongue are reached by this program. A
recent Supreme Court decision has un-
derscored the responsibility of the Na-
tion’s educational system to provide bi-
lingual help, and the Federal Govern-
ment must help meet that responsibility.
I hope HEW is equally responsive to the
language of the committee report and
allows bilingual education to reach its
intended goals.

Title XII, the Safe Schools Study Act
is also of special interest. Originally in-
troduced by myself and Congressman
BELL as separate legislation, this provi-
sion would reguire the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare to con-
duect a full and complete study of the
problem of crime and violence in our Na-
tion's schools, and evaluate the most
practicable and effective solutions to
school crime. The study would measure
the cost, in both dollars and learning
atmosphere, of crime in the Nation’s
schools, and the real and potential ef-
fectiveness of methods schools can use
or are already using to conduct it.

I have been urging Federal help to
schools disrupted by crime and violence
for 3 years. I recommended this study
only when it became clear an operational
program was not possible. The problem
is real and serious.

Crime and violence in our Nation's
schools continues to increase at an un-
precedented rate. In New York City alone,
the number of reported assaults upon
teachers has almost doubled during the
first 5 months of this school year as com-
pared to the first 5 months of the 1972~
73 school year. The number of assaults
upon students has also increased in the
same time period. When the Safe Schools
Study Amendment was introduced I re-
ported that 12 cities concurred with the
aim of the bill as well as with the urgency
of the problem. The number of jurisdic-
tions of that list has grown steadily. My
office has been deluged with letters of
support from local boards of education,
from teachers unions, and from con-
cerned public interest groups and par-
ents. There have been articles on the
problem of school crime and the need for
safer schools in the latest issues of sev-
eral leading education trade magazines
such as School Management and the
American School Board Journal.

The problem of crime and violence in
our Nation's schools can no longer be ig-
nored. Abe Levine, vice president and
spokesman for the United Federation of
Teachers in New York; and the National
Commission for Reform of Secondary
Edueation, which conducted a study for
the Kettering Foundation, are just two
of the many people and groups which
share this conviction. Dr. Frank Brown,
chairman of the commission, argued
that the major concern confronting sec-
ondary schools today is the climate of
fear where the majority of students are
afraid for their safety.
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The safe schools study amendment, as
part of H.R. 69, is an essential part of
this legislation and should be whole-
heartedly accepted as such by this body.

I hope that the House will, as we begin
to consider this legislation section by
section regain its sense of balance and
direction in order to continue the re-
markable progress that has been made to
end the education injustice that befalls
all too many of our children.

Mr, VANIK. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to comment on aspects of title VI,
Amendments to and Extension of the
Education of the Handicapped Act.

As the committee report points out,
there have been some recent court de-
cisions—such as the one in Pennsyl-
vania—requiring the provision of educa-
tional services to all handicapped.

The language of HR. 69 on page 107
appears to support the position of the
courts in the Pennsylvania ecase in re-
quiring a State plan “setting forth in
detail the policies and procedures which
the State will undertake to insure the
education of all handicapped children.”

Again, as the committee report states:

In recent years federal and state courts,
state legislatures and state executives have
been increasingly upholding the principle
that these children are legally and morally
entitled to a free appropriate public educa-
tion. It Is to this end that this amendment
is addressed. For it establishes for the first
time in federal policy that handicapped chil-

dren are entitled to an appropriate free public
education,

The committee is to be commended for
its inclusion of this language. This is an
important beginning. But I would like to

call the attention of the committee to
the language of the Vocational Rehabili-
tation Act, Public Law 93-112, section
504, which states that:

No otherwise qualified handicapped indi-

vidual in the United States . . . shall, solely
by reason of his handicap, be excluded from
the participation in, be denied the benefits
of, or be subjected to discrimination under
any program or activity recelving Federal
financial assistance,

In essence, this is an extension of title
VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 to the
handicapped.

Mr. Chairman, in my opinion, the
language of section 504 of Public Law
93-112, the Vocational Rehabilitation
Act extends the right to the handicapped
to participate in education programs.
It is not fair to tax the parents of these
children for Federal programs of aid to
education, yet deny the children of these
parents the right to participate. I hope
that this earlier congressional action,
coupled with the language in the com-
mittee report, will make it clear—once
and for all—that it is the intent of the
Congress that all children receive atien-
tion and educational assistance.

I would like to point out, however, that
when all handicapped children receive
what is their eivil right, there will be a
tremendous increase in certain educa-
tional agencies. While H.R. 69 makes
some new efforts to provide funding for
the handicapped, that funding is woe-
fully inadequate.

Millions of physically and mentally
handicapped have been neglected, and
HR. 69 and the administration’s budget
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request for fiscal year 1975 fail in
providing even the comparable educa-
tion offered other students.

The administration’s proposed budget
requests are particularly unconscionable.
The new budget proposes to cut 43 per-
cent from previous expenditures for the
handicapped, with most of the cuts oc-
curring in the State grant program.
The termination of the State grant pro-
gram eliminates the minimal funding
currently provided to some 200,000 edu-
cable and trainable handicapped. On a
per capita basis, these funds provided
some $427 per person, even though the
estimates by the regents of the Univer-
sity of the State of New York on condi-
tions of the handicapped estimate that
as much as $3,000 to $5,000 per person
is needed for adequate educational fa-
cilities and personnel. In comparison the
amount spent on other children gener-
ally falls between $700 and $1,300 per
year—about twice the amount spent on
the handicapped.

In addition to the low level of fund-
Ing provided to those who are assisted,
only about 32 percent of the handicapped
are receiving any assistance at all. Out
of 7 million handicapped children, only
about 2.4 million are being provided any
educational assistance.

Not only is the level of assistance in-
adequate, but most handicapped are sim-
ply unnoticed or uncared for.

It is my understanding, Mr. Chairman,
that the Education and Labor Commit-
tee is proceeding with additional legis-
lation, H.R. 70, to provide special finan-
cial assistance to aid in the education
of the handicapped. As originally intro-
duced, this bill will provide $600 per
handicapped student with a special bonus
payment to States which make an extra
effort to provide educational services to
their handicapped children.

Because of the recent legal decisions,
the language in the Vocational Rehabili-
tation Act, and the language in the bill
before us today, I believe that a State
will soon be required to provide proper
educational services to all the children
of the State. It is imperative, therefore,
that the committee and the Congress
proceed as rapidly as possible with the
consideration of additional and more
adequate legislation to aid in the educa-
tion of handicapped children.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, like so
many other pieces of legislation I have
been involved with during my brief
tenure in this House, this bill, HR. 69,
represents a crushing defeat for every
step of progress we have made during
the past half century. Starting with our
earliest grant-in-aid programs in educa-
tion more than 50 years ago, the Federal
Government has played a large and vital
role in encouraging States—and, more
recently, local educational areas—to deal
adequately with the myriad of problems
involved in educating their children.

Now, however, we are attempting to
reverse the entire philosophy of our
grant programs. We are proceeding on
a new theory. Instead of providing funds
on the basis of contributions which the
States or local areas make—the Nixon
administration self-help theory, we have
determined that those localities which




March 12, 1974

contribute the least should receive the
largest proportion of Federal aid. The
rationale behind this is that, in order to
assist all educationally deprived children,
we must provide a larger proportion of
help to those localities that cannot af-
ford to educate their children, and give
a smaller proportion to those which are
already devoting substantial moneys to
education. On its face, this may be per-
suasive, but the theory as applied in H.R.
69 does not survive analysis.

I do not deny that there may well be
States or local areas so poor that they
cannot afford to pay the price of provid-
ing a decent education even for their
average children, let alone for those with
special needs. But this bill—with its new
formula—does mnot really correct this
situation. What it does is measure the
amount of Federal funds on the basis,
with some qualifications, of what the lo-
cal area is actually spending, not on the
basis of what it could afford to spend.
Little attempt has been made to set forth
any incentive to encourage spending by
these poorer localities—to require them
to devote at least a certain percentage of
their budgets to education. This, to my
mind, is one of the great weaknesses in
this bill. It is hypocritical. It claims to
effect a more equitable distribution of
funds—helping those children in poor,
rural areas and giving less help to those
in communities with larger budgets. But
what it actually does is grossly inequit-
able. It permits those local areas which
have shown little or no concern for their
educationally deprived—who have pre-
ferred to spend their tax dollars else-
where—+to sit back and enjoy an almost
free ride. And this is being done at the
expense of other communities—such as
New York City and other large urban
areas which have almost bankrupted
themselves in trying to solve the prob-
lems of educating their young.

How unjust can any piece of legisla-
tion be? Can anyone who has any fa-
miliarity with the problems of the edu-
cationally deprived deny that the prob-
lems are multiplied for those living in
large urban areas? All one need do is
look at the numbers requiring special
education services or those appearing be-
fore juvenile courts to realize that edu-
cational programs for inner city children
present challenges far beyond those con-
fronted in educating rural children, no
matter how poor. And because of all the
crucial supplemental services which
should be a part of any decent inner city
program for the educationally deprived,
the per-pupil expenditure must be larger
for the city child.

The needs of New York’s ghetto chil-
dren, as in many other urban areas, are
indeed special. The per-pupil expenditure
in urban areas reflects more than simple
teacher-pupil costs; it represents urgent
supplemental services such as guidance,
health maintenance, security, and dozens
of other instructional services which are
necessary to keep the student in school,
healthy, and to prepare him to remove
himself from the cycle of poverty in
which his whole family exists.

The challenges in educating our youth
are tremendous. It is difficult enough, in
today's world, to cope with all the prob-
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lems of the average school-aged child.
But the task of educating the education-
ally disadvantaged child, with all that
entails, is overwhelming—not only in
terms of financial costs but in terms of
finding viable educational techniques.

I will not deny that we still do not
have all the answers. Our school pro-
grams are still far from perfect. But, un-
like some of my colleagues, I am not will-
ing to give up. Our children are the most
valuable resource this country has. What
better investment can we make of the
taxpayer's dollar than to provide ade-
quate funding to insure that these
youngsters will become the economically
self-sufficient law-abiding citizens of the
future rather than end up as more sta-
tistics in our crime data banks or on our
welfare rolls?

The CHAIRMAN. All time has expired.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Price of Illinois, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under considera-
tion the bill (H.R. 69) to extend and
amend the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965, and for other pur-
poses, had come to no resolution thereon.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks, and to
include extraneous matter, on the bill
under consideration (HR. 69).

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

There was no objection.

AMENDING THE GENERAL EDUCA-
TION PROVISIONS ACT

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to take from the Speaker’s
table the bill (HR. 12253) to amend
the General Education Provisions Act
to provide that funds appropriated for
applicable programs for fiscal year 1974
shall remain available during the suc-
ceeding fiscal year and that such funds
for fiscal year 1973 shall remain avail-

able during fiscal years 1974 and 1975,

with Senate amendments thereto, and
concur in the Senate amendments with
an amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the gequest of the gentleman from Michi-
gan?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments, as follows:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert: That, (&) as used in this section,
the term “applicable program’ means any

program to which the General Education
Provisions Act applies.

(b) (1) Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, unless enacted in express and
specific limitation of the provisions of this
section—
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(A) any funds appropriated to carry out
any applicable program for the fiscal year
1973; and

{(B) any funds appropriated to carry out
any applicable program for fiscal year 1974;
shall remain available for obligation and
expenditure until June 30, 1975.

(2) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to approve of the withholding from
expenditure or the delay in expenditure of
any funds appropriated to carry out any
applicable program for fiscal year 1973 be-
yond the period allowed for apportionment
under subsection (d) of section 3679 of the
Revised Statutes (31 U.S8.C. 665).

Sec. 2. (a) Clause (I) of the first sentence
of paragraph (1) of subsection (a) of section
428 of the Higher Education Act of 19656
is amended to read as follows:

“(I) less than $15,000 and has been ac-
cepted for enrollment at an eligible insti-
tution or, in the case of a student who is
attending such an institution, is in good
standing at such institution as determined
by such institution; or”.

{b) The amendment made by this section
shall be effective thirty days after the enact-
ment of this Act.

Amend the title so as to read: “An Act to
make certain appropriations avallable for
obligation and expenditure until June 30,
1975, and for other purposes.”

The Clerk read the amendment fo the
Senate amendments.

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

That section 414(b) of the General Edu-
cation Provisions Act is amended by insert-
ing *(1)” before “Notwithstanding”, by strik-
ing out “subsection” and inserting in lieu
thereof “paragraph”, by striking out *1873"
and inserting in lieu thereof “1974", and by
adding at the end thereof the following new
paragraph:

"“({2) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, unless enacted in specific limitation
of the provisions of this paragraph, any funds
from appropriations for the fiscal year end-
irg June 30, 1973, to carry out programs to
which this title is applicable which are made
available during the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974, shall remain available for obli-
gation and expenditure during the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1974, and the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1975."”.

Sec. 2 clauses I and IT of the first sentence
of paragraph (1) of subsection (a) of section
428 of the Higher Education Act of 1965 are
amended to read as follows:

“(I) less than £15,000, the amount of such
loan would not cause the total amount of
the student’s loans under this part to exceed
£1,500 in any academic year or its equivalent
(as determined under regulations of the Com-
missioner), and the eligible institution at
which he has been accepted for enrollment
(or, in the case of a student who is attend-
ing such an institution, at which he is in
good standing, as determined by such institu-
tion) has provided the lender with a state-
ment which sets forth the estimated cost of
his attendance at such institution (which,
for purposes of this paragraph, means, for the
period for which the loan is sought, the
tultion and fees applicable to such student
together with its estimate of other expenses
reasonably related to attendance at such in-
stitution for such .a student, including, but
not limited to, the cost of room and board,
reasonable commuting costs, and costs for
books), and its estimate of the amount of
assistance such student will receive (for the
period for which the loan is sought) under
parts A, C, and E of this title and under any
other scholarship, grant, or loan assistance;
or

“(II) less than £15,000 and the amount of
such loan would cause the total amount of
the student’'s loans under this part to ex-




22

ceed $1,500 in any academlic year or its equiv-
alent (as determined under regulations of the
Commissioner), or equal to or more than
$15,000, and the eligible institution at which
the student has been accepted for enroll-
ment, or in the case of a student who is
attending such an institution, at which the
student is In good standing (as determined
by the institution) has determined that the
student is in need of a loan to attend such
institution; has determined, by means other
than one formulated by the Commissioner
of Education under part A, subpart 1, of this
title, the amount of such need by subtract-
ing from the estimated cost of attendance
at such institution the expected family con-
tributlion with respect to such student plus
any other resources or student aid reasonably
avallable to such student; and has provided
the lender with & statement evidencing the
determinations made under this clause and
recommending a loan in the amount deter-
mined to be needed.”.

8ec. 3. Paragraph (1) of subsection (a) of
section 428 of the Higher Education Act of
19656 is amended by inserting before the
second sentence thereof “Nothing in this or
any other Act shall be construed to prohibit
a lender from evaluating the total financial
situation of a student making application
for a loan under this part, or from counsel-
ing a student with respect to any such loan,
or from making a decision based on such
evaluation and counseling with respect to the
dollar amount of any such loan.”.

Sec. 4. Subparagraph (H) of paragraph
428(b) (1) of the Higher Education Act of
1965 is amended to read as follows:

“(H) provides that the benefits of the
loan insurance program will not be denied
any student who is eligible for interest bene-
fits under section 428(a)(l) except in the
case of loans made by an instrumentality
of a State or eligible institution;™.

Sec. 5. Section 2(a)(7) of the Emergency
Insured Student Loan Act of 1969 is amended
by striking out “July 1, 1974" and inserting
in lieu thereof “July 1, 1975".

Sec. 6. The amendments made by section
2 shall be eflfective sixty days after enact-
ment of this Act and be applicable to a loan
for which a guarantee commitment is made
on or after that date.

The Senate amendments as amended
were agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

THE LATE HOPE CHAMBERLIN,
AUTHOR OF THE MOST COMPRE-
HENSIVE WORK ON WOMEN IN
THE U.S. CONGRESS

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

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, it is
with a deep sense of personal loss that I
announce fo the House the death yester-
day of Hope Chamberlin, an outstand-
ing journalist and author of Washington,
D.C., who completed in December 1972,
the most comprehensive book ever writ-
ten about the 80 women who served in
the Congress of the United States from
1917, when Montana sent Jeannette
Rankin to the House, until the close of
the 92d Congress on January 3, 1973.

Her book, entitled “A Minority of
Members—Women in the U.S. Congress,”
was published last year by Praeger Pub-
lishers. It will stand for many years, Iam
sure, as the definitive work on the lives
and political careers of the courageous
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women who broke the “male only” bar-
rier to service in the Congress and of all
of the four-score women who were
elected to the House or elected or ap-
pointed fo the Senate prior to this Con-
gress. In a November 7, 1972 postscript,
she was able to include only brief refer-
ences to the five new women Members
elected that day to the 93d Congress.

I came to know Hope Chamberlin as
a friend during the arduous years she
spent researching this monumental vol-
ume and know how hard and how
imaginatively she worked to dig out little
known facts about her 80 subjects. She
pursued every lead with the enthusiasm
of a cub reporter on a first assignment,
but she brought to her task, in addition
to enthusiasm, great skill as a writer and
editor, and a veteran journalist’s respect
for truth and fairness.

Hope Chamberlin was a reporter-
photographer for the Portland Ore-
gonian, an information and editorial spe~
cialist with the U.S. Military Government
in Germany and Austria after World
War II, and director of information for
the National Broadecasting Co.’s “Conti-
nental Classroom” television program
before coming to Washington as a free-
lance writer.

She was recently commissioned by the
Business and Professional Women's
Foundation to research and write a new
work on women who have blazed trails or
made significant contributions to the
major professions, and she had mapped
out an extensive schedule of travel and
interviews on which she was already en-
gaged when she fell ill and died within a
week after the illness was diagnosed as
cancer.

WON 1974 CHRISTOPHER AWARD

Shortly before her death, she was sig-
nally honored by having her book on
women in Congress designated by the
Christophers for the coveted 1974 Chris-
topher Award for adult nonfiction as rep-
resentative of the best efforts of the in-
dustry in its technical and artistic merits.
It was 1 of only 10 awards—2 for
motion pictures, 4 for felevision, and
4 for books, including 1 each for
adult nonfiction, adult fiction, juvenile
nonfiction, and juvenile fiction. Decisions
of the judges are based on these three
considerations: The work must affirm the
highest human and spiritual values; it
must be artistically and technically pro-
ficient; and it must have received a sig-
nificant degree of public acceptance.
Winners received bronze medallions in-
scribed with the Christopher motto: “It
is better to light one candle than to curse
the darkness.”

Every present and former woman
Member of Congress who was interviewed
by Hope Chamberlin for her book will,
I am sure, share my sense of loss in the
death of this vital and useful and de-
lightful person.

Mr. Speaker, under unanimous con-=
sent I submit for inclusion in the REcorp
as part of my remarks an excellent re-
view of the book which will now stand as
Hope Chamberlin’s last major literary
work, an article by Lucia Johnson Leith
in the Christian Science Monitor of
August 31, 1973, as follows:
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|From the Christian Science Monitor—
Aug. 31, 1973]
A NEw BTupY oF THE WOMEN IN CONGRESS
(By Lucia Johnson Leith)

WasHINGTON.—“There is no guestion in
this world that women make outstanding
members of Congress,” says author Hope
Chamberlin, Her book, “A Minority of Mem-
bers: Women in the U.S. Congress” (Praeger,
$10), presents what she calls “word portraits”
of each of the 80 women who have served
the U.S. Congress, starting with Jeannette
Rankin of Montana, who in 1917 became the
first woman elected to Congress, through
1972, A brief postscript discusses the five
women elected 1ast November,

“One thing thaf surprised me was that for
years the myth has persisted that women In
Congress confine themselves to so-called so-
clal issues,” she sald in a recent Interview
here. “I made a list of some of their contri-
butions,” and she ticked off the following:

THE ACHIEVERS

Rep. Florence P. Kahn (R) of California
in the 1930’s drafted legislation strengthen-
ing the Federal Bureau of Investigation.

The landmark Fair Labor Standards Act
of 1938, setting a minimum wage and Hmit-
ing work hours, became law after Rep, Mary
T. Norton (D) of New Jersey twice forced the
bill out of a resistant House committee via
discharge petition. This was the same
method Rep. Martha W. Grifiths (D) of
Michigan used in recent years to get the
gqual Rights Amendment onto the House

loor,

Rep. Edith Nourse Rogers (R) of Massa-
chusetts, who served more years (35) in Con-
gress. than any other woman, was largely
responsible for the GI Bill of Rights in 1044,

“These are the barest highlights” Miss
Chamberlin said. “I was really surprised they
had done so much and received so little
credit.”

It was one reason she wanted to do this
carefully researched, readable book.

FEW REFERENCES

“I felt a great deal of credit was owed these
women, yet nobody had had a chance to
learn about them. I looked into books on
Montana political history, for example, and
if Jeannette Rankin was in them at all, it
was as a one- or two-liner. So I wanted to
set the record straight,

“Then I hoped that by setting forth the
record, that it might inspire more women to
run for Congress, after seeing all the obsta-
cles that these women have endured and
conquered.”

Of the 85 women discussed in the book, 11
served in the Senate, 75 in the House. (Re-
publican Margaret Chase Smith of Maine,
who served in both the House and Senate, is
counted twice.) The book Includes eight
pages of black-and-white photographs.

BEYOND REFROACH

“The most revealing thing I found—and I
was not surprised to find it—was how con-
sclentious the women are,” Hope Chamber-
1in sald, “This is not to say that men aren’t,”
she quickly added. “Of the 85 women who
have served in Congress, not one of them has
been implicated for doing anything illegal.
Their high visibility has almost made it
mandatory that they be beyond reproach.”

Since the book was wrltten, two women
have been elected to Congress in special elec-
tions, Rep. Corinne (Lindy) Boggs (D) of
Louisiansa and Rep, Cardiss R. Collins (D) of
Illineis.

“If the time should ever come when there
are a great many more women in Congress—
and I don’t think it will ever reach half, not
in this century—If there were more of them
so their visibility were not so high, there
might be women not so full of integrity as I
found these 85 to be.”

She also found that women Incumbents
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are generally re-elected with a higher per-
centage of the votes than male incumbents,
ROUTES DIFFER

Many women have been elected to Con-
gress after their husbands passed on in
office.

“Men have used women to fill unexpired
terms to avoid facing a sticky situation, like
internecine party strife, or to buy time.
Yes, some widows in Congress were little
more than seat-warmers,” Miss Chamberlin
admits,

“But what is overlocked in all this more
or less derogatory pooh-poohing—oh, they
were widows—is the number who went on to
carve outstanding careers for themselves.”

She points, for example, to Rep. Leonor E.
Bullivan (D) of Missouri, former Representa-
tives Kahn, Rogers, and Frances P. Bolton
(R) of Ohio, and former Senators Smith and
Maurine B. Neuberger (D) of Oregon.

CHILEAN SITUATION DESERVES
IMMEDIATE ATTENTION

(Mr. BROWN of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak-
er, increasing public outcry against the
abuses of civil liberties in Chile makes it
imperative that I once again formally
protest. It is clear that abominable con-
ditions exist; we learn of executions,

mass imprisonment and exile even
amongst former members of the Chilean
congress. Many people are being detained
and imprisoned without being informed
of the charges against them. Civil courts
are being circumscribed by military

courts; justice is military justice. Human
dignity and civil liberties have little
meaning; redress of grievances is un-
thinkable. Americans certainly cannot be
proud of the U.S.tacit consent policy with
respect to Chile.

In a recent congressional conference,
“Chile: Implications for U.S. Foreign
Policy,” an attempt was made to shed
light on the political and economic situ-
ation in Chile since the military coup in
Septembper. I think the conference was
instructive and informative in this re-
gard—it underscored the urgency of the
situation, a situation deserving immedi-
ate attention. It was the sense of the
conference that hearings begin in the
Senate to investigate the state of Chile,
the extent and wvalidity of the junta’s
control, and ultimately to determine
what the official U.S. policy should be re-
garding Chile. I would now like to add
my wholehearted support to this en-
deavor.

Spokesmen for the junta, including the
Chilean Ambassador to the United States,
Gen. Walter Heitmann, have stated that
free elections will not be held for at least
5 years. This poses an additional moral
problem to the United States that I would
like to briefly address myself to. That is,
Chilean citizens temporarily residing in
the United States. Over 4,000 Chilean
citizens are here temporarily on student
or work visas, many of whom have visas
that expire very shortly. We should now
consider the possible persecution that
many will face upon their return to
Chile. It is my intention to introduce
legislation to permit an extension of visas
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for a period of 5 years or until free elec-
tions are held, to those citizens now
residing in the United States. It is my
sincere hope and expectation that the
broader question of asylum for political
prisoners will be entertained in the Sen-
ate committee investigating the implica-
tions of U.S. policy toward Chile.

A COSTLY MISTAKE BY THE AGRI-
CULTURE DEPARTMENT

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

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, the U.S.
Department of Agriculture is about to
make a tremendously costly mistake un-
less something dramatic is done to head
it off.

It is a predictable mistake—one the
Department has made before and should
in commonsense be able to avoid. And
the tragedy is that American consumers
will pay for the mistake in higher gro-
cery prices unless the present adminis-
trative intention is quickly reversed.

The Department is about to sanction
and permit the massive exporting of so
much American grain—again—that do-
mestic shortages will be the inevitable
result.

So strongly do I feel about the folly of
this course that I wrote a personal mem-
orandum to the President last week
pleading with him to intervene before
it is too late.

Let us briefly recapitulate what has
happened. It started a couple of years
ago, in the summer of 1972, when the
Agriculture and Commerce Departments
negotiated the sale of an enormous
amount of American wheat to Russia. It
came to some 400 million bushels, the
biggest single grain transaction since the
days of the Pharaohs.

The Russians paid the going market
price. Administration officials explained
that it would help our international bal-
ance of payments. It also would help,
they said, in promoting other beneficial
agreements with the Soviet Union.

All of this was fine—up to a point.
That point was passed the moment ad-
ministrative officialdom allowed eager
grain dealers to sell too much of the
American product. The Russian sale set
off a chain reaction among other nations.
During the crop year ending June 30,
1993, every 1 of the top 12 foreign desti-
nations for American wheat took more
grain than in the previous year.

The result w: all remember—a do-
mestic shortage, higher prices, fewer cat-
ile being fed, less beef on the market,
and higher retail prices for meat and
milk as well as for bread and cereals.

One mistake can be forgiven, no doubt.
But if that very same mistake is re-
peated, it breaches the bounds of toler-
ance.

Tragically, the Agriculture Depart-
ment is again permitting the export sale
of too much grain, During the week end-
ing February 22, we shipped 22 million
bushels. This makes 872 million bushels
since last July 1. At this rate, it will be
1.3 billion bushels by next July 1.

In my memorandums, I have asked the
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President—and Agriculture Secretary
Butz, to whom I have also written—to
consider the American consumer first; to
determine the minimum supply required
to meet domestic needs and set this aside
plus a reasonable reserve for contingen-
cies before allowing any more sales in
export.

The Russians, noting our difficulties,
have announced a deferral in the taking
of some of the wheat for which they have
contracted. Now they offer to sell us back
some of our own wheat, but not at the
price at which we sold it to them—at the
present market price, which is consider-
ably higher. I am darned if that makes
any sense for us.

Only through a monstrous miscalcula-
tion could the United States, which an-
nually produces nearly three times more
wheat than we consume, get into a po-
sition of dependence upon the good will
of foreign governments for the mainte-
nance of our domestic supply.

And only by a mistake bordering upon
utter stupidity could American negoti-
ators repeat the same costly error a sec-
ond time.

There is still time to avert this tragedy.
But unless the Agriculture Department
acts decisively to stem the outflow, there
could be a domestic bread shortage by
late spring or early summer. Just a little
bad weather—or one more miscalcula-
tion—and people may have to stand in
line to buy a loaf of bread, at much
higher prices.

The President has announced a na-
tional goal of energy independence by
1980. I am with him on that. But it is
every bit as important that America’s
families be independent of foreign na-
tions for our supply of basic foods, par-
ticularly since this country produces
much more than it consumes.

That is why I am trying to blow a
whistle as loudly as I can on this im-
pending disaster while it still can be
avoided. I earnestly hope that the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of Agriculture
will heed this call to caution and com-
monsense.

DISCRIMINATORY FOOD STAMP
PROGRAM 1IN PUERTO RICO

(Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland asked
and was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend
his remarks, and include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, the recent announcement by the
Agricultural Department establishing a
timetable for implementing the food
stamp program in Puerto Rico and its
announcement of the coupon allotment
levels that it has set for the island, in-
dicate clearly that, once again, the De-
partment has decided to flout the will of
Congress in matters concerning Federal
efforts for feeding needy people.

The timetable for implementation of
the program across the island calls for
providing stamps in only five small island
municipalities by June 30, 1974, not
reaching San Juan until March 1975.
This incredible decision was made in total
disregard of the statute’s mandate that
the program be implemented in every
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political subdivision in the Nation by
June 30, 1974, unless it is impossible or
impracticable to do so.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture
has made no statement concerning the
impossibility or impracticability prevent-
ing it from an island-wide implementa-
tion by the statutory deadline. Accord-
ingly, one must assume that the Depart-
ment has made no such determination. If
it does so subsequently, it should be put
on notice that any such finding must be
affirmatively made, specific and detail-
ed—for the burden of proof is quite
clearly upon the Department in this re-
gard. Moreover, such a showing must
prove why it is that the USDA and the
Commonwealth cannot meet the dead-
line by using such agencies as munici-
pal governments to speed up the imple-
mentation. Such, for example, would
seem to be particularly appropriate in the
case of San Juan.

Even if the USDA does find lawful
cause for delay, let it be advised that
that does not allow for lengthy delay by
any means. The Department in such case
would remain under an obligation to im-
plement the program at the first possible
time.

The other matter of urgent concern is
the question of how large the food stamp
allotment will be for each family. Ac-
cording to the announcement, a Puerto
Rican family of four will receive only
$122 worth of stamps monthly, while the
same family could receive $142 monthly
in any place on the mainland United
States. In light of the fact that food
prices are higher in Puerto Rico than in
many places in the United States, it
would seem that the Department of Agri-
culture has chosen to discriminate
against the island’s poor in a way con-
trary to the act. Because the Food
Stamp Act requires the allotment level
in Puerto Rico to be based upon the cost
of food there, that can only be deter-
mined in the same manner as is done
on the mainland. That is, the food items
in the USDA’s economy diet plan are
costed out and the monthly coupon al-
lotment is then set at an amount that
will allow a family to buy these items,

The USDA should immediately under-
take a survey of food prices on the island
being careful to use the same items as
are in the mainland economy diet plan.
The use of any other foods by the De-
partment, which argues that such other
foods have been traditionally used by
poor Puerto Ricans, would clearly be er=-
roneous because such foods have been
used by an impoverished people to main-
tain a chronically inadequate diet. Now
that food stamps permit truly decent
diets, the Puerto Ricans must, as a mat-
ter of law, receive coupon allotments in
amounts sufficient to purchase food as
healthful as is purchased on the main-
land. The only legal limit in the size of
the Puerto Rican food stamp allotment
would be the statutorv rule that the al-
lotments could not exceed those prevail-
ing on the mainland.

Finally, as to income-eligibility reg-
ulations, the Secretary has announced
that he intends to set eligibility at a
point some 14 percent lower than that
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prevailing on the mainland—despite the
fact that, as is well known, Puerto Rico
is as poor or peorer than the most im-
poverished places on the mainland. These
discriminatorily low guidelines must be
revised upward at once according to the
formula we provided in the 1971 amend-
ments to the act. That is, the USDA must
multiply that per capita income figure
for the island by the number of persons
in each household to determine the
maximum permissible income for such
household.

I urge the Secretary not to delay in
these matters.

OEO BIAS AGAINST PRIVATE
LAWYERS

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

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I am
dismayed by the cool disregard for faets
with which support is being generated
for the Senate Legal Services bill, now
known as H.R. 7824.

My experience, and present commu-
nication with numerous people on the
subject, suggests a definite bias by OEO
Legal Services attorneys against private
lawyers.

I understand that OEO is now evalu-
ating its Legal Services projects with a
view to verifying or disproving this
claim. The fact that OEO officials feel
the need for such evaluation strongly
suggests that they, themselves, suspect
such bias.

Part of this OEO bias against private
attorneys is found in refusal to give
serious examination to the Judicicare
principle. Judicare, of course, is the code
word for a variety of plans for insuring
legal care when needed via some sort of
prepayment or insurance plan.

Judicare would permit the client free-
dom of choice in selecting a lawyer from
among lawyers at large in his area.
Thus, the whole legal profession would
benefit from Judicare; not just the pro-
fession’s federally subsidized segment.

The tendency to make the profession
dependent on Federal handouts would
thereby be counterbalanced.

Advocates of the Senate Legal Serv-
ices bill and its counterparts act as if
judicare was an unrealistic proposal.
Consequently, it suffers from bad press,
to say the least. I have here something
that should change this condition. It is &
memo from Mr. Samuel Brakel, a re-
search attorney with the American Bar
Foundation. The memo demonstrates
not only that judicare is not an unrea-
listic idea, but that it is, in fact a well-
researched and workable proposal.

Mr. Brakel’s memo does much to clear
some of the doubts heaped upon it. If
does much, therefore, to substantiate my
position that judicare is, in fact, an ex-
cellent and desirable idea.

I note, in particular, that Mr. Brakel
is frank to state the biases existent
against the judicare concept. I wish,
therefore, to share with my colleagues
this significant exposé of these biases
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which Legal Services activists have fos-
tered in service of their own peculiar,
narrow special interests.

I submit the Brakel memo for the
RECORD.

URBAN INSTITUTE WORK ON THE CALIFORNIA
JUDICARE PROJECT
(By Samuel J. Brakel, Research Attorney,
American Bar Foundation)

On February 4, 1974, representatives of
OEO Legal Services met in Washington, D.C.
with representatives of the Urban Institute
and with several researchers, including my-
self, who have done work In the area of legal
services fo the poor. The meeting was an-
nounced to be “for the purpose of exchanging
ideas on methodology, data collection and
evaluation™ of the proposed California Judi-
care programs.

The following are my comments on that
meeting which lasted from about 10:00 AM.
to 12:15 P.M.

Rather than an exchange of ideas, the
meeting turned out to have the predeter-
mined format of a.presentation by the Urban
Institute of its Proposed Evaluation Design
or its progress in that direction.

First, those present at the meeting were
subjected to a visual-effects display of charts;
during this time were passed around the Ur-
ban Institute's “proposal”, another chart on
the "“functional relations of a legal service
program”, and a summary of “measures” and
“hypotheses".

The comments will relate to each of these
items.

The charts contained a series of banalities
in print of overwhelming size on what pre-
sumably was thought to be the essence of the
“research process” or “evaluation design
process’, One wondered at times whether one
was being subjected to an eyesight test or
whether a salestalk was In progress. At its
best, it was an insult to the intelligence.

The “proposal” which one could glance at
during the display turned out to be a typi-
cally padded substanceless job containing
many superfluous “steps” and redundant
“phases” designed to give the false impres-
sion that the work proposed is very impor-
tant and complex and that much thought
has gone into it already. Predictably also,
there were lengthy appendices in the nature
of advertisement for the Urban Institute—
endless “Resumes of Key Personnel” and
many pages on earlier projects and past per-
formances under labels such as “General
Qualifications and Relevant Experience of
the Urban Institute” or “Brief Description of
the Urban Institute Approach to Evaluation
Design.”

The *“functional relations™ chart only
added injury to insult. It presented various
boxes, circles and arrows apparently designed
to clarify the less than astounding proposi-
tion that the legal service process can be seen
as moving from a potential client to a closed
case,

Finally came the summary of “measures”
and “hypotheses"—27 of the latter, thrown
at those present at the meeting without any
warning. It is difficult to see how one could
expect meaningful discussion to ensue on
that basis. As it turned out, it is doubtful
that the “measures” and *“hypotheticals™
would have led to meaningful discussion
even if they had been sent out months ahead.

The “measures” were in outline form and
included such baffling and obscure concep-
tualizations as the heading “CLIENT CHAR-
ACTERISTICS” under which came “Weight
of Problems in ‘Non-Legal’ Parameters” the
sub-issues to which turned out to be “Eco-
nomic Assets” and “Economic Liabilities."

The “"hypotheticals” were equally problem-
atic. They were of all levels and all orders
of importance, measurability and compre-
hensibility—mixed together in grand confu-
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sion. Often it was clear that some major
antecedent hypothesis or assumption was
implied, but was missing. Similarly, many
subsidiary assumptions were implied but
not stated, One could easily conjure up to 27
to 54 more “hypotheses” and/or throw out
the original 27.

Most fundamentally, however, the “hypo-
theticals” were not really hypotheticals at
all, but simply statements of some people's
biases on the issues passed off as hypothet-
icals because one can't after all do studies
or appease funders without hypotheticals.
Some statements were so obvious and ele-
mentary as to make one wonder why they
were stated at all. For example, the first item
under “HYPOTHESES PRIMARILY ABOUT
PROCESS MEASURES" was "Costs will be
[greater/less] for Judicare.” The research
problem of course is not in uncovering these
simplistic statements, but in determining
how to measure, analyze and evaluate the
items. On that the Urban Institute offered
nothing other than the promise that it would
try. Finally, in sum, the "hypotheticals™ sim-
ply had no significance in terms of producing
an “evaluation design” or whatever the pur-
pose of the process the Urban Institute is
going through might be,

A sampling of few of the other "hypoth-
eses” reveals their dubiousness and lack of
utility:

“Judicare clients [can/cannot] shop wisely
Jor a lawyer.” What does this mean? What is
a "“wise” selection—the opposite of a “stupid”
one? How does one determine which is what?
By what criteria? Subjective, objective,
whose? Is the issue important vis-a-vis other
issues that take time, effort and money to
research?

“Clients will form opinions about attor-
neys based [more/less] on competency of at-
torney than on win/loss.” What is the leyel
and the significance sought here? How does
one find out the answer? What is “compe-
tency”? Is it separable from win/loss? Does
it matter what the client bases his opinion
on?

“Legal service programs [will/will not]
channel many disputes ‘out of the street’ and
into the courts?” What does "out of the
street”, or for that matter “in the street”,
mean? Do the problems or some or all belong
in the street or out of them? Is it “desirable”
to channel all disputes into courts? How
many, what percentage of, disputes chan-
neled into courts by a legal service program
would be O.K. performance?

“Demand for service will increase [faster/
slower] jor a staff attorney program com-
pared to Judicare.” Is a faster increase “bet-
ter” or “worse?” Demand for what kind of
service? Superfluous service? Significant
service? Costly service? Cheap service?

“Legal service programs [will/will not]
produce economic benejits for the poor that
are less than the costs” What does one in-
tend to measure here? How in the world
does one measure it? .

“Law reform and preventive education will
do [well/poorly] under Judicare” What is
law reform? What is preventive education?
When is it done “well”? How much is it
worth in terms of money, time, other service
aspects neglected?

“Private attorneys in Judicare [will be/
will not be] marginal in terms of quality
and income.” Blas?

“Clients [will/will not] perceive Judicare
lawyers as less ‘sensitive’ to meeds of poor™
Blas?

“Judicare [will/will not] become the major
source of income for inexperienced lawyers.”
Bias?

The above are only some of the “hypo-
theticals” proposed and only some of the
questions that can be raised with respect
to them.
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CONGRESSIONAL COUNTDOWN ON
CONTROLS

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

Mr. STEELMAN. Mr. Speaker, the
temporary security of a controlled econ-
omy only leads to higher prices in the
long run. The effect of keeping the “lid”
on for a sustained period of time is that
the pressure builds to the breaking point
and when controls are ended, we see the
“balloon” effect of escalating prices. In-
stead of continuing this disastrous
policy, we must return to the free market
economy now and allow the marketplace
to make the necessary adjustments. The
long-term results of this will be more
stable wage and price levels.

The following article which appeared
in the Wall Street Journal, March 12,
exemplifies this process:

[From the Wall Street Journal, Mar. 12,
1974]

U.E. Parer INDUSTRY AcTs To BoosT PRICES;

THREE CANADIAN PULP FIRMS LIFT QUOTAS

The paper industry is moving fast to boost
prices, following the Cost of Living Council’s
decision Friday to end controls on the
industry.

Meanwhile, prices for Canadian pulp sold
in the U.S. and Canada will rise up to 835 a
ton April 1, the fifth boost in the past 15
months,

Three producers, Anglo-Canadian Pulp &
Paper Mills Ltd., Toronto; Domtar Ltd.,
Montreal, and Canadian Cellulose Co., Van-
couver, have publicly announced price
changes so far. Most other producers are
expected to follow soon. MacMillan Bloedel
Ltd., Vancouver, said it's studying the
situation.

Although the Cost Council’s action was
labeled a surprise by some in the U.S. paper
industry, St. Regis Paper Co., New York,
sald it's preparing to post increases early
this week. William Haselton, president, said
the company has signed the government's
“yoluntary” commitment plan, which re-
moves Phase 4 controls from companies
that agree to it. St. Regis said it will raise
some products’ prices immediately.

International Paper Co., New York, said
it also signed the plan, which allows in-
creases in pulp, newsprint, containerboard,
bleached board, Eraft paper, groundwood
papers, consumer tissues, milk cartons, and
other converted products and papers. The
company said it will move its prices to the
allowed levels “as soon as possible.”

SOME BIG JUMPS LOOM

Kimberly-Clark Corp., Neenah, Wis,, sald
it prenotified the Cost Council and expects
to announce price rises on many products
later this week. Donald Hibbert, executive
vice president, said increases will range from
4% to 6%

The lifting of price controls will mean big
jumps for some products. Linerboard, the
outer walls of corrugated boxes, is currently
selling at about $145 a ton. St. Regis Paper
said it plans an incerase to the allowed $165
“yery soon.”

Continental Can Co., New York, recently
increased its price of linerboard to $161.17
and is “studying” the Cost Council decision.
The company “hasn’t signed” the voluntary
agreement, a spokeman said.

Increases for printing papers, consumers
tissues and grocery bags are expected. St.
Regis sald its price is below the $185 a ton
allowed for grocery bag paper and will likely
increase it soon.

Mead Corp., Dayton, Ohio, sald its paper
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division has already notified customers of a
price increase in printing, writing and other
paper grades. Under the accord, the con-
cern plans a welghted average Increase of
about 10%. The company said commodity-
type grades that go to converters for greet-
ing cards, envelopes and business forms will
rise 10% to 13%. Book publishing grades will
rise 5% to 7%, the company said. The in-
increases are effective immediately. Pulp
prices will be boosted “as quickly as possi-
ble,” the company said.

Also in New York, Champion International
Corp.’s Champion Papers Inc., division said
it boosted prices within the decontrol guide-
lines. The rises “amount to a weighted av-
erage of just under 109% for the aggregate”
of its line, it stated.

Decontrol is “the beginnings of & free
market,” sald St. Regis Paper’s Mr. Hasel-
ton. He said the industry’s prices “haven't
reflected its higher costs.” He added that
despite the increases allowed, some paper
areas are still below market levels.

CANADIAN PULP BOOSTS

The latest Canadian increase of $30 a ton
for bleached softwood pulp brings the price
for this most common grade to $295 a ton,
up from $165 at the beginning of 1973.

The U.S. decontrol action, which set spe-
cific price lids for some products, set a lid
of $265 a ton for bleached softwood pulp
through July 1. That's up about 35% from
the average Phase 4 price of $195 a ton, but
only matches the pre-April price charged by
Canadlan producers,

Both US. and Canadian pulp producers
have been running near full capacity for the
past 18 months in an attempt to meet strong
demand.

Although both Anglo-Canadian and Dom-
tar raised their U.S. price for bleached soft-
wood pulp $30 a ton, Domtar said it's rais-
ing its Canadian price only $25, to $290 a
ton, “to reflect the exchange rate on the
Canadian dollar.” Canadian Cellulose, in-
directly controlled by the Province of British
Columbia, said its price will rise $30 in
most categories.

Anglo-Canadian’s price in all markets for
semibleached kraft pulp will be increased
$£30 a ton, to $293, and for unbleached pulp
$25 a ton, to $280.

Domtar's mew prices for bleached hard-
wood pulp will be $285 a ton for U.S. con-
sumers and $280 a ton in Canada, both up
$35. Unbleached sulphite pulp will rise $35
a ton, to $270, in the U.S. and $30 a ton, to
$270, in Canada.

Domtar attributed the increases to higher
costs of wood and labor.

Anglo-Canadian is the largest Canadian
seller of pulp, with most of its production
80ld in the U.S. Many Canadian pulp pro-
ducers consume most of their own produc-
tion. Pulp is used in the manufacture of
white printing paper, tissue, envelopes and
fine paper products where strength is
required.

REGIONAL RAIL REORGANIZATION
ACT OF 1973

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr., Apams)
is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I want my
colleagues to be aware that we are at
a most critical time in the reorganiza-
tion of the railroads involved in the Re-
gional Rail Reorganization Act of 1973.
The Department of Transportation set
forth its core system plan required by
Public Law 93-236 last month and pub-
lic hearings and consideration by the
ICC are now going forward with 17 sep-
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arate hearings being hela throughout
the area in order that the ICC can make
recommendations on the final system.

As the one who originally introduced
H.R. 9069 and :ater joined in support-
ing a similar bill, HR. 9142, which was
introduced by Representative Ssour of
iMontana I have followed the progress
oi this legislation for many months.

These two bills, HR. 9069 and 9142,
after lengthy work in both the House
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce and the Senate Commerce
Committee, and later a lengthy confer-
ence, emerged finally as the Regional
Rail Reorganization Act of 1973, Public
Law 93-236.

As this legislation was being drafted,
and debated, there was a continuing
struggle between the original position
of the DOT and many of us because
originally that Department wanted to
completely design and plar. this system
and base such design solely on profitabil-
ity. This was showw by the original DOT
proposal, H.R. 8526. The bill that finally
became the basis of the legislation was
Representative Saour’s bill, HR. 9142,
as amended by many provisions of my
bill, H.R. 9069 and the later com-
promises involving several Senate bills.

LEGISLATIVE GOALS

The legislation did not contemplate
using solely a profitability test. This ap-
proach was rejected by the Congress and
instead the following goals were set
forth in section 206(a) of the act:

FINAL SYSTEM PLAN

Sec. 206. (a) GoaLs.—The final system plan
shall be formulated in such a way as to
effectuate the following goals:

(1) the creation, through a process of re-
organization, of a financially self-sustaining
rail service system in the region;

(2) the establishment and maintenance
of a rail services system adequate to meet
the rail transportation needs and service re-
quirements of the region;

(3) the establishment of improved high-
speed rall passenger service, consonant with
the recommendations of the Secretary in his
report of Sepftember 1971, entitled “Recom-
mendations for Northeast Corridor Trans-
portation';

(4) the preservation to the extent con-
sistent with other goals, of existing patterns
of service by railroads (including short-line
and terminal railroads), and of existing rail-
road trackage in areas in which fossil fuel
natural resources are located, and the utili-
zation of those modes of transportation in
the region which require the smallest
amount of scarce energy resources and which
can most efficiently transport energy re-
sources;

(6) the retention and promotion of com-
petition in the provislon of rail and other
transportation services in the region;

(6) the attainment and maintenance of
any environmental standards, particularly
the applicable national ambient alr quality
standards and plans established under the
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1970, taking
into consideration the environmental im-
pact of alternative choices of action;

(7) the movement of passengers and
freight in rail transportation in the region
in the most efficient manner consistent with
safe operation, including the requirements
of commuter and intercity rail passenger
service; the extent to which there should be
coordination with the National Raillroad
Passenger Corporation and similar entities;
and the identification of all short-to-medi-
um-distance corridors in densely populated
areas in which the major upgrading of rail
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lines for high-speed passenger operation
would return substantial public benefits;
and

(8) the minimization of job losses and as-
soclated increases in unemployment and
community benefit costs In areas in the re«
glon presently served by rail service.
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION PRELIMINARY

PLAN

Apparently the officials of the DOT
have continued to use only a test of prof-
itability in their original position pro-
posals and I therefore have not been sur-
prised by the articles which have been
appearing recently indicating the objec-
tions of local officials and shippers to the
DOT preliminary plan.

For example, the Wall Street Journal
on March 5, 1974, started its article as
follows:

LocaL PropLE ProTEST Move To CuT SERVICE
oN NORTHEAST RAILROADS
(By Albert R. Earr)

WasHINGTON.—Rep, Gerry Studds of Mas-
sachusetts finds he's losing ground in &
prized project.

He has been plumping for Amtrak passen-
ger-train service to Cape Cod along Penn
Central railroad track now used only for
freight. But he discovered the track linking
Middleboro with Falmouth, Hyannls and
South Dennis is in danger of abandonment;
the Transportation Department says even
the freight service should be dropped.

“Suddenly from behind me comes a new
threat: I'm going to have to fight a holding
action” just to keep the freight service, the
Bay State Democrat says.

Mr. Studds and allies will start the fight-
ing in Boston this week when the Interstate
Commerce Commission begins hearings on
the government plan for paring away “mar-
ginal” freight service of railroads in the
northeast quadrant of the U.S. The depart-
ment's preliminary recommendations were
detailed a month ago in a report of nearly
1,000 pages, and they'll be used by the new
U.S. Railway Association (USRA) as a basis
for revamping Northeast rall operations.
Ultimately, Congress will approve or reject
the USRA-planned system.

DESIGNED TO REVERSE LOSSES

That restructing, mandated by the recent-
1y enacted Regional Rail Reorganization Act,
is designed to reverse the deep losses of the
Penn Central and six other lines now in re-
organization under federal bankruptcy law.
The planners acknowledge that a lot of track
(more than 15,000 miles) would be aban-
doned, but they contend that only a small
amount (4%) of rail freight tonnage would
be lost.

That argument isn't going to convince a lot
of people that the plan is a good one. Wit-
ness was for ICC hearings to be held during
the next two weeks in 17 cities from Boston
and Albany to Chicago and St. Louis are fast
filling up with woes of abandonment plans.
In Scranton, Pa.,, where hearings began
yesterday, some 200 are scheduled to testify
in three days (see story on page 6). Along
with Congressmen like Rep. Studds will ap~-
pear city fathers, governors and other state
officials, Chamber of Commerce executives,
local shippers, union leaders and environ-
mentalists. All hope to influence the ICC,
which is due to give its views on the organi-
zation plan, and the USRA decision-makers.

* + + Low-fuel train service to trucks,
that the environmental consequences would
be wicked, and that dropping all that freight
service would badly hurt local industries
and cost thousands of jobs. Witnesses will
urge that specific stretches of track ear-
marked for abandonment be kept in use.
(Abandonment opponents also are expected
to get their licks in by writing letters to the
Transportation Department, the ICC and
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Congress, and by lobbying personally in
Washington.)
Ld

. L] L] L]

A further example showing the effects
in other States appeared in the Washing-
ton Post on March 5, 1974:

NixoN RAIL PROPOSAL COMES UNDER ATTACK
(By William H, Jones)

Businessmen, environmentalists, local gov-
ernment officials, union leaders and con-
sumer spokesmen joined volces yesterday to
pour verbal cold water on the Nixon admin-
istration’'s recent suggestion that about one-
fourth of all railroad tracks in the Midwest
and Northeast could be abandoned as un-
profitable.

As the Interstate Comerce Commission be-
gan public hearings, to be conducted eventu-
ally in more than a dozen cities, the De-
partment of Transportation restructuring
plan of Feb. 1 was roundly condemned for
not considering potential future rail freight
:Jusiness in an era when fuel costs are soar-

ng.

Several Washington area officials, testif ving
at the ICC headquarters, outlined their pro-
posals for expanding railroad business here.

Reflecting a growing maelstrom of con-
flicts over the reorganization plan of bank-
rupt railroads, passed by Congress late last
year, these were among the major statements
yesterday:

At the ICC hearing near Scranton and
Wilkes-Barre, Pa., which attracted a large
number of angry shippers, the Erle Lacka-
wanna Rallway Co. became the second of six
major northeastern bankrupt rallroads to
argue against inclusion in the plan.

President Gregory W. Maxwell told an ICC
administrative law judge that the Erie will
recommend to its bankruptecy court that the
line be reorganized as a private firm. Earlier,
Boston & Maine sald it would follow a similar
path. In both instances, however, judges
must make the final decisions,

At the ICC hearing in Washington, which
resumes at 9:30 a.n. today, Lehigh Valley
trustee and chief operating officer John F.
Nash proposed creation of a new Mid-atlantic
Railroad Co., by combining his company and
the Reading, Central of New Jersey and sev-
eral smaller lines with routes to New Eng-
land.

In addition, Nash proposed permitting sol-
vent railroads—including Chesle System and
Norfolk & Western—access to northeastern
cities by end-to-end mergers with some of
the bankrupt main lines, He forecast in-
creased rail business throughout the region.

Speaking for organized rail labor, William
G. Mahoney of the Congress of Rallway
Unions, criticized “vital flaws” and “basic
and significant” errors which he said were
included in DOT's report.

Mahoney told ICC judge Robert Wallace
that if a 25 per cent cutback in tracks took
place, competition would be stifled and cur-
rent levels couldn’t be maintained, although
the DOT sald 96 per cent of existing freight
traffic would be maintained in its slimmed-
down network.

Leonard Lane of the Sierra Club, a con-
servation group, asked the ICC to consider
relative costs; on an annual basis, he said, it
would cost $42 million to subsidize unprof-
itable branch lines while “misregulation” by
ICC costs consumers $450-$500 million a year.

Mayor Walter E. Washington, in a state-
ment presented to the ICC here, said the area
economy depends on “good rail transporta-
tion."” He vowed to press for industrial de-
velopment along New York Avenue NE.,
where freight lines are concentrated,

Sen. Harry F. Byrd Jr, (Ind.-Va.) asked
the ICC to take into account the necessity for
rail transport in the Delmarva Peninsula,
where the agriculture industries rely on rail
shipping for fertilizer, feed for poultry and
delivery of produce. The DOT said all rail
lines south of Salisbury, Md., were “poten-
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tially excess” because of their low business
volume.

To prevent massive distortions of serv-
ice we carefully designed into the bill an
ICC hearing procedure, a later review
by the directors of the financing entity—
U.S. Railway Association—and if the
whole system is still faulty, there is a
final safeguard providing for congres-
sional review of the final system plan.
This is set forth in section 208 of the law,
which provides that either House of Con-
gress may by resolution within 60 days
reject the plan and return it to the
designers.

I am pleased to see from these articles
that local officials and shippers are tak-
ing advantage of the ICC hearings to
offset the desire of certain officials in the
DOT to abandon service based solely on
1972 profit figures. In the first place, we
should use present figures, and in the
second place, when we are faced with a
fuel shortage that will make truck trans-
portation more difficult we should be
using new projections regarding aban-
donment of track.

In reading the press reports, however,
I find that some public officials have not
studied the act and are blaming the Con-
gress for the preliminary decisions that
have been made by the DOT. I am insert-
ing an article from West Virginia in
which one William Loy not only miscon-
strues who was the author of the bill,
but also places blame for proposed

abandonments on Chairman STAGGERS of
the House Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce Committee rather than properly
labeling it as the Department of Trans-

portation proposal. This creates a fur-
ther credibility gap at the local level dur-
ing these trying times when truth and
integrity are desperately needed, and I
would hope that this is not repeated in
other sections of the country. Instead,
I would hope that local officials con-
cerned about the design of the system
would concentrate on the presentation
of evidence to the ICC which will make
the very intricate design and planning
system produce the best possible new rail
service.

The article follows:

WesT ViIRGINIA AcTs To HALT ICC RaIL
HEARING

The West Virginia Senate yesterday adopt-
ed a resolution asking the Interstate Com-
mere Commission to postpone a sheduled
hearing on a rallroad re-organization plan
that would affect the state.

At the same time, West Virginia guberna-
torial aide, William Loy, & Romney Republi-
an, who is seeking to unseat Congressman
Harley O. Staggers (D-W. Va.) of Keyser,
vowed he would seek a delay in the hearings
wahich aim to abandon several stops in the
West Virginia Second District.

The ICC has scheduled hearings tomorrow
and Tuesday on the plan designed to “re-
vitalize” freight rail service in northeastern
part and midwestern states. The hearing is
one of 17 being held in the eastern part of
the country.

In West Virginia, about 200 miles of track
would be withdrawn from use under the
initial outline of the plan. However, an ICC
attorney said total mileage Involved may only
be 120,

The West Virginia resolution was to be
presented to ICC officials prior to Monday's
session.

The Senate sald only 17 days had been al-
lotted for notice of the hearing and this was
not sufficient for all interested persons to be
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informed. It also said the plan would create
“a great hardship" if adopted.

Mr. Loy criticized a 1973 law drafted by
Rep. Staggers to permit the ICC to elimi-
nate certain rail lines in the Second District.

He sald the Staggers' measure would allow
railroads to erase tracks between Green
Spring in Hampshire County, and Petersburg
in Grant County, and between Martinsburg
and Inwood in Berkeley County.

He said last year, the Chessie System tried
to omit the Green Spring and Petersburg
lines but that he and Gov. Arch Moore per-
suaded the railroad to discard its proposal.

Mr. Loy charged that the Staggers’ bill
would allow the railroad to proceed with
abandonment “unless we act now to stop that
action."

He said the bill Is a “step backwards,”
threatened the area’s growth and impaired
progress “in the time of an energy shortage
when we really need the railroads.”

ICC officials have sald the number of re-
quests to testify at hearings on the new
Northeastern railroad system has been “ab-
solutely phenomenal.”

In addition to Charleston, W. Va., other
hearings tomorrow are scheduled in Wash-
ington, Boston, Detroit, Pittsburgh, Colum-
bus, Ohio and Scranton with other cities
later.

The Department of Transportation has
recommended 25 per cent of eastern and mid-
western railroad lines be considered for aban-
donment. It is the final step in a two-year
planning process designed to combine the
best lines of seven bankrupt rallroads into
one trimmed down system for the East.

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NORTHEAST PLAN

The legislative process can only pro-
duce a vehicle for action which must then
be implemented by Executive action. I
have always been concerned that excel-
lent design and operating personnel be
appointed to carry out the design of this
system and that all involved parties pre-
sent their views. Immediately after en-
actment of this statute I wrote to Presi-
dent Nixon, Secretary Brinegar of DOT,
and Chairman Stafford of the ICC and
urged the appointment of the best pos-
sible people to the board of the U.S. Rail-
way Association and to the Consolidated
Rail Corp.

The act also provided for assistance to
the public in presenting its case. I am
pleased to note that the ICC has taken
seriously its responsibility under this act
and pursuant to this new feature the 1ICC
is making public counsel available to be
certain that all views are properly pre-
sented. An excellent press report on this
activity appeared in the Wall Street
Journal of March 5, 1974, which I am in-
serting at this point in the Recorp:

ICC GETs AN UNUSUAL JOB: ASSISTING RAIL
Praw FoEs

WasHINGTON.—Reglonal hearings on the
Northeast-rail consolidation are putting the
Interstate Commerce Commission in an un-
usual role: giving protesters legal assistance
in voicing their gripes.

The law providing for the reorganization
directs the ICC to furnish counsel to wit-
nesses. And the agency, long criticlzed for
neglecting public views in favor of industry
interests, is going at the task with zeal. A
newly hired force of 30 lawyers is helping
witnesses prepare their testimony.

Some advice given to prospective complain-
ants by CHff Curtis, assigned to the Albany,
N.¥.. hearing:

Bring In new figures to improve upon the
Transportation Department report, which
“relies on a lot of outdated data.” That study
is based on 1972, so witnesses are urged to
add 1973 information and even 1974 projec-
tions.
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Cite local industrial and recreation expan-
slon plans that would require rail service.

Hammer at points little mentioned in the
government study, such as the need to keep
lines In use for passenger services, the en-
vironmental benefits of rail service and its
energy efficiency.

I want to urge my colleagues from the
States involved to participate with local
officials and other members of the pub-
lic in the development of this system. In
my opinion, the legislation provides an
excellent method for utilization of the
best talent we have in the United States
to create a revitalized railroad system,
but we must be certain that it works.

We all know that we cannot continue
every mile of track in every State so we
have provided in the bill for abandon-
ment of redundant main line service
and branch line service that is no longer
of value. However, the bill also provides
that local governments can continue to
maintain lines that would otherwise be
abandoned by using continuing service
through a 70 to 30-percent Federal sub-
sidy program. This will give an addi-
tional period of time for local communi-
ties to determine whether the service is
necessary and allow shippers and the
publie to plan for their needs.

CONCLUSION

The plan has started exactly as was
outlined in the congressional debate. The
DOT has offered a preliminary plan and
now ICC hearings are being held. I believe
the DOT proposal is titled too much to-
ward a sole test of profitability but the
press reports indicate that the ICC is re-
ceiving responses that will emphasize
service to the public. I hope this con-
tinues.

I have also noted the criticism by some
that the plan is too generous to creditors
or too attractive to bankrupt railroads.
At the same time we are informed that
the creditors filed suit against the legis-
lation and some railroads such as the
Erie-Lackawanna and the Boston and
Maine, want to stay out of the system.
This indicates to me that we have created
a well-balanced approach between the
public need for rail service and the con-
stitutional rights of the private enterprise
groups involved. There will be many more
difficult days ahead in trying to revital-
ize railroad service in the United States,
but all indications are that the process is
working as was contemplated when we
passed the legislation.

THE PEOPLE HAVE HAD ENOUGH OF
THE HIGH COST OF LIVING: CON-
GRESS MUST HEED THE PEOPLES’
MESSAGE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. Kemp) is rec-
ognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. EEMP. Mr. Speaker, the American
people are sending a message to the Con-
gress. That message is that they have
had enough of the high cost of living.
And, I believe this mood will permeate
virtually every action of the people at
the voting booths this year, unless we get
a handle on the problem.

The people have had enough of the in-
flation which eats away the purchasing
power of their hard earned dollars.

They have had enough of the high
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taxes required to pay for programs
which are too often wasteful or of du-
bious benefit.

They have had enough of the gigantic
Federal bureaucracy which consumes
more and more tax dollars, goes further
into debt, yet seems to accomplish less
and less.

They have had enough of Government
regulation of wages and prices—regula-
tion which has driven down supplies,
driven up prices, and produced shortage
after shortage.

They have had enough of the careless
issuance of paper money without any
additional productivity to reinforce it.

My mail, responses to my question-
naires, telephone calls, town meetings,
and personal exchanges convince me of
the swelling chorus of discontent over
rising prices, decreasing purchasing
power, excessive Government spending,
strangling controls. No wonder the people
are angered at even the mention of new
taxes. And, no wonder they are bent on
taking out their hostility on one of the
institutions they feel has contributed to
the economic turmoil: I speak of the
Congress.

The ray of hope in all of this is that
the inherent capacity of the American
people to know—often far better than
those whose tasks they are to know—
what is wrong and what to do about it.
The people do know what is wrong, and
they know what to do about it—put the
pressure on the Congress—you and me—
to do our fair share of holding down the
high cost of living by putting an immedi-
ate halt to those measures which con-
tribute to it.

THE CAUSES OF INFLATION

Inflation is not an act of God: It is an
act of politicians, And, since politicians
created the problem, they possess the
capacity to solve it, that is, stops inflating
the people's money. We must exercise the
type of fiscal restraint that alone can as-
sure this Nation that we are willing to
face up to the challenge of halting this
inflation.

The high cost of living which we have
experienced in recent years is a product
of several factors, all interrelated; but, in
summary constituting an unnecessary in-
terference by Government in the people’s
welfare and economic livelihood. In a
well-intentioned attempt to solve the
peoples’ problems, Congress overlooked
the most basic of all economic and politi-
cal lessons: The people can solve many of
their problems far better than Govern-
ment can solve those problems for them.

The high cost of living is a result of
Government policies which too often
have backfired. No matter how well-in-
tentioned, the actions of the Congress and
the bureaucracy can never duplicate the
diversity of the economic interplay of
the marketplace. When Government in-
terferes with the laws of supply and de-
mand, jobs are jeopardized, purchasing
power goes down, shortages go up, and
the threat of recession even looms on the
horizon.

What are the principal policies which
have backfired?

First, the wage and price control pro-
gram has backfired. This program—the
extension of which I opposed last April—
has had the effect of holding down wages,
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while at the same time permitting prices
to far outpace them. Before the controls
were imposed in 1971, the consumer price
index was growing at an annual rate of
3.3 percent. Everyone was so alarmed at
that growth that wage and price controls
seemed the only answer. Since their im-
position, however, the percentage has
jumped up and up, In 1973 it was an
astonishing 8.8 percent.

The answer is not more controls. Con-
{rols only delay the day in which the laws
of supply and demand will be reinstituted
and as supplies go back up, prices go
down. The only alternative to decontrol
is more control, more inflation, less pur-
chasing power, and the actual danger of
the entire economy eventually beginning
to fall apart.

History’s lessons are clear: As controls
are lifted, prices will rise slightly, then
production is accelerated, supplies then
go up, and the prices decline—sometimes
even drastically. This is certainly prefer-
able to a Government in “far away
Washington’ trying to control the econ-
omy and the individual economic choices
of our people.

Second, Government spending policies
have backfired, and in a variety of ways.
Too much Government spending initially
overheated our economy, which alone
contributed heavily to the causes of in-
flation. Because Government spending
outpaced Government revenue, and be-
cause two few had the fortitude to in-
sist that we pay our own way rather
than insisting our children and grand-
children pay our way, the Government
went further into debt. This too con-
tributed to inflation, for Government
simply printed more money to pay its
debts—which put more money into cir-
culation—and Government borrowed
funds at ever-increasing interest rates—
which channeled funds away from the
private sector to the public sector.

Third, the failure of both the Execu-
tive and the Congress to impose self-re-
straint on its spending proclivities con-
tributed to inflation. Congress is only
now getting around to insisting on budg-
et control mechanisms to insure that we
establish priorities among various spend-
ing alternatives and that we hold the
line against deficits. This is a step in the
right direction, but it is years too late.
And, instead of helping us to hold down
Federal spending, the President has sub-
mitted the largest budget request in our
Nation’s history, calling for vast new
Federal expenditures. The failure of the
Congress to hold the line and the fail-
ure of the President to recommend that
it hold the line only fuels the fires of in-
flation.

Coupled with such measures as de-
valuation, international currency ad-
justments, et cetera, these misdirected
policies have contributed to the increase
in the cost of living which the people are
rejecting.

WHAT IS TO BE DONE

This problem is subject to being over-
come not by controls as much as by
their absence. Only when we adopt and
enforce a sound and consistent monetary
and fiscal policy will we start to climb
out of this morass.

What am I trying to do to overcome
the problem? Several things.
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First, we must insure the elimina-
tion of arbitrary wage and price controls.
Labor supports this elimination. In-
dustry supports it. And, the consumers
support it. It makes one wonder why
some in the Congress do not. I hope that
it is not because they put a higher pri-
ority on Government control than they
do on the people’s welfare.

Second, we must hold down the issu-
ance of money that has no support be-
hind it. Every new dollar printed—for
which nothing stands behind it—robs
each of us of what little money we have
by destroying our purchasing power.

Third, Congress must stop voting for
programs that will be financed by bor-
rowed money. We must stop excessive
Federal spending. Federal spending must
not exceed its income. That is the only
way to avoid either taxes or deficits, both
of which rob us of our livelihood and our
posterity. We must establish priorities
among competitors for the people’s dol-
lars, not trying to satisfy all of them,
for many are less deserving than others.
The people’s dollars must be judiciously
spent; to do otherwise is to breach faith
with the people.

Fourth, the Congress must exercise
tighter restraint on the authorization
and spending processes. We should look
at every program in an established time
frame to insist that it is successful;
otherwise, cut it off. We must disclose the
true anticipated cost of mew programs
being proposed at the time they are pro-
posed—not later. And, we must take
greater responsibility for the formula-
tion of the budget.

Fifth, we must show the people that
we too are willing to sacrifice. Every
Member of this Congress feels the same
pinch of every citizen. We pay higher
prices too; we use devalued dollars too;
we pay taxes too. But when such reck-
less acts as proposed pay increases for
Members—Members attempting to raise
their own salary—which I strongly op-
pose—come to the people’s attention, can
we doubt why they feel the way they do?

Mr. Speaker, the ability fo hold down
the cost of living is within our reach.
We must make that reach. I am com-
mitted to holding down the cost of liv-
ing, and I challenge my colleagues to
join with me.

DR. BOSWELL J. CLARK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Idaho (Mr. HANSEN) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Speaker,
Dr. Boswell J. Clark, who has today hon-
ored us with his presence and favored us
with an eloquent and inspiring opening
prayer for the House of Representatives,
is pastor at the Clinton, Md., United
Presbyterian Church which he founded
9 years ago. “Bos,” as he is affectionately
known by his parishioners, has the dis-
tinction of having been a student of the
revered Peter Marshall; in fact, had it
not been for the inspiration of that in-
imitable Presbyterian minister, Dr. Clark
would undoubtedly have still been fol-
lowing the successful engineering career
which was his original calling.

Dr. Clark continues his studies, en-
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couraged throughout by Mrs. Clark,
while serving an exceptionally warm,
friendly congregation. The Peter Mar-
shall influence remains, however, and is
reflected in mannerisms, delivery, into-
nation and, most importantly, sincerity.
An abiding sense of the need for renewed
love of country often surfaces in the
Sunday sermons in the Presbyterian
Church in Clinton and Dr. Clark has
written an article about today’s patriot-
ism which I want to share with my col-
leagues. I include it as part of my
remarks:
LEADERSHIP FOR THESE TIMES
(By Dr. Boswell J. Clark)

“These are the times that try men’s souls,”
says the famous gquotation. It seems every
generation has felt that indeed their times
were such, and we no less than they repeat
this quotation as indicative of today. If such
is the case then what is Important is not the
events which cause us to feel this truth, but
what we do in response to these stimuli.
Many say there is no hope, no use trying,
the whole world has gone bad and there is
nothing left to do but to isolate one’s self
in introversion of living under the intoxi-
cated idea that is expressed by the anony-
mous Quaker guotation: “Everyone is evil
but me and thee and I have my doubts
about thee.”

But man is a soclal being. He can only
find true fulfillment of his basic needs of
life by soclal relationships with others. Those
who wrote our Declaration of Independence,
our Constitution and formed this free nation
were well aware of this fact. They did not
withdraw from soclety nor resign from the
human race but instead they were challenged
by the problems and troubles of their day
to find a social system wherein freedom
could provide the way for men to constantly
seek a better life “to secure for ourselves
and our posterity the right of . . . the pur-
suit of happiness.” Our response to the
troubles and problems of our day can do
the same. These times that try our souls
can overwhelm us or they can stimulate us
to stand up and gird our loins like warriors
who will lead us into better days for our-
selves and our posterity, both men and
women. Too frequently we say to ourselves:
“I am only one person., What can I do to
change America or change the world com-
munity?” Joan of Arc was only one woman
and yet her deeds still live in the annals of
history. Patrick Henry was only one voice
when he stood up in Richmond, Virginia and
said “Give me liberty or give me death,” and
yet those words continue to echo down
through the halls of time in every State of
the Union.

We stand at a crossroad In our nation
where we can either join the chorus of hope-
lessness and go down the road of despair or
‘we can be that “one voice crying in the
widerness make straight the highways,” that
lead to joy and the pursuit of happiness, I
am only one small insignificant citizen of
this United States who had the honor of
being invited to open the House of Repre-
sentatives this morning with prayer. As I
walked across the parking plaza one day re-
cently to speak at a prayer breakfast in the
Capitol I looked up at the flag fiying over
our Capitol. It was one of those crisp clear
mornings when the sky was its most brilliant
blue and I felt a tingle in my spine as I
viewed the flag which represents the nation
for which I had fought in World War II and
millions of other unknown citizens had done
the same to preserve this nation in all of the
wars of our country. I was immediately re-
minded of the words: “Breathes there a man
with soul so dead who never to himself has
sald this is my own, my native land!" The
thrill is not gone. There are those who will
fight in peace as they did in war to lead
this nation down the road of truth, honesty,
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and integrity of character. Their name 1is
legion.

The Congress of the United States has such
men and women in its chambers even now.
Men and women who are capable of hearing
the charismatic call to stand firm in what
we believe and by their words and their
deeds to demonstrate the strength of lead-
ership which will lead this nation down that
road upon which we embark when we
founded this nation, that highway made
straight by the virtue which men can and
do have within their grasp. My prayer there-
fore for this nation is: “God give us men and
women who will meet the challenge of these
times!" And He will. You may be one such
person needed at this moment. “Whom shall
I send, and who will go for me?"” “Here am I
Lord, send me!” (Isaiah 6: 8)

FEO NOT ENFORCING RULES;
AGRICULTURE, PUBLIC SUFFER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. McFaLL) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr, McFALI. Mr. Speaker, nearly 2
months after the Federal Energy Office
issued regulations to carry out a clear
mandate from Congress, agriculture still
finds itself without sufficient fuel to per-
form its vital task.

After receiving continued reports from
farmers, Department of Agriculture offi-
cials and local fuel distributors, in my
district in California’s San Joaquin Val-
ley that oil companies are refusing to
obey FEO's regulations, I asked FEO
Regional Administrator William Arntz in
San Franciseo to enforce the rules.

In my airmail letter of February 15 to
Mr. Arntz, I reported my discussions in-
dicated ‘‘that agriculture is not receiving
100 percent of current requirements in
either motor gasoline or middle distillate
fuel.”

I urged the Administrator to “take im-
mediate and effective. action to obtain
compliance from oil companies with the
regulations established in accordance
with provisions of the Emergency Petro-
leum Allocation Act of 1973.”

A followup telegram to Mr. Arntz on
March 7 pointed out that there had been
“no response from your office to date
concerning this eritical situation involv-
ing California agriculture.”

This finally prompted a response from
the Administrator, which by coincidence
was also dated March 7, in which Mr.
Arntz admitted that compliance with the
regulations had not been obtained.

Mr. Arntz' letter stated, in part:

We are very inuch aware of the situation
and have been meeting with suppliers and
ASCS representatives (of the Department
of Agriculture) to assure an adequate sup-
ply of product for agricultural users, espe-
cially for the purposes of frost prevention
which you mentioned. As you know, the reg-
ulations stipulate that those involved in
agriculture are to receive 100 percent of cur-
rent requirements.

Unfortunately, the FEO has been at-
tempting to obtain voluntary compliance
from the oil companies rather than use
the enforcement power the agency pos-
sesses. “It may be encouraging to note
that most suppliers have made every at-
tempt to cooperate with us,” the Admin-
istrator advised me. “You have my as-
surance, however, that we will move
against those violating the regulations
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in the event that our efforts to achieve
voluntary compliance are not successful,”
he promised.

From past experience, Mr. Speaker,
the FEO should know by now that de-
pending upon the good will of the oil
companies simply will not protect the
American people.

When the fuel shortage pinch became
serious a year ago, through the Office of
Oil and Gas—which was then in charge
of the administration’s efforts to meet
a mounting problem—a voluntary effort
to obtain equitable distribution of
dwindling petroleum supplies failed.

Most oil companies turned a deaf ear
to the requests from FEO’s predecessor,
claiming that they feared antitrust ac-
tions or civil suits from long-established
customers. They asked for mandatory al-
location legislation which would enable
them to diver® petroleum supplies to uses
which had greater bearing on the na-
tional interest than uses which were not
so essential to the well-being of the coun-
try.

This legislation was enacted by Con-
gress with full expectation that priorities
would be established and enforced in cer-
tain vital areas.

While voluntary compliance with the
law is desirable, the time for kid glove
treatment of the major oil companies
has long since passed.

Almost without exception, the com-
panies in my district are telling the
farmers that they are limited to a cer-
tain percentage of gasoline and diesel
fuel that they used in 1972, not 100 per-
cent of requirements.

In my letter to Mr, Arntz, I pointed
out:

As a consequence, serious impairment of
agriculture’s abllity to produce is threatened
in the San Joaquin Valley. Farmers who are
now making plans concerning the types of
crops to be planted and gquantities will be
greatly influenced by their ability to obtain
sufficient fuel to continue their operations
through the planting, growing and harvest-
ing periods.

Of great concern to me also are the
consequences in other segments of our
economy if FEO allows the oil companies
to proceed in their own fashion. Are the
long lines at service stations the resuit
of FEO’s failure to get compliance from
the oil companies? Based upon the expe-
rience of harassed farmers, it would be
reasonable to draw this conclusion.

FEO has the enforcement power
necessary to obtain compliance with
other regulations designed to protect the
general public and must exercise this
authority. The public has cooperated
very well in curtailing the use of energy,
but it must receive the cooperation it
deserves in assuring that fuel is available
to minimize dislocations and hardships
it is called upon to endure. FEO certainly
will have the backing of Congress and the
people in requiring oil companies to
carry out its responsibilities under the
law. I urge FEO to use all its powers to
achieve this essential cooperation.

ANNUAL REPORT OF THE IMMIGRA-
TION AND NATURALIZATION
SERVICE
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gentle-
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man from Pennsylvania (Mr. EILBERG)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, the 1973
annual report of the Immigration and
Naturalization Service has just been re-
leased. This informative document, re-
plete with tables and statistics, illus-
trates the tremendous responsibilities of
the Immigration and Naturalization
Service.

I invite the attention of all Members
of Congress to read this document and to
study the attendant tables. In fiscal year
1973 there were 400,063 new immigrants
admitted to the United States, an in-
crease of 4 percent over the 1972 total
During this same period, there were 5,-
977,324 nonimmigrants of various non-
immigrant categories of aliens inspected
and admitted to the United States. Of
this number, the largest group were tem-
porary visitors for pleasure, an increase
of 17.6 percent over the previous year.
Furthermore, visitors for business in-
creased 21.8 percent over the previous
vear. The most staggering statistic is re-
vealed in the arrival of over 250 million
passengers during 1973, an increase of 5
percent over 1972, again setting a new
record. Needless to say, this large number
of people visiting our shores imposes an
awsome duty on the Immigration Serv-
ice to inspeet such individuals prior to
their admission. In addition, the Service
must monitor the whereabouts and de-
partures of these people, simultaneously
recording accurate statistics.

The annual report contains a very
significant section on the ability of the
Service to locate deportable aliens. A
total of 655,968 deportable aliens were
located by Service officers, an increase of
30 percent over fiscal year 1972. A total
of 84 percent of the illegal aliens ascer-
tained made surreptitious entries at
other than ports of entry. To achieve
effectiveness, the Service must remove
illegal aliens quickly, and 55 percent were
removed within 72 hours of entry. In an
effort to better detect illegal entries, a
modern enforcement tool, known as an
electronic intrusion alarm system, has
been installed along the northern and
southern borders.

There is a high concentration of illegal
aliens in urban centers of this country
who often unfairly compete with Amer-
ican workers and who often surface on
welfare rolls. In the past year, the Serv-
ice sought to improve the methods of de-
tection of illegal entrants by seeking the
cooperation of employers to discontinue
the hiring of illegal aliens. In addition,
an effort was made to expand the re-
cruitment and training of Immigration
and Naturalization officers in an attempt
to strengthen area control forces in New
York City, Los Angeles and Chicago.

During the previous year there was an
alarming continued upward ftrend in
alien-smuggling operations, particularly
in large urban areas. Such smugglers
charge an alien anywhere from $200 to
$650. They also provide him with a va-
riety of forged and counterfeit docu-
ments, transportation, and temporary
housing in private homes or motels
where the alien awaits relocation. De-
spite the dangers and hazards of cross-
ing the border in such fashion, aliens
continue to pay large fees for assistance.
The Service in 1973 secured an agree-
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ment to prosecute 30 major commercial
smuggling operators in Chicago and a
$3,000,000 smuggling ring, the largest op-
eration ever uncovered by the United
States, was disbanded after a successful
3-year probe and investigation by Serv-

dee officers. Though the primary purpose

of the Service is immigration law en-
forcement, the past year saw Service
officers responding to public emergencies.
For example, officers assisted local au-
thorities in California in evacuating a
section of a city which was faced with a
munitions explosion. Furthermore, offi-
cers seized over 98 tons of marijuana
valued at more than $19.6 million. Due
to the Service’s cooperation with Fed-
eral, State, loeal, and foreign country
law enforcement agencies, illegal fire-
arms, merchandise, contraband, and,
most important, hard drugs such as
heroin and cocaine were seized by officers
of the Service.

The Immigration Service must be
complimented for diligent efforts in en-
forcing the law. Though the Service is
understaffed and sufficient funds have
not been appropriated, the Immigration
and Naturalization Service, even under
these circumstances, continues to effec-
tively monitor, administer and enforce
the immigration laws.

Extensive hearings and investigations
were conducted by the Subcommittee on
Immigration, Citizenship, and Interna-
tional Law regarding illegal aliens. The
data collected led us to the conclusion
that even with the inadequate man-
power and available facilities of the
Service, it is doing a remarkable job.
Nevertheless, it becomes obvious when
reviewing the facts as highlighted by
this report, that additional personnel
and appropriations are badly needed.

The enactment of HR. 982, a bill
which provides a penalty on employers
who knowingly employ illegal aliens, will
assist enormously in preventing the sur-
reptitious entry of many aliens into the
United States and will assist the Im-
migration and Naturalization Service in
combating the vexing illegal alien prob-
lem. This bill is designed to remove the
incentives for aliens to illegally enfer the
United States in search of employment
and for employers to exploit this source
of labor.

I would like to compliment the Im-
migration and Naturalization Service for
this thorough report. I would also like to
welcome Gen. Leonard Chapman as
Commissioner of the Immigration Serv-
ice, I am very impressed with the way
that General Chapman has assumed his
new duties and I look forward to working
with him and with the Service in a new
era of cooperation and dedication.

ONE HUNDRED AND SEVEN CON-
GRESSMEN JOIN IN SPONSORING
BILL. TO PROTECT VETERANS'
PENSIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr, HARRING=
ToN) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, to-
day I am reintroducing, with 106 spon-
sors, legislation I first offered on Feb-
ruary 13, HR. 12787, to prevent vet-
erans, their dependents and widows,
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from losing their eligibility for veterans’
benefits or suffering a decrease in the
amount of such benefits because of in-
creases in monthly social security pay-
ments. This legislation would “pass-
through” social security benefit increases
enacted in 1973, totaling 16.9 percent,
to all veterans who are recipients of so-
cial security. Veterans and their families
would also be protected against adverse
effects on VA benefits from future cost-
of-living social security increases.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that the sponsor-
ship of nearly one-quarter of the Mem-
bers of this House will speed action on
this important legislation by the Vet-
erans’ Affairs Committee. The many bills
introduced in this and previous Con-
gresses to “pass-through” social security
benefits to veterans—of which my bill is
only the latest but hardly uniqgue—dem-
onstrate convincingly that hearings
should be held soon on the need to pro-
tect veterans and their dependents from
financial harm arising from social secu-
rity benefit increases. I would hope that
within a few months, the House will have
the opportunity to pass legislation along
the lines of that which I have intro-
duced with the sponsorship of 106 of my
colleagues. We have allowed this prob-
lem of inadequate coordination between
the social security and veterans’ pension
systems to go on too long.

As most of my colleagues know, the
need for this kind of legislation is caused
by the feature of current law linking a
veteran’s eligibility for a pension or com-
pensation, and the amount of his bene-
fits, to his income. Income from social
security is included in computations for
the purpose of determining eligibility
and benefit amounts. Thus, every time
social security benefits go up, some vet-
erans receiving social security checks
find that their pension goes down—and,
in some cases, stops altogether. An esti-
mated 17,000 veterans and their de-
pendents will be cut completely from the
VA rolls this year because of social se-
curity increases, while another 115 mil-
lion veterans and their dependents will
have the amount of their benefits re-
duced.

This undesirable situation can be
easily remedied. Future increases in so-
cial security benefits should not be com-
puted as part of a veteran’s earnings for
the purpose of determining eligibility or
benefit amount for VA pensions and
compensation. Veterans have earned and
deserve their pensions. Their VA pen-
sions should not be linked with social
security in a way that works to the det-
riment of the veteran and his family.

The urgent character of this legisla-
tion is heightened by the economic reali-
ties of our time. It seems obvious to me
that the high inflation rates of the last
couple of years strike hardest at those
living on fixed incomes—particularly the
elderly. Last year, food prices rose by
16 percent, more in some places, and even
the Administration predicts sharp in-
creases in the coming year, This is no
time for financial sleight-of-hand with
the security of elderly and disabled vet-
erans. They need real help, not just
promises. They need the full assistance
of the social security benefits totaling
16.9 percent that the Congress passed
last year—plus future cost-of-living in-
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creases. The legislation I have intro-
duced would accomplish this.

In the coming weeks, I will be speak-
ing again on the issues ralsed by this
legislation to protect veterans’ pensions.
I commend those of my colleagues who
have joined to sponsor H.R. 12787, and
urge those who as yet have not, to join
in this good cause.

Mr, Speaker, at this point I include
names of the current sponsors of H.R.
12787 in the REcorD:

Ms. Abzug, Mr. Addabbo, Mr. Badillo, Mr.
Bergland, Mr. Bingham, Mr. Boland, Mr,
Brasco, Mr. Brinkley, Mr. Broomfield, Mr.
Brown (Calif.), Mr. Burke (Mass.), Mrs.
Burke (Calif.), Mr. Byron, Mr. Carney, Mrs.
Chisholm.

Mr. Clay, Mrs. Collins (111.), Mr. Conte, Mr.
Conyers, Mr. Corman, Mr, Culver, Mr. Daniels
(N.J.), Mr. Dellums, Mr. de Lugo, Mr. Den-
holm, Mr. Diggs, Mr. Donchue, Mr. Drinan.

Mr. du Pont, Mr. Edwards (Calif.), Mr, Eil-
berg, Mr. Fauntroy, Mr. Flowers, Mr. Ford,
Mr. Fraser, Mr., Gaydos, Mr. Gilman, Mr.,
Ginn, Mr. Gray, Mr. Green (Pa.), Mr. Gude,
Mr. Gunter, Mr, Hawkins.

Mr. Hechler (W. Va.), Mr., Helstoskl, Mra.
Holtzman, Mr. Horton, Mr. Hungate, Mr,
Johnson (Pa.), Mr. Jones (N.C.), Mr. Kemp,
Mr. Kyros, Mr, Leggett, Mr. Long (La.), Mr,
McCloskey, Mr. McDale, Mr. McSpadden.

Mr. Mathis, Mr. Matsunaga, Mr. Mazzoll,
Mr. Meeds, Mr. Metcalfe, Mr, Mezvinsky, Mr.
Mitchell (Md.), Mr. Moakley, Mr. Moorhead
(Pa.), Mr. Morgan, Mr. Moss, Mr. Murtha,
Mr. Nedzi, Mr. Nix.

Mr. Patten, Mr. Pepper, Mr. Podell, Mr.
Preyer, Mr. Price (Ill.), Mr. Rangel, Mr. Rees,
Mr. Reid, Mr. Reuss, Mr. Riegle, Mr. Rodino
Mr. Roncalio (Wyo.), Mr. Roncallo (N.Y.).

Mr. Rose, Mr. Rosenthal, Mr. Roush, Mr,
Seiberling, Mr. Stark, Mr. Steele, Mr. Stokes,
Mr. Stuckey, Mr. Studds, Mr, Thompson
(N.J.), Mr. Thone.

Mr. Tiernan, Mr. Van Deerlin (Calif.), Mr.

Vanik, Mr, Vigorito, Mr. Waldie, Mr. Charles

Wilson (Tex.), Mr. Charles Wilson (Calif.),
Mr. Wolff, Mr. Won Pat, Mr. Yatron, Mr.
Young (Ga.).

LABOR—FAIR WEATHER FRIEND—
VIII

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GonNzALEZ) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, when I
was attacked by the Labor Counecil for
Latin American Advancement, I was
surprised to learn that Maclovio Barraza
was a member of the executive commit-
tee, an officer and guiding light in the ef-
forts of that budding new institution.

I was surprised because while it might
be expected that the LCLAA as an or-
ganization might be so crude as to fail
to send me a message, and then claim
that it had, or that it would be so eccen-
tric as to attack its own friends, I never
dreamed that Maclovio Barraza would be
a party to it or fail to protest it.

Yet when this sordid business came up,
I did not hear from Barraza. He did not
call me to ask what the truth was. He did
not write to ask me for any facts. He did
not insist that the LCLAA be honest with
me. Yet he knows me well, and knows
that I have defended him.

When Barraza's union was under a
cloud of suspicion, so was he. His whole
union and all its board officers were
being called Communists, because one of
their number might have been. This
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shadow of doubt hampered Barraza's
union and it hampered him personally.

Shortly after I was elected, Barraza
asked me to speak out, to do something
about the situation that was so torment-
ing his union, and affecting his own
life. Here I was, a freshman looking at
the problem of getting reelected after
serving half a term; I had no influence
or power. But here was Maclovio Barraza
asking for help in resolving an injustice.

Barraza expected me to presume that
he was innocent.

Barraza expected me to act on that
presumption of his innocence, and help
take away the doubt that had been cast
over him and his union.

He expected me to run substantial po-
litical risks in his behalf, even though
I had never met him before, and even
though he was not, never had been, and
may never be a constituent of mine. 1
did this gladly, because I believe in right-
ing injustices, and had some reason to
helieve that Barraza was not working
for any Communist organization. So he
was cleared.

Today, years later, this same Barraza
is a witness and participant in an at-
tempt to cast doubts about me, even
smear me. Do I have a right to expect
him to presume my innocence? Do I have
a reason to expect him to defend me
against an unfair attack? I think so.

Maclovio Barraza is in a powerful po-
sition to see that his LCLAA does what
is right and honest. He is a founding
member and a member of its executive
committee. But now that the organiza-
tion has done me a gross injustice, I do
not hear from him; I have no indication
that he has made any effort to tell the
truth about me, or find it out if he has
any doubts, Yet he expected me to de-
fend him, though I was in a much less
favored position.

Does this man believe in justice only
for himself? Where is he now, when he
has an opportunity to help one who de-
fended him in the past? I wonder, where
are you, Maclovio?

TRIBUTE TO HON. JOHN E,
NIDECKER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. Gray) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, on Sun-
day, January 27, 1974 an honor was ac-
corded to a Special Assistant to the
President which I would like to bring to
the attention of the Congress, The basic
reason, is a recognition of 45 years of
service to God and the Episcopal Church.
There is another reason, however, of im-
port to this body, which is that John
Nidecker is known by most of its Mem-
bers and those of the Senate as a friend
in need and in deed.

The services he has rendered to all
Members of the Congress have been of
inestimable value in relationships with
our constituencies and with the White
House. This dedicated public servant is
always willing to help any Member or
his staff at any hour of the day or night.
Few, if any, tasks given to him have not
been accomplished, His personality is
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that of a happy man who enjoys helping
his fellow man.

The Honorable John E. Nidecker
preached a sermon at two services in
Christ Episcopal Church in Rockville,
Md., on that day as he began his 45th
year as a licensed lay-reader in his
church. To a congregation of hundreds,
including many of his friends, the Rector,
the Reverend Elwyn D. Brown stated
that John's service extended over a pe-
riod longer than most ordained clergy-
men,

Reverend Brown read to the congrega-
tion the attached letters from the Presi-
dent of the United States and the bishops
and clergy with whom John served. Also,
attached is a very interesting letter from
a little girl who heard his sermon.

The sermon itself is a chronicle of
service in many dioceses and parishes
and I feel it deserves recognition by
John's friends in the Congress. Ralph E.
Becker, Esq. a prominent attorney well
known to many of us has obtained a
copy of that sermon and the commenda-
tory letters from bishops and priests as
well as the President of the United States
which were read at the services and I
would like to include them at this point
in the Recorp, because they are a well
deserved tribute:

Mr. NIDECKER
{By Kane Codus)

Mr. and Mrs. Nidecker are very nice people.
All his friends, today, gathered under the
steeple. They sang their psalms and said
their prayers. Heard his sermon and ran
down-stairs. The Codus kids did not squawk
which proves how much they liked your talk
Billy, Julie and Eatle say thank you so
much for inviting us today.

TeE Warre House,
Washington, January 18, 1974.
Mr. Joun NIDECKER,
Christ Episcopal Church,
Rockville, Md.

DeAr JomN: Your forty-five years as a Lay
Reader and Leader in the Episcopal Church
are understandably a source of inspiration
for all who know you. But more than this,
they bespeak an unfailing adherence in your
daily life to the tenets of your Faith.

As a friend who has also been fortunate
to draw upon your talents and eounsel in
the work of my Administration, I wholeheart-
edly share in the sentiments that will be
expressed for you on this happy occasion. I
know of no one who has better upheld both
the letter and the spirit of religion in service
to his fellowman.

My best wishes go out to you as always.

Sincerely,
RicuHARD NIXON.
SainT AnNDREWS CHURCH IN
WiLLisTON PARK, N.Y.,
Williston Park, N.Y., January 22, 1974,

Dear JouN: I note that you are now com-
memorating 45 years continuous service as
a Lay Reader in the Episcopal Church, Since
you spent part of that internship here at
Saint Andrew’s, I want to take this oppor-
tunity to send my congratulations, and the
assurance of my continuing prayers,

‘With every good wish, I am

Always most faithfully,
Henry R. EvursH.
THE BisHoP OoF NEw YoRX,
New York, N.Y., January 24, 1974.
Mr. JoHN NIDECKER,
Christ Chureh, Rockville, Md.

Dear Mr. Nmecker: I just heard of your
45th anniversary as o layreader in the chureh.
I don't know of anyone with a longer record.
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In this day of renewed emphasis on the
lay ministry and a renewed concern that the
church be a part of every day life, it is
wonderful to be able to hold up the record
of someone like yourself who has been deeply
centered in the life of the church for so many,
many years.

God bless you in the years to come. We
are all grateful to you.

Affectionately,
The Rt. Rev. PaAuL MoORE, Jr.,
Bishop of New York.
NEw Yorg, N.Y., January 22, 1974.
Mr. JoEN NIDECKER,
Rockville, Md.

My Dear Mgr. Nmecxer: I join with so
many of your friends in congratulating you
and the Church upon your splendid record of
achievement as a Lay Reader in the Church
for forty-five years. Furthermore, you have
been an active Lay Reader in some of the
most distinguished parishes in this country.
It is a noble ministry, affecting more people
than either you or I could estimate, and done
to the glory of God—as it should be.

The mission of this Church has been
greatly aided by dedicated people like your-
self and, therefore, has been strengthened for
its tremendously important task because you
have volunteered in Christ’s Name.

May God continue to uphold your hand as
you continue to be-obedient to his commands.

Falthfully yours,
Joun E. HINES,
Presiding Bishop.
D10ocESE OF WASHINGTON,
Washington, D.C., January 23, 1974.
REev. ELWYN BROWN,
Christ Church, Rockville, Md.

Dear ELwyn: Please do express to Mr. John
Nidecker my very great appreciation of his
years of service as a lay reader. The devoted
ministry of such a layman is an inspiration
to us all, and an example of the service to
Christ and His Church that continues faith-
ful through all the chances and changes of a
lifetime.

With all good wishes to Mr. Nidecker and to
the people of Christ Church,

Faithfully yours,
Wriam F. CREIGHTON,
Bishop of Washingilon.
THE DIOCESE OF PENNSYLVANIA,
Philadelphia, Pa., January 3, 1974,
Mr, JorN NIDECKER,
¢/o Christ Church,
Rockville, Md.

Dzar Mg, NmmEcker: I have been appropri-
ately informed that you are completing
forty-five years of continuous service as a
faithful layreader and lay leader in the
Church of God. I know that you were for-
merly associated with St. George's Church,
Venango, and Good Shepherd, Philadelphia,
in this diocese. Latterly you have been asso-
clated with Christ Church, Rockville, in the
diocese of Washington.

On this occasion it gives me great pleas-
ure to send you this greeting from the Dio-
cese of Pennsylvania, as we are eager to ex-
press our gratitude to God for your faithful
service. May His Holy Spirit enfold you with
His love and engrace you with His power now
and in the years ahead.

Faithfully,
LymaN C. OGILBY,
Bishop of Pennsylvania.

DioceEsE oF NEWARK,
Newark, N.J., January 24, 1974,
Mr. JoaN NIDECKER,
Rockville, Md.

DEear Me. NmEcker: I understand that the
Rector and members of the congregation of
Christ Church intend to recognize your
forty-five years of service as a Lay Reader. I
wish it were possible for me to joln them in
person to express my own deep appreciation
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and gratitude for these years and, especially,
for the years during which you served in the
Diocese of Newark at Grace Episcopal
Church, Van Vorst, in Jersey City. The life
of the Church is always enriched by the
faithful service of laymen and laywomen,
You may be sure that your ministry has been
and will continue to be deeply appreciated.
Faithfully yours,
GEORGE E. RATH,
Bishop.

THE DIOCESE OF BETHLEHEM,
January 23, 1974.
Mr. JoHN NIDECKER,
Rockville, Md.

Dear Mr. NmEckER: I have learned that
you are being honored for forty-five years of
service as a Lay Reader, At some time this
included service in the Diocese of Bethlehem.
You have taken the ministry of Lay Reader
very seriously and wherever you have been
you have functioned in this capacity. What
a service you have performed for the Church
and what a service you have done for Christ.
Forty-five years as a Lay Reader is five years
beyond the normal ministry of an ordained
clergyman, according to the figures of The
Church Pension Fund. You have thereby
eclipsed and supported the ministries of
many ordained clergymen by your devoted
service.

I salute you, and I wish you many more
years of service in the Lord's work.

With every good wish to you, I remain

Faithfully yours,
THE Rr. REV. LLOoYD E. GRESSLE,
Bishop of Bethlehem.

Drocese oF LoNG ISLAND,
Garden City, N.Y. January 22, 1974.
Dear Mr. NipEckEr: I understand that you
are now completing forty-five years as a Lay
Reader in the Episcopal Church and I real-
ize that you served in our Diocese at St.
Andrew’s in Williston Park. I feel that Con-
gratulations to you for your faithfulness are
now in order.
With this I send every good wish and my
blessings.
Faithfully yours,
JornAaTHAN G, SHERMAN,
Bishop of Long Island.

SErMON FOR THE FOURTH SUNDAY AFTER
EPIPHANY, JANUARY 27, 1974

When Fr. Brown conferred on me the
honor of preaching the Sermon on this day, &
theme or text kept running through my mind
that can be found in the Gospel of St
Matthew and which is appointed in the 1928
Prayer Book as part of the Gospel for this
day.

It is: Lord I am mnot worthy that Thou
shouldst come under my roof but speak the
word only and my servant shall be healed.
It was first sald at Capernaum when an offi-
cer asked Christ to heal his servant who was
sick of the palsy. Christ said He would go to
do so. The Centurian replied in the words of
the text which have now become a part of
the Priest's prayers before he partakes of the
Eucharist. They have been paraphrased to
say, “Lord, I am not worthy that Thou
shouldst come under my roof but to speak
the word only and my soul shall be healed.

These words are a foundation stone in the
life of a Lay Reader. In addition to this
foundation, there are other stones—building
stones—which are found in the letters of St.
Paul to Timothy and Titus and in his letters
of instruction to the many Churches he
established. In those letters, Paul was per-
sistent in his admonitions to the people that,
to serve, one must love and to love one must
serve., These two ideals are set forth in the
summary of the law on which hang all the
law and the prophets. First one must love
God and secondly one's neighbor as ones self.
And if a person loves in this manner he will
serve.

Some forty-five years ago a priest gave of
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his love for me, in that he started me along
the road which has brought me to this pulpit
today. It was then that I began a Lay minis-
try of which I am proud and for which I am
deeply grateful. Grateful for the opportunity.
Grateful for the guidance and understanding
of the Priests and Bishops who have given
me permission to serve—and—grateful to the
congregations for their forebearance with my
frailties.

Beng a LayReader has brought me joy in
many ways. Joy in service in tiny salt-box
churches with almost no room in the sanctu-
ary to huge gothic edifices with chancels al-
most as large In size as one half of this
church. It all began in a small mission called
St. George's, Venango in Philadelphia and
has culminated in this beautiful church
home in which I now live.

Since that beginning, there have been
many experiences. There were timeg when I
had to put on the whole armor of falth to
withstand the flaming darts of fellow Epls-
copallans in order to prevent a rise In prob-
lems founded on false rumor. There were
times when the attitude of “let George do it"
prevailed and some parishioners felt that
others’ pledges would provide sufficient funds
for the operation of a church. There were
also times when I served in the capacity of a
summer supply reader and preacher, when
contrary to my best efforts, the people called
me Brother or Father and brought their
marital and psychological problems as their
offertory.

Thinking back over those forty-five years,
however, the most prevalent thoughts are
Jjoyous ones. Such as being a proxy sponsor in
Baptism for many children, as well as the
times when I was an actual sponsor. On
one occasion it was for an entire family that
was baptized. Man, wife, and seven children.
It is also pleasant to think of some hundreds
I prepared for confirmation. It is still great
to recall the volces responding to the cate-
chetical questions, “What is your name™ and
“Who gave you this name?"”

All of this, for me, was an escalation in my
life In the church, from the day when the
Bishop placed his hands on my head and
recited the prayer which I have never for-
gotten, ‘Defend, O Lord, this thy child with
thy heavenly grace, that he may continue
thine forever and daily increase in thy Holy
Spirit more and more until he come into thy
everlasting kingdom.” It was so that others
may thrill at that feeling of the power of the
Holy Spirit—when the Bishop confirmed
them—ithat I spent many hours in teach-

I recall the thrill I had when the first li-
cense was Issued to me in 1929, and in each
succeeding year granting me the right to read
the dally offices and to assist at the Altar as
Epistoler and SubDeacon in the Queen of all
services—the Eucharist. This is a source of
exquisite joy that could not have come from
any other experience in life.

Having spoken of some of the things—
seen—which comprise the duties of a Lay-
Reader, let us look at some of the unseen.
At one time I was an almost permanent
funeral crucifer In a large church because
my office was only two blocks away and they
could call me for most of the funerals. Many
times the call came to act as Miter Bearer
for a Bishop and there were many Bishops
who visited that Parish. There were other
unseen things like cleaning Altar vessels and
polishing brass in a small church. Working
in a city mission amongst derelicts who came
there for a meal and a bed. Preaching to them,
listening to their woes and holding on to
them when they thought that they just
couldn’t go on. Making house calls to assist
a lone Priest in a parish which could not af-
ford assistance. Begging for that Priest’s sub-
sistance was an experience to be remembered.

Visitations to hospitals are also a part of
the layreader's life as well as offering conso-
lations—as feeble as they might be—to those
who are bereaved. Assisting priests and
deacons when they took communions to the
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sick in their homes. Virtually living with a
group of teenagers from the age of sixteen
until they left for college or marriage. Go-
ing on retreats with them; listening to their
problems and helping them over the
hurdles of life. Writing, acting and stage
managing as well as directing plays to earn
money for homes for the aged, hospitals
and other institutions occupied many late
hours of preparation and work. There were
multiple benefits from this work since the
plays earned a great deal of money—helped
place some of our actors in Broadway shows
and provided a means for entertaining shut-
ins. These and other means of being a serv-
ant in the house of the Lord, have brought
me many precious hours of peace and
happiness.

As time moved on in my life in the
Church, I came to a greater realization of
the movement of God in it and today, as
I stand here, I hope that no one will think
that I have reason to boast—no—rather this
is in a measure a thanksgiving to God that
I have had these opportunities.

None of them could have come about with-
out the kindness and forbearance of some
great men of God. The bishops were Garland
and Tait of Pennsylvania, Sterrett and War-
necke of Bethlehem, DeWolfe of Long Island,
Donegan of New York, Washburn of Newark
and Dun and Creighton of Washington.
Bome of the priesis were Fathers Hord,
Fulforth, Trumbore Eupsh, Paul Moore (now
Bishop of New York), Canon Newman and
Dr. John Butler. There were also various
deacons, priests and brothers of the Oratory
of the Good Shepherd, the Orders of St.
Francis and Holy Cross, the Sisters of St.
Margaret and others,

In terms of the opportunities, I have been
attached to sundry church homes. Buildings
that were lighted with gas and poorly
heated; where the organ bellows sometimes
failed to work, great gothic churches where
the lights were plentiful; the organs were fine
instruments and the people failed to work.
On some oceasions I served in buildings con-
verted to house derelicts or in huge conven-
tion halls that were temporarily furnished
as churches. There was even a period when
we used the 1892 Prayer Book because the
Parish was poor and we could not afford the
green book of its day—the 1928 Prayer Book.

Some of the most interesting educational
experiences which intrigued me were service
with ecumenical commissions, working with
young people as they wrote their own litanies
or and helping them to prepare Jazz and
guitar Masses, Studying liturgles and read-
ing hosts of books to prepare for service in
the church.

There were also experiences in perform-
ing the deeds of parochial responsibilities.
Serving with Priests who sald the early
Eucharist in twenty minutes flat and with
others who stretched it out to almost an
hour. I have heard many kinds of sermons,
some very long and very bad ones and many
that were excellent. The shortest one I ever
heard took exactly two minutes.

It is quite obvious that I have not em-
phasized my tenure here at home, but I
wanted to save the best until the last. This
home which I eall possessively—My parish—
Christ Church in Rockville, Maryland. My
life here began with Father Black who had
once served as a Curate in the Chapel of the
Intercession of Trinity Parish, New York,
He had attended Seminary with the Vicar
of Trinity Church who had written to him
about my move to Maryland. Within a short
period after I arrived here, Fr. Black asked
me to assume some duties as a Lay Reader.
Within a month, I was called one morning
and asked if I would Officlate at the 9:15
Service and preach a sermon written by
Father Peters. That was quite an experience
as anyone can attest who has had to decipher
Fr. Peters almost illegible penmanship. A
Lay Reader who can join me in that thought
is Mr. Hopkins who had the same duties for
the 11:00 a.m. Service on that day.
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Although I had served on other Vestries,
service on this Vestry was a marvelous edu-
cation. As & result, a nomination was made
for additional service but I was not elected.
At first, I was disappointed not realizing
what God had In store for me. Time proved
God's point since my inability to serve came
along in three months when I went into the
hospital. This proves that God knew what He
was doing—I didn't. His plan did something
else—it brought home to me the love of the
people of this Parish—the prayers—flowers—
letters—visits—cards and communions each
gave me an evidence of His love through
your love.

It must be obvious to all of you that I
Teel a great sense of joy in now working with
Fr. Brown and Fr. Rose. It is also a wonder-
ful feeling to be a part of this congregation
of friendly active members who are my
brothers and sisters in Christ. Hearing the
voices of our choirs under the direction of
our Minister of Music, Mr. Preston, is the
source of additional joy. Being a part of the
fellowship of Lay Readers is another area
for which I have great feeling.

The young people of this parish never
cease to amaze me in their zeal and in their
service. Our acolytes do so much for all of
us who serve at the Altar and sometimes
stralghten us out when we seem to fall or
forget a point in our activities in the Eucha-
rist.

From Fr. Hord who started me on this
road, to Fr. Brown who now walks it with
me, I have been most fortunate. The ways in
which God has shown me error in my use of
the life, He has given me and the happy ex-
periences have made me a willing wearer of
the whole armor of faith.

It is with joyful humility that I begin
this forty-fifth year as a Lay Reader. It is
my hope that I can continue to serve and
with a fervent prayer that I look forward to
the coming years of service in the church,
And now my prayer of thanks:

Thank you, Lord, for this great life, which
You have given me.

For all my friends, here gathered, and for
my family.

For serving our great Nation, in a very spe-
cial way,

For serving at the Altar, on this, Your Holy
Day.

For tempering adversity, for Joy in the suc-
cess,

Which brought me here to this great church
and for my happiness.

For places you have sent me, to do your
bidding there,

And for the many ways You've shown, that
for me You do care,

May I continue on, O Lord, to work within
Your plan,

To do the things which I should do to help
my fellowman.

I know I am not worthy Lord, yet hopefully
I pray,

That I may serve You well, O Lord, until
my dying day.

Amen.

TEAPOT DOME SCANDAL GROWS
ON OIL SHALE LEASING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. VaNix) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, the third
tract in the Federal prototype oil shale
leasing program was offered for bid this
morning in Salt Lake City. Of the three
bidders, a joint bid by Phillips Oil and
Sun Oil Cos. was the highest at
$75,586,800.

Mr. Speaker, I have said before that
this latest oil shale leasing would pro-
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vide us with an opportunity to make a
better comparison of the first two tracts.
It does indeed, and these are the results:
Amount of oil identified by DOI as “recov-

erable”; high bonus bid; and per barrel

bonus bid yield to Federal Government

Colorado Tract:

C-a, January 8, 1974, 4,070 million barrels,
$210,305,000, 5.2 cents per barrel.

C-b, February 12, 1974, 723 million barrels,
$75,506,800, 16.3 cents per barrel.

Utah Tract:

U-a, March 12, 1974, 244 4 million barrels,
#75,596,800, 30.9 cents per barrel.

Mr. Speaker, the disparity in the per-
barrel yields to the Federal Government
from the leasing of these public lands is
simply outrageous. The second tract
brought three times as much as the first,
but the leasing today of the third tract,
brought twice as much as the second
tract. This amounts to six times as much
as the first tract: 30 cents per barrel
compared to 5 cents per barrel.

If the C-a and C-b tracts have brought
per barrel bonus bids similar to today’s,
the Public Treasury would be over $1 bil-
lion richer. Instead, public petroleum re-
sources appear fo be going for peanuts,
to be eventually resold by a private in-
dustry that has already recorded unprec-
edented annual profit levels.

After learning of the resulis of the
second tract leasing, I wrote Secretary
of the Interior Morton asking that he
delay the prototype program until a com-
plete, emergency reexamination was
completed. How much was the public re-
ceiving for the sale of their precious
natural resources? Why did one sale
bring a nickel per barrel, while another,
in more difficult mining conditions,
brought 16 cents per barrel?

That letter was written on February
éa.t: have not received a reply as of this

ate.

I asked Secretary Morton why those
leases should not be renegotiated to as-
sure a fair and equitable treatment of
the public’s interest. If there was any
indication that the public’s interest was
not being served, then the programs
should be delayed.

Mr. Speaker, I think the results of
today’'s leasing make all the more clear
the urgent need for an agency fo revive
and reexamine Government leases of the
public’s lands and resources. Although
the Department of the Interior stands
guard over ftrillions of dollars of public
property, it has a startling lack of sec-
ondary oversight: Once land is leased
or minerals are authorized for recovery,
there is no second effort to insure the
public that they are indeed receiving
bonus bids or royalty payments, truly
commensurate with the value of the re-
sources.

For this reason, Mr. Speaker, I intend
to offer amendments to the upcoming ex-
tension of authorization for the Renego-
tiation Board, to allow the Board to re-
negotiate leases let for recovery of re-
sources from public lands. Such an over-
sight mechanism could help prevent the
apparent abuses of the public’s interest
that we are seeing today.

GUARANTEED STUDENT LOANS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
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tleman from Michigan (Mr. O'Hara) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Speaker, let me ex-
pand briefly on the substance of the
unanimous-consent request which I
made earlier.

H.R. 12523 is a bill relating to the con-
tinued availability of funds appropriated
in earlier fiscal years. It is a noncontro-
versial bill which earlier passed the
House unanimously and subsequently
passed the Senate, in a somewhat
amended form, also unanimously.

One of the Senate amendments to H.R.
12253 dealt with the guaranteed student
loan program, and sought to make such
loans more readily available to students
from middle-income families.

At the same time the Senate was
amending H.R. 12253 and attaching its
amendment thereto, the Special Sub-
committee on Education of this body be-
gan hearings on a similar bill with an
unfortunately similar number, vis H.R.
12523.

The Committee on Education and La-
bor has today reported H.R. 12523 to the
House, and I requested unanimous con-
sent, in effect, that the House language
on the guaranteed loan program as em-
bodied in HR. 12523, be substituted for
the Senate amendment to HR. 12253.

GUARANTEED STUDENT LOANS

In 1972, when the Congress enacted
Public Law 92-318, the massive Educa-
tion Amendments of 1972, we changed
the formula for eligibility for guaranteed
loans and for the interest subsidy that
had long been a feature of that loan pro-
gram. Prior to the 1972 amendments, any
student whose adjusted family income
was $15,000 or less could apply for a
guaranteed loan and for interest sub-
sidy. The Federal or State Governments
would assure the lender against default
on the loan, and the United States
would, for eligible students, pay the loan
interest during the period while the
student was in school.

In 1972, we removed the income test
for eligibility, believing, quite rightly,
that $15,000 was not what it had been.
But, at the same time, in an effort to
avoid abuses of the program, we required
the institutions of higher education to
make a determination that the student
was in need of a loan, and the amount of
that need.

The resulting performance has not
been encouraging. The number of loans
has fallen off substantially from the
figures originally predicted, and, while
there has been some recovery, we are
still denying interest benefits, and in
many cases, denying access to college, to
a great many young people on the
dubious grounds that they are “too
affluent to need a subsidy.”

In January 1973, the President's
budget estimated that the number of
loans would rise from 1,256,000 in 1971-
72 to 1,533,000 in 1973-74, and 1,673,000
in 1974-75. The most recent budget
shows those estimates reduced to
1,088,000 in 1972-73, 890,000 in 1973-74,
and 979,000 in 1974-75.

The reasons for this decline in the
number of guaranteed loans are several,
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but almost without exception, the wit-
nesses before my subcommittee and the
observers who have written me have
placed the major share of the blame on
the requirement that the individual loan
applicant’s need be “analyzed” through
the use of analysis technigues that were
designed to ration out scarce grant
funds and scholarships.

The result has been that middle-
income families have become virtually
“analyzed out” of the loan market at
the same time that increased tuitions
and fees are beginning to price them
out of the opportunity to pay their kids’
college costs from current income.

In the 14 months that I have chaired
the Special Subcommittee on Education,
there has been no more persistent theme
underlying the testimony before my sub-
committee, and the correspondence I
have recevied from parents, students,
college financial assistance officers,
banks, and my colleagues, than the plea
that something be done to stop this
notion that a family with an income
slightly in excess of $10,000 can “reason-
ably be expected to contribute” 30 per-
cent or more of its total income in order
to keep its kids in college—and the
notion that the entire panoply of stu-
dent financial assistance, including
loans, must be confined to kids coming
from the bottom of the economic
spectrum.

In the course of the past several
months, my subcommittee has conducted
field studies of the loan problem, and
T days of open hearings on its scope and
on proposed remedies. The legislation the
subcommittee and the full committee
have developed will not solve all the
problems of the loan program. But it
will make a healthy beginning back to-
ward a situation in which young Ameri-
cans of middle-income families will not
be told, in effect, that their parents
ought to take out a third mortgage or
sell the family farm in order to qualify
for a guaranteed loan.

The Committee on Education and
Labor, Mr. Speaker, agreed unanimously
to this resolution of this problem for
the immediate future. But I have re-
peatedly stated and I will reiterate again
today, that it is my intention, as chair-
man of the Special Subcommittee on
Education, to complete, this year, a
thorough-going study of the entire stu-
dent assistance program, including the
loan program, and to seek to present to
the House an entirely new student assist-
ance package well before the existing law
expires on June 30, 1975.

Let me describe the legislation we re-
ported today.

Under H.R. 12523, as reported to the
House, the requirement for formal needs
analysis, would be removed altogether
from the program for borrowers whose
adjusted family income is less than
$15,000, and who are borrowing no more
than $1,500 in a given year. For students
with adjusted family incomes of $15,000
or more, or for students who seek to bor-
row in excess of $1,500, appropriate needs
analysis would still be required though
the bill does ban the use, in this context
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only of the very stringent needs analysis
system worked out for the basic oppor-
tunity grant program.

In addition, H.R. 12523 extends for 1
more year the special allowance pro-
visions of existing law, under which the
Becretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare can prescribe a special allowance
to be paid to lendurs under this program
to help make up the difference between
the T-percent interest chargeable to the
borrower and the market interest rate.

HR. 12523's proposed changes in the
guaranteed loan program would affect
loans on which guarantees are made
after 60 days subsequent to its enact-
ment. In effect, these would mostly be
loans made to meet expenses for this
fall, though some might be applicable in
summer school.

It is my opinion, and I am joined in
this opinion by the distinguished rank-
ing minority member of the Committee
on Education and Labor (Mr. Quie) and
by the able ranking minority member
of my subcommittee, the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr., DeLrLENBack) that this
amendment will help meet the immedi-
ate problem. We are agreed, too, that it
will not cure all the ills of the program,
and that the subcommittee’s intention
to press on to a rewriting of the entire
student assistance package should not
and will not be slowed down by expedi-
tious House action on this proposal.

KEEPING A STRONG NATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. CHAPPELL) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CHAPPELL. Mr. Speaker, one of
the outstanding contributions of the Vet-
erans of Foreign Wars organization is
their great Voice of Democracy contest
for high school students. Their efforts
have, without doubt, influenced thou-
sands of young people to think more
deeply about our country and its needs,
as well as their own ability to help the
Nation.

This year's theme is “My Respon-
sibilities as a Citizen” and I am very
proud that the State winner is from my
own district. His name is James Fred-
erick H. Holmes from Daytona Beach,
Fla. Jim has been active in his school—
President of Mainland Forensic League
and captain of the debate team. He has
won numerous awards in speaking and
we are indeed pleased he has received
recognition from the VFW as Florida
State winner.

Mr. Speaker, Jim's thoughts in his
speech are some that we all can benefit
by and I present his speech here for
everyone to read:

My RESPONSIBILITIES AS A CITIZEN
(By James F. H. Holmes)

Almost two centuries ago, a small group
of Americans gathered to cast their votes for
a new experiment. An experiment in Free-
dom, Liberty, and Self-government. Never be-
fore in the history of the world has any
political experiment been so successful, never
before have so many people been so free.

Through the decades the United States has
grown and prospered. We have become the




March 12, 1974

strongest, richest, and most successful coun-
try in the world.

Today, two hundred millilon Americans, all
of us free. Living and working according to
our beliefs and our desires.

I hear so often what's wrong with America,
but seldom do I hear anyone admit that in
order to preserve our way of life and in order
to improve America, Americans must first
meet their responsibilities as citizens.

What are my responsibilities as a cltizen?
What are your responsibilities as a citizen?

Our foremost responsibility, is to exercise
our rights as granted us by the constitution
and work to protect and preserve those
rights,

We can not afford to be apathetic toward
our government. We must exercise our right
to vote. So often I've heard people say their
one vote doesn't really count. But they are
so very wrong, History has shown us that
one vote does count. One vote made Oliver
Cromwell lord protector of the Common
Wealth, One vote decided that Americans
would speak English rather than German,
One vote kept Arron Burr later charged with
Treason from becoming President, One vote
made Texas part of our country, One vote
saved Andrew Johnson from impeachment,
One vote changed France from a monarchy
to a republic, and One vote made Adolph
Hitler head of the Nazi Party.

One vote does count, Our Democracy, our
Freedom, hinges on our vote.

Register to vote, participate in government
and political campaigns, and vote on every
election day.

We must also stand ready to defend our
country. Both from Foreign Aggression, and
undue criticisms from within.

Lately the Institutions and principles
which have made our nation great have been
under attack; The Supreme Court, The Con-
gress, The Presidency, The Flag, The Home,
The Educational System, and even the
Church.

We must respond with loud voices that
in spite of their faults and failures, we be-
lieve in these institutions. Let us point out
what’s right with America as well as what's
wrong.

‘We should all recognize that with our free-
dom some two centuries ago came certain
responsibilities and obligations which have
been passed down generation to generation.
The cost of Freedom has been high. High in
the pocketbooks, on the battle fields and in
the hearts of our ancestors.

As Benjamin Franklin left the Constitu-
tional Convention a Woman ask him “Sir
what type of government do we have?” He
responded “Madam we have a Democracy, if
you can keep it.” He was really telling us
that Freedom is everybodies job and as a
young American I'm striving to meet my
responsibilities as a citizen. If we meet our
responsibilities, and with God's help we will
overcome the crises of our time and ensure
a Strong, healthy America for our children.

As we near our two-hundredth anniver-
sary as a nation, let us answer Benjamin
Franklin. Let us tell him *“Yes we have a
Democracy and we shall keep it".

Mr. Speaker, I want to again thank the
VFW for its continuing work with our
young people—and a special thanks to
Jim for a fine speech.

HOW SOCAL PLANNED THE LATEST
ELK HILIS RAID

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. Moss) is rec-
ognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, some 16 Mem-
bers of the House have signed a discharge
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petition seeking a 1l-year open up of
Navy's Elk , Calif., oil reserve. As
constructed, the legislation this petition
seeks to discharge would benefit Stand-
ard Oil of California by several hundred
millions of dollars. I have warned of this,
offering to provide any member definitive
documentation of the dimensions of this
blossoming giveaway. Curiously, the
President, warned in 1970 and 1973 of
this affair, has maintained support of
the open up attempt.

Nor is this the only dimension of the
overall effort to take Elk Hills for com-
mercial exploitation and massive private
profit. For years, immediate boundaries
of Elk Hills and other Navy reserves have
been the scenes of raids by private inter-
ests, seeking to drain Federal oil pools
by abuse of leases and Government per-
mits. This has been accomplished
through the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment and U.S. Geological Survey.

Private companies have attempted to
invade Navy's oil pools by drilling on
their own fee lands next to reserves. This
has been especially true at Elk Hills,
twice resulting in law suits against
Standard Oil of California by Navy
through the Justice Department.

The most recent case, known as Tule
Elk, after the oil field in question, re-
sulted in victory for Government, as the
court decided Socal was illegally draining
oil reserved for national defense. How-
ever, this case is unigque because I have
come into possession of internal Socal
documents, giving us a rare glimpse into
how a giant oil company works as it
prepares and calculates a raid on public
resources. These papers indicate the com-
pany was aware its drilling would take
Government oil, and carefully examined
projections on how much oil it could ex-
tract before Government found out and
acted. The only reason Socal informed
Navy of its drilling program was because
of its fear that Congress and the press
would discover its activity and make it
public.

Socal spokesmen have admitted the
papers are genuine. The most fascinating
twist here is that in spite of these revela-
tions, the President confinues to press
ahead with plans to open Elk Hills for
Socal’s benefit. Such a position becomes
increasingly untenable when an observer
peruses these internal documents, which
I now offer for inclusion in the REcorp
in the hope Members will find them use-
ful and enlizhtening:

Saw FRANcIsSco, CALIF.,
October 14, 1970,

EXPLORATORY PrROSPECTS NEAR ELx HIiLrLs

Mr, A. V. MarTINI: On October 9, 1870 you
requested our comment on possible involve-
ment with Naval Petroleum Reserve No. 1 if
certain exploratory prospects outlined by
your staff were to be drilled. We have studied
the map which you provided and have dis-
cussed the matter briefly with counsel. (It
seems to us that each of the prospects will
eventually arouse the interest of the Navy
and will necessarily bring about negotiations
for joint production of the pools that are
found to extend into NPR #1.)

SECTIONS T-R

In our position, Prospect 7R and offers

the most favorable conditions for normal
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commercial exploitation of oll pools found at
these locations. We would expect that the
accumulations would be produced in the
same manner as the existing 14B pool that
extends from Navy Section 14B in NPR #1
to areas in Sections 15B, 22B and 23B.

BECTIONS T-R

It should be noted that Prospect TR lies
within the proposed extended area estab-
lished by the Amendatory and Supplemen-
tal Agreement (NOd-8477). Within the pro-
posed extended area inclusion is mandatory
for a Stevens Zone accumulation which is
found to be connected with a Stevens Zone
reservoir now productive within NPR #1.
If such connection does not exist, the ac-
cumulation does not have to be included
under the Unit Plan Contract (decision is
by the Secretary of the Navy). The reservoir
could be produced in the manner employed
for the 14B pool. It appears that lack of con-
nection with a reservoir now productive
within NPR #1 could be proved for Pros-
pects TR.

‘We believe that the probability of becom-
ing involved with Navy to some extent if oil
is discovered, is very nearly 1009 for each of
the prospects. However, the probable phys-
ical situation indicated by you for Pros-
pects TR lead us to believe that commercial
exploitation of reservoirs discovered in these
areas could be arranged.

J. H. THACHER.

7T-R—PRODUCTION AND EXPLORATION PROGRAM
PRINCIPLE

Begin exploration on North half of Sec-
tion—away from Unit Boundary.

Thus, minimize immediate threat to Re-
serve and resulting early Navy action to
include.

ADVANTAGES

Could allow considerable production before
Government reacts.

If limited extension into Reserve, could
result in Standard’s ability to produce com-
mercially.

DISADVANTAGES

May instigate Government legal attack on
15(b) (“mutually desirable”) interpretation.

May cause Armed Services Committee to
request shut-in until facts determined.

End result could be condemnation of land
for dollars, no oil,

San Ferawncisco, CALIF.,
June 21, 1973.
ELE HILLS EXPLORATION

Mr. J. H, 8mcox: Pursuant to our discus-
slons with Messrs. Gosline and McBaine on
June 19, we have prepared the attached sum-
mary position paper in an attempt to focus
attention on the key factors that must be
evaluated in regard to each prospect.

We would appreciate your review of this
summary and your particular comments re-
garding the technical questions raised in the
recommendations outlined regarding the 7-R
prospect.

When you have had an opportunity to
consider this material and your technical
data, we would like to review the entire mat-
ter with you preparatory to further discus-
sion with Mr. McBaine and in preparation of
a mutually agreed-upon report to Mr,
Gosline.

PosiTIoN PAPER: EXPLORATION BY STANDARD ON
PERIPHERY OF ELK HiLLS
OBJECTIVE

To consider the advisability of initiating
current exploration at one or more loca=-
tions around the boundary of Elk Hills,
There are legal questions involved which
dictate a cautious approach, but current oil
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also support proceeding with the
program even though some risk is entatled.
AREAS OF POTENTIAL EXPLORATION

The attached map indicates the various
possible exploratory plays. Of these, only
three appear of sufficient merit currently
to be included in this analysis. They are the
7-R area, the area and the area.
Other plays are more speculative from a tech-
nical standpoint and face at least the same
legal problems.

POSITION SUMMARY—INDIVIDUAL EXPLORATORY
LOCATIONS

The T7-R location is the most attractive
from a geological standpoint, thus carrying
the least risk of proving unproductive. (Un-
fortunately its location is within the Ex-
tended Area, delineated by the Amendatory
Agreement, and there are no properties
owned by others than Navy and Standard in
the immediate area.)

An issue of major importance is involved
in the present Elk Hills litigation. In this
case, the trial judge has ruled that para-
graph 15(b) of the Unit Plan Contract can
only be invoked on a basis of “mutual de-
sirability.” This is in contrast to the posi-
tion that Navy has previously taken that
inclusion could be initiated under 15(b) at
the discretion of the Secretary, in which
event the Secretary would also have the
ultimate power to determine the terms of
inclusion.

Drilling of an exploratory play in 7-R
could cause Navy attorneys to challenge the
trial court’s interpretation on the grounds
that, without 15(b), Navy has only the re-
course of condemnation to protect the Re-
serve against drainage. In such event, Navy
attorneys could cite the well being drilled
by Standard and the time factors invelved in
satisfactory condemnation procedures to ar-
gue that the 15(b) interpretation must be
overruled in the interest of the protection
of the Reserve.

Because of this problem, the only drill-
ing that should be considered currently in
the 7-R area should be as far as possible
from the present Unit boundaries. For ex-
ample, if the initial well is drilled at least
in the northern half of Section T-R (early
activity in exploration and development of
the 7-R play might not cause Navy sufficlent
concern to give rise to a challenge of the trial
court’s interpretation of 15(b).)

While current geology indicates no con-
nection to a pool that is commercially pro-
ductive within the Reserve boundary in
1948, the possibility of some Navy action
built around the provisions of the Amenda-
tory Agreement must be kept in mind in
view of the fact that the 7-R play lies
within the Extended Area.

Recommendation: This play should be
given further detailed review from an op-
erating standpoint to determine how far
away from the boundary of the Reserve
drilling and production could be kept and
how long a time might go by before evidence
of potential drainage of the Reserve might
become evident. On the basis of these de-
terminations, final review of the risks rela-
tive to 15(b) can be undertaken with the
attorneys.

A brief chart summarizing the advantages
and disadvantages of the 7-R play is
attached.

Principle: Begin exploration on North half
of Section—away from Unit boundary.

Thus, minimize immediate threat to Re-
serve and resulting early Navy action to
include.

Advantages: Could allow considerable pro-
duction before Government reacts.

If limited extension into Reserve, could
result in Standard’s ability to produce com-
mercially.
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Present geology Indicates this is & “sepa-
rate structure” from those within Unit and
33 limited extension within Unit bound-

es,

Disadvantages: May initiate Government
legal attack on 15(b) (“mutually desirable”)
interpretation.

May cause Navy or Armed Services Com-
mittee to request shut-in until facts deter-
mined,

End result could be condemnation of land
for dollars, no oil.

San Francisco, CALmr.
June 29, 1973.
Eugk HiLpLs EXPLORATION

Mr. J. E. GosLINE: Subsequent to our re-
cent discussion with you and Messrs. Me-
Baine and Silcox, we have reviewed in detail
the various technical, legal and policy aspects
affecting exploration prospects around the
boundary of the Elk Hills Unit.

We have discussed these gquestions with
both Messrs. McBaine and Sileox, and this
memorandum is consistent with their views.

In s , we recommend consideration
of a two-well drilling program to test the
T-R prospects. We suggest approval for
budgetary purposes with the provision that
the 7-R prospect be drilled first.

Summary material regarding each individ-
ual prospect is attached.

We would appreciate an opportunity to
discuss this at your convenience.

J. H. THACHER.

FosiTioN PAPER
EXPLORATION BY STANDARD ON PERIFHERY OF
Erx Hmis
OBJECTIVE
To consider the advisability of Initiating
current exploration at one or more locations
around the boundary of Elk Hills. There are
legal questions involved which dictate a
cautious approach, but current oil shortages
support proceeding with the program even
though some risk is entailed.
AREAS OF POTENTIAL EXPLORATION

The attached map Iindicates the wvarious
possible exploratory plays. Of these, only
three appear of sufficient merit currently to
be included in this analysis. They are the
7T-R area. Other plays are more speculative
from a technical standpoint and face at least
the same legal problems.

POSITION SUMMARY—INDIVIDUAL EXPLORATORY
LOCATIONS: 1. 7-R AREA

The 7-R location is attractive (1 in 5) from
a geological standpoint, thus carrying the
least risk of proving unproductive. While its
location is within the Extended Area de-
lineated by the Amendatory Agreement, cur-
rent geology indicates no connection to a
pool that was commercially productive with-
in the Reserve boundary in 1948, Thus, the
possible application of the Amendatory
Agreement is remote as long as the present
subsurface picture is reasonably correct.

Of the three plays under consideration, the
7-R prospect is the only prospect which now
appears to lie almost entirely outside of the
present boundaries of the Unit. Initial drill-
ing would be about two miles from the limit-
ing line of commereial productivity of the
Stevens Zone within the Unit. Action in this
location by Standard can be justified, if nee-
essary, on the basis that drilling is being
conducted where, according to our geology,
it is least likely to involve reserves within
the Unit.

An issue of major importance is involved
in the present Elk Hills litigation, In this
case, the trial judge has ruled that para-
graph 15(b) of the Unit Plan Contract can
only be Invoked on a basis of “mutual de-
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sirability.” This is in contrast to the posi-
tion that Navy has previously taken that
inclusion could be initiated under 15(b)
at the discretion of the Secretary, in which
event the Secretary would also have the ulti-
mate power to determine the terms of
inclusion,

Drilling of an exploratory play in 7-R
could cause Navy attorneys to challenge the
trial court’s interpretation on the grounds
that, without 15(b), Navy has only the re-
course of condemnation to protect the Re-
serve against drainage. In such event, Navy
attorneys could cite the well being drilled
by Standard and the time factors involved
in satisfactory condemnation procedures to
argue that the 15(b) Interpretation must be
overruled in the interest of the protection
of the Reserve.

Navy attorneys may be more inclined to ask
for reversal of the 15(b) interpretation in
the 7-R situation than in some others he-
cause this prospect lies entirely on Stand-
ard and Navy lands, and actions related to
application of 15(b) can be conducted largely
“in-house” between Navy and the House
Armed Services Committee. In situations
that involve other landowners, application
of 15(b) would not solve a drainage prob-
lem because it applies only to Standard’s
land and not to that of outsiders. Thus, the
independence of action available to Navy in
consultation with the Armed Services Com-
mittee is markedly reduced when outside
landowners are involved and the overall pol-
icy reaction of Congress becomes a matter of
greater significance,

Because of this problem, the only drilling
that should be considered currently in the
7-R area should be as far as possible from
the present Unit boundaries. For example, if
the initial well is drilled at least in the
northern half of Section 7-R, early activity in
exploration and development of the 7-R play
might not cause Navy sufficient concern to
give rise to a challenge of the trial court's
interpretation of 15(b). Exploration adyises
this can be done,

Recommendation: Exploration is prepared
to recommend drilling this prospect and be-
lieves early development can be kept at least
one-half mile away from the Reserve bound-
ary. On this basis, we recommend this pros-
pect for immediate approval and drilling.

A brief chart summarizing the advantages
and disadvantages of the 7-R play is at-
tached.

SaN FrANCISCO, CALIF.,
July 3, 1973.
Evrx Hriurs
MEMORANDUM TO THE FILE:

On July 3, 1973, Mr. Gosline met with
Messrs, McBaine, Silcox, Hartsook and my-
self to review Mr. McBaine's memorandum of
June 29, 1973 and our memorandum of June
29, 1973.

He guestioned Mr. McBaine closely on the
paragraph 15(b) issue on condemnation. He
received the assurance of Mr. Silcox that in
view of a fault just south of the south line
of Bection 7-R, Exploration for there would
be minimum intrusion into the Unit of the
T-R accumulation.

I called Mr. Gosline's attention to the 7-R
production and exploration program attach-
ment to our memorandum as to disadvan-
tages, which states, *“May cause Navy or
Armed Services Committee to request shut-
in until facts determined.” I told him I
thought we were very likely to receive such
request if the T-R well were productive. Mr.
Gosline felt the Company was in a position to
decline to shut-in wells in the north half of
Bection 7. We reviewed a number of other
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facets of the problem and Mr. Gosline re-
tained the memoranda and will advise us
his wishes shortly.

I reported the above to Mr. Mims and gave

him a copy of the McBaine memorandum.

J. H. THACHER,

San Frawcisco, CaLir,,
July 12, 1973.
Eix Hrivis DRILLING T-R

Memorandum to file: At the Executive
Committee today, Mr, John Silcox presented
the Exploration Department proposal for a
well on 7-R. He explained in some detail the
geology, the structure, and the intrusion into
the Unit of each of such plays. He also in-
dicated better control technologically on 7-R.
He had a map and a nayout and rate of re-

turn chart to supplement the economics,

Mr. Gosline had told me not to get into
the technicalities of the contract and the
lawsuit if it could possibly be avoided. Mr,
Miller asked me our view of the proposal. I
told him that this was a matter of man-
agement judgment. Mr., Gosline had con-
sulted extensively with Mr. Turner McBaine
and, with us, had considered the risks of in-
clusion and had recommended to top man-
agement that the wells should be drilled.

In his presentation, Mr. Silcox stated that
Bill Bristow and I plan to call on the Navy
and tell them about the well at an appropri-
ate time before information reached the pub-
lic. I told Mr. Miller in my very brief re-
marks that I felt this essential to avoid mis-
information getting to the Navy from Jack
Anderson, the Bakersfield paper, or another
outside source. Mr, Miller remarked that this
was our fee property and that we plan to drill
and that we should tell the Navy that we
plan to do so as a courtesy, but we were not,
of course, seeking any permissions from the
Government. I added that as the Committee
well knew we were a participant in the Unit
and the Operator for the Unit and that I felt
informing the Navy of our plans would facili-
tate the continuance of our present good re-
lations with the Government.

In short, Mr. Miller and Mr. Haynes con-
curred in our plan to advise the Navy per-
sonally at the appropriate time. I will co-
ordinate this with Mr. Bristow.

In considering our advice to the Navy, I
stated that as to T-R we could indicate that
it was selected because of its minimum pos-
sible intrusion into the Unit. (Mr. Haynes
questioned the desirability of making such
statement since, he indicated, management
might later desire to drill other locations
which penetrated deeper into the Unit than
T-R. I responded by withdrawing the sug-
gestion in light of such management’s possi~
ble future desires.) I did not say so at the
meeting because of Mr. Gosline's wishes not
to get into contractual points, but I feel very
strongly that if Mr, Haynes' position ma-
terializes, he will multiply the risk many-
fold of inclusion or condemnation of Stand-
ard’s lands.

Mr. Miller remarked at the end that he
and Mr. Haynes had favored drilling these
wells for some time and, unless there was
objection from the Committee, it was ap-
proved. He made one further remark along
the lines that if the T-R well was commer-
cially productive, we might want to go ahead
and drill up Bection 7-R. I think the latter
step should be approached with great cau-
tion, but it was not appropriate to raise
any objections thereto at this meeting. If
the first well is successful, then we can as-
semble further technical facts, receive the
Navy comment, and management can judge
what further drilling should take place. I did
indicate that the Navy would undoubtedly
drill a well on the north line of the Unit and
possibly on Sections 8 and 12,

The proposal was approved.
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Present at the meeting were: Mr, O. N.
Miller, Mr. H. J. Haynes, Mr. G. M. Keller,
Mr. H. W. Bell, Mr. D. L. Bower, Mr. H. L.
Severance, and, as a guest, Mr. L. W. Funk-
houser,

J. H. THACHER,
Saw Francisco, CALTF,,
July 16, 1973.
ELr Hmis, T-R

Mr. J. F. GosLine: Toward the end of the
Executive Committee Meeting on Thursday,
July 12, concerning exploratory wells, one on
T-R two comments were made:

(1) Mr. Miller commented that if the 7-R
well were commerclal, we might desire to
drill up the balance of the property.

(2) Mr. Haynes commented that we might
at a later date desire to drill exploration
plays on our land that gave evidence of ex-
tending further into the Unit than either
T-R.

As to the first, if we drill a successful
well in the north half of Section 7-R, the
Unit will probably drill & well on the north
slde of Section 18, which adjoins 7-R on the
south. If this well is non-productive and
the evidence indicates that there is no sig-
nificant intrusion into the Unit, then it
would seem we could proceed to drill locations
south of the initial well with small risk
of involving the Unit. If, on the other hand,
the Section 18 well is commercially pro-
ductive in the zone from which the 7-R
well is producing, I think we should exer-
cise extreme caution before drilling locations
to the south of the initial well in 7-R. (Mr.
Bristow’s engineers have estimated that cu-
mulative production from the first two T-R
wells in three years might be on the order
of 520,000 barrels of oil. The effect of such
withdrawal on the Unit Section 18 well would
be drawdown on the order of six pounds
per square inch, which is within the accu-
racy of present pressure instruments.) (In
short, it might cause no alarm in the Navy.)
To drill additional producing wells southward
in 7-R would result in additional withdrawal
from the reservoir and further evidence of
drawdown on the Unit well in Section 18.
Assuming no connection between the 7-R
accumulation and a Unit pool known to
be productive in 1948, the Navy can pursue
the remedies outlined by Mr, McBaine in
his letter of June 29, 1973: Use of Section
15(b) in the Unit Plan Contract, offset pro-
duction, or a compensatory drainage agree-
ment.

(As to the second comment that the Com-
pany might wish later to drill wells on a
prospect that extends substantially into the
Unit.) (If the Standard well or wells outside
the Unlt produce from a pool that lies 40
to 50 percent in Unit and Unit wells so dem~
onstrate, I think we can assume that Navy
will attempt to negotiate inclusion of the
pool pursuant to Section 15(b) of the Con-
tract. This means that our land within the
estimated limiting line of production of this
pool might be included in the Unit, but on
& negotiated basis that would give us com-
pensation.)

(I am sure you are aware that Western
drilled two wells, No. 12 and No. 22, on Sec-
tion 26Z offsetting the Unit in 24Z in 1064.
These wells initlally had a combined produc-
tion capacity of about 330 barrels a day and
they have since produced a cumulative 867,~
000 barrels of oil to May 31, 1973, I suggested
to Mr. Solleau at the time that he shut the
wells in until the Engineering Committee
or other agency could determine whether
these wells would drain the Unit. Mr. Soi-
leau’s answer was that he was confident that
our wells did not drain the Unit. As a result
of the skillful presentations by Dr. Paulsel,
Mr. Solleau’s position was upheld in the trial
court. However, we should recognize that the
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Navy vigorously protested these wells, filed
a sult in the fall of 1967, and the litigation
will continue through the appeal, a period
of perhaps two more years to 1975. The Navy
added additional items to the complaint,
which in themselves had to be researched
and answered. In short, the Company has
spent thousands and thousands of dollars
of Engineering time, management time, and
legal fees to defend the continued production
of two small wells and our interpretation of
the A & 5 Agreement. I doubt we can esti-
mate the total cost, but I am sure Mr. O’Brien
can give you a figure on the cost of prepara-
tion for and legal representation during the
trial.)

In this memorandum, I have not touched
on the effect of the above two drilling pro-
grams on the Ninth Circuit Court affirmance
of the District Court’s ruling on Section 15
(b) of the Unit Contract, as this is covered
in Mr. McBaine's memorandum of June 29.
Nor have I discussed the possible effect of
the 7-R full development on the two Navy
Sections 8 and 12 east and west respectively
of 7-R, as I have covered this in a separate
memorandum to you.

(In summary, as I am sure you are aware,
Navy will never permit the situation to arise
which they believe will bring eriticism on
the Navy from the House Armed Services
Committee or the GAO.)

I outlined the above so that you may keep
these points in mind in your discussions
with Messrs. Miller and Haynes as to the
comments which they made in the Thursday,
July 12, Executive Committee meeting.

J. H. THACHER.

REDUCING REGRESSIVE SOCIAL
SECURITY TAX

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. Burke),
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I take this opportunity to an-
nounce to the Members of the U.S. Con-
gress that today I filed an additional 25
cosponsors to my bill that would reduce
the regressive social security tax on our
American citizens. This legislation would
reduce the tax on the employee from
5.85 to 3.9 percent and would reduce the
tax on the employer by the same
amount. This regressive tax that resulted
in our wage earners in America receiving
a lower paycheck as of January 1, 1974,
must be lowered in order to end
penalizing the American worker and
also to end the practice of placing a
heavy tax burden on American indus-
try. This is the system of taxation that
prevails in most European countries
where one-third of the tax is paid by the
employee, one-third by the employer
and the balance comes out of general
revenue.

Our social security system has been
freighted down with many of the
burdens formerly paid for out of local,
county, State, and Federal revenues.

I include in the Recorp at this time
the “Social Security Honor Roll” that
contains the names of all those who have
joined me and some of my colleagues on
the House Ways and Means Committee
in cosponsoring this much needed
legislation:

SocIAL SecuriTY HoNorR ROLL

Bella Abzug of New York.
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Joseph P. Addabbo of New York.
Frank Annungzio of Illineis.
Herman Badillo of New York.
Jonathan B. Bingham of New York.
Edward P. Boland of Massachusetts.
Frank J. Brasco of New York.
George E. Brown, Jr, of California.
James A, Burke of Massachusetts.
Yvonne Brathwaite Burke of California.
Phillip Burton of California.
Charles J. Carney of Ohio.

Shirley Chisholm of New York.
Frank M. Clark of Pennsylvania.
William Clay of Missouri.

Cardiss Collins of Illinois.

Silvio O. Conte of Massachusetts.
John Conyers, Jr., of Michigan,
James C. Corman of California.
William R. Cotter of Connecticut.
Paul W. Cronin of Massachusetts.
Dominick V. Daniels of New Jersey.
James J. Delaney of New York.
Ronald V. Dellums of California.
Hon de Lugo of Virgin Islands.
Frank E. Denholm of South Dakota.
John H, Dent of Pennsylvania.
Charles C. Diggs of Michigan.
Harold D. Donchue of Massachusetts,
Robert F. Drinan of Massachusetis.
Don Edwards of California,

Joshua Ellberg of Pennsylvania.

Walter E. Fauntroy of District of Columbia,

Daniel J. Flood of Pennsylvania.
William D. Ford of Michigan.

Donald M. Fraser of Minnesota.
Joseph M. Gaydos of Pennsylvania.
Benjamin A. Gilman of New York.
Kenneth J. Gray of Illinois.

‘Willlam J. Green of Pennsylvania.
Bill Gunter of Florida.

Michael Harrington of Massachusetts.
Augustus F. Hawkins of California.
‘Wayne L. Hays of Ohio.

Ken Hechler of West Virginia.
Margaret M. Heckler of Massachusetis.
Henry Helstoski of New Jersey.

Floyd V. Hicks of Washington.
Elizabeth Holtzman of New York.
Harold T. Johnson of California.
Barbara Jordan of Texas.

Joseph E. Earth of Minnesota.

John C. Kluczynski of Illinois.

Peter N. Kyros of Maine.

‘William Lehman of Florida.

Mike McCormack of Washington.
Stewart B. McKinney of Connecticut.
Torbert H. Macdonald of Massachusetts.
Ralph H. Metcalfe of Illinois.

Parren J. Mitehell of Maryland.

Joe Moakley of Massachusetts.
‘William 8. Moorhead of Pennsylvania.
Thomas E. Morgan of Pennsylvania.
Morgan F. Murphy of Illinois.

Robert N. C. Nix of Pennsylvania,
James G. O'Hara of Michigan.

Claude Pepper of Florida.

Carl D. Perkins of Kentucky.

Bertram L. Podell of New York.
Melvin Price of Illinois.

William J. Randall of Missouri.
Charles B. Rangel of New York.
Ogden R. Reid of New York.

Henry S. Reuss of Wisconsin.

Donald W, Riegle, Jr., of Wisconsin,
Peter W. Rodino, Jr., of New Jersey.
Robert A. Roe of New Jersey.

Fred B, Rooney of Pennsylvania.
Charles Rose of North Carolina.
Benjamin S, Rosenthal of New York.
Fernand J. St Germain of Rhode Island.
Charles W. Sandman, Jr., of New Jersey.
Paul 8, Sarbanes of Maryland.
Patricia Schroeder of Colorado.

John F. Seiberling of Ohio.

James V. Stanton of Ohio.

Fortney H. Stark of California.

Louls Stokes of Ohlo.

Frank A, Stubblefield of Kentucky.
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Gerry E. Btudds of Massachusetts.
Robert O. Tiernan of Rhode Island.
Richard Vander Veen of Michigan,
Charles A. Vanik of Ohio.

Jerome R. Waldie of California.
Charles H. Wilson of California.
Lester L. Wolfl of New York.
Antonio Borja Won Pat of Guam.
Gus Yatron of Pennsylvania.
Andrew Young of Georgia.
Clement J. Zablockl of Wisconsin.

EQUITY FOR THE SINGLE
TAXPAYER

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

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, I would like
at this time to urge the distinguished
Chairman WirBur Miirs and his cel-
leagues on the Ways and Means Com-
mittee to move expeditiously in executive
session with the markup of H.R. 2701.
I testified before that committee last
year supporting the passage of H.R. 2701;
again I call the House’s attention to the
necessity of passing this legislation with-
out waiting another year.

As we all know, millions of Americans
are now in the process of filing their 1973
tax returns. Unfortunately, approxi-
mately 38 million people; namely, those
who are not married, will be discrimi-
nated against when they pay their taxes.
HR. 2701 would remove this diserimi-
natory inequity faced by single people
by establishing a uniform rate structure
for all taxpayers, whether they be mar-
ried, widowed, divorced or single. This
means that after the allowable deduc-
tions and exemptions are taken, the same
graduated tax rate would be applied to
an individual's taxable income, regard-
less of one’s marital status, thus allow-
ing persons to compute their taxes by
using the same fax table currently
reserved for use by married couples filing
jointly. HR. 2701 has 163 cosponsors
and has passed the Senate—S. 650, in-
troduced by Senator Packwoon—by an
overwhelming majority of 53 to 19.

The single taxpayer pays up to 20
percent more in taxes than a taxpayer
filing a joint return. The actual cost can
best be illustrated by a few examples. A
single taxpayer whose taxable income is
$12,000 pays $2,630 in taxes; if he or
she were married and filing a joint re-
turn, he or she would pay $2,260—a dif-
ference of $370. And the rate on any in-
come in cxcess of $12,000—up to $14,-
000—increases; for example, 20 percent
for the single refurn and 25 percent for
the joint return. The tax penalty for be-
ing single at $16,000 is $570; at $20,000,
$850; at $50,000, $3,130.

I believe that taxes should refiect dif-
ferences in a taxpayer’s responsibilities
for dependent support, but the way to do
this is through exemptions for depend-
ents, not through different tax schedules
for the same incomes. To that end, I have
proposed legislation to increase the per-
sonal exemption and the exemption for
dependents to $1,200. Requiring as we do
today that single persons pay at a higher
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rate is simply arbitrary. The joint tax
return rate for married taxpayers does
not reflect the different financial respon-
sibilities in supporting six dependents as
opposed to say, one dependent. Further-
more, under the present rate structure a
divorcee or widow with three dependents,
using the head of household schedule,
pays taxes at a higher rate than a mar-
ried couple with no children. In fact,
widows and divorcees who are heads of
households on the average are required
to pay 10 percent more taxes than they
would had their marriages continued or
their spouses lived.

The failure by Congress to act on this
legislation would be unconscionable. Only
six other countries tax their unmarried
people more heavily than their married
couples. Five of these six, Russia, three
of her satellites and Spain, are dictator-
ships. We all realize that our tax code
contains a number of tax preferences.
What H.R. 2701 calls for is not another
preference, but simple equity for the un-
married taxpayer. Moreover, this equity
is not for the benefit of a few, but rather
for the benefit of most, for almost every-
one must face the prospect of one day
being single and, unless this bill is passed,
being confronted with diseriminatory
taxation.

STATE OR FEDERAL CONTROL?

(Mr. DOMINICK V. DANIELS asked
and was given permission to extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. DOMINICK V. DANIELS. Mr.
Speaker, “protection furnished by work-
men’s compensation to American work-
ers presently is, in general, inadequate
and inequitable. Significant improve-
ments in workmen’s compensation are
necessary if the program is to fulfill its
potential.”

Much has happened in the realm of
workmen’s compensation since July of
1972 when this statement was made by
the National Commission on State Work-
men's Compensation Laws. The Nation’s
oldest social insurance scheme, work-
men’s compensation, is presently facing
a major overhaul, at both the State and
Federal levels.

As cosponsor of the bill (HR. 8771)
which would force States to upgrade
their compensation laws or face the im-
position of Federal standards, this flurry
of activity has been of great interest to
me. In the face of Federal action, State
legislators are hurriedly enacting
changes in their individual compensa-
tion laws. The number of bills passed in
fact, has tripled in relation to the output
of a few years back. This new surge of
interest however, has failed to alleviate
the enormous disparity of compensation
rates between individual States.

The hop-scotch form of State legislat-
ing that has existed since the early days
of this century has produced the frag-
mented system of workmen's compensa-
tion that we are faced with today. The
theory behind the enactment of the orig-
inal law was that work aeccidents and
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deaths were the responsibility of employ-
ers, one of the many costs of production,
therefore, employers, not society should
bear the burden of compensation.

Unfortunately for today’s workers;
these regional rates of compensation
have failed to keep pace with the runa-
way inflation of the past two decades.
The maximum weekly benefit for dis-
abled workers in 23 or almost half of our
States, is now below the official U.S.
poverty level for a family of four.
Numerous other inequities in medical and
rehabilitation payments simply add in-
sult to injury, in the literal sense of the
phrase.

The “National Workers’ Compensation
Standards Act of 1973" which the Honor-
able CarL D. Perr1Ins and I cosponsored
on June 18 of last year would demand
the relief of these deficiencies. It would
guarantee weekly death or disability
benefits of at least two-thirds of an em-
ployees wage. Coverage for all employees
would be compulsory. Medical and re-
habilitation service payments would be
unlimited.

Senators Jacoe Javirs and HARRISON
Wirtrzams have introduced an identical
bill, 8. 2008, which is presently before
the Senate Labor and Public Welfare
Committee. It is my intent in the House,
as chairman of the Select Subcommitiee
on Labor, to hold hearings on the issue
of workmen's compensation in an effort
to correct the injustices experienced by
the American worker under the present
disparate State laws.

The following article from the Jan-
uary 22 issue of the Washington Star
News further depicts the inequities faced
by millions of Americans:

YoUr MoNEY'Ss WorTH: WOREMAN'S
COMPENSATION
(By Sylvia Porter)

Our 66-year-old state workmen’s compen-
sation system—the nation’s oldest form of
social insurance, covering more than eight
out of ten of us—is heading for dramatic
expansion.

The long overdue overhaul will come either
as & result of a federal takeover of the patch-
work state comp laws—or it will come be-
cause the threat of this takeover will force
the states to act on their own to erase
the painful ineguities, plug the gaps, help
equalize the now wildly varying benefits from
state to state.

Behind the accelerating drive for reform
are the recommendations of a special Na-
tional Commission on State Workmen's Com-
pensation Laws, which last year completed
the nation’s first exhaustive study of the
system. Its proposals flash a preview of the
shape of the system to come and the scope
of protection you can expect to have on your
Jeb within the next two years:

Extend coverage to employes who are now
excluded—without regard to occupation or
number of workers employed by a given
firm—and make this coverage mandatory.

Reason: In 15 states, the commission found
less than 70 percent of the work force was
covered, and in many states those least likely
to be eovered were those most In need of
protection, such as domestic workers and
farm workers. In all, the Insurance Infor-
mation Institute estimates, 10.5 million U.S.
workers are not covered today—an appalling

inequity.
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Pay cash benefits for temporary total dis-
ability and death to at least two-thirds of
the worker's gross weekly wage as of 1973 to
100 percent of the state’s average weekly
wage by mid-19756 and up to a maximum of
200 percent of each state's average weekly
wage by 1981.

Reason: in a majority of states, the maxi-
mum benefit a disabled worker could get was
under the poverty line for a family of four.
Most workers were getiing less than two-
thirds of their lost wages and benefit ceilings
were, in most states, utterly unrealistic for
higher paid workers.

Pay permanent total disability benefits for
the entire duration of a worker's disability
and upgrade benefit amounts.

Reason: the commission found that 19
states fell short of this standard. In 15 states,
payments stopped after 10 years, and in 11
states the maximum benefits to cover wage
losses were less than $25,000—less than the
amount most full-time workers can expect
to earn in just two or three years.

Remove all existing legal limits on the
length of time and the dollar total to be
spent on medical care and/or rehabilitation
for any work-related injury.

Reason: in 14 states, medical benefits were
limited—even though additional benefits
might be desperately needed and might spell
the difference between a worker's regaining
ability to work or remaining dependent and
disabled.

Provide full coverage for work-related dis-
eases and illnesses (as well as Injuries) and
drop the frequently found requirement that
an “accident” must have occurred in order
for a disability to be eligible for compen-
sation.

Reason: several states fafled to provide
such coverage even though oceupational
diseases are now in a frightening uptrend
and in many of the states which did offer
such coverage, only certain diseases were cov=-
ered. Others that were not covered included
some only recently associated with hazardous
working conditions,

The pressure on the states to move to com-
ply with the new standards is on, Under a
bill to be before the 1974 Congress, the states
would have only until July 1, 1975, to act.

And if they do not? Then the prospect will
clearly be a federal law—and still another
layer of bureaucracy and centralization in

ashington.

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
ED';JCATION AMENDMENTS OF
197

(Mr, YOUNG of Georgia asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks at this point in the Recornp and
include extraneous matter.)

Mr. YOUNG of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
today we will be discussing the provisions
of H.R. 69, the Elementary and Second-
ary Education Amendments of 1974. The
new title I allocation formula contained
in this legislation will profoundly affect
local education agencies in every Amer-
ican community in the coming years.

In the past several years, I have seen
conflicting data regarding the effects of
this new allocation method. The use of
different appropriation levels, for ex-
ample, makes any meaningful compari-
son difficult. FPurthermore, the require-
ment that any amendments to title I
must be printed in the Recorp 2 days
prior to their consideration makes a
thorough understanding of this formula
all the more crucial.
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For these reasons, I think it is im-
portant that every Member be familiar
with the dissenting views on HR. 69,
offered by five of our colleagues who
serve on the Education and Labor Com-
mittee, Representatives CHISHOLM,
BapiLro, Bracer, DANIELS, and PEYSER:
DisseNTING VIEWS ON H.R. 69 oF Mr. Banriro,

Mer. Biacel, Mers. CHisHoLy, MR, DANIELS,

AND Mr. PEYSER

After more than one year of hearings and
mark-up sessions held by the General Edu-
cation Subcommittee and the full Committee
on Education and Labor, HR. 69 has been
reported. We are compelled to submit dis-
senfing views on numerous points of grave
concern that contain important ramifications
for the federal role in elementary and sec-
ondary education. At issue are not only sub-
stantive items that seriously undermine the
intent of the legislation, but also the process
through which these very items were con-
sidered and adopted by the Committee, Be-
cause of these various concerns, these views
are submitted by Committee Members who
voted for some of the provisions in question,
as well as Members who voted against them.
THE PROCESS OF ADOPTING THE TITLE I FORMULA

During the past six months, the full Com-
mittee had been considering the distribution
formula for the Title I program of aid to the
disadvantaged through a process that can at
best be described as haphazard and cursory.
A multitude of formula alternatives were
offered, including many that would effect
radical changes in the program. Some pro-
posals were accompanied with allocation
estimates and some were not. Yet, despite the
fect that Title I is a county allocation
formula, accompanying tables at all times
showed only estimated state allotment totals.
No county estimates were ever made avail-
able. Even the formula that was finally
adopted by the Committee was approved
solely on the basis of estimated state alloca-
tion totals, with no data available that would
have in any way illustrated the actual impact
at the county level. Thus, although it may
have been shown that a state would gain
in total through the mew formula, it was
not shown that many heavily populated
counties within that “gaining” state would
lose. This was allowed to occur despite the
objections of Members of the Committee, and
despite the testimony of several witnesses
who appeared before the Committee recom-
mending that the decision on the new
formula be based on county data.

Further, the chart showing state totals
that was made available just prior to the
final vote on the formula did not illustrate
comparable items. Specifically, for three dif-
ferent fiscal years, three different portions
of Title I were shown, calculated at three
different appropriation levels. For Fiscal
Year 1975, the new formula showed all parts
of Title T at the President’s budget request
of $1.885 billion. For PFiscal Year 1974, only
Part A was shown at the lower appropria-
tion level of $1.719 billion. For Fiscal Year
1973, only the local education agency por-
tion of Part A was shown at the impound-
ment level of #1.585 billlon. The actual
amount allocated for Fiscal Year 1973 was
$1.810 billion, as a result of a court suit
which forced the release of the impounded
amount. Ample data were avallable show-
ing allocations at the increased amount
which the Committee was not presented.
The net result was the appearance that some
states would gain more and others would
lose less than would actually be the case.

Finally, the actual data used to calculate
the estimated state totals for the new for-
mula was not the data the new legislation
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would dictate. The new formula requires
the use of the Orshansky poverty index and
two-thirds of the AFDC count over the Or-
shansky poverty index. In the Orshansky
index there are many different income levels
based on & variety of factors. Thus, the AFDC
count must be made on a case by case basis
that will undoubtedly create administrative
chaos. These counts are presently not avail-
able anywhere.

The tables made available to the Commit-
tee used the AFDC count over an income
level of §4000 for illustrative purposes. The
income level of $4000 was selected because
it was closest to the median Orshansky in-
come level ($4200) above which an estimated
AFDC count exists. However, since the higher
the income level used, the lower the AFDC
count, the actual AFDC count was overrep-
resented. Hence, the estimated state alloca-
tions for states with large AFDC populations
were shown to be higher than will actually
be the case.

Thus, Committee Members who had been
deliberating 30 to 40 Title I formulas for sev-
eral months summarily adopted a formula on
the basis of limited and inaccurate informa-
tion. Thus far, the damage that would be
brought by this radical change in Title I pro-
grams in large population centers has been
camouflaged by uninformed rhetoric and
misleading data.

After HR. 69 was reported from the Com-
mittee, the Library of Congress was asked to
produce a table that eliminates two of the
problems addressed above. The table shows
allocations by county for local education
agencies in Fiscal Year 1974 at $1.396 billion
(out of a total appropriation of $1.719 bil-
lion), The new formula is applied to 1.396
billion in order to achieve a comparison of
like amounts for local education agencies.
The following figures are taken from this
table. They show the amount lost and the
percentage decrease in allocations for 44 of
the most heavily populated counties in the
country. A hold harmless of B5 percent of
the previous year limits to 15 percent the
amount any individual county can lose in
any given year. Of the 44 countles listed,
85 show 15 percent reductions, the maxi-
mum possible. In spite of the 15 percent hold
harmless to the previous year, most of the
counties that show a 15 percent decrease on
the table below will continue to lose addi-
tional funds because their entitlements will
decrease with the application of the new
formula. It is important to reemphasize the
negative effect of the increase in eligibles on
heavily populated areas as a result of the use
of the Orshansky poverty index:

DOLLAR DIFFERENCE BETWEEN FISCAL YEAR 1974 ALLO-
CATION UNDER CURRENT FORMULA AND FISCAL YEAR
1974 ALLOCATION UNDER NEW FORMULA (LEA'S ONLY)
APPROPRIATION LEVEL: $1,396,000,000

Percent

County Difference loss

California:
Alameda (Oakland). .. ... ...
Los Angeles =
San Francisco

Colorado: Denver

Connecticut:
NewHawven_ .. _._.....

Hartford
Georgia: Fulton (Atlanta)
Illingis: Cook (Chicago)..
Indiana:

Lake (Gary-East Chil:agn). .

St. Joseph (South Bend).

nsas:

Wyandotie (Kansas City).

Sedgewick (Wichita). ... ..
Kentucky: Jefferson (Louisville). . .-
Maryland: Baltimore City
Massachusetts: Suffolk (Boston).....
Michigan: Wayne (Detroit)........-
Minnesota: Hennepin (Minneapolis).
Missouri; St. Louis City________.__
Nebraska: Douglas (Omaha).__.___

—$705,120
—7,480, 150

—£646, 808
—515, 345
—628, 143
—631, 070

—735, 572
-1,7719,999

—534, 906
—133,687

—238, 806
—290, 686
—754,738
—1,938, 183
—1,112,079
—3, 890, 00
—~172, 817
—365, 833
—336, 689
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Percent
loss

County Difference

New Jersey: 4
Hudson (Jersey City). ...
Passaic (Patterson) :
Essex (Newark)
Mercer (Trenton). ...

New York:
Erie (Buffala)
New York City....
Monroe (Rochester).
Onondaga (Syracuse).__
Westchester (Yonkers)

North Carolina:
Mecklenburg (Charlotte). . _.....
Forsyth (Winston-Salem)

hio:

Summit (Akron). ... _.__..o_.o

Cuyahoga (Cleveland)

Franklin (Columbus)___

Montgomery (Dayton)__. ...
Oklgtl;gma: Oklahoma (Oklahoma

e

Oregon: Multnomah (Portiand).
Pennsylvania: Philadelphia City....
Rhode Island: Providence.
South Carolina: Charleston.__

—$811,318
—624, 907
—1,983,153
—370, 627

—1, 309, 828
—23. 156, 030

—395, 771
—930,194

—367, 220
—~274,953

Washington_
Wisconsin: M

EFFECTS OF THE COMMITTEE FORMULA

With respect to substance, the factors that
comprise the formula will cause a serious un-
dermining of the original intent of the Title
I program, and will transform a program of
assistance to areas with large concentrations
of poverty children to one more akin to gen-
eral assistance to the school-age population
at large.

WEAKNESSES OF THE ORSHANSKY POVERTY INDEX

PFirst, the formula is based in part on the
Orshansky poverty index developed in 1963.
It contalns at least two elements which weigh
against metropolitan areas: the derivation of
the income levels and the farm-non-farm dis-
tinction. 'The basis of the formula was es-
tablished by studies made ten years ago on
family food expenditures. Although food ex-
penditures then only accounted for 30 per-
cent of a person's income, it was felt that by
comparing food expenditures, the relative
poverty of different groups could be found.
However, using food costs alone excludes the
important consideration of such expenses as
housing, transportation, or a person’s assets.
Mollie Orshansky, the developer of the in-
dex, stated before the Special Education Sub-
committee, “It (the index) concentrates on
the income-food relationship, although for
urban families, particularly those handi-
capped not only by lack of money but by
minority status and large families, the cost
of housing may be critical.”

Further criteria of the index include sex of
the head of the household; number of chil-
dren under 18 in the household and total
number of persons in the family; and farm
or non-farm residence. The farm-non-farm
distinction is not to be construed as an ur-
ban-rural differentiation. We quote here a
Library of Congress research report:

“The poverty levels are not varied accord-
ing to the different costs of living in different
parts of the United States. Nor are they
varied according to rural/urban residence or
suburban/central city resldence. The farm/
nonfarm variation should not be construed as
an urban-rural differentiation since it is
based on assumed cost-of-living differences
due to the value of food produced on a farm
and consumed by the farm family and since
the persons counted under the farm family
poverty levels are, generally, only farmers,
not the rest of the “rural” population.

The result of this lack of “cost-of-living"”
differentiation is that, relatively speaking,
when used to determine minimum income
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needs of the poverty population, the poverty
levels tend to understate poverty conditions
in high-cost-of-living areas (such as large
metropolitan areas) and overstate poverty
conditions in low-cost-of-living areas (such
as rural areas and small towns.) This is in
relation to what might be found if the
poverty levels were adjusted to cost-of-living
differences actually maintaining in given
areas.

Another weakness in the actual dollar pov-
erty levels is that they are criticized as
being too narrowly based (on food expendi-
tures alone) and do not take into account the
other claims on a family's budget such as
housing, medical care, and income taxes.”

Thus, it is our contention that the weak-
nesses of the Orshansky poverty index out-
weigh its merlts. As Ms. Orshansky went on
to outline other shortcomings in her formula
before the Special Education Subcommittee,
she recommended that “further analysis of
the formula be conducted before it is used
as a poverty index."

There is another aspect of the index which,
in combination with other factors in the new
Title I formula, compounds the anti-metro-
politan bias. The Orshansky index calls for
the use of the Consumer Price Index to up-
date income levels. As the Committee for-
mula requires a yearly update, the income
levels in the Orshansky index will increase
yearly with inflation.

AFDC COUNT TO BE ELIMINATED

In addition to counting those children
from familles under the Orshansky index,
the Committee formula counts only two-
thirds of the children from AFDC families
with incomes above the Index. As noted
earlier, the higher the Income level used,
the lower the AFDC count. Thus, as the Or-
shansky poverty levels increase yearly, the
AFDC count above these levels will not in-
crease at the same pace and will therefore
decline. It can be projected that in a short
time the AFDC count in the formula will be
effectively eliminated in total.

During the Committee’s debate, the use of
AFDC in the formula was discussed at length.
Some Members expressed the view that the
number of AFDC children In the larger states
is exploding and would continue to expand,
therefore should be eliminated as a formula
factor. Questions addressed to the Social and
Rehabilitative Service of HEW by the Chair-
man of the Committee elicited the following
information regarding the trends In the
number of AFDC recipients nationally and
the average payment to AFDC familles
nationally:

“January (1874) was the tenth consecutive
month for which the change in number of
(AFDC) recipients was less than 0.7 percent,
decreases occurring in three of those months.
1971 figures had already shown a marked de-
crease in percentage rise of recipients over
1970. Statistics for 1972 indicate a further
substantial decline in percentage growth
over 1971. The actual increase in 1972 was
less than 400,000,

This same leveling effect is also reflected
in the national statistics for average
(monthly) money payments to AFDC
families:

January
January
January
January
January
January

The same document, quoted above, as-
serted that AFDC data was best avallable on
which to base distribution of funds:

“Although there are variations in AFDC
eligibility and payment levels which do favor
states with less restrictive eligibility rules
and higher payment levels in AFDC data are
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used to allocate funds, we are unaware of
any other more adequate data which is pro-
vided county-by-county on a relatively cur-
rent basis (yearly) which could be used for
an equitable distribution of funds.”

It is true, however, that while in large
states such as California and New York wel-
fare rolls are levellng off or decreasing, In
certain Southern states such as Alabama and
Loulsiana the number of AFDC families is
continuing to increase at a rapid rate. How-
ever, since the payments received by the lat-
ter group will probably not climb fast enough
to keep up with the Orshansky up-date, the
additional AFDC children will not add to the
number eligible for Title I in those states.

THE PER PUPIL EXPFENDITURE PENALTY

The third important part of the new for-
mula is a limitation of 120 percent on her
pupil expenditures above the national aver-
age and a floor of 80 percent of the national
per pupil expenditure for states below the
national average. The 120 percent celling
works against Alaska, Connecticut, New Jer-
sey, New York, and the District of Columbia.
Their allocations are in effect reduced by
the ceiling.

A recent study projects that the follow-
ing additionsl states could potentially be
limited by the ceiling if their state per pupil
expenditures continue to grow at present
rates: Illinois, Michigan, Minnesota, Penn-
sylvania, Rhode Island, Wisconsin and
Maryland. The 120 percent ceiling on per
pupil expenditures penalizes those states
which have made a greater contribution in
their spending for education.

THE “WEALTHIER" STATE MISCONCEPTION

States with per pupil expenditures above
the national average are often referred to by
proponents of the new formula as “wealth-
ier” than those with lower per pupil expendi-
tures. The following will demonstrate one
of the reasons why that label is inappro-
priate.

The State of Mississippl’'s Title I maximum
Federal payment per low-income student for
Fiscal Year 1971 was $504, or 91 percent of
the state per pupil expenditure. In contrast,
New York’s maximum Federal payment per
low-income student was $780.50 or 50 per-
cent of the state per pupil expenditure. If
both states had decided to use their money
to reduce class size for low-income stu-
dents, Mississippl would have been able to
reduce class size by 46 percent, while New
York would have been able to make only &
29 percent reduction! This is a measure of
the variance in the cost of education between
regions, as well as an argument against the
use of the term “wealthy" state. Thus, the
new formula would perpetuate the phenome-
non whereby those states spending less than
the national average per pupil expenditure
will still receive more per student than they
are actually contributing (state and local
effort combined) while those states with

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

higher per pupil expenditures than the na-
tional average will not be rewarded for in-
creased effort.

SAME SIZED PIE, SMALLER SLICES

The consequence of the use of the rural-
biased Orshansky index, plus the decrease
in AFDC and the limit on payment rate, is a
redistribution of funds away from the most
densely populated jurisdictions. Although
the total number of eligible children in-
creases under this formula as compared with
the present formula, the percent of the
total for population centers decreases as
compared with the present. Since the appro-
priation level for Title I is not expected to
increase to the level necessary to serve all the
eligibles, the relative amount that will be
made available to metropolitan areas will
decrease. The result is a dispersion of the
funds around the country. To put it another
way, the new formula must be applied to the
same sized pie, with smaller slices as the end
result.

This is of important consequence to the
federal role in elementary and secondary
education in this Nation. It represents a re-
treat from the intent of Title I to assist
those areas with large concentrations of
need. For population centers, the implica-
tions are profoundly negative.

THE METROPOLITAN CRISIS IN EDUCATION
FINANCE

It is well documented that the financing of
education in our largest cities is in a state
of crisis. The trend in metropolitan devel-
opment has left the cities with a highly con-
centrated and less affluent population and
with economie resources that are not in-
creasing at a rate that can mateh the cities’
burgeoning needs. As a result of the greater
need and demand for increased health, hous-
ing, transportation, welfare, sanitation and
other services, a smaller proportion of the
typical city budget can be spent on educa-
tion, despite the higher tax rates which exist
in metropolitan areas,

New York City, for example, collects reve-
nues at a per capita rate that 1s 22 percent
greater than the State average. But of those
tax dollars, the amount spent for education
is eight percent less than the state average.
New York’s revenues are burdened by per
capita spending for public safety and assist-
ance that is 2.5 times the state average and
for health and sanitation that is over 2 times
the state average. These services cut deeply
into the education resources of the city. This
fiscal overburden is easily recognized when
data from wurban centers is compared with
similar data from outside urban centers. The
Senate Select Committee on Equal Educa-
tional Opportunity, in thelr Committee Print
entitled “Issues in School Finance,” present
the following data:

Education as a percent of total expendi-
tures:
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Percent
Washington, D.C_____.___ e
Outside Washington, D.C.__.__
New York City-
Outside New York City
Chicago, Ill
Outside Chicago, Il

Outside Atlanta, Ga_
Loulsville, Ey.
Outside Loulsyille, Ky

Taxes as a percent of personal income:

N
3
8
8

Washington, D.C
Outside Washington, D.C
New York City

Outside New York City-.

Outside Chicago, Il

Atlanta, Ga

Outside Atlanta, Ga

Louisville, Ky oo

Outside Louisville, Ky
Per capita taxes for total expenditures:

Washington, D.C._..__.__ ——-- 81006

Outside Washington, D.C.

New York City.

Outside New York City-.

Qobohano B0
AN OL OB ~TNN -

Outside Chicago, TI1___

Outside Atlanta, Ga..
Louisville, Ky
Outside Louisville, Ky

These tables are another indication of the
inappropriateness of the term “wealthy” as
applied to areas with a higher than average
per capita Income. Those areas are usually
the ones that must spend more for services
other than education, and can buy less with
each dollar spent.

Fiscal probl are incr for New
York by the effect of the tax rate on the
formula for state aid to education. Higher
assessed valuation of property equals less
money from the state in New York, thus the
city is short-changed again,

In addition to the wide range of service
demands on every tax dollar, citles must pay
more for education, and simultaneously, be-
cause of the nature of their populations, pro-
vide expensive supplementary services such
as bilingual eduecation, programs for the men-
tally and physically handicapped summer
recreation programs, supplementary nutri-
tion programs, vocational and adult educa-
tion programs, and many others, Of all the
children enrolled in school in the state, New
York City has 33 percent. But 74 percent of
the state's welfare children live in that city,
along with 37.5 percent of the state’s handi-
capped children and 55 to 65 percent of those
who are educationally disadvantaged. The
following data from an Urban Coalition Re-
port entitled, “Urban Schools and School Fi-
nance Reform: Promise and Reallty,” showed
the needs were equally as demanding in
other urban centers;

SHARE OF TOTAL ENROLLMENT BY SPECIAL NEED CATEGORY, SELECTED URBAN SCHOOL DISTRICTS, 1971-72
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As we have pointed out earlier, non-edu-
cation needs are much greater in non-rural
than in rural areas. Services like public
safety, transportation and health care are
more costly. While the federal government
pays an average of 7.1 percent for elementary
and secondary education among the states,
individually state receipts vary greatly from
2.5 percent to 26 percent. Mississippl received
more than ten times the federal to state
proportion than did Iowa in 1871-T72. While
the national average federal contribution is
7.1 per state the average for states more than
30 percent rural is 10.8 percent; for states
less than 30 percent rural, 6.6 percent. Rural
states already receive the greater proportion
of federal aid to elementary/secondary edu-
cation. Any formula which widens this gap
will present non-rural states, and some rural
states which have large urban centers within
them, with very acute revenue problems.
ANOTHER ATTACK ON THE PURPOSE OF TITLE I

The Committee bill contains yet another
attack on the relationship between poverty
and the purpose of Title I. First let us quote
the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965. Section 101 of Title I states:

“In recognition of the special educational
needs of children of low-income families and
the impact that concentrations of low-
income families have on the ability of loecal
educational agencies to support adequate ed-
ucational programs, the Congress hereby de-
clares it to be the policy of the United States
to provide financlal assistance . . . to loeal
educational agencies serving areas with con-
centrations of children from low-income
families to expand and improve their edu-
cational programs by various means . . .
which eontribute particularly to meeting the
special educational needs of educationally
deprived children.”

There can be no question of what this
declaration of policy means, The emphasis
is on poverty.

The Committee’s version of H.R. 69 allows
the local school district the option of using
criteria other than poverty as a basis for dis-
tributing Title I funds among schools. The
only other method discussed by the Com-
mittee during its consideration of this bill
was the measurement of educational dis-
advantage through testing. To compound
the loss of funds to the population centers
under the Committee's formula with the In-
evitable dilution of programs and services &
shift to testing would bring, would even
more severely truncate compensatory educa-
tion programs for New York and many other
large citles where poverty is abundant.

We will not go into the many objections
to measurement of educational disadvantage
for Title I eligibility that have been aired
by Members of this Committee as well as
renowned and distinguished scholars and
educators across the country. It is acknowl-
edged that the technology of assessment is
far from perfect; that tests label and mis-
label and classify children; and that there
is a definite cultural bias in the tests most
commonly used to measure educational
disadvantage.

The Committee's Title I formula hits New
York State, and especially New York City
particularly hard. A decision to use educa-
tional disadvantage rather than poverty to
distribute Title I funds among schools
within a school district would dilute limited
funds even more.

One Committee Member was heard to
remark, “there are 49 other states™ (other
than New York). What was not clear at the
time is the fact that not only will New York
incur a loss, but many other states as well.
If the formula became law, In New York
City alone, as many as 100,000 children could
lose the benefits of Title I services. It is for
those children and the others like them from
states and counties “with concentrations of
low-income families” that we submit these
dissenting views.
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SMALL BUSINESS TAX SIMPLIFI-
CATION AND REFORM ACT OF
1974

(Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Speak-
er, I am introducing today legislation
designed to provide long overdue and
strongly warranted tax simplification
and reform for our Nation’s small bus-
iness. Similar legislation was introduced
in the first session of the 93d Congress
by my distinguished colleague, Repre-
sentative Evins of Tennessee, and I wish
to add to my efforts in this important
endeavor.

There is no question that the small
business community in the United States
plays a vital role in the perpetuation of
our free enterprise system; it is particu-
larly attuned to the needs of the local
area, it makes contributions of inesti-
mable value in stimulating competition,
and it constitutes a substantial base of
America's past and future prosperity.

One of the existing inequities in the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 serves to
place a greater proportionate tax burden
on small businesses. The current tax
rates applicable to corporations do not
distinguish between small and big busi-
ness corporations. The resulting effect is
that large enterprises pay a lower effec-
tive rate of tax than small businesses.
According to Federal Trade Commission
figures, small- and medium-sized busi-
nesses pay taxes of around 50 to 51 per-
cent of their incomes, while our largest
firms pay taxes on about 35 percent of
incomes.

Section 201 of the legislation I have
introduced would establish eight differ-
ent tax brackets. Under the lowest such
bracket, a corporation whose taxable in-
come is not over $50,000 would be subject
to 20 percent normal tax and the surtax,
if any, would be the same. The amount
of normal tax would increase bracket by
bracket as the taxable income increases,
but any corporation earning up to $1 mil-
lion would have the benefit of the lower
tax rates. For example, if taxable income
falls between $500,000 and $1 million, the
normal tax would be $105,750, plus 22
percent of any excess over $500,000. Cor-
porations earning over the $1 million
mark would be subject to slightly higher
rates and, therefore, there would be no
overall loss of Federal revenue. The shift
in corporate taxes afforded by this legis-
lation of around 1 percent would give a
substantial break to small enterprises
without significantly impacting the
larger corporations. In effect, the bill
would allow the smaller concerns to re-
tain more working capital and thereby
stimulate growth and expansion capabil-
ities which are now stifled by our some-
what regressive corporate tax structure.

The small business community in our
Nation today is faced with intense com-
petition and slender financial resources.
The proposal I am introducing takes sev-
eral constructive steps to protect the via-
bility of the American business system.
It establishes an Intergovernmental
Committee on Tax Simplification for
Small Businesses and it requires the sub-
mission to Congress by the Secretary of
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the Treasury recommendations for struc-
tural changes in the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 which would consolidate
into one chapter those provisions relat-
ing primarily to new and small business
enterprises, It takes into account the
need for a revision of depreciation policy
and the increasingly important need for
small businesses fo be able to take ad-
vantage of rapid technological advances.
It would relieve small enterprises of the
inconvenience and time involved in hav-
ing to make payments of various em-
ployment and excise taxes more fre-
quently than on a monthly basis.

In an era where the complexities and
costs of doing business are thwarting the
formation of new enterprises, title III of
this bill would establish special treatment
provisions for net operating income for
the first 3 years of new and small cor-
porations.

To assist the growth of existing small
businesses, the legislation would increase
the additional first-year depreciation al-
lowance, eliminate the reserve ratio test
for small business, and provide for a 10-
year carryover of net operating losses
for those concerns which fall within the
meaning of the Small Business Act. Ad-
ditionally, a new section would be added
to part I of subchapter G of chapter 1
providing for dividend distributions to
reduce tax liability.

This bill would not only benefit the in-
corporated business, but also includes
provisions designed to aid partnerships
and subchapter S corporations. For the
latter, it would increase the number of
permissible shareholders and broaden
the classes of permissible shareholders.

In view of the possibility that this ses-
sion of Congress will actively address tax
reform, I urge the attention of my col-
leagues to the special need for income
tax simplification reform, and relief for
small businesses.

REESTABLISHING NOVEMBER 11
AS VETERANS DAY

(Mr. SEBELIUS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. SEBELIUS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to take this opportunity to discuss
legislation to reestablish November 11
each year as Veterans Day, House Joint
Resolution 126.

Many veterans of World War I recall
the emotion and feeling in their hearts
when the Armistice was announced on
the 11th month, the 11th day, and the
11th hour in 1918. It seems to me the
decision to change our Nation’'s observ-
ance of Veterans Day to the fourth Mon-
day in October, while convenient, was a
great disservice to our Nation’s veterans
and our Nation’s heritage.

The fact of the matter is that one of
the Nation's sacred holidays has been
sacrificed for materialism and conven-
ience, Rather than another convenient
holiday, November 11 should be a day
for reflection and personal rededication
to peace and our American freedoms and
ideals. Already, 33 State legislatures have
passed legislation to reestablish Novem-
ber 11 as Veterans Day.

This action is especially urgent as we
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prepare to celebrate our Nation’s bicen-
tennial. To expedite consideration, I am
today filing a discharge petition to bring
up House Joint Resolution 126 for im-
mediate consideration in the House of
Representatives. I urge my colleagues to
sign this petition.

This week, individual delegations from
the Veterans of Foreign Wars are visit-
ing Washington. I think it would be
especially appropriate if we could indi-
cate to these veterans that we intend to
make the observance of Veterans Day
something more than a convenient holi-
day. I am not opposed to convenience
and practical considerations, as such, but
I feel quite strongly this particular na-
tional holiday should be observed in such
a way that we can rededicate ourselves
to establishing a permanent framework
for peace throughout the world.

In memory of our fallen comrades, we
should do no less.

HUMAN GOALS: VALUES FOR LIVING

(Mr. ALBERT asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, for the
third consecutive year, Maj. Jim D. Sul-
livan of Wilburton, Okla., executive of-
ficer of the McAlester battalion of the
95th Division—Army Reserve—and a
member of the faculty at Eastern State
College, Wilburton, Okla., has won a
George Washington Honor Medal in the
annual Freedoms Foundation of Valley
Forge writing competition. His winning
paper this year was entitled “Human
Goals: Values for Living.” In it he urges
us all to “stop allowing everyone to bad-
mouth America and start looking on the
positive side.” I am happy to share with
my colleagues Major Sullivan’s winning
letter as it appeared in the Latimer
County News-Tribune, Wilburton, Okla.:

To THE EpIToR: America will remain the
world’s leading power only if Americans be-
gin now to rededicate themselves to keeping
America great. If America has slipped a little
in recent years, it's because we as individuals
and as a nation have failed to live by estab-
lished human goals converted into marching
orders for daily living. These values for liv-
ing have been provided us, both as a nation
and as individuals, in the Constitution, the
Bible and from examples set by the resolute-
ness of early-day Americans.

It's ifronic and sad that on the eve of
America’s 200th birthday that our great
country should be so embroiled by confiict,
scandal and turmoil. Never has there been a
time when apparent breakdown has been so
evident in governmental integrity.

America must cultivate a larger number of
leaders—at all levels—who have the states-
man-like moral fiber to rise above what
might be called the “selfishness of leader-
ship,” which allows the drive for power,
wealth and popularity all too often to get
in the way of what's best for America.

Gone are the days—it seems—when a
man's word or handshake is sufficient, and
this has to be the result of our living day-to-
day with only selfish thoughts without values
for living that benefit others as well.

Human goals are really nothing more than
a game plan for life and many of our states-
men have revealed that early-day goals nour-
ished to fruition have led to their success.
No good athletic team will go into a contest
without having determined a plan to achieve
victory.
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Very likely these human goals may inter-
fere with your comfort and even your selfish
interests: you just may have to start talk-
ing the American way of life to your kids

and the people on the block; you may have

to jump in and take a stand on local issues;
¥you may have to spend some time working in
local government, your church and schools,
your professional and civic organization.
Yes, you may have to start doing more than
Just sitting back waiting for the evening
news to see what crisis “they” have got "“us”
in today.

Americans should settle for no less than
the best and this must include all elected
officials, plus community, state and federal
activities and programs. Thousands of ex-
amples are recorded—with fascinating re-
sults—of instances where citizens in a com-
munity have really become interested and
involved in changing intolerable situations.
Our government can shift toward totali-
tarianism only if you continue to claim
you're too busy and to ignore your inherent
responsibilities accompanying freedom.

How about it, editor? If the mass media,
as well as our leaders, will grab hold of
their responsibilities, wave the flag, a little,
stop allowing everyone to bad-mouth Amer-
ica, and start looking on the positive side—
I'll stand up and help you put the greatness
back in America so America will be around
to celebrate its 300th birthday!

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted as follows to:

Mr. Younc of Illinois (at the request
of Mr. Ruobes), for March 13-14, on ac-
count of official business.

Mr. Carey of New York (at the request
of Mr. O'Nenr), for this week, on ac-
count of death in his immediate family.

Mr. BuriLer (at the request of Mr.
Ruopes), for March 11 and 12, 1974, on
account of illness. :

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders here-
tofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
aquest of Mr. Bearp), fto revise and ex-
tend their remarks, and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. Kemp, for 15 minutes, today.

F Mr. HanseN of Idaho, for 5 minutes, to-
ay.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, for 1 hour, on
Thursday.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Rosg) to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material:)

Mr, McFaLL, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. EiLBERG, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. HarrincTON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Gonzarez, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr, Gray, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Matsunaca, for 30 minutes, foday.

Mr. Vanig, for 5 minutes, today

Mr. O'Hara, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Forp, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. CuapPELL, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr, Moss, for 30 minutes, today.

Mr. BurkEe of Massachusetts, for 5 min-
utes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:
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Mr. Youwe of Georgia and to include
extraneous matter, notwithstanding the
fact that it exceeds 215 pages of the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcorD and is estimated by
the Public Printer to cost $522.50.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Bearp) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr, WyarT.

Mr. STeiGER of Wisconsin.

Mr. BrovyHILL of Virginia.

Mr. VEYsEY in two instances.

Mr. Kewmp in three instances.

Mr. FORSYTHE.

Mr. WALSH.

Mr. HosmMeRr in three instances.

Mr. MALLARY.

Mr. SARASIN.

Mrs. HEckLER of Massachusetts.

Mr. MCKINNEY.

Mr. WymaN in two instances.

Mr, LUJAN.

Mr. SHRIVER.

Mr. FrenzeL in three instances.

Mr. LANDGREBE in 10 instances.

Myr. Huser in two instances.

Mr. HanraHAN in three instances.

Mr. DErwINSKI in three instances.

Mr. WHALEN.

Mr. MarTin of Nebraska.

Mr. Hocan in eight instances.

Mr. GUDE.

Mr. ARCHER.

Mr. CrANE in six instances.

Mr. DELLENBACK.

Mr. COHEN.

Mr. HiLLIs.

Mr. Smite of New York.

Mr. BRown of Michigan. -

Mr. FmvoLEY in two instances.

Mr. STEELE.

Mr. McCrLORY.

Mr. HORTON.

Mr. MicHEL in five instances.

Mr. BroyHILL of North Carolina.

Mr. ABDNOR.

Mr, BAUMAN,

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Rose) and to include
exfraneous material:)

Mr. DoMINICE V. DANIELS.

Mr. RaNGeL in 10 instances.

Mr. MatHis of Georgia in two in-
stances.

Mr. MATsUNAGA in 10 instances.

Mr. STokEs in six instances.

Mr. Bapirro in three instances.

Mr. McEAY.

Mr. HarrINGTON in four instances.

Mr. O’'NEILL,

Mrs. BOGGS.

Mr, GINN.

Mr. MOLLOHAN.

Mr. Dices in two instances.

Mr. Epwarps of California in two in-
stances.

Mr. GonzaLgz in three instances,

Mr. Rarick in three instances.

Mr. LITTON.

Mr, Won Pat.

Mr. Forb.

Mrs. MINK.

Mr. STUDDS.

Mr. AsPIn in 10 instances.

Mr. FULTON.

Mr. BurgE of Massachusetts.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee.

Mr. WaLpIE in two instances.

Mr. BincHAM in five instances.
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SENATE BILL REFERRED

A hill of the Senate of the following
titles were taken frorm the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S. 2662. An act to authorize appropriations
for U.S. participation in the Intermational
Ocean Exposition '75; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

ENROLLED BILL FIGNED

Mr. HAYS, fror. the Commititee on
House Administration, reported ‘hat
that committee had exami-~d and found
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the
following title, which was thercupon
signed by the Speaker:

HR. 6119. An act for the relief of Arturo
Robles.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 6 o’clock and 24 minutes p.m.),
the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, March 13, 1974, at 12
o’'clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the

Speaker’s table and referred as follows:
2034. A letter from the President, National

Railroad Passenger Corporation, transmitting
a request for a supplemental appropriation
for fiscal year 1974 for Amtrak; to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

2035. A letter from the Deputy Assistant

Secretary of Defense (Installations and
Housing), transmitting notice of the loca-
tion, nature, and estimated cost of various
facilities projects proposed to be undertaken
for the Army Reserve, pursuant to 10 U.S.C.
2233a(1); to the Committee on Armed
Services.

2086. A letter from the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, transmitting the
annual report of the Commissioner of Edu-
cation on financial assistance for mainte-
nance and operation of schools in federally
affected areas and for school comstruction
in federally affected areas, pursuant to 20
US.C. 242(c) and 20 US.C. 643(c), respec-
tively; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

2037. A letter from the Chalrman, Cabinet
Committee on Opportunities for Spanish-
Speaking People, transmitting a draft of pro-
posed legislation to extend the expiration
date and the authorization of appropriations
for the Cabinet Committee on Opportuni-
ties for Spanish-Speaking People; to the
Committee on Government Operations.

2038. A letter from the Acting Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare, transmit-
ting a draft of proposed legislation to amend
the Public Health Service Act to revise and
extend programs of Federal assistance for
comprehensive health resources planning,
and to assist the States in regulating the
costs of health care; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Receivep FroM THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

2039. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a
report on the progress and problems in pro-
viding health services to Indians; to the
Committee on Government Operations.
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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. BLATNIEK: Committee on Public
Works. HR. 11929. A bill to amend sec-
tion 15d of the Tennessee Valley Authority
Act of 1933 to provide that expenditures for
pollution control facilities will be credited
against required power investment return
payments and repayments; with amendment
(Rept. No. 93-891). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

Mr. HENDERSON: Committee on Post Of-
fice and Civil SBervice. HR. 8660. A bill to
amend title 5 of the United States Code (re-
lating to Government organization and em-
ployees) to assist Federal employees in
meeting their tax obligations under city
ordinances; with amendment (Rept. No.
93-892). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. PEREINS: Committee on Education
and Labor. HR. 12523. A bill to amend sec-
tion 428(a) of the Higher Education Act of
1965, as amended, and section 2(a)(7) of
the Emergency Insured Student Loan Act
of 1969, to better assure that students will
have reasonable access to loans to meet their
postsecondary education costs, and for other
purposes; with amendment (Rept. No. 93—
893). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. STAGGERS: Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce. HR. 12417. A bill to
require the development of a long-range
plan to advance the national attack on dia-
betes mellitus, and for other purposes; with
amendment (Rept. No. 93-804). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. MATSUNAGA: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 977. Resolution providing
for the consideration of H.R. 12471, A bill
to amend section 552 of title 5, United States
Code, known as the Freedom of Information
Act; with amendment (Rept. No. 93-900).
Referred to the House Calendar,

Mr. DELANEY : Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 978. Resolution providing for the
consideration of HR., 3858, A bill to amend
sections 101 and 902 of the Federal Aviation
Act of 1958 to implement the Convention
for the Suppression of Unlawful Seizure of
Aijreraft; to amend title XI of such act to
authorize the President to suspend air service
to any foreign nation which he determines is
encouraging aircraft hijacking by acting in
a manner inconsistent with the Convention
for the Suppression of Unlawful Seizure of
Afreraft; and to authorize the Secretary of

rtation to suspend the operating au-
thority of foreign air carriers under certain
circumstances; with amendment (Rept. No.
93-901). Referred to the House Calendar,

Mr. HALEY: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. HR. 11550. A bill to place
certain submerged lands within the jurisdic-
tion of the governments of Guam, the Virgin
Islands, and American Samoa, and for other
purposes, (Rept. No, 93-902). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Unilon.

. HALEY : Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affalrs. HR. 11573. A bill to amend
the Organic Act of Guam to place certain
lands within the jurisdiction of the Gov-
ernment of Guam, and for other purposes;
with amendment (Rept. No. 93-803). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
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for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. EILBERG: Committee on the Judici-
ary. HR, 3190, A bill for the relief of Gabriel
Edgar Buchowiecki; with amendment (Rept.
No. 93-895). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House,

Mr. RAILSBACK : Committee on the Judi-
ciary. H.R. 5011. A bill for the relief of James
Lennon; with amendment (Rept. No. 93-
896). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. FLOWERS: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. HR. 5477. A bill for the relief of Jose-
phine Gonzalo (nee Charito Fernandez Bau-
tista); with amendment (Rept, No. 93-897).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. FISH: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R. 5667. A bill for the relief of Linda Julie
Dickson (nee Waters) (Rept. No. 93-808) . Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. EILBERG: Committee on the Judi-
ciary, 8. 280. An act for the relief of Leonor
Lopez; with amendment (Rept. No. 03-899).
gaferrecl to the Committee of the Whole

ouse,

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ANNUNZIO (for himself, Mr.
Dursgr, Mr. Zasrockl, Mr. Domi-
wicE V. Dawrers, Mr. HreLSTOSKI,
Mrs. Grasso, Mr. ErvczywNsxl, Mr.
STRATTON, Mr. NEpz1, Mr. DERWINSKI,
Mr. DiNGELL, Mr, ROSTENKOWSKI,
and Mr. RoE) :

H.R. 13377. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to provide hospital and medical
care to certain members of the armed forces
of nations allied or associated with the
United States in World War I or World War
II; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. STEELE:

H.R. 13378. A bill to amend the Social Ge-
curity Act to extend entitlement to health
care benefits on the basis of age under the
Federal medical insurance program (medi-
care) to all who are citizens or resi-
dents of the United States aged 65 or more;
to add additional categories of benefits un-
der the program (including health mainte-
nance and preventive services, dental serv-
ices, outpatient drugs, eyeglasses, hearing
aids, and prosthetic devices) for all persons
entitled (whether on the basis of age or dis-
ability) to the benefits of the program; to
extend the duration of benefits under the
program where now limited; to eliminate the
premiums now required under the supple-
mentary medical insurance benefits part of
the medicare program and merge that part
with the hospital insurance part; to elimi-
nate all deductibles; to eliminate copay-
ments for low-income persons under the

m, and to provide, for others, copay-

ments for certain services or items but only
up to a wvariable income-related out-of-
pocket expense limit (catastrophic expense
limit); to provide for prospective review and
approval of the rates of charges of hospitals
and other institutions under the program,
and for prospective establishment (on a ne-
gotiated basis when feasible) of fee sched-
ules for physicians and other practitioners;
to revise the tax provisions for financing the
medicare program and increase the Govern-
ment contribution to the program, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. BIAGGI:

H.R. 13379, A bill to provide financial as-
sistance to the States for improved educa-
tional services for handicapped children; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. BINGHAM (for himself and
Mr, KocH) :

HR. 13380. A bill to amend section 4(a)
of the Agriculture and Consumer Protec-
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tlon Act of 1973, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Agriculture.
By Mr. BINGHAM:

H.R. 13381. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to eliminate, In the
case of any oil or gas well located outside
the United States, the percentage depletion
allowance and the option to deduct intangi-
ble drilling and development costs, and to
deny a foreign tax credit with respect to the
income derived from any such well; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BOWEN:

HR. 13382. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1854 to provide income tax
simplification, reform, and relief for small
business; to the Committee on Ways and
Means,

By Mr. BROWN of California:

H.R. 13383. A bill to terminate the Alrlines
Mutual Aid Agreement; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. BUREE of Massachusetts (for
himself, Ms. Aszuc, Mr. Bapmro, Mr,
CoNTE, Mr. CoTTER, Mr, DE LUGO, Mr.
DenmoLM, Mr. FLoop, Mr. Forp, Mr.
GrAY, Mr. Hays, Mrs. HECKLER of
Massachusetts, Mr. EvuvczyNskr, Mr.
MuourpHY of Illinois, Mr. PEREINS,
Mr. Paice of Illinois, Mr. RANDALL,
Mr. Ropmwo, Mr. STUBBLEFIELD, Mr.
WALDIE, Mr. CHARLES H. WiLson of
California, Mr. VanNpEr VEEN, Mr.
GrumaN, Mr, ZasLockl, and Mr.,
BURTON) :

H.R. 13384. A bill to amend the Social Se-
curity Act and the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 to provide for Federal participation in
the costs of the social security program, with
a substantial increase in the contribution
and benefit base and with appropriate re-
ductions in social security taxes to reflect
the Federal Government’s participation in
such costs; to the Committee on Ways and
Means. "

By Mr. CAREY of New York:

H.R. 13385. A bill to amend the Social Se-
curity Act to extend entitlement to health
care benefits on the basis of age under the
Federal medical insurance program (medi-
care) to all persons who are citizens or res-
idents of the United States aged 65 or more;
to add additional categories of benefits un-
der the program (including health main-
tenance and preventive services, dental serv-
ices, outpatient drugs, eyeglasses, hearing
aids, and prosthetic devices) for all persons
entitled (whether on the basis of age or dis-
ability) to the benefits of the program; to
extend the duration of benefits under the
program where now limited; to eliminate the
premiums now required under the supple-
mentary medical insurance benefits part of
the medicare program and merge that part
with the hospital insurance part; to elim-
inate all deductibles; to eliminate copay-
ments for low-income persons under the pro-
gram, and to provide, for others, copay-
ments for certain services or items but only
up to a variable income-related out-of-pock-
et expense limit (catastrophic expense lim-
it); to provide for prospective review and
approval of the rates of charges of hos-
pitals and other institutions under the pro-
gram, and for prospective establishment
(on a negotiated basis when feasible) of fee
schedules for physiclans and other practi-
tioners; to revise the tax provisions for fi-
nancing the medicare program and increase
the Government contribution to the pro-
gram; and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CARTER:

H.R. 13386. A bill to amend the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1937 so as to increase the
amount of the annuities payable thereunder
to widows and widowers; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. COHEN:

H.R. 13387. A bill to amend the Truth-in-
Lending Act to prohibit discrimination on
account of age in credit card transactions;
to the Committee on Banking and Currency.
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H.R. 13388. A bill to amend title 18 of the
Uhited States Code to permit the transporta-
tion, mailing, and broadcasting of advertis-
ing, information, and materials concerning
lotteries authorized by law and conducted by
a State, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

By Mr, COTTER:

HR. 13389. A bill to establish a National
Energy Information System, to authorize the
Department of the Interior to undertake an
inventory of United States energy resources
on public lands and elsewhere, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

H.R. 13300. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to liberalize the provi-
sions relating to payment of disability and
death pension, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs,

H.R. 13391. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act so as to Hberalize the
conditions governing eligibility of blind per-
sons to receive disability insurance benefits
thereunder; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. COTTER (for himself and Mr.
Grammo) :

H.R. 13392, A bill to provide an additional
5-year period before States must begin re-
payment of outstanding advances to their
unemployment compensation accounts; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DELLENBACK :

H.R. 13383. A bill to require that a percent-
age of U.S. oil imports be carried on U.S.-flag
vessels; to the Committee on Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries.

By Mr. ERLENBORN:

H.R. 13394, A bill to amend section 218 of
the Soclal Security Act to provide that a po-
liceman or fireman who has social security
coverage pursuant to State agreement as an
individual employee and not as a member of
& State or local retirement system may elect
to terminate such coverage i he is subse-
quently required to become a member of
such a retirement system; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FUQUA:

H.R. 13395. A bill to provide for payments
to compensate county governments for the
tax Immunity of Federal lands within their
boundaries; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs,

H.R. 13306. A bill to amend chapter 34 of
title 38, United States Code, to provide addi-
tional educational benefits to Vietnam era
veterans; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs.

By Mrs. GRASSO:

H.R. 13307. A bill to delay the repayment
of an advance or advances to the unemploy-
ment account of a State under title XII of
the Social Security Act; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

H.R. 13398. A bill to amend the Federal-
State Extended Unemployment Compensa-
tion Act of 1970; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT:

HR. 13399. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide income tax
simplification, reform and relief for small
business; to the Committee on Ways and
Means,

By Mr. HARRINGTON (for himself,
Mr., Rem, Mr. ConTE, Ms. ABZUG,
Mr. AppaBso, Mr, BapiLLo, Mr, BERG-
LAND, Mr, BincHAM, Mr, BoLaND, Mr,
Brasco, Mr, BRINELEY, Mr. BrooMm-
FIELD, Mr. BRowN of California, Mr,
BurkE of Massachusetts, Mrs. Burke
of California, Mr. Byrow, Mr. Car-
NEY of Ohio, Mrs, CHISHOLM, Mr,
CrLAY, Mrs. CorLLiNs of Illinois, Mr.
ConyEeErs, Mr. Cormawn, Mr. CuLven,
Mr. DoMmIiNICcK V. DANIELS, and Mr.
DELLUMS) :

HR. 13400. A bill to insure that recipients
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of veterans' pension and compensation will
not have the amount of such pension or
compensation reduced, or entitlement
thereto discontinued, because of increases
in monthly social security benefits; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.
By Mr. HARRINGTON (for himself, Mr.
Rem, Mr. CoNTE, Mr. pE LucGo, Mr.
DensoOLM, Mr, DicGs, Mr. DONOHUE,
Mr. DrINAN, Mr. pUv PownT, Mr. Ep-
warps of California, Mr. EnLserG, Mr,
PFauxTROY, Mr. FLowers, Mr. Forp,
Mr. FRASER, Mr. GAaYDOS, Mr, GILMAN,
Mr. GInN, Mr. GraY, Mr. GREeN of
Pennsylvania, Mr. Gupg, Mr. GUNTER,
Mr. Hawkins, Mr. HEcHLER of West
Virginia, and Mr. HELSTOSKI) :

H.R. 13401. A bill to insure that recipients
of veterans' pension and compensation will
not have the amount of such pension or com=-
pensation reduced, or entitlement thereto
discontinued, because of increases in monthly
social security benefits; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. HARRINGTON (for himself, Mr.
REemn, Mr. CoNTE, Miss HOLTZMAN, Mr.
HorToN, Mr. HUNGATE, Mr. JoHNSON
of Pennsylvania, Mr. Jones of North
Carolina, Mr. Kemp, Mr, Kyros, Mr,
LEGGETT, Mr. LoNG of Louilsiana, Mr.
McCrosEEY, Mr. McDape, Mr. Mc-
SpADDEN, Mr. MaTHIS of Georgia, Mr.
MATSUNAGA, Mr. MazzoLl, Mr. MEEDS,
Mr. MurTHA, Mr. METCALFE, Mr. MEZ~
VINSEY, Mr. MrrcHELL of Maryland,
and Mr. MOAKLEY) :

H.R. 13402. A bill to insure that recipients
of veterans' pension and compensation will
not have the amount of such pension or com-
pensation reduced, or entitlement thereto
discontinued, because of increases in monthly
social security benefits; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. HARRINGTON (for himself, Mr.
REeEm, Mr. CoNTE, Mr. MoorHEAD of
Pennsylvania, Mr. MoreaN, Mr. Moss,
Mr. Nepzr, Mr. Nix, Mr. PATTEN, Mr,
PerPER, Mr. PopeLy, Mr, PREYER, Mr,
Price of Illinois, Mr. RANGEL, Mr.
Rees, Mr. Reuss, Mr. RiEcLE, Mr. Ro-
piNo, Mr. RoNcaLIo of Wyoming, Mr,
RoncaLLo of New York, Mr. RoOSE,
Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. RousH, Mr.
SEIBERLING, and Mr. STARK):

H.R. 13403. A bill to insure that reciplents
of veterans' pension and compensation will
not have the amount of such pension or com-
pensation reduced, or entitlement thereto
discontinued, because of increases in monthly
social security benefits; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. HARRINGTON (for himself, Mr.
Rem, Mr, ConTE, Mr. STEELE, Mr.
Sroxes, Mr. STuckeY, Mr. StUDDS,
Mr. THOoMPSON of New Jersey, Mr.
THONE, Mr. TIERNAN, Mr. VAN DEER-~
LIN, Mr. VANIK, Mr. VIGOrITO, MTr,
WaLpIE, Mr. CHARLES WisoN of
Texas, Mr. CEArLES H. WnsoN of
California, Mr. WoLrF, Mr. WoN Par,
Mr, YaTrOoN, and Mr. Youne of Geor-
gia) :

H.R. 13404. A bill to insure that recipients
of veterans' pension and compensation will
not have the amount of such pension or com-
pensation reduced, or entitlement thereto
discontinued, because of increases in monthly
social security benefits; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. KEYROS (for himself, Mr. RoG-
ERS, Mr. SATTERFIELD, Mr. PREYER, Mr.
SymMmNeToN, Mr., Roy, Mr. NELSEN,
Mr. CARTER, Mr. HasTiNgs, Mr. HEINZ,
and Mr. HupNUT) §

H.R. 13405. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of a national advisory commission
to develop a national plan for the control of
epllepsy and its consequences; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. LITTON (for himself, Lir.
CHAPPELL, and Mr, WAGGONNER) ;

H.R. 13406. A Dbill to amend the National
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Emissions Standards Act in order to conserve
fuel; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. LITTON: (for himself and Mrs,
BurkEe of California) :

H.R. 13407. A bill to provide an excise tax
on every new automobile in an amount re-
lating to the portion of such automobile’s
fuel consumption rate which falls below cer-
tain standards, to provide an energy research
and development trust fund, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. LITTON (for
BoweN, Mr. ConNpan, Mr. FULTON,
Mr. GuNTER, and Mr. MATSUNAGA) :

H.R. 13408. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to restrict the author-
ity for inspection of tax returns and the dis-
closure of information contained therein,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. McDADE:

H.R.13409. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that per-
centage depletion shall not be allowed in the
case of mines, wells, and other natural de-
posits located in foreign territory; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MEZVINSKY (for himself, Mrs.
BoGes, Mr. Frey, Mr. MoaxLEY, Mr.
ROSENTHAL, Mr. Royean, and Mr.
WoLFF) :

H.R.13410. A bill to provide for tax coun-
seling to the elderly in the preparation of
their Federal income tax returns; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MILLS:

HR. 13411. A bill to amend titles IT, VII,
XTI, XVI, XVIII, and X of the Social Secu-
rity Act to provide for the administration of
the old age, survivors, and disability insur-
ance program, the supplemental security in-
come program, and the medicare program by
a newly established independent Social Secu-
rity Administration, to separate social secu-
rity trust fund items from the general Fed-
eral budget, to prohibit the mailing of cer-
tain notices with social security and supple-
mental security income benefit checks, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
‘Ways and Means.

By Mr. OBEY:

HR. 13412. A bili to declare that certain
federally owned land is held by the United
States in trust for the Lac Courte Oreilles
Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians,
and to make vuch lands part of the reserva-
tion involved; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. PARRIS:

HR. 13413. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to transfer certain lands
of the United States to the city of Alexan-
dria, Va., to facilitate the establishment of
parks and recreation areas, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

By Mr. PEPPER:

HR. 13414. A bill to amend the National
Housing Act to provide a statutory basis for
the continuing administration by Federal
Housing Administration of the standard risk
programs under such act; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. PRICE of Illinois (for himself
and Mr. Hosmer) (by request):

HR. 13415. A bill to authorize appropria-
tions to the Atomic Energy Commission in
accordance with section 261 of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and for oth-
er purposes; to the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy.

By Mr. ROE:

H.E. 13416. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to make grants to cities
and park districts to encourage the increased
planting of trees and shrubs and to encour-
age other urban forestry programs; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

H.R. 13417. A bill to amend section 4a, the
commodity distribution program of the

himself, Mr.
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Agriculture and Consumer Protection Act of
1973; to the Committee on Agriculture.

H.R. 13418. A bill to amend the National
School Lunch and Child Nutrition Act
Amendments of 1973 and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

H.R. 13419. A bill to amend title II of the
Comprehensive Employment and Training
Act of 1973, to provide that an area is deemed
an area of substantial unemployment for
purposes of such title if such area has a rate
of unemployment of at least 6 percent; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

H.R. 13420. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to increase to $1,200
the personal income tax exemptions of a tax-
payer (including the exemption for a spouse,
the exemptions for dependents, and the addi-
tional exemptions for old age and blind-
ness); to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ROGERS:

H.R. 13421. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to Increase the rates of disability
compensation for disabled veterans by 20 per-
cent, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. RONCALLO of New York:

H.R. 13422. A bill to direct the Secretary
of the Treasury to compensate States and
units of local government for the loss of real
property tax revenues due to the tax exempt
status of certain real property owned or oc-
cupied by foreign countries and international
organizations; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

By Mr. RYAN:

H.R. 13423. A bill to terminate the Alrlines
Mutual Aid Agreement; to the Commitiee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. SANDMAN:

HR. 13424, A bill to amend the tariff
schedules of the United States to provide
duty-free treatment of any aircraft engine
used as a temporary replacement for an air-
craft engine being overhauled within the
United States if duty was paid on such re-
placement engine during a previous importa-
tion; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin (for
himself, Mr. Quie, Mr. ERLENBORN,
Mr. DELLENEBACK, Mr. ESHLEMAN, Mr.
Hawsen of Idaho, Mr. ForsYTHE, and
Mr. ToweLL of Nevada) :

HR. 13425. A bill to extend the authority
for the program known as “Project Head-
start” to provide comprehensive services to
ald disadvantaged preschool children in or-
der to enable such children to attain their
full petential; to the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor.

By Mr. STUDDS (for himself and Mr.
DoMiNIcE V. DANTELS) :

HR. 13426. A bill to extend on an interim
basis the jurisdiction of the United States
over certain ocean areas and fish in order
to protect the domestic fishing industry, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina
(for himself, Mr, HaLEY, Mr. HOSMER,
Mr. Sgusrrz, Mr. King, and Mr, Don
H. CLAUSEN) :

H.R. 13427. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of the Clara Barton National His-
toric Site, Md.; John Day Fossil Beds Na-
tional Monument, Oreg.; Enife River Indian
Villages National Historic Site, N. Dak,;
Springfield Armory National Historic BSite,
Mass.; Tuskegee Institute National Historic
Site, Ala.; and Martin Van Buren National
Historic Site, N.Y., and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

By Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey:

HR. 13428. A bill to prohibit commercial
fishing in the waters located in the national
seashore recreation areas; to the Committee
on Interior and Insular Aflairs.

By Mr. TIERNAN (for himself, Mr.
Bapinro, Mr, BUcHANAN, Ms. COLLINS
of Illinois, Mr. CorMAN, Mr, EDWARDS
of California, Mr. Hocan, Mr. MeT~
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CALFE, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. RiEGLE, Mr.
ST GeEEMAIN, Mr. SaRBaNES, Ms.

ScHROEDER, Mr. SYMINGTON, and Mr.

VIGORITO) :

HR. 13429. A bill to protect the environ-
ment and conserve natural resources by stim-
ulating the use of recycled or recyclable ma-
terials by effecting rate changes in the move-
ment of these materials by common carrier,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. WHITE:

HR. 13430. A bill to amend the Uniform
Code of Military Justice to require that all
notation relating to the arrest, charge, and
trial of any person under such code be ex-
punged from all military records if the
charge is dismissed or the person is found
not guilty of the charge, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali-
fornia:

HR. 13431. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide for greater and
more effective efforts In research and public
education with regard to diabetes mellitus;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

H.R. 13432. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide for greater
and more effective efforts in research and
public education with regard to diabetes
mellitus; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr, WOLFF (for himself, Mr.
WarLse, Mrs. HeckrLer of Massachu-
setts, Mr. HELsTOosKI, Mr. CARNEY of
OChio, Mr. Forp, Mr. GuUNTER, Mr.
MALLARY, Mr. MoorHEAD of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. SanpMaw, Mr. BArRAsIN,
Mr. SEmBERLING, and Mr. THoMPSON
of New Jersey) :

H.R. 13433. A bill to amend chapter 34 of
title 38, United States Code, to authorize ad-
ditional payments to eligible veterans to par-
tially defray the cost of tuition; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. WON PAT (for himself, Mr.
BENiTEZ, Mr. pE Luco, and Mr.
FAUNTROY) :

H.R. 13434, A bill to amend section 216(b)
of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, to entitle
the Delegates in Congress from Guam and the
Virgin Islands to make nominations for ap-
pointments to the Merchant Marine Acad-
emy; to the Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries.

By Mr. HANLEY:

H.R. 13435. A bill to amend title 5 United
States Code relating to retiremewt compu-
tation for law enforcement officials; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. ERT (for himself and Mr.
Bray) (by request):

H.R. 13436. A bill to amend title 10, United
Btates Code, to authorize the mnegotiated
sale by the Department of Defense of certain
equipment, materials, and obsolete spare
parts to U.S. purchasers, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Armed Services,

By Mr. HUBER:

H.R. 13437. A bill to amend section 105(d)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to pro-
vide that the excludability from gross in-
come of disability pension payments to an
individual shall be continued when such in-
dividual reaches statutory retirement age; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Ms. JORDAN (for herself, Mr.
Price of Illinois, Mr. SEIBERLING, and
Mr. STOKES) ¢

H.R. 13438. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 so as to reduce by 8
percent the amount of individual income tax
withheld at the source; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr., EOCH (for himself and Mr.
FRASER)

H.R. 13439, A bill to extend to all unmar-
ried individuals the full tax benefits of in-
come splitting now enjoyed by married in-
dividuals filing joint returns; and to remove
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rate inequities for married persons where
both are employed; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. MYERS:

H.R. 13440. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to increase the rates of dis-
ability compensation for disabled veterans,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Veterans affairs.

By Mr. RINALDO:

H.R. 13441, A bill to amend title 5 of the
United States Code with respect to the ob-
servance of Veterans Day; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SHIPLEY:

H.J. Res. 935. Joint resclution authorizing
the President to proclaim the first Sunday
in May as “Chaplains’ Sunday”; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SNYDER:

H.J. Res. 936. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution relating
to the continuance in office of judges of the
Supreme Court and of inferior courts; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WOLFF (for himself, Mr. DEg-
wiNsKI, Mr. Rose, Mr. Biacer, Mr.
Baxer, Mr. Eovwarps of California,
Mr. DeNT, and Mr. BURGENER) :

H.J. Res. 937. Joint resolution regarding
the status of negotiations with foreign gov-
ernments in relation to debts owed the
United States, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. McEWEN (for himself, Ms, AB-
zve, Mr. Avpaso, Mr. Baormuro, Mr.
Bracer, Mr, BincaEam, Mr. Brasco,
Mr, Carey of New York, Mrs. CHis-
HOLM, Mr. CONABLE, Mr, DELANETY,
Mr. Duiskr, Mr. FisH, Mr. GILMAN,
Mr. GROVER, Mr. HANLEY, Mr. HasT-
mwes, Miss Horrzman, Mr. HorRTON,
Mr. Eemp, Mr. E1NG, Mr. EocH, Mr.
Lent, Mr. MitcEELL of New York,
and Mr. PEYSER) :

H. Con. Res. 443. Concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of Congress that the
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United States invites the International Olym-
pic Committee to select Lake Placid, N.Y., as
the site of the 1980 Winter Olympic Games;
to the Commitiee on Foreign Affairs,
By Mr. MCEWEN (for himself, Mr. P1xE,
Mr. PopELL, Mr. RanceL, Mr, ROEISON
of New York, Mr. RoncaLro of New
York, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. Smrre of
New York, Mr. STRATTON, Mr. WALSH,
Mr. Worrr, Mr. Wyorer, and Mr,
MurpHY of New York):

H, Con. Res. 444, Concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of Congress that the
United States invites the International
Olympic Committee to select Lake Placid,
N.Y., as the site of the 1980 Winter Olympic
Games; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. O'HARA:

H. Con. Res. 445. Concurrent resolution
authorizing additional coples of Oversight
Hearings entitled “State Post-Secondary Edu-
cation Commissions™; to the Committee on
House Administration.

By Mr. ESHLEMAN:

H. Res. 972, Resolution relating to the
serious nature of the supply, demand, and
price situation of fertilizer; to the Commitiee
on Agriculture.

By Mr. HANRAHAN:

H. Res. 973. Resolution declaring the sense
of the House with respect to the prohibition
of extension of credit by the Export-Import
Bank of the United States; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. PEPFPER:

H. Res. 974. Resolution amending the
Rules of the House of Representatives to pro-
vide equal coverage of House Committee
meetings by all media and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. PRICE of Texas (for himself,
Mr. HuwnT, Mr. Rarice, Mr. LuJaw,
Mr. CocHrAN, Mr. Corrans of Texas,
Mr. Kemp, Mr. DEVINE, Mr. MILLER,
Mr. Breavx, Mr. RosErT W. DaMIEL,
JR., and Mr. MicHeL) :
H. Res. 975. Resolution in support of con-
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tinued undiluted U.8. sovereignty and juris-
diction over the U.S.-owned Canal Zone on
the Isthmus of Panama; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

By Mr, VANDER JAGT:

H. Res. 976. Resolution to express the sense
of the House with respect to the allocation
of necessary energy sources to the tourism
industry; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

MEMORIALS

Under clanse 4 of rule XXTI, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

376. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the
Senate of the State of Arizona, relative to
construction of the Hualapal hydroelectric
dam In the Colarodo River; to the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

377. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Georgia, relative to research into
eye diseases; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce,

378. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, rela-
tive to establishment of a national cemetery
in Massachusetts; to the Committee on Vet-
erans' Affairs,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXIT,

Mr. ROYBAL introduced a bill (HR.
13442) for the relief of Fidel Grosso-Padilla,
which was referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXIT,

403. The SPEAKER presented a petition of
Herbert A. Wilson, Baltimore, Md., relative to
redress of grievances, which was referred to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

SENATE—Tuesday, March 12,

The Senate met at 10:30 a.m. and was
called to order by Hon. WiLLiam Prox-~
MIRE, & Senator from the State of Wis-
consin,

PRAYER
The Reverend Henry L. Reinewald,
national chaplain, Veterans of Foreign
Wars of the United States, offered the
following prayer:

Almighty God, we invoke Your pres-
ence and grace upon the United States
of America, upon those who are called to
govern, especially the Senate of the
United States.

Grant to us in this hour the blessing
of Your Holy Spirit, that the need of
this time may be met in accord with
Your will and Your word.

Thank You, Lord, that we as a nation
under God seek in all ways to serve You,
and to provide for ourselves and our pos-
terity the blessings of life, liberty, and
the pursuit of happiness.

By faith, Lord, our forefathers brought
into being these United States of Amer-
ica. By faith, Lord, all things are possi-
ble for us in this day. In such faith,
Lord, guide the Senate of the United
States, and all of the people of these
United States now and evermore. Amen.

CXX——400—Part 5

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will please read the communication to
the Senate from the President pro tem-
pore (Mr. EASTLAND).

The assistant legislative clerk read the
following leiter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., March 12, 1974.
To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Senate
on official duties, T appoint Hon. WiLLiax
PrOXMIRE, 8 Senator from the State of Wis-
consin, to perform the duties of the Chair
during my absence.

James O, EASTLAND,
President pro tempore.

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

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Mon-
day, March 11, 1974, be dispensed with.

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

1974

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
BENATE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that all committees
may be authorized to meet during the
session of the Senate today.

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

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, I
yield back my time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from Delaware (Mr. Rorn) is rec-
ognized for not to exceed 15 minutes.

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, 1
ask unanimous econsent that the time
heretofore allotted to the distinguished
Senator from Delaware (Mr. RotH) be
canceled.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is s0 ordered.

FPERIOD FOR TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there will
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