Febmary 28, 1970

I have furnished Senator Cotton with a
courtesy copy of this letter.
Sincerely,

L REQUESTED AMENDMENTS

Amendments Requested by the Depart-
‘ment of Health, Education, and Welfare to
H.R. 15931 91st Congress, First Sesslon in the
Senate of the United States:

TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
CoNsSUMER PROTECTION AND ENVIRONMENTAL
HEALTH SERVICE
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL

1. Page 12, line 18, strike out “$108,800,000"
and insert in lieu thereof “$102,800,000™.

2, Page 12, line 199, strike out *'$45,000,000"
and insert in lieu thereof “§30,000,000".

HeaiTH SERVICES AND MEeNTAL HEALTH

ADMINISTRATION
MENTAL HEALTH

3. Page 14, line 11, strike out “$360,302,000™"
and insert In Heu thereof “$354,002,000".

4. Page 14, line 12, strike out “'$47,500,000"
and insert In leu thereof “§41,200,000",

HOSPITAL CONSTRUCTION

5. Page 17, line 1, strike out “$176,123,000”
and “'§81,800,000" and insert in lieu thereof
*'$153,923,000” and *'$50,000,000",

6. Page 17, line 8, strike out *'$90,900,000"
and insert in leu thereof “'$100,000,000".

T. Page 17, line 11, strike out the following

“'DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA MEDICAL FACILITIES

“For grants of $3,500,000 and loans of
$6,500,000 for nonprofit private facilities pur-
suant to the District of Columbia Medical
Facilitlies Construction Act of 1968 (Public
Law 90-457) to remain avallable until ex-
pended.”

NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH
TIONAL INSTITUTE OF ARTHRITIS AND
METABOLIC DISEASES

8. Page 20, line 9, strike out “$146,334,000”

and insert in lleu thereof “$137,668,000",
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF NEUROLOGICAL
DISEASES AND STROKE

9. Page 20, line 14, strike out “$106,978,000"

and insert in lieu thereof “$101,256,000”.
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF ALLERGY AND
INFECTIOUS DISEASES

10. Page 20, line 10, strike out “$103,604 -
500" and {nsert in lieu thereof “8102,389,000",

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF GENERAL MEDICAL

BCIENCES

11. Page 21, line 2, strike out “$164,644,000"

and insert in lien thereof “$154,288,000".
GENERAL RESEARCH AND SERVICES

12. Page 21, line 24, strike out “'$76,658,000"

and insert in leu thereof “$69,698,000",
HEALTH MANPOWER

13. Page 22, line 15, strike out “$234470,-

000" and insert {n lieu thereof “$224,220,000".
DENTAL HEALTH

14, Page 23, line 14, strike out “$11,722,000"

and insert in lieu thereof “$10,887,000".
BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

16. Page 24, line 9, strike out “'$1,900,000"

and insert in lleu thereof “$1,000,000".
OFFICE OF EDUCATION
ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION

16. Page 26, line 18, strike out after “titles”
the numeral “II"".

17. Page 26, line 22, strike out the following
'‘$252,393,000; of which $50,000,000 shall be
for school library resources, textbooks, and
other instructional materials under title II of

- Act of 1965; $116,383,000" and insert in
_thereof "$220,393,000, of which 8156,~

Secretary.
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18. Page 27, line 1, strike out the following
“$17,000,000 shall be for guldance, counsel-
ing, and testing under title V-A of sald Act
of 1958™.

19. Page 27, line 5, strike out "§5,000,000"
and insert in lleu thereof 415,000,000,

20. Page 27, line 8, strike out “$25,000,000"
and insert in lieu thereof “$10,000,000",

21. Page 27, line 12, strike out *'$386,160,-
700" and insert in lieu thereof “'$240,185,700",

22, Page 27, line 18, strike out the follow-
ing:

“INSTRUCTIONAL EQUIPMENT

“For equipment and minor remodeling and
Btate administrative services under title
ITIT-A of the National Defense Education Act
of 1958, as amended, $43,740,000: Provided,
That allotments under sections 302(a) and
3056 of the National Defense Education Act,
for equipment and minor remodeling shall
be made on the basis of §40,740,000 for
grants to States and on the basis of $1,000,000
for loans to nonprofit private schools, and
allotments under section 302(b) of sald Act
for administrative services shall be made on
the basis of $2,000,000."

SCHOOL ASSISTANCE IN FEDERALLY AFFECTED
AREAS

23. Page 28, line 7, strike out “$520,667,000
of which $505,500,000" and insert in lieu
thereof “$440,187,000 of which $425,000,000",

24, Page 28, line 18, strike out ".”” and in-
sert

“Provided further, That the amount to
be pald to an agency pursuant to sald title
(except section T7) for the current fiscal year
shall not be less, by more than 5 per centum
of the current expenditures for free public
education made by such agency for the fiscal
year 1969, than the amount of Its entitlement
under said title (exception section T) for the
fiscal year 1969."

EDUCATION PROFESSIONS DEVELOPMENT

25, Page 28, line 23, strike out “$107,500,000,
of which $18250,000" and insert in lieu
thereof “$108,750,000, of which $15,000,000".

HIGHER EDUCATION

26. Page 29, line 18, strike out “$871,874,000"
and Insert in lleu thereof “§771,774,000".

27. Page 30, line 12, strike out the following
“and $33,000,000 shall be for grants for con-
struction of other academic facilities"

28, Page 30, line 17, strike out "'$222,100,000"
and insert In lleu thereof *$155,000,000".

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

29. Page 31, line 5, strike out “$301,716,000"
and insert in lleu thereof “$347,216,000".
30, Page 31, line 7, strike out the follow-

ing:

ﬁazomo.ooo shall be for programs under
section 102(b) of sald Vocational Education
Act of 1963, including development and ad-
ministration of State plans and evaluation
and dissemination activities authorized un-
der section 102(c) of said Act, and $5,000,000
for work-study prgorams under part H of
sald Act,” .

31. Page 31, line 13, strike out "$2,800,000"
and Insert In lieu thereof *§1,680,000",

32. Page 31, line 18, strike out “$17,500,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof "$15,000,000",

LIBRARIES AND COMMUNITY SERVICES

33. Page 31, line 23, after “I" strike out
“IT.

84. Page 32, line 5, strike out *“$148,881,~
000, of which 835,000,000 and.insert in lieu
thereof *'$117,709,000, of which $27,500,000".

35. Page 32, line 8, strike out the follow-
ing:

“$9,185,000, to remain available through
June 30, 1971, shall be for grants for public
lbrary construction under title II of such
Act,”.

36. Page 32, line 17, strike out “86,737,000"
and insert in lieu thereof “$4,500,000".

37. Page 32, line 22, strike out "$5,083,000"
and insert in leu thereof “$4,000,000".
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EDUCATION FOR THE HANDICAPPED

38. Page 33, line 11, strike out “$100,000,-
000, of which $29,190,000" and insert in lleu
thereof “$91,850,000, of which $29,250,000",

RESEARCE AND TRAINING

30. Page 33, line 22, strike out “$85.,750,-
000" and insert in lleu thereof *$95,250,000".

40. Page 34, line 7, strike out “.” and in-

sert the following:
“and 89,500,000 to remain available through
June 30, 1971, shall be avallable under said
Cooperative Research Act for experimental
schools.”

BOCIAL AND REHABILITATION SERVICE
GRANTS FOR REHABILITATION SERVICES AND
PACILITIES
41. Page 37, line 16, strike out "“$464,788,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof “'$461,283,000".
42. Page 37, line 23, strike out 84,050,000
and Insert In lieu thereof “$550,000'.

MENTAL RETARDATION

43. Page 38, line 23, strike out “£37,000,000
of which $12,081,000”" and insert in lieu
thereof "“$33,000,000, of which $8,031,000".
MATERNAL AND CHILD HEALTH AND WELFARE

44, Page 38, line 11, strike out “$284,800,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof “$282,400,000".

TITLE IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS

45. Page 60, line 19, after "'408.” insert
“Except as required by the Constitution".

48, Page 61, lne 1, after *409." insert
“Except as required by the Constitution™,

47. Page 61, after “'410.” strike out the fol-
lowing:

“No part of the funds contained in this
Act shall be used to provide, formulate, carry
out, or implement, any plan which would
deny to any student because of his or her
race or color, the right or privilege of attend-
ing any public school of his or her choice
as selected by his or her parent or guardian.”
and insert in lleu thereof

“In the administration of any program
provided for in this Act, as to which the allo-
cation, grant, apportionment, or other dis-
tribution of funds among recipients s re-
dquired to be determined by application of a
formula Involving the amount appropriated
or otherwise made avallable for distribution,
the amount avallable for expenditure or ob-
ligation (as determined by the President)
shall be substituted for the amount appro-
priated or otherwise made available in the
application of the formula”

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Pennsylvania yield?

Mr. SCOTT. Iyield.

Mr. COTTON. Do I correctly under-
stand that it is clearly the policy of the
Federal courts and the Department of
Justice to deny, in some cases at least,
the right of the student to attend the
school of his choice, and the choice of
his parents or guardian, because of his
race or color?

Mr. SCOTT. I can answer that. It is
not the intention of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare or the
Department of Justice, acting through
sui respondi to deny such a thing. The -
letter from the Secretary points out
that that is not the role of HEW, or the
Department of Justice I might add; but
points out that the courts have already,
in many instances, decreed that free-
dom of choice plans that result in dis-
crimination are illegal.

Therefore, there are some freedom of
choice plans, I understand, which would
be entirely legal which might create
no court problem at all but, insofar as
the courts have or shall hereafter de-
termine a freedom of choice plan to be
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illegal, the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare and the Depart-
ment of Justice have nothing to do ex-
cept to abide by the law. That is the
point.

Mr. COTTON. But in many cases,
then, are there some cases where the law
does deny the right of the student to
attend the school of his choice because
of his race or color. Right?

Mr. SCOTT. I would not say that I
can agree it is because of his race or
color. The courts have, at times, ruled
illegal certain freedom of choice plans
which they feel are discriminatory
against one race or another because of
his race or color.

Mr. COTTON. I do not want to nit-
pick here, but I find myself somewhat
confused after all these years in which
we have been voting on civil rights and
on matters of diserimination. This falk-
ing about freedom of choice plans is one
thing, but freedom of choice is another.
I find it extremely difficult in this simple
section, 410, where it says:

Sec. 410. No part of the funds contained
in this Act shall be used to provide, formu-
late, carry out, or implement, any plan which
would deny to any student, because of his
or her race or color, the right or privilege
of attending any public school of his or her
choice as selected by his or her parent or
gua.rdlan.

If, in controlling the money that we
take from the taxpayers and spend under
this HEW bill, by the simple proposition
that we will not allow anyone to be
denied the right, strictly because of race
or color, if that is inconsistent with the
courts and the policy of the Department
of Justice, then it seems to me that all
these years we have been marching up
the hill and marching down again.

I cannot conceive of how anyone thor-
oughly devoted to stopping diserimina-
tion because of race or color can go on
record voting against this section.

Mr. SCOTT. If the Senator would per-
mit me to explain, perhaps to adumbrate
~ the point a little bit here, I think the
misunderstanding is because of the em-
phasis he has placed on the words “race
or color.”

The “race or color,” as stated in that
paragraph, is not the thought of the
paragraph which creates the difficulty.
What the section does, as now written
in the bill, is to leave to the parent or
guardian of any student the right to de-
termine where that student shall go and,
in so doing, by that seemingly innocuous
phrase, substitutes the right of every
parent in that area for the right of the
school district.

Heretofore, in America, the school dis-
trict determined where the student
would go and where the area would be.
The school district sets up the schools.
It hires the teachers. It provides all the
facilities which will be available. It pro-
vides for the standards, the rules, and the
guidelines, whether someone goes to a
primary school, an elementary school, a
grammar school, or a high school, on
account of certain qualifications.

To make the point, what this amend-
ment does is to say to all the school
districts of America, “You no longer have
any authority over the children. Only the
parent decides where they go.”
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Mr. COTTON. I think I understand
what the Senator is saying. I am not
trying to confuse the issue, but if I under-
stand him correctly, if a plan has been
approved by a court——

Mr. SCOTT. Or by a school distriet.

Mr. COTTON. Or by a school district,
reasons other than strictly race or color,
that that plan is proper and can be pur-
sued for reasons of school administration.

Mr. SCOTT. If it is not otherwise a
violation of the law, yes.

Mr. COTTON. The -courts decide
whether the motives of the plan are race
or color or whether the motives are
proper motives of administration.

Mr, SCOTT. The courts decide,

Mr. COTTON. Is it any more difficult
for the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare to pass on the motives and
decide whether someone is denied a right
to go to a school for reasons of race
or color, or for reasons of school admin-
istration, than it is for the Department of
Justiece or the courts?

Mr. SCOTT. I would answer the Sena-
tor from New Hampshire by saying that
it is not a question of whether it is dif-
ficult for the agency to decide that mat-
ter, but the fact is the courts decide the
matter. The school distriet and not the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, whose office is solely for the
purpose of administering the law as they
find it, as they receive it from the courts.
If the courts have then said that certain
freedom of choice plans are illegal, and
if Congress comes in now and says that
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare cannot administer the law
as the courts have decided it—and that
is what this section provides—then we
have administrative chaos in the office
of HEW, because they cannot enforce
the law. They do not make the judgment.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, to pre-
vent chaos, we have to authorize the use
of the taxpayers’ money to follow a
course, even if the Secrefary of Health,
Education, and Welfare knows right well
that the decision of the court took into
consideration and was based, at least
partially, on the matter of race or color.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator.

Mr, HY. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, SCOTT. I yield.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, it seems
to me that the key words, as the Senator
has pointed out, are race or color, which,
again, seem to be unnecessary because
under the Constitution this would be un-
constitutional. Therefore, I do not un-
derstand an objection to the section.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, what is
illezal by determination of the courts, I
may say to the Senator, is not the refer-
ence to race or color, which is merely a
phrase which defines the problem, but
what is illegal is the so-called right of
the parent or guardian to supersede the
right of the school district in determin-
ing what is to be done.

Mr. MURPHY. It does not say that.
The entire section is based on the key
words, race or color, If we take them out,
1£ my judgment it becomes discrimina-

Ty

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, not at all.
The key words here are, “the right or
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privilege of attending any public school
of his or her choice as selected by his or
her parent or guardian.” That is what
the courts have said.

Mr, MURPHY., It says, “because ¢
or her race or color.” We are not
agreement, I believe that what the Court.
says is proper. But this change says they
cannot do it on the basis of race or color
alone.

Mr. SCOTT. I am glad we are not in
disagreement. I think we are merely en-
deavoring to struggle out of a morass of
confusion.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, SCOTT. I yield.

Mr. DOMINICK, Mr. President, I have
been supporting the Senator on these
amendments, I do not know that I can
support the Senator on this amendment.
I do not understand why he takes the
position he did.

It seems to me that we should not re-
quire the assienment of children to a
school solely on the basis of color. If they
are to be assigned on the basis of school
district or divisions within a county by
a school board for convenience, that
would be all right.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 2 minutes,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania is recognized for
2 minutes.

Mr. DOMINICK. But when we start
to assign them solely because of color, it
seems to me that we have something that
is fundamentally opposed to the Ci
Rights Act as well as the Constitution
I do not understand how we can
thorize the use of Federal funds to do
something which we think is in violation
of the Civil Rights Act and the Constitu-
tion.

Mr, SCOTT. Mr. President, I can only
say that the purport of the Jonas
amendment is to permit any student to
go to any school he wishes to attend if
he shall be so designated as attending
that school by his parent or guardian,
And it forbids the use of HEW funds to
implement any plan. And if we leave out
the words “race or color” and then come
back to it, I think the Senator will see
what I mean.

Mr. DOMINICK. T do, because I was on
yvour side. -

Mr. SCOTT. It says, “The right or
privilege of attending any public school
of his or her choice.” With this amend-
ment, whether it is because of race or
color, any parent or guardian can make
a determination and can remove from
the school district the right to make that
decision. It is in the hands of the parent
or guardian to say, “I am exercising free-
dom of choice.” If there is discrimination
against any child on account of race or
color, the Secretary has said, “Don’t ask
me to try to enforce this, because the
courts have said it is illegal. I cannot en-
force it." And that is administrative
chaos.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The tlme
of the Senator has expired. .

Who yields time?

Mr., ERVIN. Mr, President, I viel? »~
self such time as I may requir

T—
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This is the first time that anyone has
been bold enough to assert on the floor
of the Senate that we will do mischief
if i_e restore some little liberty to the

ts of children by forbidding HEW

d money to deny those children

the right to attend their school because
of their race or color.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. Presldent may
we have order in the Senate, so that we
can hear the Senator?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will be order in the Senate so that we may
hear the Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I have
stated several times on the floor of the
Senate that this constant agitation on
racial matters has impaired our national
sanity. I think that in this instance it
has dethroned it.

I ask Senators to read what this says.
It says:

No part of the funds contained in this Act
shall be used to provide, formulate, carry out,
or implement, any plan which would deny to
any student, because of his or her race or
color, the right or privilege of attending any
public school of his or her choice as se-
lected by his or her parent or guardian.

In other words, all it says is that HEW
cannot spend any of the funds appro-
priated by this act to deny a child, solely
on the basis of his race or color, the right
of attending the school selected for him
by his parents.

I am not impressed when a bureaucrat
objects to having any of his authority
diminished. I think the most healthful
thing that could happen in this country
would be to take some of the authority
away from the bureaucrats and give free-

~ back to the people of this Nation.

nis provision, section 410, not only
recognizes that a parent should be al-
lowed to select the school for his child,
but it also recognizes the Brown decision
and implements the Civil Rights Aet of
1964.

This is not such a great freedom of
choice measure as it is a measure to pre-
vent children from being denied the right
to go to a particular school on account of
their race or color. Yet, we are asked by
those who would strike section 410 to tell
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare that it can use funds to
deny a child the right to attend a school
on account of his race or color. Such
action is exactly what the Brown case
said was unconstitutional.

Down in my country about the turn
of the century, we had a very fine brick-
layer, but he was a poor theologian. His
name was John Waltts.

John would go out and ask the little
country churches that had no pastors to
let him preach. One day he was preach-
ing away in this little country church.

Another of the citizens of my county,
Joe Hicks, who had had several drinks
of Burke County corn, came staggering
by. I have heard rumors to the effect
that Burke County corn is a very potent
beverage. When Joe Hicks saw John in
the pulpit he staggered up the aisle,
dragged him to the door and threw him
out. He was indicted for disturbing a

ligious worship, and the jury returned

erdict of guilty. Judge Robinson, the
esiding judge, evidently had about the
same appraisal of John's preaching abil-
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ity and theological knowledge as Joe
Hicks displayed, so he sought some way
to let Joe off as light as possible,

He said in a stern voice:

Mr. Hicks, when you were gullty of this
unseemingly comduct on the Sabbath Day
you must have been so drunk as not to real-
ize what you were doing.

Joe Hicks said:

Your Honor, I had had several drinks but
I wouldn’t want Your Honor to think I could
stand by and hear the word of the Lord
being mummicked up like that without
doing something about it.

Mr. President, we have heard this
phraseology of section 410 mummicked
up by the distinguished minority leader.
He is worrying about what school boards
in the States might do or have to do.
This has no application to the school
boards in the State. This only applies to
HEW, and that is all it says. It says:

You cannot use funds appropriated to
carry out a plan which would deny to a child
the right to attend the school selected by his
parent or puardian because of his race or
color.

We had references to the 14th amend-
ment a little while ago. There is not a
syllable in the equal protection clause
which places any limitation whatever on
the freedom of a parent or on the free-
dom of a schoolchild, none whatever.
The only limitation is a limitation upon
the power of a State and its subdivisions;
and here we would say that HEW, by
reason of this provision being struck out,
can use the funds appropriated to it to
require a State to deny a child the right
to attend a school because of the child’s
race and color. I say opponents of section
410 have been mummicking up acts of
Congress,

For example, we passed a law that is in
perfect harmony with the Jonas amend-
ment. Here is what it said. I refer to title
IV of the Civil Rights Act of 1964:

“Desegregation” means the assignment of
students to publle schools and within such
schools without regard to their race, color,
religion, or national origin, but “desegrega~
tion" shall not mean the assignment of stu-
dents to publlc schools in order to overcome
racial Imbalance.

That provision states in about as plain
English as can be done that in assigning
students to public schools, agencies of
the State shall not take into considera-
tion a student’s race or color. Yet, the
proposal of the distinguished Senator
from Pennsylvania to strike out the Jo-
nas amendment is a proposal, in effect,
to allow the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare to use the funds ap-
propriated to it by this act to compel
school boards to deny schoolchildren the
right to attend the school selected by
their parents because of the race and
color of those schoolchildren.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

“Mr. ERVIN. I yleld.

Mr. CASE. I take it the Senator does
not contend that apart from this sec~
tion there is any inhibition on a local
school board from using whatever means
it thinks desirable to eliminate racial
segregation in its own schools.

Mr. ERVIN, No. It prohibits HEW from
telling the school board that they will
not get any funds unless they bar chil-
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dren from the school on account of race
or color. That is what it says.

Mr. CASE, Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield further?

Mr. ERVIN. I yield.

Mryr. CASE. I think the Senator some-
what understates what the section says,
but apart from that, that was not my
question. If the Senator will permit me,
I shall repeat my question.

Mr. ERVIN. The English language is
my mother tongue. I think I understand
]vlzshilat. it says when it speaks plain Eng-

5}

Mr. CASE. I was not asking the ques-
tion about what this section states. I
said apart from this section is it true a
loeal school board is not disabled from
using whatever means it wants to
achieve racial balance in its system?

Mr. ERVIN. This does not apply to
the local school board; it applies to
HEW.

Mr. CASE. But apart from this, is it
wrong, iIs it against the law for a local
school board to attempt to desegregate
its schools.

Mr. ERVIN. No, it is not.

Mr. CASE. Will the Senator yield fur-
ther?

Mr. ERVIN. I only have a limited pe-
riod of time.

Mr. CASE. I am sure the Senator would
allow time on the bill, and I do want
the Senator to use it. This is of great
interest to us, my colleagues, and me, if
the Senator will permit me to include
myself in that happy group. On this sec-
tion, now

Mr. ERVIN. I assure the Senator it
would be a much happier group if they
were willing to give freedom of choice
to the parents of schoolchildren and
say that the right to assign children in
schools should not be denied by HEW on
account of race or color. That is what the
section says.

Mr, CASE. I suggest to the Senator
that his statement of the effect of this,
and, indeed, its terms, in spite of his
great command of the English lan-
guage—which he should not have to brag
about because all of us would testify to
it—but in spite of that what the Senator
said about this is not an adequate de-
scription. It would not just prevent HEW
from forcing the school board, but it
would also apply to the local school
board.

Mr. ERVIN. That is not what it says.
The section states:

Sec. 410, No part of the funds contained
in this Act shall be used to provide, formu-
late, carry out, or implement, any plan
which would deny to any student, because
of his or her race or color, the right or privi-
lege of attending any public school of his
or her choice as selected by his or her parent
or guardian.

Mr, CASE. May I state the question
one other way. Does the Senator contend
that even if this section should be agreed
to and stay in the bill it would be pos-
sible for Secretary Finch to give to any
school board funds to help it work out
a program of desegregation that it de-
cided on including, if you will, assign-
ment of pupils?

Mr. ERVIN. Not if that plan under-
took to deny a child’s parents the right
to select a school for him hecause of
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the race or color of the child, That is
what it says.

Mr. CASE. Thus limiting the right, am
I right, that this section as it stands is
designed to do, of a school board?

Mr. ERVIN, It puts the limitation on
HEW. It says HEW cannot use the
money to implement a plan which denies
the right to any child to attend a school
because of his race or color.

Mr, CASE, No, It says “no part of the
funds” shall be used. That includes any-
hody, including a school board.

Mr. ERVIN. It says none of these
funds shall be used to implement a plan
which denies, on the basis of race or
color, the right of a child to attend a
school selected by his parents.

Mr. CASE. Exactly; and that means
a plan whether promulgated by HEW
or a local school board.

Mr. ERVIN. I would like to yield more
time to the Senator——

Mr. CASE. Would the Senator respond
to that question? By whomever that plan
is promulgated, the funds are denied for
that kind of plan?

Mr. ERVIN. That is right.

Mr. CASE, I thank the Senator.

Mr., ERVIN, It denies funds to be used
for any plan that denies a child the
right to attend a school selected by his
parents, because of his race or color.
That is plain English, and should be
easily understandable.

Mr. President, I was speaking of the
equal-protection clause. The equal-pro-
tection clause is one of the simplest pro-
visions in the Constitution. It is so not-
withstanding attempts by bureaucrats
and some Federal judges to make it ob-
scure. All it says is that no State shall
deny to any person within its jurisdic-
tion the equal protection of the laws.

That is a very good provision. What
it intended is to prevent a State from
having one law for one man or one group
of men and another law for another man
or a group of men when those men or
those groups are in like circumstances.

It is also just as clear as the noonday
sun in a cloudless sky that when a school
board opens all the schools within its
jurisdiction to children of all races and
permits those children or their parents
to select the school that they will attend,
that is the most perfect compliance with
the equal-protection clause that can be
devised. This is true simply because a
freedom-of-choice plan of this nature
treats everybody, all parents and all chil-
dren. of all races, exactly alike, and
oceans of judicial sophistry cannot wash
out this plain truth. :

There is a decision in the Supreme
Court called Green against New Kent
County. The facts in that case are sim-
ple. The opinion itself is ambiguous and
murky. It lays down no fixed or under-
standable or workable rules, I might say
to my brethern from the cities of the
North, where they have large colored
populations segregated in residential
sections, that that is a decision which,
if it means anything, applies to de facto
segregation, and not what some are
pleased to call de jure segregation.

I say that for this reason. Three years
before Justice Brennan wrote the opin-
ion in that case, the school board of New
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Kent County had abolished the last ves-
tige of State imposed segregation, and
had extended to the children of that
county, both black and white, full free-
dom to attend whichever one of the two
schools in the county that they wished
to attend.

The only obligation placed on the
States by the Brown decision and the
only obligation placed on the States by
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 is that they
will not discriminate against any child
by denying him the right to attend a
school on account of his race.

We are in the-unfortunate situation in
this country today of disregarding the
very sound advice given to us by one of
the wisest of our sons, Benjamin N.
Cardozo, chief judge of the Court of
Appeals of New York, and afterward
Associate Justice of the Supreme Court
of the United States. Justice Cardozo
said that when we strike off one set of
shackles, we ought not to substitute for
them another set of shackles. Yet that
is precisely what HEW is trying to do
today. It is trying to substitute for out-
lawed State imposed segregation, fed-
erally coerced or federally briefed
integration.

So in the Green case, where the chil-
dren of New Kent County were allowed
perfect freedom of choice, the Court
struck down the system in that county.
The Court did say, however, that free-
dom of choice could be used. The Court
said that that freedom of choice in this
case did not comply with the second
Brown requirement that children should
be admitted to school on a nonracial
basis.

If this holding means anything, it
means that where there is de facto
segregation, and not just de jure segre-
gation, there cannot be freedom of
choice unless the black and the white
children of the school district mix them-
selves racially in the schools in a manner
pleasing to the Supreme Court Justices.

The Supreme Court Justices in that
case did not say what would please them,
but they struck down that system. They
destroyed freedom in a de facto segre-
gated community—segregated as far
as the schools were concerned because
the children wanted it that way.

The Senator from Michigan made a
very fine plea for freedom of choice in
such instances when this matter was
before the Senate on February 17, in
another form., I speak of Senator
GRIFFIN.

Senator GrirrFIN said at that time:

It is common knowledge that other
minority groups smetimes Ilive together
and choose to go to school together out of
cholee. People of Polish descent and people
of the Jewish faith often do so. Perhaps In
some instances it is because of discrimina-
tion. If there is discrimination, that Is wrong
and we should do something about that,

If It is by cholce, then are we going to say
that because there {5 an imbalance in a par-
ticular school that, ipso facto, we have de
facto segregated schools and we must bus
these people across town?

Like Senator Grrrrin, I happen to en-
tertain a conviction that people segre-
gate themselves in society on the basis of
race because they choose to do so, and
that in so choosing they are acting in
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obedience to a natural law, It is not sur-
prising to me that forced integration has
proved a failure, because the American
people love liberty and they do not like
coercion. The United States is su;dd
to be a free society and we are tol t
was the reason that this country was
founded.

Despite the fact, HEW wants to con-
vert little ehildren, both black and white,
into helpless puppets on a bureaucratic
string. We find here in the Senate this
same sentiment that we must rob little
children of their choice, and that we can
do that by permitting HEW to use funds
to deny a child the right to attend the
school selected by its parents, even on
the basis of the child’s race or color. The
Jonas amendment would prohibit this
action.

God gave little children to their par-
ents. He did not give them to the bureau-
crats in HEW, It is time that we took
the children away from HEW and gave
them back to their parents.

Children are now being denied the
right to attend their neighborhood
school because of their race or color.
They are denied that right under plans
formulated by HEW. HEW says to some
students, “You cannot attend your neigh-
borhood schools either because there are
too many children of your race and col-
or there already, or because we need
children of your race or color to mix the
races in some school elsewhere.”

That is all that the Jonas amend-
ment, section 410 of this bill, undertakes
to prohibit. It just says that HEW will
give to the people the right to select the
school their children shall attend, ar
that when they select the school’
their children to attend, their chil
shall not be denied access to that school
by the use of funds appropriated to HEW
on account of the race or color of those
children.

There is no doubt of the fact that
HEW is denying children the right to
attend their neighbor school because of
their race. It has done it all through
North Carolina. It is doing it every day.
It takes little children who live across
the street from schools and denies them
the right to attend those schools on
account of their race or color, either be-
cause there are too many of their race
and color already in those schools, or
because they need some of their race and
color to mix the schools elsewhere.

That is denying the right to attend
school on account of a child's race or
color, and that is all the Jonas amend-
ment undertakes to prevent, by provid-
ing that the funds of HEW shall not be
used for that purpose.

Mr, TALMADGE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at that point?

Mr. ERVIN. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Georgia.

Mr, TALMADGE. Is not that diametri-
cally opposed to what the Brown deci-
sion held in 1954, when it held we must
be colorblind and not color conscious?

Mr. ERVIN. Yes. In other words, those
who want to favor forced integration of
schools against the will of the people are
like the man who was lost in the woo?
one night, and was found by a satyr wi
took the man to his home. It was cold,
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and as they were approaching the satyr's

home the man blew on his hands. The
;at.gr said, “What are you doing that
or?"

1id, “To warm my hands.”

n they got to the satyr's home,the
satyr set a smoking dish of porridge in
front of the man, and the man blew on
the porridge. The satyr asked, “What are
you blowing on the porridge for?”

He said, “To cool it."”

The satyr said, “Out with you. I will
have nothing to do with a man that
blows hot and cold with the same
breath.”

HEW blows hot and cold with the
same breath. It says you must assign chil-
dren to sechools without taking their
race into consideration, and in the next
breath it says you must assign children
to schools on the basis of their race or
color. All that the Jonas amendment
undertakes to do is to say that HEW can
use all the funds appropriated to it
which are to be used by it to keep a
State agency from denying a child the
right to attend a school on account of
its race or celor, but it cannot use funds
appropriated to it to do exaetly the op-
posite, and deny a child the right to
attend the school selected by its parents
on account of the child's race or color.

As I have stated, the New Kent County
case is a case which has no meaning
other than the meaning that you can
have freedom of choice in a school sys-
tem if the children exercise their free-
dom of choice in a manner pleasing to
Supreme Court Justices, but you cannot
have freedom of choice in a school sys-
tem if the children exercise their free-
ﬂ of choice in a manner displeasing

preme Court Justices.

The holding in the Green case is a dis-
tortion of our Constitution, which was
intended to establish a free society. The
American people do not hold their free-
dom by any such arbitrary, capricious,
tyrannical, and slender judicial thread
as that.

Mr, President, I yield the floor.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, before
the Senator yields the floor, will he yield
for one question?

Mr. ERVIN. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I un-
derstood that the decision in the Brown
case meant that it was held by our high-
est court to be unconstitutional to deny
to any student, because of his or her race
or color, the right or privilege of attend-
ing any public school. Am I correct in
that understanding?

Mr. ERVIN. That is exactly what it
held, and that is exactly what the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 says. -

Mr. HOLLAND, I call to the Senator's
attention that this amendment, section
410, uses those very words, and I read it:

No part of the funds contalned in this Act
shall be used to provide, formulate, carry out,
or implement, any plan which would deny
to any student, because of his or her race
or color, the right or privilege of attending
any public school of his or her cholce as

% selected by his or her parent or guardian.

The additional words are added fo
ehaw that the public school chosen by
ﬁtudent was the choice of the parent
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I ask the distinguished Senator if it
is not the fact that this amendment, in
essence, simply holds that no part of the
funds contained in this act shall be used
to fund a denial of the right announced
in the Brown case.

Mr. ERVIN. That is right. It is cer-
tainly right down the rcad and in com-
plete harmony with the Brown case,

However, those who believe in forced
integration want to take it both ways.
They want to blow hot, and use the
Brown case, and then blow cold and ar-
rive at a decision completely opposite to
and in conflict with the Brown case.

Mr. HOLLAND. I just want to ask the
distinguished Senator if it is not his un-
derstanding, in construing this section
that the word “deny”—the denial—re-
lates to the following words: “because of
his or her race or color”; that the denial
is because of race or color.

Mr, ERVIN. Yes. That is exactly it.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator. T
cannot see how anyone who claims to be-
lieve that the constitutional right an-
nounced by the Brown case should be
enforced could oppose the enactment of
this amendment.

Mr. ERVIN. I cannot, either, unless
they are so bent on forced integration
that they want to uphold the Brown case
where it will produce forced integration
and violate it where that violation will
produce forced integration.

In other words, they want to take away
all the liberty from the parents and
scheolehildren in America to accomplish
these objectives. Any Senator who be-
lieves that America should be made a
free society and that the children which
God gave to the parents should be given
back to them and taken away from HEW
ought to vote against the amendment
proposed by the distinguished minority
leader.

I yield to the Senator from Mississippi
such time as he may use from the time
I have remaining.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator.
Mr, President, how much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There are
22 minutes.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr., President, as one
who has given special attention to these
amendments and the subject matter, I
respectfully submit to the Senate that
this is what the amendment means, as I
see it.

The key words begin on line 5 and end
on line 6: “because of his or her race or
color.”

The Supreme Court of the United
States, in the case of Brown against
Board of Education, in 1954, clearly held
that a State or any subdivision thereof
could not deny to any person admission
to a school—any person who was other-
wise eligible—on account of race, color,
or national origin. That was a basic, sim-
ple, fundamental, elemental holding, and
they based it on the Constitution of the
United States. That is controlling; that
is the law.

The amendment under discussion real-
1y says that HEW shall not do this very
thing, That is the key word, as I see it,
in this amendment: HEW shall not deny
to any student, because of his or her race
or color, the right or privilege of attend-
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ing any publie school of his or her choice,
as designated by the parents.

We talk about race and color. What
color are we talking about? It does not
always mean black people or other peo-
ple of color. It includes white people.
They are people, too. They should not be
discriminated against.

That is the effect, in a way, of what is
happening now, when children are in a
place where they have a right to be and
they are hauled out for the purpose of
balancing the rolls—numbers, or a cer-
tain proportion—mixing, This goes back
to the fundamentals. It is in keeping with
the amendment adopted by the Senate
last week that provides, as a matter of
policy, that what is done shall be done
uniformly.

What the Supreme Court struck down
was a law that discriminated according
to color; and now, in these requirements,
whatever they are, it just says there
cannot be discrimination against any-
one, regardless of color. I think that is
a rather simple, elemental, and funda-
mental thing. It is based solely on that
point, as I understand it.

I hope that the Senators will give it
proper attention. It is a new amendment.
1 believe they will reach that conclusion;
and if they do, it will be compelling that
they vote to keep that provision in the
bill.

I conclude my remarks,

Mr. SCOTT. I yield 2 minutes to the
Senator from New York (Mr, Javirs).

Mr. JAVITS. I appreciate very much
the time yielded.

Mr, President, the issue is almost the
same as we have faced right along. We
are told that because X is wrong, Y
should be condoned. That is essentially
what the argument here is.

The key to the amendment proposed
by the Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr.
Scorr) relates to the word “plan,” which
is at line 3, page 61:

No part of the funds . . . shall be used to
provide, formulate, carry out, or implement,
any plan . . .

That plan must be presumed to be a
lawful plan. If it is an unlawful plan, it
obviously cannot be aided by HEW. So
if it is a lawful plan, it is not a plan which
diseriminates contrary to the law. It is a
plan which has been devised after a free-
dom of choice plan of a given school dis-
trict has been turned down either by a
court or HEW.

Under section 410 of the act, notwith-
standing that a court may order a new
plan or that HEW may accept it, HEW
would be prohibited from giving any
funds to aid in implementing it. That is
what it comes down to. If it is & lawful
plan, it is a plan which does not unlaw-
fully discriminate, and it must be a plan
which is substituted in some way by a
court or by HEW for a freedom of choice
plan. ; i

Notwithstanding the fact that an un-
lawful plan containing a freedom of
choiece provision may have been displaced
by a lawful plan, this section, if it stood,
would deny HEW the authority to pro-
vide any money to implement that lawful
plan because the unlawful plan contains
freedom of choice.
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It seems to me that we are being asked
to stand on our heads, and I hope very
much the Senate will not do that.

Mr, SCOTT. Mr, President, the pur-
pose of the amendment, as I see it, is to
discourage Federal help to the school dis-
tricts: because, under section 410 there
is no way to get Federal help, the De-
partment advises me, except under the
freedom-of-choice provision. It is the
only course permitted by the amendment,
and that course is illegal, under many
court rulings. :

I am willing to yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nay.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr, President, I rise
in support of the amendment offered
by the Senator from Pennsylvania.

The enactment of section 410 of the
bill would contravene the constitutional
obligation of every school distriet to pro-
vide for publie schooling on a nondis-
criminatory basis.

In this respect, section 410 goes fur-
ther than the original Whitten amend-
ments which have been debated here in
connection with the Mathias amend-
ment.

It introduces more directly upon the
traditional jurisdiction of local school
boards and of State legislatures to set
educational policy. And the provision
would establish, in effect, a statutory
right of “freedom of choice” for all
parents and students under Federal law,

Mr. President, nearly 2 years ago the
Supreme Court ruled, in the case of
Green against New Kent County Board
of Education, Va., that freedom of choice
is not constitutionally permissible unless
it achieves an end to illegal segrega-
tion in the schools. Moreover, experience
with freedom of choice desegregation
plans indicates that in most cases such
plans are not effective in overcoming
diserimination.

Section 410 ignores this experience
and the decisions of the Federal courts
by attempting to legalize freedom of
choice in all situations—regardless of
whether it accomplishes equal oppor-
tunity for minority students.

In addition, it would appear that sec-
tion 410 negates and overrides the tra-
ditional powers reserved to the States
and to local authorities in the field of
public education.

For section 410 would deny Federal ed-
ucation funds to school districts which
voluntarily sought to desegregate its
schools by an assignment plan other than
freedom of choice. It would deny to
school districts Federal funds if they
chose to obey the order of a Federal
court to desegregate in a manner con-
trary to freedom of choice. And it raises
the possibility that every single school
district that is now desezregating by
methods other than freedom of choice
would be encouraged to go back on their
commitments or otherwise risk a loss of
Federal funds.

In short, the enactment of section 410
on the part of Congress would place
school districts in a wholly untenable
position, Any school desegregation on
the part of a school district—whether
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ordered by the courts, pursuant to State
law, or voluntarily undertaken—if it con-
flicts with- freedom of choice, would
carry the risk of a termination of Fed-
eral funds.

Mr. President, under title VI of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964, and under the
Constitution, school districts have the
affirmative obligation to desegregate in
the event of a finding of discrimination.

Section 410 would not make their task
any easier. In fact, it can be argued that
the provision merely serves to complicate
and confuse the legal responsibility
which rests with school districts and lo-
ecal authorities. Section 410 does not—
and eannot—remove a constitutional ob-
ligation; however, it does make the job
more difficult for educational officials all
across the country who have attempted
and are attempting to comply with the
requirements of the law.

There is no guestion but that section
410 would sanction a return to the pat-
tern of separate schools for whites and
for Negroes.

Most school distriets with which the
Government has negotiated meaning-
ful desegrezation would be tempted to
return to ineffective freedom of choice—
which in many instances is merely a
euphemism for the dictum ‘“separate but
equal.” That is what freedom of choice
has amounted to in practical terms. It
seems to me that, with the enactment
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Con-
gress crossed this bridge many years ago.

I therefore urge my colleagues to vote
for the pending amendment to strike
section 410.

Mr. SCOTT. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. ERVIN. I yield back the remainder
of my time, :

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has been yielded back.

The guestion is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Penn-
sylvania. On this question the yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the clerk
will ecall the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. ALLOTT (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the distinguished Senator from Rhode
Island (Mr. Pastore) . If he were present
and voting, he would vote “yea’; if I
were at liberty to vote, I would vote
“nay." I withhold my vote.

Mr. FULBRIGHT (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the distinguished Senator from Missouri
(Mr. SymincToN) . If he were present and
voting, he would vote “yea"; if I were
at liberty to vote, I would vote “nay.” I
withhold my vote.

Mr. NELSON (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the distinguished Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. Long). If he were present and vot-
ing, he would vote “nay"; if I were at
liberty to vote, I would vote “yea”. I
withhold my vote.

The rolleall was concluded.

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the
Senator from Indiana (Mr. BayH), the
Senator from Idaho (Mr. CHURcCH), the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. Dopp),
the Senator from Iowa (Mr. HUGHES),
the Senator from Washington (Mr, JAck=-
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son), the Senator from Louisiand (Mr.
Lowg), the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. MonTOoYA), the Senator from Utah
(Mr. Moss), the Senator from e
Island (Mr. Pastore), the Senator
Missouri (Mr. SyminGgToN), and the -
ator from Texas (Mr, YARBOROUGH) are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Alaska (Mr, Graver) is absent on
official business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the BSenator from Towa (Mr.
HucHEs) , the Senator from Washington
(Mr. JacksoN), the Senator from Rhode
Island (Mr. PasTore), and the Senator
from Indiana (Mr, Baya) would each
vote “yea.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. Cook), the
Senators from Arizona (Mr. FanNIN and
Mr. GoLpwATER) , the Senator from Ore-
gon (Mr. Packwoon), the Senators from
Illinois (Mr, Percy and Mr, SmiTH), the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. ProuTy),
and the Senator from Alaska (Mr. Ste-
VENS) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr,
Munpt) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Ohio (Mr. SAXBE)
is absent on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Kentucky (Mr, Cook) and the Sen-
ator from Illinois (Mr. Percy) would
each vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. SmrTH) is paired with the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. Muwnpr), If
present and voting, the Senator from Illi-
nois would vote “yea,” and the Sena’
from South Dakota would vote “‘nay.

The result was announced—yeas 43,
nays 32, as follows:
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YEAS—43
Alken Hart Mondale
Anderson Hartke Muskie
Bellmon Hatfield Pearson
Bopggs Inouye Pell
Brooke Javits Proxmire
Burdick Kennedy Randolph
Case Magnuson Ribicoff
Cooper Mansfield Schweiker
Cranston Mathins Scott
Dole MeCarthy Smith, Maine
Eagleton MceGee Tydings
Fong McGovern Williams, N.J.
Goodell McIntyre Young, Ohio
Griffin Metcalfl
Harris Miller

NAYS—32
Allen Ellender Murphy
Baker Ervin Russell
Bennett Gore Sparkman
Bible Gurney Spong
Byrd, Va. Hansen Stennis
Byrd, W, Va, Holland Talmadge
Cannon Hollings Thurmond
Cotton  Hruska Tower
Curtis Jordan, N.C. Williams, Del,
Dominick Jordan, Idaho Young, N, Dak.
Eastland MeClellan

PRESENT AND GIVING LIVE PAIRS, AS
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED—3
Allott, against.
Fulbright, against,

Nelson, for.
NOT VOTING—22

Bayh Jackson Prouty
Church Long Saxbe
Cook Montoya Smith, T11.
Dodd Moss ¢ Stevens
Fannin Mundt : Symington
Goldwater Packwood Yarborough
Gravel
Hughes Percy

N
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So Mr. Scorr’s amendment was agreed
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I move to

er the vote by which the amend-
was agreed to.
*. JAVITS. Mr. President, I move to

lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to. -

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, may I at
this time, yielding time on the bill, ask
the majority leader what the further
program is.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it is
my understanding that there are amend-
ments to be offered by the distinguished
Senator from Virginia (Mr. SronG), the
distinguished Senator from Nebraska
(Mr. Hruska), the distinguished Sena-
tor from New York (Mr. Javits), and
the distinguished Senator from Califor-
nia (Mr. MURPHY).

I would like, with the permission of the
two last-named Senators and the man-
ager of the bill, to ask unanimous con-
sent that on the Javits and Murphy
amendments there be a time limitation
of 20 minutes, the time to be equally
divided between the sponsors of the
amendments and the manager of the bill.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, 20 minutes
on the Javits amendment and 20 minutes
on the Murphy amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to a time limitation on the
Murphy and Javits amendments? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it is
my understanding on the Spong amend-

‘mt that there is a 2-hour limitation.

. SPONG. Mr, President, I believe

limitation is 1 hour; 30 minutes to
a side. I would certainly hope not to use
2 hours. If I may state what happened
on yesterday, the Senator from Mon-
tana thought that the Senator from Ne-
braska (Mr. Hruska) might have the
same amendment. The effect was that he
asked for 2 hours, an hour to the side.
I said that I thought that an hour would
be agreeable to me.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I ask that
the unanimous-consent agreement pre-
viously entered into be modified, If the
majority leader has no objection, I would
ask him now to pose a modification on
the time limitation for the amendment
of the distinguished Senator from Vir-
ginia,

Mr. MANSFIELD. The minority leader
may state it.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, would the
Senator from Virginia agree to a modi-
fication of the time limitation on his
amendment to 1 hour to be equally. di-
vided?

Mr. SPONG. That is agreeable.

Mr, SCOTT. I ask unanimous consent
that there be a time limitation on the
Spong amendment, the time to be equally
divided.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
5 50 ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, has

Thair put the guestion?

». PRESIDING OFFICER. The

g?au.s-mnseat agreement has been

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

agreed to. There will be 20 minutes on the
Murphy and the Javits amendments and
1 hour on.the Spong amendment, and 2
hours on the Hruska amendment.

Mr., SPONG. Mr. President, I send to
the desk an amendment and ask that it
be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The AssisTanT LEGISLATIVE CLERK, The
Senator from Virginia (Mr. SroNg) pro-
poses an amendment as follows:

On page 28, line 15, after the word “of",
strike out “90 per centum of the amounts to
which such agencies are entitled pursuant
to section 3(a) of said title and”,

Mr. SPONG. Mr, President, I offer this
amendment on behalf of myself, the
Senator from Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH),
the Senafor from Colorado (Mr. Domi-
NIcK), the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. Perpr), the Senator from Virginia
(Mr, Byrp), and the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. JORDAN) .

I understand that the hour is late, and
I know that there are other amend-
ments to be considered. So I will try, as
briefly as possible, to explain the amend-
ment.

The pending amendment would strike
language which provides for separate
and different appropriations treatment
of category “A" and category “B"” chil-
dren under the impacted areas program.

As I am certain all of you know, cate-
gory “A” children are those whose par-
ents live and work on Federal property,
while category “B" children are those
whose parents only work on Federal
property.

Under the language currently in the
bill, category "“A" children would be
funded at 90 percent of entitlement be-
fore any category “B” children are
funded. This means that within the ap-
propriation provided by the bill, cate-
gory "“B” children would be funded at
about 72 percent of entitlement. Under
the amendment adopted yesterday, these
percentages would, of course, be reduced,
if the President exercised his discre-
tionary reduction authority on the im-
pacted areas program.

The effect of the pending amendment
would be to require that category “A”
and category “B” pupils be funded at
the same percentage of entitlement. Esti-
mates are that the $505 million in the
bill for the Pubic Law 874 program
would permit funding at approximately
78 percent of entitlement for both cate-
gories.

The pending amendment would permit
continuation of the program in the form
in which it currently exists. Category
“A" and category “B" children have al-
ways been treated alike under the pro-
gram as far as percentage of reimburse-
ment is concerned. Adoption of the
amendment would permit them to be
treated alike in fiscal 1970.

Provision is made in the law for a dis-
tinction between category “A” and cate-
gory “B" children. Reimbursement for
category “B" children is, under the au-
thorization, one-half of the reimburse-
ment for category “A" children. Thus,
if category “A” children are reimbursed
at $100 each, reimbursement for category
“B" children is $50 each, Under existing
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law and the proposed amendment, the
reimbursement would be the same per-
centage for both categories; that is, ap-
proximately 78 percent, Under our hypo-
thetical example, this would mean 78
percent of the $100 for category “A” chil-
dren and 78 percent of the $50 for cate-
gory “B" children. The language in the
bill would, however, further emphasize
the distinetion. Under our hypothetical
example, reimbursement would be at a
rate of 90 percent of the $100 for cate-
gory “A" children and 72 percent of the
$50 for category “B” children. The dis-
tinetion is thus exaggerated far béyond
the intent of Congress in the authorizing
legislation.

The language in the commitiee bill is
but another attempt to modify the im-
pacted areas program in the appropria-
tions process. By permitting the language
in the bill to stand, we would be shifting
the focus of the program. Furthermore,
we would be doing so without committee
hearing and adequate study of the effects
of such a shift. And, we would be doing so
late in the school year, without giving lo-
cal school districts reasonable notice of
the change in congressional intent.

Only several weeks ago we had before
us the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act Amendments. We debated it
for days. If a change was to be made in
the focus of the program, that was the
time to make it. If the purpose and em-
phasis of the impact program is to be
changed, it should be done in an au-
thorization bill, not in the appropriations
process.

Recently, the Battelle Memorial Insti-
tute released a report carrying various
recommendations for modifications in
the impact program. The administration,
several days ago, sent Congress proposals
for changing the impact program as a re-
sult of that report. Those proposals went
to the Education Subcommittees in the
House and Senate, and any change in the
program should be considered by those
legislative committees.

But, certainly, this is not the place or
the timie to modify the program. Every
year we see the same play repeated. The
battle over impact aid is not fought in
thelegislating bills, but in the appropria-
tion hills, and it is not fought until so
late in the year that change would wreak
havoe on loeal school districts.

Perhaps some modifications should be
made In the program, but they should
not be made in the manner in which
they have been attempted. Impact aid
provides thousands, and in some cases,
millions of dollars for school districts.
To cut this ald or redistribute it in the
midst of a school year is a ridculous and
inefficient exercise of power. If makes
orderly planning and efficient manage-
ment impossible on the local level. It
makes us in the Federal Government look
as though we do not understand basic
concepts of business and administration.

The impasse over enactment of this
appropriation bill has already caused
severe financial problems for a number
of school districts. I do not believe we
should compound those problems by
shifting the focus of programs this late
in the school year. I believe it would be
irresponsible of us to do so.
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This amendment would help us to
make the best of a situation which has
almost reached the absurd. It would help
permit school districts which have
already made commitments to spend an-
ticipated funds this year to arrange their
finances to comply with the budget re-
straints which have been imposed. And,
hopefully, it would permit us to turn our
thoughts away from this year, in which
orderly planning and operation is beyond
hope, toward next year, where there Is
still a chance for efficient and effective
operations qf our school finances.

I would like to note that the able
chairman of the Senate Labor and Pub-
lic Welfare Commitiee (Mr. YARBOR-
oucH) is a cosponsor of this amendment.
I am certain that he would have spoken
in favor of it had he not had to be in
Texas today on business. Also, the able
chairman of the Education subcommit-
tee, Senator PeLL, is a cosponsor.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may add the name of the
Senator from Nevada (Mr. CANNON) as
a cosponsor of the amendment.

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

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, I yield now
to the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Education, the Senator from Rhode
Island.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island is recognized.

Mr, PELL. Mr. President, I rise to sup-
port the motion of Senator Srong, which
would delete from the pending measure
that provision which would provide for
preferential funding in the impacted aid
program or ‘A" children over “B” chil-
dren,

The question of impacted aid is one
which is periodically discussed in the
Senate, either attacked or defended, but
in the end it seems to go merrily along.

Upon taking office, the new adminis-
tration spoke of its desire to fund the
“A" children and not the “B" children
in this program. Indeed in our first hear-
ings in the Education Subcommittee last
year, which while not on this specific
subject, saw mention made of the ad-
ministration’s proposal to shift the fund-
ing and there was general opposition
to it.

A year and a quarter has passed, we
enacted one appropriations bill and there
was no mention of preferential funding,
Now, we have before us a measure which
would give preference to the “A” chil-
dren and, in essence, would allow the
President not to fund the “B” children
when one considers the 2-percent cut
the Senate approved yesterday.

There is also a certain equity that we
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should keep in mind when discussing a
bill for the fiscal year which started last
July. The schools have been operating for
7 months at approximately the 1969 lev
of appropriations. To suddenly char
the method of payment of the impa

aid program, I believe would cause a
great financial hardship gn many of the
school distriets. And here it may be wise
for the Senate to consider in actual num-
bers just what we are speaking of. To
use fiscal 1969 as an example, the total
appropriation for Public Law 874
amounted to $462,848,135, this breaks
down to $115,523,133 for 348,703 “A"
children and $347,325,001 for 2,221,876
“B" children with no preference as (o
which category gets funded first.

In my State of Rhode Island there are
approximately 3,036 “A” students and
11,050 “B” students, the funds break
down to $1,219,225 for “A" and $2,293,-
919 for “B” a little higher ratio of “A"
students than reflected in the national
picture. Nevertheless, there would be a
great hardship suffered by local educa-
tion agencies if this preferential funding
were adopted. I ask that at this peint in
the REcorp a fable of Public Law 874
payments for each State be printed.

There being no objection, the tables
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

District

State District A children B children A amount 8 amount A plus B amount schools
Alabi g3 Al A Ml Bl i 01 234 5,179 $59, B53 3662, 342 $722, 195
Do.._ 02 516 7,543 131,982 964, 67 1, 096, 657
03 730 10, 468 186, 719 1,338, 753 1,525, 472
04 329 7,634 84,152 976,312 1, 060, 464
05 25 1,035 132, 366 138, 761
________________________ 07 e , 126 271,894 271,894

08 802 23,764 3,041,736 3,245,871 15

8 1,236 . 158, 072 158, 072 2

All 2,636 59, 005 , 546, 149 8,220, 38 57

15, 240 14, 304 2,805,128 13,191, 358 23

All 15, 240 14, 304 2,804, 128 13,101, 358 23

01 £08 , 463 644, 748 297, 96 12

_______ 02 5,144 15, 968 ; 3 4,028, 355 47

0 10, 354 3, 566 510, 154 3, 280, 149 52

78 1,495 3, 280 497, 180 883,632 18

All 17, 801 27,211 , 215, (185 , 050, 102 129

01 1,029 689 88, 116 351,314 2

02 1,804 7,579 969, 278 1,430, 705 13

03 20 2,439 311,924 317,039 28

04 45 4,049 517,827 529,337 14

Y s All 2,898 14, 756 1,887, 145 2,628,395 57

California 0l 2,644 10,385 1,701, 343 2,534,028 3l

D e e e e 02 1,145 5,538 943,519 1, 342, 399 63

RS R AR R Dl 03 2,716 31,471 5,138, 340 5,962, 790 15

3 04 7,735 18,794 , 007, 474 5,457,438 21

= Bl raaselei=s 1,857 292, 506 292, 505 3

= 08 4,058 578, 963 1, 150, 205 4

SR 7,080 1,164,858 1,174, 970 12

= 8,759 1, 430, 040 1, 475, 155 16

25T 4,437 698, 488, 699, 957 12

...... 23 9, 406 1,513,311 3,236, 782 18

= 24,311 3,955,919 6, 001, 499 3

_______ 10, 885 1,749,706 1,821,848 14

= 988 1, 300,464 1,327,871 18

_______ 5 4,707 757,200 1,108,012 16

g 370 51,393 51,393 1

""" 3,767 605, 988 3,321,271 20

1,773 278,274 279,274 2

467 73, 560 73, 560 1

3,836 611,941 611,941 §

2,653 417,887 417, 887 3

1,613 289, 685 292, 280 5

8,025 1,359, 061 1,381,063 11

2,238 361, 100 363, 621 6

396 80,573 81,128 2

7,342 1,156, 475 1, 665, 564 1

21, 007 3, 363, 425 4, 599, 982 28

, 559 1,482, 427 1,482, 427 13

20, 846 1,425,672 3,621,179 5, 046, 852 40

4,778 215,813 718, 868 934, £81 5

= 18, 898 13, 069 2,971,763 2,985,832 7

in) E 8, 862 574, 111 1,412,858 1,986, 969 10
30 48 3,142 10,773 13,915
D0 5 22,598 37, 3,559, 524 3,929, 684
%0 P s S SR 388, 432 388,432
Do = 6,850 640,771 1,004,729 1,735, 500
Do. e =TT T 13, 057 13, 057
26,430 1,760,073 4,163,121 5,923, 194
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= District
State District A children B children A amount B amaunt A plus B amount schools
R |
A 5 1
41809 41, 808 1
43/615 43, 615 1
315, 030 315, 030 1
1,256, 182 1,257, 127 2
1,259, 962 1. 310,997 ]
55, 801, 277 74, 610, 16
.§' %;' Hh %’gsgg 214 zI‘g
1, 070, 934 1,437, 049 3l
10, 5;3, ﬁsqvu 12 9;3 921 ::%
, 007, 123, 3
fu 1,007, 239 2,123, 558 2
2,444 482 188 495, 6563 1
989 169, 361 169, 361 1
ESR 1,078 .- 199, 967 199, 967 4
O 17 1,348 284,998 284,998 6
Ot um R i
* Delaware.. i 1 s
Ail 25 4, 406 633, 857 701,731 1
99 973 37,321 5,738,477 6, 037, 634
All 973, 37,321 5, 738 471 037,
Florida 01 3,764 3,299 178 4261934
3 Do 02 25 054 518466 583,
1 Do 02 1,227 1,594, 916 1,908, 7
Do 04 10 598, 653 601, 211
Da. 05 3,055 4,209, 116 , 990, 524
Do.. 06 982 650, 1 910, 369
Da... 08 5 495, 702 496, 981
Da_.. 09 36 10,359 34,914
Do. . AN L e L0713 64, 073
Do... 12 1,944 247,979 745, 214
Do.. 82 1, 664 833,97 1,259,
Da All 13,003 12, 522, 605 15, 848, 512 2
Georgi il 659 657, 355 325,914
o 02 1,000 182,520 738, 309
i 03 622 3,135, 991 3, 295, 086
i 06 178 i \
o 07 33 2017, 848 2,026, 289 1
o, ... 08 575 544, 428 691, 501 1
og - 09 154, 875 154, 875 4
Do... 10 468 1,543,377 1,663, 082 6
Do.. 75 117 1, 158, 300 1,188, 224 2
Al 3,652 11, 380,931 12, 315, 040 68
99 15, 964 4681073 8,977,305 1
All 15, 964 4,681,073 8,977,305 1
01 384 808, 391 957,733 35
02 2,026 1,119, 846 1,760,703 23
All 2,410 1,928,237 2,718,436 58
04 95,627 95,627 4
06 5 52, 589 54,628 1
10 4 105, 591 108, 608 1
12 2,931 1,217,513 2,641, B5O 30
13 339 2,925,714 3,086,993 3
14 73 1 %,?g 1,233, tg a’l!
Ty Y ¥ 5 i
16 34 107, 826 119,721 5
) 17 23 445.2;3. “E'g% 1?
: }g 11 5;7.;33 535’?“ 1;
3; i
5 5‘1’ 3 184,188 198,334 1l
I 2 2,418 706, 337 1,708, 616 ]
z 28 et 133, 700 133, ]
12 2 1,837 1,23}‘, 5:% 1.8823.; 35
0 Rﬁ 731 g, 13.:?33 1:.%1‘3.'253 133
I"d“:?; 5 1,494 626 309, 658 873,283 6
Do 06 g .309 218, 042 20, 16
Do 07 5 283 291,704 292,987 18
Do = 08 157 27 353, 228 393, 13
Do . 0 87 339 1,029,123 1,053, 463 4
ge “lJ """""" 2 6 %i 3 105,525 1 zg'gié 1 3?'753 3
3';' ﬁ’m 2,081 23,304 737,355 3,518, 067 A, 255,422 ul:s
fowa___. 10 80 4,637 32,682 947,177 979, 853 6
0o 02 4 a7 1,634 19,814 21, 2
Do 03 3 54 14,707 11,030 25,737 1
Do 04 62 3,058 25,329 624, 642 649,971 9
Do [y TR 315, 680 315, 680 10
Do 05 39 938 161,778 191, 601 353, 378 3
Do PR e 185, 677 185,677 2
305 236,130 2,295,621 2,531,752 43
g %':' 553 “'m 7,208 ' 40, 845 48, 05 7
¥ i
Kmﬁ: = [ 5,705 8,774 1,732, 354 1,326, 576 3,058, 930 zg
Do, 03 140 6,814 42, 046 1, 023, 224 1, 065, 271 %
Da. 04 800 14, 575 240, 264 2,188, 2,428,919 it
Do 05 1,483 1930 445, 389 140, 314 1,185,103
Do_ Al 8152 35, 365 2,467, 261 5,319,614 7,786,875 114
Kentueky i 126 ¥ 855 32,228 820,906 53 14 i
Do 02 2 5,876 6,139 751, 482 757, :
Do 03 13 11, 5};? 3,325 1,41;;:. I;g% 1,4:;l. Egg 3
ﬁ % o 1 826 256 105, 637 },3,.5'“?% ig
b~ 05 42 4,562 10,743 583,434 4177 2
Do .. 07 7 31 L790 3,965 5 1% 1
Do (e e : DRRI St 32, 740 32, &
Do All 213 28, (09 54, 481 3, 5%%’ 071 3, a:gg. % A
i el o s 225728 | 2372 ]
. 6,433 339,932 L 71 , 162,
<l % L 2,446 4,348 32,819 317, 167 2
- i 08 24 7,15 62,922 915, 181 g, 103 4
N Do 791 123 3,718 31, 461 475, 495 % g% "
L ‘ Do s All 1,715 22,038 i 2,818,440 3,251,
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wlt
State District A children B children A amount B amount A plus B amount
................................ 0l 1,061 5,468 §367, 113 $885, 183 §1,252,296 36
Maiu{t;6 ............. 02 3/537 2 9277 1,295, 046 440, 073 1,735,119 38
Do. All 4,598 8,395 1,662,159 1,325, 25 2,987,415 74
Matylind = S e e 1 o1 1,334 5,594 450, 895 1,010,938 1,461, B33 4
00 02 1,531 7,269 535,586 ' 1,280,943 1,820, 529 1
Do_ 05 1,418 43, 850 499, 760 8,784, 567 9,284, 327 2
Do 06 619 6, 152 202,213 998, 1,200, 882 4
Do 08 169 32,368 59, 562 5,703, 889 5,763, 451 1
Do I e L5 - 335,699 335, 699 1
Do 12, 814 38, 851 2,119, 604 2,158, 455 2
e 11,223 753,279 1, 526, 552 2,279, 831 1
T 127,575 2,544, 146 21, 760, 861 24, 305, 007 16
Massachusetis_ 3,916 1914 943,733 950, 647 24
AT 4,139 1, 056, 379 993 977 2,050, 35 9
Do 3,45 1,137, 180 850, 421 1, 987, 607 3
Do_ 2,992 9, 780, 145 790, 033 e =
Do 6, 894 149, 496 1,778,118 1,927,614 21
Do 2,989 18, 355 711, 730, 282 2
Do_ 3,793 8 , 250 1,002, 469 11
Do_ .. 942 38,741 254, 025 292,765 3
Do 1,828 2 473,661 505, 140 10
Do . 3,645 815,910 430, 731 11
Do. . 5, 687 1,428, 076 2,637, 895 40
Do_ 3,069 , 012 806, 789 1
Do 16 , 400 6, 400 1
80 31,970 33, 568 1
43,445 10,867, 629 14,652,297 201
Michigan 488 9, 512 T2 2
Do. 3,090 414817 517,380 7
Do. 251 3, 696 33,817 4
Do. 345 16, 315 50, &7 3
Do. 1,019 36, 796 618, 467 3
Do. 2,905 89, 982 1,473,876 2
Do 3,340 448,378 344, 401 11
Da. 380 51,013 51,013 2
Do_ 4 5,807 14,767 1
Do 4,832 .6712 1672 1
16, 694 2,241, 086 4,329,133 58
mi 615 1835 87,835 4
DS e 15 2,139 8,983 1
Do. 4,073 34,507 580, 769 615,276 9
Do VT e N e 635,951 635, 951 5
Do 2,520 - i 359,327 359,327 1
Do__. 30 f 4,218 32,225 2
Do. 963 305,713 137,314 443027 18
Do 2,391 770,921 340, 9 611,854 15
Da. 15, 068 645,833 2,148 546 794 55
Mississi 976 232,760 - 124 821 357,580 2
Do. _ 151 2,046 1813 a8,
Do. 623 . 805 9,675 148, 480
Do... 11,282 509, 770 1,447, 855 1,952,625
Do___ 13,638 813,380 L 744, 164 2,557, 544
Missouri._.. 937 . , 414 140,414 3
Do 5,314 8,659 729,293 305, 952 10
Do 418 26, 751 62, 819 89,570 1
Do 17,917 733,391 2,840, 484 3,573,815 ]
Do_ =0 98, 98, 587 1
Do. 2,525 1 378,731 379,332 14
Do 1,692 2,814 6, 390 219,21 17
Da_ 4,657 868, 366 i 1,493,779 23
Do i 5,883 199, 559 203, 442 11
Do 2,814 4,47 7,290 1
Do 1 e 12,917 12,917 1
Do. 4 4,509 816, 921 851,430 2
Do 40. 308 1,653, 786 6,224, 005 7,871,791 130
Montana._ . 4,577 874,010 791, 861 1,665, 872 4
5,353 2,100,117 797,953 % 45
D 9,930 2,974,128 1,589, 814 4,563,942 110
Nebrask 1,336 162, 543 266, 125 668 8
Do. 7,420 1,403,528 1,478, 027 2,881, 555 8
Do 3,147 36, 467 626, 3,333 3
Do 11,903 1,702,538 2,371,018 4,073, 55 50
BB e e e ey 17,336 1, 055, 276 381, , 436,723 13
R 055, 276 Z, 381, 446 , 436,723 13
New Hampshire. . - 5,783 678,110 1,211, 364 1,889, 475 35
R 02 5 N 161,461 163,685 7
Do. ey s OEL e i 10, 180 10, 180 1
Do. A o 49 § 9,766 9,786 1
Do. All 1,565 6,585 680, 335 1,392,750 2,073,125 44
New Jer 0 35 5,700 14,025 1,375, 228 1,389 253 4
Do. 02 30 2,185 12, 055 504,330 516, 384 20
Do 03 1,676 11, 050 740, 228 2,686, 546 3,426,774 49
04 1,970 2,721 633, 966 636, 310 1,270,276 13
e e S Lol A ) 05 124 3,100 55,063 752,677 207,740 18
Do. 06 3,214 9,282 1,651,518 2,268, 0B 3,920, 006 37
Do. T 125 305 62,073 75,728 137,801 1
Do_ N Bl =t e e T A g i ST 188, 452 188, 452 1
Do_ All 7,178 35,102 3,169,327 8,487, 360 11, 656, 686 189
New Me (il 5, 502 24,024 1,407,302 . 3,072, 429 4,479,731 12
Do. 02 3,719 10, 5 951, 246 1,346, 554 2,297, 800 13
Do- 99 9,103 6,620 . 328, 365 3,174,997 14
D=2 All 18, 374 41,173 4,686,913 5,265, 615 9,952’ 528 39
New York_ .- 01 542 , 491 0,783 2,161,843 2,532 626 44
Do e i ) o LR e 428,365 9
Do. AR s TR e 144, 031 144, 031 2
Do. 04 791 agl 374, 002 89, 951 463,953 z
Do. b T e 57, 851 57, 851 1
Do. 25 3 143 5,617 50, 484 : 2
Do. 27 1,059 3,213 441,285 681,930 1,123,215 6
Do 2 3 1,250 62,713 3
Do-__ 101 4,815 42,289 1,077, 560 1,118, 849 20
R et s e s o o . 30 1,717 2,081 715,474 433,576 , 149 1€
e 3 163 1,072 7,9 233,351 ,213 :
.......... 32 1,213 5, 406 508, 457 1,126, 340 1,631,797
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District
State District A children B children A amount B amount A plus B amount schools
33 e B =N $356, 279 356,279 6
34 136 §56, 671 153,137 © 209,808 2
35 155 1, 467 64, 589 305, 649 370,238 N 10
- e By AR T e SR 103, 550 103, 550 5
40 498 399 207, 517 83,132 290, 648 3
5 1,363 i 283, 981 . 981 1
?g 1,250 16, 800 726, 538 4, ?85%. 32 5, 608, g;g |
All 7,639 53, 148 3, 579, 393 12, B56, 745 16,436,138 161
n 1,858 \ 475,239 1 , 156, 381 10
03 1,743 12,708 445, 825 1,625, 226 2,071,051 8
) 5 1,279 46, 04D I
o7 494 18,862 126, 355 2,412,261 2,538,617 7
09 2 mn 512 ' 99,115 2
11 294 2 199 125, 588 200,787 4
AN 4,396 38,999 1,124,409 4,987, 582 6,111,991 32
0l 3,221 1,605 , 682 241,231 1,210,913 20
3,415 1, 237 1, 050, 315 187, 163 1,237,478 24
All 6,636 2,019,997 428, 394 2,448, 390 i
Al b, 636 2,843 2,019,997 428,394 2,448, 380 44
o1 E. 63 SRR 12,163 12,163 1
(14 9 < il 147,112 - 147,112 5
03 1,830 10,973 468, 077 829, 256 2,297,333 12
U 30 . - gl 43,203 43.203 2
05 . a1 . 37, 594 37, rd
06 40 3,286 10,231 495, 328 505, 559 23
o7 162 12,988 , 638 1,851,074 20
0 2357, .. ~ , 054 30,0 2
| R e A 0o 94, 602 94, 602 1
10 3 1,282 167 183, 573 184, 140 2
12 10 2,908 $371,904 $374, 462 5
13 _ 1, 060 . 176, 5 176, 558 9
i4 799 134, 576 140, 115 4
15 7. 119,312 119, 312 3
17 44], 813 441, 813 11
23 127, 216 727,276 10
24 , 508 454, 508 6
59 319,523 318, 52 i
68 2,092,023 2,447,535 7
19, , 339 2
9,616, 354 10,501, 075 139
01 1,230, 050 1,393, 543 32
02 575,812 1, 004, 490 88
03 493, 891 548, 876 56
04 607,937 803, 73
% 2,643, 224 2,708,410 32
06 1, 861, 670 3, 606, 850 (3]
75 1,504, 109 1,642,527
All 9, 016,693 11,747,995 351
0 114,334 270,
02 816,998 1, 080, 40
03 545, BI7 573,209
04 520, 860 601, 076 17
All 1,998, 069 2,525,970 68
06 . 45,693 45, 693 2
o7 394,277 394, 277 1
08 441,134 444 807 6
09 168, 504 168, 3
10 , 400 254, 400 8-
1<, 173,274 173,274 6
: 7 16, 299 718,299 12
13is 239,432 239, 432 ]
15 73,935 132,281 1
16 5, 500 382 12
17-.. 267, B10 267,810 4
18 19,774 41,163 1
19 739, 706 773,132 :tla
By AR ey
6 . 17, 365 . 365 1
2153 123, 960 123, 960 1
T ety e 491,811 431, 811 4
63 _ el 63, 045 63, 045 1
66 205,611 2,848,218 3,053,829 1
67 80 24,112 94,473 118,585 4
Al 1, 030 7,538,610 7,902, 101 102
01 1,823 1,053, 742 1,777,416 8
0z 1,212 1, 044, 242 1,539, 346 15
79 1 195,934 196, 382 1
Al 3,036 293,919 3,513, 144 o]
0l 3,984 3,097, 280 4,116,268 16
02 233 920, 780 1,980,377 i3
03 39 48,470 58, 446 3
04 . e 81, 594 81, 594 1
05 898 205, 263 460, 532 1
06 123 101,033 132,494 1
All 5,317 5,454, 381 6,823,710 35
01 480 291,821 457, 786 21
02 5, 809. 957 2,730,995 47
6 1,101,774 3,188,781 68
7,473 566, 681 8
7,222 1,133,617 9
07 452, 9 10
1,121,212 1,350, 391 16
. 539 322 539 1
, 164 693, 164 1
187, 231 187,231 9
, 208 278,417 &
449, 278 712,475 1
767, 340 767, 340 1
5,946,373 6, 464, 84 68
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1969 PUBLIC LAW 81-874 APPROPRIATIONS—Continued
CHILDREN AND PAYMENTS UNDER PUBLIC LAW B74—Continued
State District A children B children A amount B amount A plus B amount Js
01 84 10,613 §21, 486 $1,357, 297 $1,378,782 36
08 e radna Uy ) e S T 33,379 33,379 4
03 5 2,107 1,279 , 464 270,743 2
04 332 3,069 84,919 392, 454 471,413 14
05 11 1,732 2,814 221, 505 4, 319 6
3? L P S L L116 e s 142, 850 142,850 lg
08 20 2,916 5,116 372,927 378,043 3
09 4 4,709 1,023 602, 234 603, 257 7
10 817 4,721 224,319 603, 769 §28, (88 10
11 3,610 13, 446 923, 366 1,719,609 2,642,975 37
12 986 24,629 252, 199 , 149, 803 (2, 002 16
13 1,417 7,423 262, 440 949,327 1,311,768 20
14 325 6,233 83,129 797,138 880, 267 5
15 251 1,497 64, 201 191, 451 255, 652 5
16 3,339 20, 440 861, 348 2,604,980 3,466,328 12
17 1,945 1,916 497,492 1,012, 377 1, 509, 869 24
18 682 2,905 174,710 371, 520 546, 230 8
19 403 1,730 103, 079 21,250 324,319 4
20 838 45, 142 214,344 5,773,210 5,987, 554 11
21 691 4,756 176, 744 , 245 784,989 13
e A [ e R Ly 84, 280 84, 280 2
23 296 7,158 75,711 915, 437 91, 148 18
63 16 3, 300 4, 09 422, 037 426,129 1
56 2 2,754 512 52, 209 352, 721 1
8 3,621 988 1,712,733 146, 448 1, 859, 181 4
All 19, 755 182, 220 5, 847, 054 23,315, 242 29, 162, 296 278
i} ,329 33,617 595, 712 4,299, 278 4, 894, 490 18
02 7 13,114 201, 565 1,677,149 1,878,704 10
All 3.1 46, 731 797, 266 5,976,428 6,773,694 8
99 11 626 3,219 98, 101,778 14
All 11 626 , 219 98, 558 101,778 14
01 4,791 38,849 1,332, 451 5,126,733 .559’, 225 10
02 3,269 24,985 & 0!7‘, 709 3,714,117 4,731,826 3
R T T 662, 101 662, 101 3
1,761, 813 2,139, 855 9
56, 911 57,934 1
527,049 534, 6
................... 17, 009 17,009 1
2,215,710 2,270,893 12
386, 356 386, 3 7
13, 005, 663 13,297,934 5
27,474, 462 30,558, 111 57
870,039 923, 95! &
1,103,174 1,717,493 30
648, 311 768, 299 32
1, 502, 354 1, 566, 641 46
612,331 1, 346, 375 2
3, 822, 850 5,427,385
550, 088 599, 4
9, 109, 246 12,749,612
226, 365 239,154 6
75, 455 75, 455 1
91,313 91, 1
393,134 406,179 8
402,414 562, 435 8
740, 205 770, 148 21
35,183 81, 595 5
97, 750 108, 544 3
101, 395 245, 698 )
444, 282 459, 628 1
1,821, 169 2,228,048 47
641, 865 , 658,333 24
641, 865 1,658,333 24
764, 399 , 697,228 1
764, 399 1,697,228 1
e 42,204 42,204 1
LTS 42,204 42,204 1
e LT 348,703 2,221,876 115,523,133 347, 325, 001 462, 848, 135 4,285

Mr. PELL. The impacted aid program
is one which I believe should be discussed
in depth in this session of the Congress.
Our Education Subcommittee could not
do so in its preparation for the ESEA bill
passed last week since the material
needed was not at hand, In turn, the
administration was not prepared since it
was awaiting the report being put fo-
gether by the Battelle Memorial Insti-
tute. The report is here and I under-
stand that the administration is prepar-
ing recommendations on impacted aid.
As chairman of the Education Subcom-
mittee of the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare I believe our subcommit-
tee will conduct hearings on this subject
before the end of the session. I maintain,
however, that changing the method of
allocafion in an appropriations bill is not
the way to accomplish an end which may
be equitable and for this reason I sup-

port the recommendation of the junior
Senator from Virginia.

Mr. SPONG. Mr, President, I thank
the Senator.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. SPONG. I yield.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I wish to ask
the Senator this question. This amend-
ment does not increase the total amount
of dollars going to the impacted aid pro-
gram. Is that correct?

Mr. SPONG. The Senator is correct.
It does not.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I am happy to
support the amendment of the Senator
from Virginia and I commend him for
the introduction of the amendment. I
am glad to be a cosponsor.

Mr. SPONG. I thank the Senator. .

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. SPONG. I yield to the Senator
from Colorado.

Mr. DOMINICEK. Mr. President, I wish
to congratulate the distinguished Sena-
tor from Virginia for offering the amend-
ment, and I am happy to be a cosponsor.

To put the matter in a nutshell, if the
amendment were agreed to, it would
neither increase nor decrease the
amount of money; it would leave the
total amount of money as it was before.
We would be in the same position we
were before.

Since I have been in the Senate, every
single administration has always come
before the legislative committee and
said, “We are going to change the im-
pacted area fund.” Up to date, the com-
mittee held relatively firm and we did
not do it; we did not do it in the next bill, ..
nor did we do it in the original appro- ‘ -
priation bill. i
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The,House of Representatives had an
rtunity to make a point of order on
bill, but, unfortunately, it was for-

gotten when the appropriations bill
cge 2 up. They simply forgot to make
&oint of order. We cannot make the

of order on it here in the Senate.

Mr. President, I think this will take
care of the situation and put the matter
back where it is to permit operation for
the remaining portion of the school year
pending a future revision of the im-
pacted area aid; and we can proceed on
the program we have had to date.

Mr, MURPHY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. SPONG, I yield.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I wish
to join my distinguished colleague, the
Senator from Colorado, and congratulate
the Senator from Virginia for offering
the amendment. The amendment seems
eminently fair.

School areas that have depended on
these funds have made their plans. The
school year is more than half over and
I think it would be unfortunate to change
the rules in the middle of the game. If
the rules are to be changed it should
be done after hearings in commitiee;
and it should not be done on the floor
of this Chamber. i

I join my colleague in recommending
that the Senate agree to the amendment.

Mr. SPONG. I thank the Senator.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. SPONG. I yield.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I support
the amendment of the Senator from Vir-
ginia. I wish to make two very short

“ats. First, of course, many school dis-

have already started on their fiscal
year; many of them started January 1.
Therefore, in rewriting the formula in
this instance we would do great damage
to them if we were to cut out funds from
the impacted aid area. I certainly hope
this will not be changed.

We have discussed this subject very
much on the floor of the Senate in the
last few days. I hope the legislative com-
mittee takes up this matter, but I do not
think this is the proper time, with 8
months of the fiscal year gone and, as
the Senator said, 6 or T months of the
school. In many instances, 2 months of
the fiscal year of some of our school dis-
tricts has passed. This would be the
wrong time and wrong vehicle to change
this program.

Mr, SPONG. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, I ask that the name
of the Senator from Maryland (Mr.
Typines) be added as a cosponsor of the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, BYrp
of West Virginia in the chair). Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
yield myself 2 minutes. ]

I have no recommendation whatever
from the commitiee to accepi this
amendment. I wish to point out, however,
that this language is legislation on an
appropriation bill.

If someone had made a point of order
. the House of Representatives it would
ve been knocked out. However, inas-

ch as no one did that in the House
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of Representatives it became part of the
House bill and nothing was said about
the point of order.

Frankly, this language was not dis-
cussed, that I recall, in the subcommittee
at all. There may have been some pass-
ing references to it, to the effect that
there was new language in the bill, but
that would not be unusual because, as
Senators know, we met quite hurriedly,
immediately after the House passed the
bill, and we had more problems in the
money part of the bill and other impor-
tant policy measures in the bill. We
wanted to get it moving and get it to
the Senate as soon as possible,

I do not know just what this does. It
is legislation and it does change the
formula—whether it changes the for-
mula in the right way or the wrong way
I am not too familiar.

I understana that there is, as all of us
know, a great deal of sentiment, The
President sent up a message asking that
the commitfee look at this. To strike out
this language would leave us where we
are. There is a great deal of merit to the
statement of the Senator from Virginia
that the school districts have relied upon
this formula. I personally have no ob-
jection to the amendment, but I want
to assure the Senator I cannot speak
for members of the committee because
it is in the bill.

Mr. President, I yield such time to the
Senator from New Hampshire as he
deems desirable.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I merely
want to say—and I guess I have already
said it, but there were not many Sena-
tors on the floor at the time—that I do
not like to be in the position of one who
had dan amendment which was accepted
and then wants all other amendments
rejected, However, earlier in the after-
noon I made the observation that it
seems too bad that we cannot get this
HEW bill through conference, to the
President, get it signed, and be doing
business on an appropriation bill and not
be fooling around with not only continu-
ing resolutions but also resolutions that
are distorted and different from any con-
tinuing resolutions we have ever had
before.

Mr. President, I do not recall how
strongly members of the Committee on
Appropriations of the House of Repre-
sentatives, who apparently wrote this
provision in the bill, feel about it. As one
who along with the distinguished chair-
man, the Senator from Washington, has
worked long and hard, I wish to say that
in the last week this Senator has strug-
gled as he never struggled before in all
the time he has been in the Senate to try
to get a bill that we could get to the
President, have signed, and go to work
on the fiscal 1971 appropriation. I felt
if we started to hang amendments on
the bill—and I said this before we passed
the first amendment this afternoon—we
are bound to run into difficulties when
we go into conference with conferees
from the House of Representatives.
There is no reason why the Senate
should change what the Senate believes
to be right because they do not want to
brave a conference, But Mr. President, 1
think we could have gotten the bill readi-
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ly accepted by the House and we could
have gotten it to the President and he
would have signed it. Now we have brok-
en the wall and we have three amend-
ments on the bill already; and they are
controversial amendments. I expect
Members of the House of Representa-
tives will have convictions with respect
to those amendments, as we do there in
this body.

I personally feel, as does the chair-
man, that it would seem this was a fair
and reasonable amendment and that
there are good reasons for it; but I just
want to say that obviously much will
depend in our conference on the atti-
tude of the distinguished chairman of
the House Appropriations Committee
and his colleagues, and we may find de-
termined opposition. However, I would
certainly go along with the chairman
and say we should be willing to take it
to conference.

In honesty, while I have never sat as
a conferee and not fought for the
amendmentis of the Senate or for the
Senate version—because that is what we
are there for—I am going to find it very
hard to work myself up on amendments
that simply mean another continuing
resolution and going through the rest
of this fiscal year, which, so far as 1
know, we have never done before, with-
out Congress facing up to passing an
appropriation bill.

I understand there will be another
amendment on this very formula. When
you get to fighting back and forth about
the formula of impacted aid funds, you
are playing with dynamite, and we may
run into trouble in conference,

I do not know about the amendments
that are coming along, but I am perfectly
willing to go along with the chairman
and I will act in good faith, and if this
bill must go down the drain, and {f we
must pass another continuing resolution,
that is all right; but here is one who will
not vote for another continuing resolu-
tion except on the basis of the 1969 bill.
Nobody else downtown gets a cent, of pay
until this year is over. We have too many
downtown. If you have had to deal with
them as I have had to deal with them
recently and seen how often they change
their minds, I think you will decide you
would be doing a lot of good by having
them go without pay far a couple of
weeks,

As far as I am concerned, I shall vote
against every amendment that is offered,
whether it is good, bad, or indifferent,
because I would like to see us get down
to business and get busy on the bill for
fiseal 1971.

If the chairman is willing to accept
the amendment, then we can let the hair
go with the hide, as we say in New Eng-
land.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I did
not say I would accept it. I eannot speak
for the committee. I just pointed out the
history of the amendment. I am not sure
I will vote for the amendment. Appar-
ently a majority of the Senate believe in
this amendment. So the Senator from
New Hampshire and I can vote “no” if
we call the roll, but I think the amend-
ment will carry.

Mr. COTTON. I think so, too.
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Mr. MAGNUSON. I am trying to save
a little time.

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, may I in-
quire how much time I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia has 21 minutes
remaining.

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, without
belaboring this matter, I would like to
say this to the Senator from New Hamp-
shire. First, I have no wish to weigh this
bill down with amendments. Second, it
seems to me the position of the House
was somewhat impaired in that a point
of order would have prevailed against
the language we are trying to take out,
if that point of order had been raised.
Consequently, I am merely trying to join
the Senator from New Hampshire as the
patron of a successful amendment to this
bill,

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. SPONG. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND, Will the Senator ex-
plain for the record exactly what is the
difference in the apportionments to the
various districts and the various classes
between the provision in the House bill
and the provision of the amendment, if
it were adopted?

Mr. SPONG. Under the provision put
in by the House, category A children
would receive 90 percent of their entitle-
ment. Category B children would receive
approximately 72 percent of their entitle-
ment. If the program continues as it was
contained in the bill that we passed in
December, which was vetoed and as it has
traditionally, each category would receive
78 percent of their entitlements this year.

In terms of money, no money is added.
The same amount of money is to be dis-
tributed. What the amendment ¢thanges
is the way the money will be distributed.

The Senator from Rhode Island was
prepared, had we gone into lengthy de-
bate, to put in the Recorp the distribu-
tion based on 1969. I hope he will still
do so. Some congressional districts will
receive less, and some will receive more.
But the point of the Senator from Vir-
ginia is that we should not change the
formula in the middle of the school year
and in an appropriations bill. We should
leave the study of the entire impacted
aid program up to the proper legisla-
tive committee and any recommenda-
tons for change should come through
that committee.

Mr, HOLLAND. Mr, President, if the
Senator will permit me to say so, I think
there is great equity in his proposal, but,
at the same time, I think we must rec-
ognize—and we have in former bills rec-
ognized—that class A children are the
ones who actually live on military bases
and are brought into those areas by the
Federal Government to live on those
bases.

They do not pay taxes on property.
As a matter of fact, in many cases the
property that they live on takes off very
greatly from the tax potential of their
counties. It has been my feeling that
they should come first, and we have put
them first in bills prior to this time.

I thoroughly agree that this legisla-
tion ought to be modified and changed.
I cannot see the situation of class A
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children, in a poor county, where a great
big military base has been put and half
the property has been taken off the rolls,
as comparable, for instance, to that of
Fairfax County in the State so well rep-
resented by the Senator from Virginia,
or to that in Montgomery County or
Prince Georges County, Md., where lit-
erally thousands of civil service em-
ployees live and have their permanent
homes, and pay their taxes. I do not
think the two situations are similar.

I have no objection to the matter be-
ing faken to conference, but I see a very
great difference, in equity, between the

. two classes of children, and the counties

where those two classes can be found.

Mr. SPONG. The Senator from Florida
is correct, but there is also the fact that
the class A children are funded twice
as high as class B children by the au-
thorizing legislation, that they are not
treated the same even under this lan-
guage.

Mr., HOLLAND. I have no objection, if
the leaders wish, to taking it to confer-
ence, I think it will be a very difficult
matter to handle in conference. I suspect
I may be one of the conferees, and I sus-
pect we are going to have very great
diffieulty about this particular amend-
ment.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr, President, I will
say to the Senator from Florida that no
matter what we do with this bill now, it
is likely to be difficult in conference.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield 3 minutes to
the Senator from Nebraska,

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, the
pending amendment is an effort, not to
increase the gross amount of money in-
volved, but to shift the money from one
pigeonhole into a combined area of two
pigeonholes, to the extent of $505 million.

Following the disposition of this
amendment, I intend to offer another
amendment, which will have for its pur-
pose a different arrangement of that $505
million. The thrust of my amendment is
this: That any school district having 75
percent or more of its children in class A
and class B will be entitled to a 95-per-
cent payment of its entitlement. There
are 120 schools in America in that cate-
gory of 75 percent or more, When that
proportion is reached, with the big cuts
that have been made in this appropria-
tion, some of them will find it impossible
to remain in business. I mention that
now to the extent that it may enter into
the thinking of Senators.

In the city of Bellevue, Nebr., which
is the city adjoining the Strategic Air
Command, 78 percent of the school chil-
dren are from federally based families.
The local children are 22 percent. Fifty
percent of the budget of that school
is furnished by the local people, who
have 22 percent of the schoolchildren,
There is a school budget of $6 million,
Half of it is Federal and half local.

Unless the type of amendment I shall
propose is adopted, Mr. President, it will
mean that that school district will have
to close its doors on April 1. It is not a
matter of impairing or cutting back or
that sort of thing. They cannot raise
some $580,000 that they are short. They
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simply cannot do it, and they are going
to close their schools. v

There are other districts that are sim-
ilarly situated, running all the way to
90 percent and 100 percent; and *
are going to be out of business.

I mention that fact because it a
matter of trying to get money where it
will do more good, in the eves and by
the votes of those who sit as Members
of this body.

But I submit that when the impact
of this proposal is thrust upon 120 dis-
tricts located in some 24 States, it will
not be good; it will have a bad impact
and a disruptive impact.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HRUSKA. 1 yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Under the Spong
amendment, would not the schools the
Senator is talking about be in exactly
the same position that they are in now?
It would not change them at all, would
it? That is what I understood the Sena-
tor from Virginia to say, that this mere-
ly preserves the status quo as to the
distribution of money.

Mr, HRUSKA. That is not quite right,
because under the 1969 law there was
this 90 percent entitlement to class A,
before they got to dividing the money
otherwise.

In the bill that we passed in Decem-
ber, that 90 percent was deleted, and
in this bill we find the 90 percent back
in there for class A. SBo it is not pre-
serving the status quo. The adoption
of this amendment would put the bill
in the same shape as the December-
passed bill.

Mr. FULBRIGHT, The Senator is
the committee, and an expert, but T
quired about this from members of the
staff, and I was told that the formula of .
the Senator from Virginia leaves it as it
now is and has been for several years.
Is that not right?

Mr. SPONG. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Nebraska has
expired.

Mr. HRUSKA, I ask for 2 more min-
utes.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield the Senator
from Nebraska 2 additional minutes.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. I, of course, support
the Senator from Virginia, and I thought
his proposal was going to be accepted.

Mr. HRUSKA. I read from the com-
mittee report, on page 62;

Under the committee allowance, paymnents
for “A" children would be at 90 percent of
entitlernent, the same percentage as pro-
vided in fiscal year 1969 , ..

Mr, SPONG. Yes, but the Senator from
Nebraska should be aware that the cate-
gory “B' children also received 90 per-
cent of their entitlement in that year, All
I am trying to do is preserve the same
percentage of entitlement for both cate-
gories in this fiscal year—to see that
both categories are treated the same as
they were in the last fiscal year.

Mr. FULBRIGHT, They both get 90
percent.

Mr. HRUSKA, To that extent, I con-
Cur. -
Mr. SPONG. I believe I am correct’
that.
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Mr.'FULBRIGHT. All T am saying is,
the Senator left the impression that it
was going to change in some way. To my

erstanding, it does not change, The
“tor's formula leaves it the same?
. SPONG. That is correct.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is what I had

understood.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do Sena-
tors yield back their remaining time?

Mr. SPONG. Mr, President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr, MAGNUSON. Mr. President, be-
fore I yield back my time, I ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the
Recorp at this point an up-to-date anal-
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ysis by States of what was received in
1969, what the 1970 budget request was.
what the conference agreement was,
what the House allowance was in the bill
as passed, and what is before us today.

There being no gbjection, the analysis
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

1970 House

1970 House

1970 a"niw%;? s
Stifeand 150 mﬁ‘? 1970 house -noi.her' 1670 1970 ..L?.i% i"o‘l'ﬂi
e 1 State and i
oullying areas -actual Tequest agreement a5 passed profated c»uIJ;rin;'1 aress u'iﬁ tg::g:} :2:::2?& :;Imm ;ml;?::
Total ... $505,898,145 $I87,000,000 $585 000,000 $425,000,000 35425, 000, 000 :‘1‘:: Jersey. ... ’f&'i"fﬁg téég;g&? 811%018.000 $8, 501, 000 $8, 539, 000
Alabama........ 9,241,181 2,314,000 10,884,000 7,792,000 £ 159,000 | New York... ... 16,735,842 6, 270,000 19‘%‘% 14, 981, 000 1?‘33;'%
Aa -ewee- 14,731,843 14,963,000 17,153,000 ,694,000 12,185, 000 na___ 11,896,349  7,049.000 13,080,000 11 472,000 10,898,000
9,187,163 6,685,000 10,699,000 B, 854, 000 7,600, 000 2,664,431 2,926,000 3098000 2,922,000 2 201,000
7,847, 356 962,000 3,192,000 2 234,000 2, 267, 000 10,796,237 1,238,000 12485000 7,758,000 8,869, 000
76,264,658 24,648,000 87,314,000 62 025000 62, 030,000 12,601,770 3,585,000 14,673,000 10,705,000 10,423, 000
12,924,352 3,130,000 15,052,000 10,467,000 10,692, 000 3282405  1170,000 3,847,000 2 727,000 2,750, 000
, 265,208 1,419,000 3,803,000 2,781,000 2,701,000 9, 290, 582 "517,000 10,234,000 6,122,000 7. 269, 000
000,165 1,386,000 2,232,000 1,948,000 1,984, 000 3,453,728 1,559,000 4,022,000 2,978,000 2,857, 000
17,547,731 5,377,000 20,542,000 14,189,000 14,781,000 8,148'582 . 3)661,000  9.618,000 7,276,000 7,339, 000
16,133,291 5,860,000 13,866,000 13,839,000 14,719,000 | South Dakota.. ~ 3425076 . 2,794,000  3.983.000  3.274.000 2, 831, 000
9,520,455 5,892,000 11,087,000 & 753,000 7,876,000 | Tennessee. . 6,763, 256 677,000 7,876,000 5,121,000 5,595, 000
2,707,813 1,014,000 3154000 2,270,000 2,240,000 | Texas... 30,311,176  7,619.000 - 35180.000 24.773.000 24 991 000
12,924,988 4,192,000 14,990,000 10,584,000 10,648,000 | yigah. . 7,069,317 1,245,000 8,223,000  5648.000 5 848 000
4,159, 363 920,000 4,844,000 3,196,000 3,441,000 | vermont "136, 062 " 4,000 158, 000 "101, 009 113, 080
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8,664,571 3,625,000 10,093,000 7,053,000 7,176,000 | washington 12,296,924 4,720,000 14,321,000 10,470,000 10,173,000
8,407,180 5,625,000 10,140,000  8,314.000 8,807,000 | Westvirginia___. 520,634 21,000 ' 606,000 368, 000 '431, 000
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Senator from Virgmia (Mr. Srong). On Oregon (MTr. m-rpmn and Mr. Pack- Aiken Gore Proxmire
this question, the yeas and nays have yoop), the Senators from Iilinois (Mr. Baker Grifin Randolph
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The bill clerk called the roll. from Alaska (Mr, STEVENS) are neces- Goodell McGee
Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the sarily absent. NOT VOTING—24
Senator from Indiana (Mr. BAYH), the  The Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Bayh Hughes Pastore
Senator from Idaho (Mr, CHURCH), the wunpr) is absent because of illness. Church Jackson Percy
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. Dopp), Qook Long Y xoury
: The Senator from Ohio (Mr. SaxBg) Dedd McCarthy Saxbe
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son), the Senator from Louisiana (Mr. = »  Hatfield Packwood Yarborough
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McCarTHY) , the Senator from New Mex-
ico (Mr. MoxntOYA), the Senator from
Utah (Mr. Moss), the Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. PasTore) , the Senator

-

If present and voting, the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. SmatH) would vote “yea.”

The result was announced-—yeas 60,
nays 16, as follows:

So Mr. Sronc's amendment was agreed
to.
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
move that the vote by which the amend-
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ment was agreed to be reconsidered.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
move that the motion to reconsider be
laid on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask that it
be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The bill clerk proceeded to read the
amendment.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed with
and I will explain it to the Senate,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered; and the
amendment will be printed in the REcorp
at this point.

The amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from New York is as follows:

On page 60, strike out lines 3 through 15
and Insert in lleu thereof the following:

“Sec, 407. No part of the funds appropriated
under this Act shall be used to provide a loan,
guarantee of a loan or a grant to any appli-
cant who has been convicted by any court
of general jurisdiction of any erime which in-
volves the use of or the assistance to others
in the use of force, trespass or the seizure
of property under control of an institution
of higher education to prevent officials or
students at such an institution from en-
gaging in their duties or pursuing their stud-
fes.”

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized for
10 minutes. The opponents have 10
minutes.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I shall
need only 5 minutes.

Mr. President, this amendment re-
lates to college disruption. The amend-
ment I have proposed would substitute
for the language used in section 407
the language used in the last approved
HEW appropriation bill, the 1969 appro-
priation, section 411.

The difference between the language
which is here contained and the lan-
guage I have offered in the amendment
is that this particular provision, 407, re-
lates to precisely the same acts, force, or
threat of force, or seizure of property, in
respect to college disruptions as does
my amendment and the language in the
1969 appropriations bill. But the lan-
guage before us does not say who finds
whether force has been used; hence, it
leaves it to HEW, as a practical effect.

‘We have testimony where, if my
amendment leaves it to the court and
if there is a conviction, that is it. That
ends it. The matter is automatically de-
termined on the facts.

The Commissioner of Education, Mr.
Allen, has testified to the following ef-
fect. I read from page 2111 of his testi-
mory on the appropriations bill:

Administratively, it is extremely difficult
for us to do so——

That means, to play the role of police-
man to educational institutions.
Continuing reading:
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It would be extremely difficult to catalog
the 1,600,000 college students who receive
benefits, nor can we lay down a uniform code
of conduct that would be deslrable or ae-
ceptable for all students in the country.

Thus, instead of leaving the guestion
of administration, definition, and iden-
tification to HEW, my amendment would
simply adopt the language used before
which has worked—and incidentally, 350
students, he testified, have been denied
aid by use of that amendment—and have
a court make the finding. That is it.
Nothing more to it than that.

I point out, for the information of the
Senate, that there is a somewhat differ-
ent provision in the higher education
bill, section 504.

One could argue that they should be
uniform, but we went through this last
yvear and the Senate decided it wanted a
direct provision in the appropriation bill
to which I have referred; so, I have
offered it as an amendment. There is no
reason to bruit this thing around again.
We simply have to decide that something
should go in here and put something in
which is administratively feasible.

Mr. GOODELL, Mr. President, I favor
the amendment. We have debated this
many times before. I think we probably
should have even less than the provi-
sions that the Senator from New York
would place in the law. The Senator from
New York is simply going to reduce the
provision in the bill to the present pro-
vision of law and I favor and hope that
it will pass.

Mr. JAVITS. Might I just say, in re-
sponse, that I never believe in going over
the same ground again when the Senate
has come to a policy decision, unless
there is some reason to suppose there is
a change. I do not see any reason on this
so I propose at least that we do some-
thing that is administratively feasible.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
would merely suggest that the committee
gave this matter consideration over the
past year; in fact, for 2 years it gave it
adequate consideration as to different
methods of approach, and after long dis-
cussion we did arrive at the fact that we
thought the House language should be
adopted this year.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield back
the remainder of my time,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on this amendment has now been yielded
back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from New
York. (Putting the question.) The nays
appear to have it.

Mr. JAVITS, Mr. President, may I ask
for the yeas and nays?

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tions is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from New York.

On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will call

_the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.
Mr, KEENNEDY, I announce that the
Senator from Indiana (Mr. Bays), the
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Senator from Idaho (Mr. CaurcH), the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. Dobsn),
the Senator from Iowa (Mr., HUGHES),
the Senator from Washington (Mr,
Jackson), the Senator from Loy r’:a
(Mr. Long), the Senator from Mi ta
(Mr, McCarTHY), the Senator from New
Mexico (Mr. Monrtova), the Senator
from Utah (Mr. Moss), the Senator
from Rhode Island (Mr, PasTore), the
Senator from Missouri (Mr. SyMminG-
TOoN), the Senator from Texas (Mr.
YareorouGcH), the Senator from Ohio
(Mr. Younc), are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL), is absent on
official business.

On this vote, the Senator from Wash-
ington (Mr. Jackson) is paired with the
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr,
PasTore), If present and voting, the Sen-
ator from Washington would vote “nay”
and the Senator from Rhode Island
would vote “yea.”

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. LonNe), would vote “nay.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. Cook), the
Senators from Arizona (Mr. Fanwiy and
Mr. GoLpwaTER), the Senator from Ore-
gon (Mr. HarrieLn), the Senator from
Oregon (Mr. Packwoon), the Senators
from Illinois (Mr. Percy and Mr.,
SmitH), the Senator from Vermont (Mr.
Proury), and the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. STEVENS) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MunpT) is absent because of illness,

. The Senator from Ohio (Mr, SaxsE)
is absent on official business. .

If present and voting, the Sen
from Tlinois (Mr. PErcy and Mr. S
would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 37,
nays 38, as follows:

[No. 76 Leg.]
YEAS—37
Alken Griffin Murphy
Baker Harrls Muskie
Bellmon Hart Nelson
Brooke Inouye Pearson .
Burdick Javits Pell
Case Jordan, Idaho Proxmire
Cooper Kennedy Riblcoft
Cranston Mansfield Schweiker
Dole Mathias Scott
Dominick MceGee Tydings
Eagleton McGovern Willlams, N.J.
Fulbright Metealf
Goodell Mondale
NAYS—38
Allen Ervin Miller
Allott Fong Randolph
Anderson Gore Russell
Bennett Gurney Smith, Maine
Bible Hansen Sparkman
Boggs Hartke Spong
Byrd, Va, Holland Stennis
Byrd, W. Va, Hollings Talmadge
Cannon Hruska Thurmond
Cotton Jordan, N.C. Tower
Curtis Magnuson Williams, Del.
Eastland McClellan Young, N. Dak.
Ellender MeIntyre
NOT VOTING—25
Bayh Jackson Prouty
Church Long Saxbe
Cook MecCarthy Smith, IlL,
Dodd Montoya Stevens
Fannin Moss Symington
Goldwater Mundt Yarborough
Gravel Packwood Young, Ohio
Hatfield Pastore
Hughes Percy o

9
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So Mr. Javirs' amendment was re-
jetted.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment and ask for
its nediate consideration.

PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The bill clerk proceeded to state the
amendment,

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objeetion, it is so ordered; and, without
objection, the amendment will be printed
in the RECORD,

The amendment, ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, reads as follows:

On page 28, line 15, Insert the following
after the word “of’: “95 per centum of the
amounts payable pursuant to sections 3(a)
and 3(b) of sald title to any local educa-
tlonal agency which the Commissioner de-
termines will have in the fiscal year for which
such assistance is provided a total number
of puplls of whom 75 per centum or more
are the children of dependents of federally
connected parents as defined and to all other
local educational agencles.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Sen-
ate will be in order.

How much time does the Senator yield
himself?

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I vield
myself 5 minutes,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, the
amendment which I offer seeks to amend
t.he language in the bill which is legis-

7e in character. I therefore raise the
on of germaneness,
e PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

The Senator may proceed.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, because
of the fact that this amendment seeks
to amend language in the bill which is
legislative in character, I raise the ques-
tion of germaneness of this amendment
to that portion of the bill it proposes to
amend.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
EacrLeToN in the chair). The question
must be submitted to the Senate for a
vote without debate.

All in favor signify by saying “aye’’;
opposed, ‘“no.”

The ayes have it, and the amendment
is held to be germane.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I wish to
assure the membership I shall not take
long.

This amendment has to do with the
formula which controls the division of
funds for impacted areas. All of us know
that this is a subject that will receive
careful analysis and revision in the near
future. I agree that it is time to care-
fully examine this program because the
original objectives of impacted aid have,
in the judgment of many, been miscar-
ried and have become maladjusted. It
is altogether right and proper that this
program should receive a review and re-
vision. I question, however, if this re-
view can or should be attempted this late
i m:eﬁscalyearandontheﬂoorof the
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The school districts which receive this
aid are operating on budgets which were
down almost a year ago. These budgets
in most cases reflected an anticipation of
what had become to be a normal level of
funding. Now at this late date we are
imposing severe reductions on these dis-
tricts which provide education to the
children and dependents of Federal em-
ployees. When these cuts are imposed
on a school district that is not composed
of any great proportion of children in
federally impacted areas it does not make
too much that makes a great difference,
But when the proportion of these child-
ren living on Federal bases, or children of
parents whose fathers work on a base
and they live nearby this reduction cre-
ates a real hardship.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HRUSEKA. I am happy to yield to
my colleague.

Mr. CURTIS. Does the Senator’s
amendment go to this problem? In some
communities a great number of children,
perhaps children of military personnel,
are sent to school and they might com-
prise 80 percent of the school or nearly
s0; while there are other localities where
the number of children covered by the
intent of the bill is relatively few, per-
haps 4 percent, 3 percent, or 5 percent.

Is it the objective of the Senator's
amendment to grant a preference in the
amount of reimbursement to schools
where they have to carry a proportion-
ately much heavier load?

Mr, HRUSKA. Yes. The amendment is
designed for that purpose. It is designed
to apply to school districts where the
number of class A and B students exceeds
75 percent. In these limited cases it will
provide 95 percent of the entitlement.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield.

Mr. CURTIS. It seems to me this is
very just and it should have the support
of every Senator. If there is a school
district where the local children amount
to less than 25 percent of the enrollment,
it is self-evident that they have a very
heavy burden to carry to educate chil-
dren who belong to our military estab-
lishment.

I hope the Senator's amendment will
not only be agreed to but that it will be
agreed to by a large vote.

Mr. HRUSKA. I thank the Senator for
his contribution.

Mr. President, I state again the pur-
pose of the amendment, When the per-
centage of schoolchildren from Federal
property in any school district exceeds 75
percent of the pupils in that school,
there will be a payment of 95 percent of
the entitlement of that school.

I hasten to add that no more money is
added to the bill, amendment simply
changes the allocation of funds alreacly
in the bill.

I should like to illustrate a situation
that is particularly harsh. In the city of
Bellevue, Nebr., which is the community
located next to the headguarters of the
Strategic Air Command, there are rough-
1y 10,000 children in that school district.
Seventy-eight percent of these children
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are what we know as federally connected
schoolchildren. Only 22 percent of these
students are local children, In the cur-
rent year, as in the past, that community
has raised 50 percent of the financing for
the local school even though only 22 per-
cent of the students are local children.

The budget for the current year is in
excess of $6 million.

Under this bill that school district will
be short approximately $500,000 of the
funds it needs to continue operation. If
some relief is not given to that district
they will have to close their doors on
April 1, They cannot go beyond that date,
I am told.

It seems to me that with other schools
in the same category—there are 12
schools in 26 States—this matter should
be taken careof.

Mr. TALMADGE, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HRUSEKA. I yield,

Mr. TALMADGE. I understand the
amendment is to allocate 95 percent of
the funds to school districts that have
75 percent or more of federally impacted
children.

Mr. HRUSKA. The Senator is correct.

Mr. TALMADGE. What would it do to
school districts that do not have 75 per-
cent or more of federally impacted
children?

Mr. HRUSKA. It would decrease aid
to them. It would recognize a priority in
this regard. The decrease, however,
would be only about 2 to 3 percent for
each remaining school district. It is jus-
tifiable on this basis. It is one thing to
apply a 2- or 3-percent decrease in a
situation where there are 25 or 30 per-
cent federally impacted children, as op-
posed to applying that decrease where
there are 75 percent, 80 percent, or 90
percent federally impacted children in a
school district.

It is not a horse of one color in one
case and a horse of another color in an-
other case; it is a horse in one case and
a rabbit in the other case. The result is
disastrous.

Mr. TALMADGE, I understand with
the adoption of the amendment of the
Senator from Virginia all districts would
get 78 percent entitlement of their funds,
whether that be A or B students. Is that
correct?

Mr, MAGNUSON. That is correct.

Mr. HRUSKA. Those figures have been
represented to us.

Mr, SPONG. That is an approxima-
tion.

Mr. TALMADGE. What percentage
would they get under the amendment of
the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. HRUSEKA. I did not understand
the Senator’s question.

Mr. TALMADGE. What percentage
would we get if the amendment of the
Senator from Nebraska were agreed to?

Mr. HRUSEKA. As you know the Spong
amendment was just adopted. I have not
had an opportunity to evaluate the
change included in that amendment.

The Spong amendment will not ad-
versely affect the districts which I am
talking about, if my amendment is ap-
proved. It will be a cruel blow to these
schools if my amendment is rejected.



S2708

The reduction for other schools under
my amendment will be slight. The total
entitlement for these 121 districts runs
about $51 or $52 million. The entire sum
available for this impacted area under
Public Law 874 is $505 million. This com-~
parison would give some idea about how
slight the impact of my amendment
would be on other districts. It would be
the difference between 78 and 980 per-
cent being applied to the base of $51 or
$52 million, as opposed to the base of
$505 million.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HRUSKA. I am happy to yield.

Mr. MILLER. I may say to the Senator
from Nebraska that I know something of
the situation to which he has recently
referred. I understand how difficult it is.
I have the deepest sympathy for what
he proposes. But his amendment may go
a little further than necessary

As I understand his a.mendment it
refers to 75 percent of the students of
federally connected parents. It seems to
me there might be a distinction between
parents who are working in typical Fed-
eral agencies and those who are con-
nected with military reservations. A mil-
itary reservation, such as in the situa-
tion that the Senator from Nebraska has
referred to, has literally hundreds of
thousands of persons, and their incomes
are not very large. This puts an added
burden on the school districts.

So it seems to me that the Senator
might consider modifying his amend-
ment so as to have it refer to parents
employed at military reservations, and
thus provide benefits for those who really
need them.

Mr. HRUSKA. Perhaps that would
sharpen the amendment a little, but the
net result would not be any different
from the number of school districts af-
fected by the amendment as reported,
as related to the department tables.

Mr. MILLER. Do I correctly under-
stand that those school districts are ones
tied in with military reservations?

Mr. HRUSKA. That is correct. A
scanning of the school districts involved
will show this to be true.

Mr. MILLER. I appreciate the Sena-
tor's response. What the Senator is say-
ing is that because of the 75-percent fig-
ure, the impact of his amendment would
be only with respect to school districts
affected by military reservations.

Mr, HRUSKA. The main thrust of it.
There are some areas such as in Indian
reservation regions, but those are very,
very small. The bulk of it—the main
thrust—will be found to be in the mili-
tary areas; and all of them, in the case
of the city of Bellevue, are military. The
Senator from Iowa is correct in his char-
acterization of that base.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HRUSEA. I yield.

Mr. BENNETT. I am interested in the
arithmetic. If only $50 million is involved
in the areas that will benefit from the
Senator's amendment, then they will
benefit only from the difference between
78 and 90 percent of $50 million, which
is 12 percent, or about $6 million. That
would mean that the difference to all
the other areas, which I think have a
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total of something above $500 million,
would be somewhere between 1 and 2 per-
cent.

Mr, HRUSKA. That is correct. In that,
I think, lies a great of the difference in
the situations, as I have observed al-
ready. It is one thing to vary a small
percentage of money in a school district
budget by 1 or 2 percent; but when the
percentage of a school’s budget that has
80 percent is varied, it is a story of a
different character.

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield.

Mr, SPONG. I am interested in the
question of the Senator from Utah. He
used the figure 90 percent. My under-
standing is that the amendment of the
Senator from Nebraska would give . 95-
percent entitlement, rather than 80
percent.

Mr. HRUSKA. That is right.

Mr. SPONG. May I ask this question
also? In the computation of the 75 per-
cent in the amendment of the Senator
from Nebraska as to the school popula-
tion, he is using both category A and
catezory B. Is that correct?

Mr. HRUSKA. That is correct.

Mr. SPONG. Whether or not they live
on the reservation or base is not the
criterion; the Senator is using on and
off, Aand B.

Mr. HRUSKA. That is correct. I might
say in that connection that out of the
10,000 school children in Bellevue, 4,300
live on the base and 3,500 live off the
base in the village of Bellevue.

Mr. SPONG. The Senator is speaking
of Bellevue, but I am speaking of the
United States generally. Seventy-five
percent would come from category A
and B. We have just voted not to change
the formula. The effect of the amend-
ment of the Senator from Nebraska, if
adopted, would be to change the formula
for impacted aid. Is that correct?

Mr. HRUSEA. It would change it to
the extent of giving priority to these 121
school districts in the limited fashion
deseribed by the amendment; that is
right.

Mr, SPONG. I merely wanted tc ap-
prise Senators of that fact.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, is the
Senator from Nebraska through?

Mr. HRUSKA. Yes.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Of course, if the
total amount provided in the bill, $505
million, in round figures, for impacted
aid is not changed, and then amounts are
added for the 121 districts, I do not know
how much that would amount to. How
much would it be to the 121 districts as
compared to what they would get now?

Mr. HRUSKA. I do not know what that
computation is. I have a list of all the
121 districts here, together with the 100-
percent entitlements which they would
have. The total of those entitlements is
$53 million plus.

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is the total?

Mr. HRUSEKA. That is the total.

Mr. MAGNUSON. But if the amend-
ment of the Senator from Nebraska were
not agreed to, they would still be getting
it. It is the difference between the 78 per-
cent and the 95 percent. The Senator
proposes to increase it to 95 percent.
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Mr. HRUSEA. Yes.

Mr. MAGNUSON. And that amoufit
would have to be taken away from the
others.

Mr. HRUSKA. Yes. !
. Mr. MAGNUSON, If we give some g
to the others, without changing the total,
we have to take it away from somebody.
We have not been able to get all the
figures. The Senator from Nebraska was
patient with the committee, because the
figures were not available, and we said
the proposal could be presented on the
floor.

The reason why I am opposed to the
amendment is that it will have to take
away from the other districts a certain
percentage. The Senator mentioned be-
tween two and three.

Mr. HRUSKA. That was the fizure
given to us.

Mr, MAGNUSON. It is the difference
between 78 percent and 95 percent with
respect to the 121 districts. Whatever
that amount adds up to must be taken
away from other districts.

Mr. HRUSKA. As applied to the total
figure of $53 million; that is right.

Mr. President, I yield myself 3 addi-
tlonal minutes. The distinguished chair-
man of the committee is right. It will
have to be taken away from some place
else in order to make up this priority and
preference, but may I suggest that when
there was a reduction in the moneys
available for this purpose, much more
was taken away from these schools in
terms of dollars and percentages. So
when we restore, we ought to give them
a little back,

Mr. MAGNUSON. I was not discus
that question. The administration
posed $202 million as against $520
lion, or $505 million.

Mr. HRUSKA. Is the Senator suggest-
ing that we go back to that figure?

Mr. MAGNUSON, No; I am not talk-
ing about the figures. If I had my way, I
would like to add all these figures, but the
committee would not go along with it.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time with this
final statement: This is a matter of emer-
gency, and not a matter of scaling down
the efforts of the school districts in-
volved. It is a matter of putting them
totally out of business in most of the
areas affected.

I urge that the amendment be
adopted. I yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has been yielded
back. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Ne-
braska.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second. The clerk will call the roll.

uThe bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I did
not hear the ruling of the Chair as to
whether there was a sufficient second t~..
the request for the yeas and nays. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
was a sufficient second.

—-—
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Mr. MAGNUSON. Regular order, Mr,
President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk

ll the roll.
MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
us consent that the request for
the yeas and nays be withdrawn.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is s0 ordered.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ask
for a division.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On the
division, the amendment is rejected.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I ask for

he yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is too

> t;:; result of the vote has been an-
MANSFIELD. It is not too late,
sident. If it is too late, there is

‘le operating in this Chamber.
RESIDING OFFICER. The
can move to reconsider, but the
result of the vote has been announced
on a division. A request for the yeas and
nays is not in order afier the result has

been announced.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, then
I move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was rejected.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I move to lay that
mnotion on the table.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
juestion is on agreeing to the motion to
ay on the table the motion to recon-
m;.; the vote by which the amendment

“e Senator from Nebraska (Mr.
A) was rejected. On this question,
eas and nays have been ordered,
he clerk will call the roll.
2 bill elerk called the roll.
. KENNEDY, I announce that the
ator from Indiana (Mr. Bavs), the

_uator from Idaho (Mr. CHURcH), the

enator from California (Mr. CRrAN-
roN), the Senator from Connecticut
Mr. Doop), the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
JucHES), the Senator from Washington
Mr. Jackson), the Senator from Louisi-
na (Mr. LoxNe), the Senator from Min-
assota (Mr. McCaArTHY), the Senator
‘'om Montana (Mr. MeTcaLr), the Sen-
or from New Mexico (Mr. MoNTOYA),

e Senator from Utah (Mr. Moss), the

»nator from Rhode Island (Mr. Pas-

RE), the Senator from Missouri (Mr.

rMINGTON), the Senator from Texas

Ir. YarBOROUGH) , and the Senator from

iio (Mr. YounG) are necessarily ab-

at.

I further that the Senator from

aska (Mr. GraveL) is absent on official
iness.
further announce that, if present
voting, the Senator from Rhode Is-
d (Mr. PasTore) would vote ‘‘nay.”
n this vote, the Senator from Wash-
(Mr, JacksoN) is paired with the
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. Long). If
present and voting, the Senator from
Washington would vote “vea” and the
Senat.or from Louisiana would vote

t SCOTT. I announce that the Sen-
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ator from Kentucky (Mr. Coor), the
Senators from Arizona (Mr. FanniN and
Mr. GoLpwATER), fthe Senator from
Michigan (Mr. GriFFIN), the Senators
from Oregon (Mr, HarrFierp and Mr.
Packwoon), the Senators from Illinois
(Mr. PErcY and Mr. SmITH), the Senator
from Vermont (Mr. Proury), and the
Senator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS) are
necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
Munpt) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Ohio (Mr. SAXBE)
is absent on official business.

On this vote, the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. Percy) is paired with the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. Muwnpr). If
present and voting, the Senator from
Illinois would vote “yea” and the Sen-
ator from South Dakota would vote
nm’n

The result was announced—yeas 31,
nays 41, as follows:

| No. 76 Leg.]
YEAS—31
Alken Gore Muskie
Allott Harrls Nelson
Anderson Hart Pearson
Boggs Hartke Pell
Brooke Inouye Ribicoff
Byrd, Va. Javits Smith, Maine
Case Mathias Spong
Cotton McGee Tydings
Fong MeGovern Williams, N.J.
Fulbright McIntyre
Goodell Mondale
NAYS—41
Allen Ellender Murphy
Baker Ervin Proxmire
Bellmon Gurney Randolph
Bennett Hansen Russell
Bible Holland Bchweiker
Burdick Hollings Bcott
Byrd, W. Va. Hruska Sparkman
Cannon Jordan, N.C. Stennis
Cooper Jordan, Idaho Talmadge
curtis Kennedy Thurmond
Dole Magnuson Tower
Dominick Mansfield Willlams, Del.
Eagleton MecClellan Young, N, Dak.
Eastland Miller
NOT VOTING—28

Bayh Hughes Percy
Church Jackson Prouty
Cook Long Saxbe
Cranston McCarthy Smith, II1.

Metealf Stevens
Fannin Montoya Symington
Goldwater Moss Yarborough
Gravel Mundt Young, Ohio
Griffin Packwood
Hatfield Pastore

So the motion to lay on the table was

rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion to
reconsider.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion now recurs on the adoption of the
amendment.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr, President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
of the Senator from Nebraska. On this
question, the yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. EENNEDY. I announce that the
Senator from Indiana (Mr. BavH), the
Senator from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH), the
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Senator from California (Mr, CRANSTON),
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr,
Dopp), the Senator from Michigan (Mr.
Iianr). the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
HucHES), the Senator from Washington
(Mr, Jackson), the Senator from Louisi-
ana (Mr. Long), the Senator from Min-
esota (Mr. McCarTHY), the Senator from
Arkansas (Mr. McCLELLAN), the Senator
from Montana (Mr. METCALF), the Sen-
ator from New Mexico (Mr, MONTOYA),
the Senator from Utah (Mr. Moss), the
Senators from Rhode Island (Mr. Pas-
ToRE and Mr. Perp), the Senator from
Missouri (Mr, SymINGTON), the Senator
from Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH), and the
Senator from Ohio (Mr, Younc) are nec-
essarily absent.

I also amnounce that the Senator
from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL) is absent on
official business,

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Rhode Is-
land (Mr. PasToRre) would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Wash-
ington (Mr, JAcKsON) is paired with the
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. Long). If
present and voting, the Senator from
Washington would vote “nay” and the
Senator from Louisiana would vote
uyea."

Mr, SCOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Eentucky (Mr. Coox), the
Senators from Arizona (Myr. Fannin and
Mr. GoLbWATER) , the Senator from Mich-
igan (Mr. GriFFIn), the Senators from
Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD and Mr, Pack-
woobp), the Senators from Illinois (Mr.
Percy and Mr. SmiTH) , the Senator from
Vermont (Mr. ProuTy) and the Senator
from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS) are neces-
sarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr,
MunpT) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Ohio (Mr. Saxsg)
is absent on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. Percy) would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr, MunoT) is paired with the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. Ssara). If
present and voting, the Senator from
South Dakota would vote “yea” and the
Senator from Illinois would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 20,
nays 49, as follows:

[No. 77 Leg.]

YEAS—20
Bennett Gurney Proxinire
Burdick Holland Sparkman
Curtis Hruska Stennis
Dole Jordan, Idaho Thurmond
Eastland Mansfield Tower
Ellender Miller Young, N. Dak,
Ervin Murphy

NAYS—40
Alken Fong Mondale
Allen Fulbright Muskie
Allott Goodell Nelson
Anderson Gore Pearson
Baker Hansen Randolph
Bellmon Harrls Ribicoff
Bible Hartke Russell
Boggs Hollings Behwelker
Brooke Inouye Scott
Byrd, Va Javits Bmith, Maine
Byrd, W.Va Jordan, N.C, Bpong
Cannon Kennedy 8
Case Magnuson Tydings
Cooper Mathias Willlams, N.J.
Cotton McGee Williams, Del
Dominick MeGovern
Eagleton McIntyre
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NOT VOTING—31

Bayh Hughes Pell
Church Jackson Percy
Cook Long Prouty
Cranston McCarthy Saxbe
Dodd McClellan Smith, 11,
Fannin Metcalf Stevens
Goldwater Montoya Bymington
Gravel Moss Yarborough
Griffin Mundt Young, Ohio
Hart Packwood
Hatfield Pastore

So Mr. Hruska's amendment was re-
jected.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment and ask that
it'be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The B Crerk. It is intended to be
proposed by Mr. MurpHY: On page 26,
lines 22 and 23, strike out “$252,393,000"
and insert in lieu thereof “$262,393,000",

On page 27, line 5, strike out “$5,000,-
000” and insert in lieu thereof “$15,000,-
000",

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ten min-
utes have been allocated to the Senator
from California. How much time does he
vield himself?

Mr. MURPHY. Six minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California is recognized for
6 minutes.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I am
reluctant to move to increase the funds
in the Labor-Hew appropriations bill be-
fore us today in view of the budgetary
problems, and I would not do so if I
did not feel so strongly about the drop-
out prevantion program. The dropout
prevention program is not a partisan
madtter; rather, it is a priority education
program that has great promise and
potential in bringing about some of the
educational changes and improvements
that are direly needed by society. -

Mr. President, the dropout prevention
program was authored by me in 1967
and it was incorporated into the elemen-
tary and secondary education amend
ments of that year. The program was
drafted in consultation with some of
the leading educators in the country in-
cluding Dr. James Conant. It was draft-
ed because I felt that both for society’s
sake and for the students’ sake, we can
not allow 1 million youngsters to drop
out of scheol each year. This is par-
ticularly true in view of the fact that
we are in the midst of an education ex-
plosion and a technological revolution,
making a high school education or the
acquisition of a skill a must.

In introducing the measure, I also
cited statistics showing that the high
dropout rates in our 15 largest cities
varied from 214 to 46.6 percent.
As bad as these rates were, when one
focuses on the poverty schools within
these areas, the dropout rate is shock-
ing. In these poverty schools, 70 percent
drop out. These dropouts are the “social
dynamite” that Dr. James Conant
warned the country about in 1961. This
is the problem to which the dropout pre-
vention program is addressed.

The dropout prevention program was
designed to give maximum freedom and
flexibility for experimentation at the
State and local level. Under the program
local and State educational agencies sub-
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mit innovative proposals which zero re-
sources on a school or on a
particular classroom in an effort to have
a major impact on the dropout problem.
Eligible schools must be located in urban
and rural areas having a high percentage
of children from low-income families
and a high percentage of children who
drop out of school. The local educational
agency, in addition to securing the ap-
proval of the State educational agency,
is required to identify the dropout prob-
lem, analyze the reasons the students
are leaving school, and tailor programs
designed to prevent or reduce dropouts.
Furthermore, and most significantly,
the program requires objective evalua-
fion.

Mr. President, the dropout prevention
program has had the strong support of
the previous administration. The drop-
out prevention program enjoys the
strong support of Secretary Finch and
Commissioner of Education, Mr. Allen.
I, of course, am exceedingly proud that
President Nixon in his letter of Feb-
ruary, to Speaker McCorMACK, outlin-
ing a possible compromise on the Labor-
HEW appropriations bill, singled out the
dropout prevention program and specifi-
cally asked for “$10 million for projects
to prevent the school dropouts” which
the President said are “designed to find
new ways to deal with problems where
the old ways have been found to be in-
adequate.” The President has identified
the dropout prevention program, as have
1, as a priority program. President Nixon
believes in this program, and despite the
budgetary problems, has specifically
asked the Congress to increase the fund-
ing of the dropout prevention program.

Probably the project that has gener-
ated the most national interest is the
Texarkana one, In this project, the local
school system decided to enter into a
performance contract with private in-
dustry to raise reading and math scores
of potential dropouts. Performance con-
tracting, as the name implies, means the
company must perform in order to get
paid. In other words, payment is made
only for results. The performance con-
tract in this instance calls for the rais-
ing of reading and math scores one grade
level in 80 hours of instruction for $80.
Importantly, the school system is deeply
involved, with the contract stipulating
that when the experiment is concluded,
the company must have made the school
personnel capable of continuing the in-
struction method used.

Preliminary results are most encour-
aging, Data that has been supplied to
me based on February 2 testing, indi-
cates that the contractor has raised
reading scores one and one-half grades
and math scores approximately one
grade in only 45 hours of instruction.
These figures indicate that the contrac-
tor is ahead of its performance contract.
Also, of the 125 students enrolled in the
experimental program, only two have
dropped out and one was because of
pregnancy. In contrast, in a control
group, 10 percent of the youngstars have

_ already dropped out.

Mr, President, this is hard data, and
it indicates that the program is work-
ing. That the Nation's school systems are
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following Texarkana is seen by the fact
that San Diego is planning a $2.4 million
performance contract. This is the first
large urban school district in the cor

to express an interest in this type -
proach. I do know there are other large
systems, namely, Detroit, Dallas, Little
Rock, New York, and Los Angeles, which
are carefully considering this approach.
Yet, Mr, President, unless we adopt this
amendment, Texarkana will not be able
to expand this successful project to the
important elementary level. This would
be tragedy in my judgment.

Mr. President, we know that dropouts
are involved in crime at a rate 10 times
higher than high school graduates. W
are all concerned with the riots and @
turbances that have plagued all too -
of our school systems. I believe tha'
dropout prevention projects are i
a salutary effect in these troublec
areas. For example, in Baltimore
Louis, despite general student demon-
strations and disturbances in the area
where the dropout projects are located,
the disturbances did not occur in the
schools where the dropout programs are
in operation.

Mr. President, the dropout prevention
program is a no-nonsense, practical ap-
proach to education. Some of the con-
cepts built into the dropout prevention
program are golng to have a significant
impact on education programs through-
out this country. Dropout prevention
projects are required to spell eut their
objectives. Having stated their objectives,
they will be held accountable for achiev-
ing them, Most importantly, and I believe
this is a first for the Office of Educat
an educational audit will be done on &
dropout prevention project. This eduec=
tional audit will seek to determine
terms of student learning, what the »
payer is getting for his tax investm: -
This educational audit will be done’”
an independent organization outside ¢+
the project and will attempt to verify the
project’s performance. This is in addition
to intensive in-house evaluations that
will be done on the dropout prevention
projects. A preliminary outside evalua-.
tion has been done on the Texarkana
project. And their conclusion was:

Test results Indicate that experimental

students are doing significantly better In
vocabulary and reading comprehension.

Mr. President, the interest and the po-
tential in the dropout program can be
seen in the fact that over a thousand re-
quests from independent agencies to sub-
mit preliminary dropout prevention pro-
grams have been received by the Office
of Education. To fund all these programs
would take over $700 million, It was this
kind of interest and the merit of th
program that prompted some of my col
leagues on the Labor and Public Welfar
Committee to move to increase the au
thorization of the dropout preventio
program from the present $30 millio
level to $250 million by 1974. Obviously, -
as the author of the dropout prevention
program, I was very pleased with this
strong indication of the committee’s
support, but I did what perhaps is w
heard of—I urged my committee (g
leagues not to raise the authorizat
level by that magnitude. I pointed out
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that the dropout prevention program
was not intended to take care of all the
dropouts. Rather, its intent was to iden-

rand attack some of the worst situa-

that are large enough to have significant
impact, while at the same time small
enough in number, to be carefully moni-
tored and evaluated so that their success
could be assured and duplicated in other
sections of the country. These educa-
tional research and development efforts,
the dropout prevention projects, are live
educational laboratories whose work has
~reat national interest and implication
‘dealing with some of the most persist-
: domestic problems confronting our
ntry.

*, President, in the National Edu-

+ Journal of December 1966, the

‘ng statement appeared with re-

w0 educational change and reform:
o‘ﬁl‘;a often gets the eerle impression of huge
clouds of educational reform drifting back
and forth from coast to coast and only oc-
easionally touching down to blanket an

actual educational institution.

The dropout prevention program is
causing educational waves. The dropout
program is “touching"” actual educa-
tional institutions. The dropout preven-
tion program will produce change and
will bring about reform that will not
only touch the particular educational
system involved but also educational
programs throughout the country.

Mr. President, I believe my statement
has made it clear that this is a priority
education program. Although it appar-
e "w does not have the political muscle

me of the other programs, the re-

to date are most encouraging. The
President of the United States has
singled out this program as a priority
program and urged the Congress to pro-
vide an additional $10 million, the
amount provided in this amendment, in
his February 2 message to Speaker Mc-
CORMACK.

The dropout prevention program has
enjoyed the strong support of the pre-
vious administration, and as just indi-
cated, the Nixon administration. It has
enjoyed considerable support within the
Senate Appropriations Committee, In
1968, the funding of the program was in-
creased to $20 million in a Senate floor
vote of more than two to one.

Mr. President, the Senate should
overwhelmingly adopt this amendment
so that we can bring about badly needed
educational reform in this Nation.

I ask unanimous consent that various
information relating to the dropout pre-
vention program be printed in the
RECORD,

There being no objection, the material
vas ordered fo be printed in the Recorp,
15 follows:

NSTANCES OF EDUCATIONAL CHANGE THROUGH
Trrre VIII oF ESEA

w1, Imvolvement of Private Business and In-

dustry in the Educational Process: The Dade

County Talent Development Program, Miami,

Florida, involves a work-experience program

using business and industrial resources such

local meat-packing firms, landscaping

8, office machine firms, etc. IBM is work-

with the project In providing communi-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

cation skills to students. Hialeah General
Hospital is training attendants and hospital
workers. Project STAY in St. Louls has work
study programs with McGraw-Hill, Sinclair
0il, Famous Barr Department Store, and sev-
eral local hospitals. Bell Telephone provides
work-study skills with promotion and wage
increase as school progress and skills devel-
opment are shown. In Project KAPS in Balti-
more, the C and P Telephone Company and
local hospitals are developing communica-
tlon skills and hospital training for students.
The Dropout Prevention Project in Chautau~
qua, New York includes pald work-experience
programs with loeal supermarkets summer
camps, landscaping firms, ete.

2. Reform and Renewal of School Struc-
ture and Organization: Each of the 10
funded projects is working toward elimina-
tion of unproductive instructional p:

of outmoded curricula, and of fncuium-

which do not yleld sought-after objectives,
Project EMERGE in Dayton has one compo-
nent ih which students recelye speclal study
skills away from the regular school. In
Beattle, a newly-organized Personal Devel-
opment Academy will provide individualized
instruction for students with special prob-
lems. In Fall River, “microprojects' or small
grants will be given to teachers with suc-
cessful ideas for school improvement. Fall
River will also institute an experimental
science program, an IPI math program, and a
specially-adapted English program to meet
the needs of children in that city. St. Louls
will provide coordinated after-school activi-
tles. Miami will attempt an Engineered
Classroom to assist potential dropouts to
adjust to regular classes. Baltimore will use
home instruction and counseling for sick,
retarded or pregnant students, SBome teach-
ers in the St. Louis project will provide aca-
demic instruction on location of the indus-
trial establishments which Involve students
in work-study programs. The Texarkana
project has brought schools in Texas and
Arkansas together to form integrated in-
structional centers to upgrade the reading
and math of students.

3. Motivating Students Through Rewards
and Incentives: In Baltimore, an Earn-Learn
component in elementary schools will allow
students to perform tasks for which they
will earn points. Pupils will be able to trade
points for school supplies, games and toys,
and trips. Students who are successful In
the Texarkana project will receive coupons
to redeem for merchandise, Students who
complete two grade levels of achlevement
will receive transistor -radios. In Baltimore,
older students will contract with teachers for
something they would like to do in exchange
for achieving their study objectives.

4. Relaring Ancient Traditions which In-
hibit State and Local Educational Progress:
In Florida, the conventional 50 minute clags-
room “hour” will be made flexible to per-
mit varying amounts of time to be spent on
different subjects according to individual
student need. The 9 to 3 daily schedule will
disappear for students with special prob-
lems in St. Louls which will permit night
classes, special care centers, schools for preg-
nant girls, ete. Similarly, in New Yeork, clubs
will be developed around metivational in-
terests of students identified as high poten-
tial dropouts Batesland, South Dakota will
establish teacher aldes to assist Indlan stu-
dents In appreciation of their culture. New
patterns of teacher preparation will emerge
necessitating changes on the part of col-
leges and universities In preparing school
staff, For example in Dayton, Ohlo, college
students with inner-city backgrounds will be
hired to assist younger students to stay in
school. Technical assistance will be provided
through a Dayton-Miaml Valley consortium
of colleges and universities.

5. Preparing Studenis jfor Realistic Job
Education: In St, Louis, one unit of the work-
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study component will Involve students in
house and apartment renovation to provide
them with skills useful in construction work,
Many of the businesses and industries co-
operating with the dropout prevention proj-
ects are providing skills which will permit
students to later enter these organizations
as fully-qualified workers. Florida provides
concentrated training on job decorum, posi-
tive work attitudes, proper dress, and the im-
portance of being competent in a vocation.
Seattle, St. Louis, Dayton, Fall River, Balti-
maore, New York, and Paducah have intensive
pupll personnel services and counseling to
better prepare the students for entry into
careers and voeations,

6. Insuring Student Mastery of Curriculum
Skills: New York will develop life-oriented
curriculum learning centers to assess student
difficulties, motivate the child, and provide
remedial training as needed. Special group
sessions for allenated students will be tried.
The Texarkana project will guarantee ralsing
the reading and math levels of students by
two grade levels in specified time. In Balti-
more, secondary tutors will be pald to help
in raising the achievement levels of younger
students. Paducah will establish an intensive
Unit Program to provide specialized learn-
ing technigues for high potential dropouts.
Miami will provide a self-instructional cen-
ter coupled with part-time work. Seattle will
re-structure several schools to provide Im-
proved curriculum approaches. In Seattle,
small groups will be organized to better work
with teachers In deslgning new approaches
to learning, Skills and knowledge to be taught
will be around things which inter-
est students as in the case of Dayton, which
will teach academic skills by analyzing wel-
fare problems.

7. Insuring Quality and Responsible Teach~
ing: At least two prime causes of student
dropout relate to the teaching ability of staff
and to outmoded instructional procedures,
both of which may force a student to con-
form to patterns which he is unable to ac-
cept. In Paducah, an Extensive Training Pro-
gram will help teachers to Improve their at-
titudes toward disadvantaged youth and to
assist them in developing improved pupil
self-concepts. In Texarkana, a contracting
agency will teach teachers to utilize special
equipment designed to raise reading and
math levels. In Baltimore, & private Institute
of Behavorial Research will conduct intensive
staff tralning for elementary teachers. In
South Dakota, teachers will be trained to
serve as resource agents to provide bet-
ter instruction. In New York, stafl will be
trained to develop team concepts in Improv-
ing curriculum.

8. Accountability for Results: Strict con-
cepts of accountability for attalnment of
stateq eduecational objectives have been ac-
cepted by each of the projects for which
@ grant award has been made, Toward this
end, each project has used a portion of its
award to secure needed technical assistance
not available In the school system. Buch
assistance has been provided by outside con-
sultants, such as Booz, Allen and Hamilton
and Associates; Educational Testing Service;
regional laboratories, universities, ete., and
has provided aid in assessing school needs,
developing specific performance objectives,
improving school £, producing
evaluation designs, etc. In Dayton, an Emerge

« Council and a Dropout Prevention Review

Board will bring parents and community
groups into closer partmership with the
school in planning programs and insuring
that results will be achieved. In Baltimore,
special community aides will establish links
between the school and community to Im-
prove accountability of both groups. In South
Dakota, parent-student seminars will assist
the schools in reaching objectives. In Texar-
kana, an outside contractor will guarantee
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attainment of stated objectives in reading
and math with both incentive and penalty
clauses built into the performance contract.

9. Independent, Tough-Minded Review of
student Educational Payoff (Educational
Audit): For the first time in connection
with grant awards for educational projects,
the Office of Education is requiring an edu-
cational audit for each project funded under
the Dropout Prevention Program, The edu-
cational audit is roughly analagous to the
financial audit and seeks to determine what
the federal government is getting, In terms
of student learning, for the tax dollar. In
addition to intensive program evaluations
required on each project, each project will
be required to have an educational audit
made to verify the results of evaluation.
Such educational audit will be done by con-
tract with independent, outside qualified
consulting organizations which will examine
all aspects of the program in order to identify
potential obstacles to attainment of objec-
tives and to offer corrective suggestions. The
Office. of Education has arranged a serles of
institutes to provide training for organiza-
tions which hope to serve as educational
auditors,

ScHooL DrorouTs

25 percent of children who enter 5th grade
will drop out before high school graduation.
Current national dropout rate 1s 21.4 per-
cent,
SCHOOL DROPOUT PROBLEM: A NATIONAL
CONCERN

High rate of youth unemployment,

Disappearance of entry channels to un-
skilled and semi-skilled jobs.

Continuous rise in crime and delinquency.

Vandalism and riots in clties overwhelm-
ingly by out-of-school unemployed youth,

Skyrocketing welfare rolls.

Loss to Nation in human resource.

UNEMPLOYMENT

Twice as many dropouts are unemployed
as high school graduates.

Jobs requiring high school graduation in-
creased 30 percent while jobs for non-high
school graduates workers decreased 26 per-
cent.

Unskllled jobs make up 5 percent of em-
ployment opportunities.

Dropouts are last hired, first fired.

CRIME

Dropouts are involved in crime at a rate
10 times higher than high school graduates.

Youth aged 16-24 account for:

27 percent of all arrests,

26 percent of all murders.

34 percent of all manslaughters.

49 percent of all robberies,

50 percent of all rapes.

53 percent all all car thefts.

WELFARE

40 percent of New York public.school pop-
ulation is recelving aid to dependent chil-
dren,

62 percent of jobless fathers of such chil-
dren have less than 4 years of high school,

43 percent of families $2,000 or
less have a family head with less than an
Bth grade education.

Education and life income
Elementary school:

Lesas than 8 years . oo $189, 000

Byears. oo~ — 247, 000
High school:

1603 yeArS e 284, 000

R e e e O 341, 000
College:

BT A e e e 304, 000

4 years_ ... Eame 508, 000

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I com-
mend the distinguished Senator from
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California for the amendment. There is
no program that is better and more
needed, In fact, this is one of the two
programs that the President wanted and
asked for, this one and the experimental
schools program, which the House did
not take,

I hate to say this, of all people, to the
Senator from California, because he has
fought long and hard for the impacted
area funds for his great State.

Now, when the Senator from New
Hampshire was able to assure the Senate
that the impacted area funds and the
Hill-Burton funds would be left intact,
it was with the understanding with the
administration that there would be no
funds added to the bill after the amend-
ment was adopted by the amendment of
the Senator from Missouri (Mr. EAGLE-
TON) .

It made the thing so tight that for a
while it was thought they could not live
with it without skimming some off the
impacted area funds, I said that if that
was the case, I would simply have to op-
pose any amendment because I based my
word on the fact that we would have to
withdraw it.

So, it is such a tight balance that we
feel impelled to beseech the Senator
from California, important as I think
his ecause is, and much as T admire him
for fighting for it so hard, in order to
save the situation and to save the chance
of getting the bill signed, I am impelled
to ask him to consider withdrawing his
amendment.

Mr., MURPHY. I thank the Senator
from New Hampshire, and thank him
for his expressions of support and ap-
preciation of the importance of the value
of this particular amendment. May I ask
whether there is a possibility in the con-
ference that this will get the attention
of the conferees?

Mr. COTTON. If there is the slightest
possibility, and if I can prevail on the
people downtown to squeeze a little
harder, I assure the Senator from Cali-
fornia that I will do my best.

Mr, MURPHY. I thank my distin-
guished colleague from New Hampshire.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I wish to
testify to the worth of the program, as
one who has been very active in the
educational aspects of the work of the
Senate, The Senator from California has
initiated, authored, and developed this
program. It is tremendously successful,
The leverage is enormous, because they
are the key children in this effort. The
analogy to narcotics addiction in their
case, although there are relatively few
addicts, is clear. But it is unbelievable
what has been done in this field. It is
sad that it must be gborted, even momen-
tarily.

I take great encouragement from what
the Senator from New Hampshire has
just said. I know how difficult it will be
for him to try to solve the problem but
I can only add, as one Senator, that if
on the administrative side I can find some
way to help with the Department, I as-
sure the Senator, too, that I will devote
myself to that end because this is one of
ftll';?dworthy new programs in this whole

Mr. MURPHY. I thank my distin-
guished colleague from New York.
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. Prefident, I
merely wish to join the Senator from
New Hampshire and the Senator from
New York, because they meutlonﬁ_ the
programs in my State, fo thank th n-
ator from California for what d
about the programs, those in Texarkana
and Little Rock. They have been so suc-
cessful that I hope they can be further
expanded, because they have been so
effective.

I certainly support the Senator from
California in his amendment,

Mr, MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
want to tell my good friend from Cali-
fornia that the Senator from Washir
ton and the Senator from New Ha
shire made an attempt to add a
more to the program. We did not
ceed. We found more opposition
House side in the first conferer
we had than anywhere else. I a
ful that we can do much better, .
the results are beginning to ShoWe.
these places.

Let me say to the Senator from Cali-
fornia that we will, in a matter of almost
40 days, begin hearings on a new
bill. Thus, T welcome the Senator from
California to come down there and tell
us, together with the other people, the
results of the program and I think that
in next year's appropriation bill we will
be able to do some real work in this field,
because it is so important. It is the best
insurance we will have, because a drop-
out costs us more when he drops out than
it costs us to make this appropriation tc
see that he does not.

Mr., MURPHY, Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator from Wesh-
ington. :

Mr, President, with full confideit®® ir
the Senator from New Hampshire anc
his assurance that in the conference thii
will get attention, and the statement o
the Senator from Washington regardin|
the new hearings that will begin in 4
days, let me assure him that I will bl
back with the records and the fact
which I think will be a most impressiv
record.

Mr. President, reluctantly, in order t
accommodate the chairman and mem
bers of the committee, I withdraw m:
amendment,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Th
amendment is withdrawn.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, since
have been a Member of this body, I hay
supported the programs of aid to educs
tion in federally affected areas undt
Public Laws 874 and 815, These pI
grams may not be perfect in the presel
forms. They might need some improv
ment. But there is no need to kill ti
program in order to take it apart ar
find out how to make it work better. T
precipitous reduction of funding for ir
pact aid programs would certainly
disastrous. The $520 million provided
this bill is almost the minimum accej
able figure. School districts will still {
the pinch, and those with the most
vere impact will feel it the worst. .

The distinguished Senator from Ne-¢
braska is proposing an amendment ¢ ;
which would protect these districts - {
extremely heavy impact from the ! q?
ship which they would suifer even a e}
present appropriation level. The amend-



February 28, 1970

ment would insure that school districts
wHere 75 percent or more of the stu-
dents are federally connected will re-
cejr .95 percent of their full entitle-
m under Public Law 874, Districts
wi uch an extreme impact naturally
depend more heavily than others on Pub-
lic Law 874 funds in meeting their educa-
tional obligations.

Senator HrRUSKA's amendment is ap-
propriate and fair because it directs the
funds to the areas of the sharpest need
while still providing substantial assist-
ance to areas where the need is less se-
vere but nonetheless real,

Congress has for the past 20 years re-
peatedly endorsed the concept of aid to
education in federally affected areas.
Very likely the formula for providing
such ald is due for an overhaul. How-
ever, the present appropriations bill is
not the proper vehicle for bringing about
a revamping of the system. We must

< amend the formula if we want to change
the results, but we should not merely
adjust the appropriation arbitrarily. I
do not mean that we must fully fund
every item authorized, but that we must
remain substantially true to our an-
nounced intent in a matter such as this.
For almost 20 years educators across the
country have depended on the Public
Law 874 program. We cannot cut them
off without fair warning.

Recently the impacted aid program has
come in for more and more criticism.
Perhaps it is appropriate to hold the line
now until we can find out what is wrong.
The appropriation provided in the pres-
ent bill is comparable to the amount
= ded in fiscal year 1969, As I said be-
~ugeeven this amount will not be com-
pletely comfortable for school districts.
They will feel the pinch. But Senator
Hausga's amendment will ease the pain
where it hurts the worst. On the whole,
I feel that this, perhaps, is the best we
can do at this time.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, be-
fore third reading, I ask for the yeas and
1ays on final passage of the bill.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
se no further amendments to be pro-
rosed, the question is on the engrossment
»f the amendments and the third read-

ng of the bill,

The amendments were ordered to be
ﬁrossedandt.hebﬂltobe read a third

e.
The bill was read the third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time

as now been yielded back.

The question- is, Shall the bill pass?

On this question the yeas and nays

ave been ordered, and the clerk will call

1e roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called

e roll. o

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the

mator from Indiana (Mr. BayH), the

nator from Idaho (Mr. CHURCcH), the
wenator from California (Mr, CRANSTON),
the Senator from Conneeticut (M.
Dobp), the Senator from Michigan (Mr.
. Hart), the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
~xgEs), the Senator from Washington

( AcKSON) , the Senator from Louisi-
Mr. Long), the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. McCarTHY), the Senator
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from Montana (Mr. MeTcaLr), the Sen-
ator from New Mexico (Mr, MoNTOYA),
the Senator from Utah (Mr. Moss), the
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. Pas-
TORE), the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. PeLL), the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. SymincTOoN), the Senator from
Texas (Mr. YarBOROUGH), and the Sen-
ator from Ohio (Mr. Youne), are neces-
sarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. GraveEL) is officially absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
Bayn), the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CHURCH), the Senator from California
(Mr. CransTOoN), the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. Dobp), the Senator from
Michigan (Mr. HarT), the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. GraveL), the Senator from
Towa (Mr. Hucues), the Senator from
Washington (Mr. Jackson), the Senator
from Louisiana (Mr. Loxnc), the Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. McCarTHY), the
Senator from Montana (Mr. METICALF),
the Senator from New Mexico (Mr. Mox-
TOYA), the Senator from Utah (Mr.
Moss), the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. PasTorg), the Senator from Rhode
Island (Mr. Pern), the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. Symincron), the Senator
from Texas (Mr. YareorouGH), and the
Senator from Ohio (Mr. Youne), would
each vote “yea.”

Mr. SCOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Kentucky (Mr. Coox), the
Senators from Arizona (Mr, FanNiN and
Mr. GoLpwaTer), the Senator from
Michigan (Mr. GriFrFiN), the Senators
from Oregon (Mr. HatFieLp and Mr.
Packwoobn), the Senators from Illinois
(Mr. Percy and Mr, SmitH), the Sena-
tor from Vermont (Mr. Proury), and
the Senator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS)
are necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
Munpt) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Ohio (Mr, SaXBE)
is absent on official business.

The Senator from Nebraska (Mr,
Curris) is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Kentucky (Mr. Cook), the Sena-
tor from Nebraska (Mr. CurrIis), the
Senators from Illinois (Mr. PErcY and
Mr. SmiTH), and the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr, Munpr) would each vote
uyea.,l

The result was announced—yeas 68,
nays 0, as follows:

[No. 78 Leg.] L
YEAS—68
Aiken Fong Mondale
Allen Fulbright Murphy
Allott Goodell Muskie
Anderson Gore Nelson
Baker Gurney Pearson
Bellmon Hansen Proxmire
Bennett Harris Randolph
Bible Hartke Ribicoft
Boggs Holland Russell
Brooke Hollings Schwelker
Burdick Hruska Scott
Byrd, Va. Inouye Smith, Maine
yrd, W. Va Javits Spar]

Cannon Jordan, N.C. Spong
Case Jordan, Idaho Stennis
Cooper Kennedy Talmadge
Cotton Magnuson Thurmond
Dole Mansfield Tower
Dominick Mathias Tydings
Eagleton MeClellan Williams, N.J
Eastland MeGovern Williams, Del.
Ellender Melntyre Young, N. Dak.
Ervin Miiler

NAYS—0

NOT VOTING—32
Bayh Hatfield Pastore
Church Hughes Pell
Cook Jackson Percy
Cranston Long Prouty
Curtis McCal Baxbe
Dodd McGee Smith, Iil,
Fannin Metcalf Stevens
Goldwater Montoya Symington
Gravel Moss Yarborough
Griffin Mundt Young, Ohio
Hart Packwood

So the bill (H.R, 15931) was passed.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate insist on its amend-
ments and request a conference with the
House of Representatives on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon,
and that the Chair be authorized to ap-
point the conferees on the part of the
Senate,

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding  Officer (Mr. EAGLETON
in the chair) appointed Mr. MAGNUSON,
Mr. RusseLL, Mr. STENNIS, Mr. BisLE, Mr.
Horranp, Mr. Corron, Mr. Case, Mr.
Fowe, and Mr. Boces conferees on the
part of the Senate.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
commend the able and dis ed
chairman of the labor Health, Education,
and Welfare Subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, the senior Sen-
ator from Washington (Mr. MAGNUSON) .
I commend him for his able advocacy. I
commend him for his effective legisla-
tive skill. And, on this particular measure,
I commend him for his tenacity and en-
durance.

Senator MacnusoN has now literally
been with this funding measure for a
number of months.

The delay, may I say, was no fault of
his. It was the veto action imposed
against the original proposal that oc-
casioned the procedure adopted,

For his work on the proposal, for his
splendid guidance and outstanding
leadership, the Senate and the Nation as
well are deeply indebted to Senator
MAGNUSON.

Our thanks goes also to the distin-
guished senior Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr, CorTon). As the ranking mi-
nority member of the subcommittee be
applied the same strong support and
assistance that have characterized his
many years of public service. He, too, has
literally lived with this matter for a good
many months and the Senate is grateful.

We are grateful as well to many other
Senators for their contributions. The
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS),
the Senator from Maryland (Mr,
Marhaias), the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. MonpaLe), and the Senator from
New York (Mr. Javirs) joined to offer
their strong, articulate and most sincere
views. Others too are to be commended.
The Senator from Virginia (Mr. Srong),
the Senator from Nebraska (Mr.
Hruska) and many others may be sin-
gled ouf as well.

Quite frankly, it is difficult to express
in words my gratitude to the Senate this
evening for the oufistanding cooperation
exhibited by each and every Senator,
regardless of point of view or party. It
is not an easy task for any one of us
to give up commitments, engagements,
and the like for the sake of undertaking
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Senate business on a Saturday evening.
I am confident the Senate appreciates
the unusual circumstances that prevailed
in ealling for such a session. Not only
did the matter of the Labor-HEW bill
remain as a priority item, but on Monday
next, by previous order, the Senate al-
ready agreed to begin its consideration
of the voting rights measure—a most im-
portant proposal. Thereafter, the Senate
will proceed to the nomination of Judge
G. Harrold Carswell to be a member of
the Supreme Court. So the workload has
been full and the pace lively. It appears
that it will remain so in the weeks ahead.
I thank the Senate for its cooperation.
Our achievements have been many. They
will be more.

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, at
7:20 in the evening, I ask unanimous
consent that there be a brief period for
the transaction of routine business, with
a limitation of 3 minutes on speeches.

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

STATEMENT FROM MR. GILBERT
HAHN, JR.,, CHAIRMAN OF THE
CITY COUNCIL OF THE DISTRICT
OF COLUMBIA ON THE PROBLEM
OF CRIME IN WASHINGTON

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
have received a statement from Mr. Gil-
bert Hahn, Jr., the Chairman of the City
Council of the District of Columbia. It
is a response to remarks which I made

recently in the Senate on the problem.

of crime in Washington, It will be re-
called that I asked the city's leaders to
direct their energies to this question. I
urged them to concentrate on crime in
the streets because unless these essential
channels of human contact are freed
from terror and restored to reasonably
safe usage in all segments of the District,
there is little hope of restoring the shat-
tered communal life of the Nation's Cap-
ital. To that end, I suggested that the
Mayor, the Police Chief, and other city
authorities come up with a plan to cut
street crime 50 percent in the near future.

In his statement to me, Mr. Hahn has
written a very thoughtful analysis of
the situation. He discusses both the im-
mediate aspects of the problem of crime
and also cites some relevant long-range
considerations. Of the remedies which
he proposes, Congress has already en-
acted some into legislation, at least in
part. May I add that so far as I am aware,
every Presidential proposal for legisla-
tion directed against crime in the Na-
tion's Capital has already cleared the
Senate,

One major proposal in Mr. Hahn's
statement has already been partially
enacted into law by both Houses but even
that part awaits effective administration
by the city government. I refer to the
size of the police force. Mr. Hahn be-
tieves that the Distriet of Columbia police
should number 6,000. The President and
the Congress have provided for 5,100 men
but the recruitment policies and tech-
niques of the city authorities so far have
produced a force of only 4,500. I would
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hope, therefore, that more vigorous ef-
forts will be made by the city authori-
ties—and I am sure they are—to fill the
complement already authorized and to
use this force with full effectiveness
against street crime. There would then be
a basis for considering Mr. Hahn's sug-
gestion for additional expansion to a
6,000-man force.

In all frankness, I must say that it is
difficult to justify a further increase in
the authorized number at this time if the
city officials are unable to enlist those for
which provision has already been made.
I do not see that salary is the main prob-
lem at this time. The starting pay has
been raised to $8,000 and compares fa-
vorably with that in all parts of the
Nation.

Mr. Hahn's statement also refers to
such remedies for the problem of street
crime as increasing the number of judges
and other court personnel, attacking the
drug problem and seeking to combat juv-
enile delinquency through more jobs,
better schools and vocational training.
The statement, as I have said, has a
great deal of merit and I would hope that
every attention will be given to it in all
quarters.

However, the immediate need, as I see
it, is for Mr. Hahn to translate the gen-
eral approaches which are suggested in
his statement into specific proposals for
action. Then, from the point of view of
the Senate, the administration should
clarify—spell out in proposed legisla-
tion—what portion of them is sought
from this body.

I reiterate what I said the other day,
if there is anything further which is
needed from the Senate at this time to
cut the street-crime rate drastically,
President Nixon and the District of Co-
lumbia authorities should state that
need. If they will send their legislative
proposals to the Senate, they will have
not only my attention but, much more
significant, they will have, I am confi-
dent, the full consideration of the ap-
propriate committees and the Senafe as
a whole,

I hope the Chairman of the City Coun-
cil will consider this matter with his col-
leagues in the District of Columbia gov-
ernment and with the President, without
delay.

Mr. President, I also had a chance to
talk with the Mayor, 'the Honorable
Walter Washington, who is cognizant of
the situation which confronts him in this
matter. I found him to be most coopera-
tive and understanding,

In the interim, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Mr. Hahn's
statement be printed in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
ReEecorp, as follows:

GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF
CoLumsia, Crry CounNcCIL,
Washington, D.C., February 24, 1970.
Hon, Mige MANSFIELD,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR MansFiErp: In response to
your Friday statement, here are a few
thoughts of mine for curbing crime in the
District of Columbia,

Very sincerely,
GILBERT HaEN, Jr.
Chairman, City Counecil,

February 28, 1970

REPLY TO SENATOR MANSFIELD

Senator Mansfield has, as he did Friday,
repeatedly challenged the District of Co-
lumbia leadership to come up with a ;

for reduclng crime in the Dl.atr f
Columbia by 50%,

I have a four point, short term program
for attack on the problems of crime, which
I hope the Senator will support. These are
not, for the most part, new or radlcal.

An attack on the hard drug problem, par-
ticularly heroin addiction;

An attack on juvenile delinguency {which
accounts for over 507 of all erime) through
jobs, better schools and vocational training;

An end to delays in trials and the whole
administration of justice from arrest to re-
habilitation, as well as a simplification of
trials; and

A further increase In police presence and
the sophistication of the eriminal enforce-
ment process,

We do not know all the causes of crime—
nor can we be sure we know even what some
of the cures are. We can only be sure that
crime will start to come under control and
diminish when most of society—that is to say
all of us—want crime to end. And, no amount
of police, judges, jails and money can have
more than a partial effect on crime until all
of us want crime ended.

What I say here is for the short term
only and is not in place of long range
programs. I support the belief that bad
housing, bad environment, bad schools and
a lack of jobs, as well as many other soclal
ills that require improving contribute to the
climate of crime. I support massive programs
of social reforms, because they are right and
because logically inequality of possession and
inequality of opportunity in an open soclety
ought to be a long term and baslc contribu-
tor to crime.

Almost two years ago, I made a speech, fol-
lowing a door-to-door election ecampaign
through the City in the Winter and Spri~ &
1968. I then found that the wuppe
thought on the mind in the City was M0
crime.

At that time, with relation to the short
term solutions to erime, I sald that we should
emphasize two solutions: one, an increase In
the number of police and the other to speed
the administration of justice.

Then, I said that the District of Columbia
police force should be doubled, from its then
level of 3,000 to 6,000. A good deal of progress
has been made in this one area. Presldent
Johnson pushed the authorized strength to
4,100 and President Nixon to 5,100. The force
actually now stands at about 4,500 and is be-
ing increased in numbers and sophistication.
Its leadership under Chief Jerry Wilson is ex-
cellent; and it has successes such as its han-
diing of the November 15, 1969 protest march
on Washington to iis credit. We hear less
now about police brutallty and community
complaints about police, This is good. The
community seems now, for the most part, tc
support the police. To the extent that we
have slowed down the rise of crime in the
City, the increased police force must take
the largest credit. We must, I think, continus
to increase the force to 6,000 men and com:
plete the upgrading of training and sophist
ication of the police that I called for in 1966

If we are to cope with the rising tide o
crime and maintain our lberal tradition o
arrest by warrant, search by warrant, rapi
arralgnment before a magistrate, immediat
avallability of counsel, lack of resort to force
confessions, and all the rest of the desirabl
safeguards bullt into our system of adminise.
tration of justice at the level of arrest and
pre-trial procedure, then we have no option
but to continue to increase the number of
police and the sophistication of their train-
ing and equipment,

At the same time, in 1068, I called
doubling or tripling of the number of judges
in all courts, court aides, probation officers,
psychiatrists, prosecutors on all levels. For

‘.
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