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DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, AND
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WEL-
FARE, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATION BILL, 1887

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Cominittee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the considera-
tion of the bill (.R. 14745) making ap-
propriations -for the Departments of
Labor, and Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, and related agencies, for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1967, and for other
purposes; and pending that motion, Mr.

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that-

general debate be limited to 3 hours, the
time to be equally divided and controlied
by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
Lampl and myself.

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

There was no objection.

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

The motion was agreed to.

Acecordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill H.R. 14745, with
Mr. Tuomeson of New Jersey in the
chalr.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Under the unani-
mous-consent agreement, the gentieman
from Rhode Island [Mr. FocarTy] will be
recognized for 1% hours, and the gentle~
man from Wisconsin [Mr. Lairp] will be
recognized for 1% hours. The Chair now
recognizes the gentleman from Rhode
Island [Mr. FOGARTY].

Mr. POGARTY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman and Members of the
Committee, I have the privilege of sub-
mitting for your consideration this after-
noon the annual appropriation bill for the
Departments of Labor and HEW. First I
would like to thank the gentlemen on the
majority side, Mr. DExTON, Mr. FLooD,
Mr. MaTtaEws, Mr. Duncan of Oregon,
and Mr. Farnvum for the fine support and
attention they have given this bill. Also
those on the Republican side, Mr, LaIrp,
Mr, MIcHEL, and Mr. SHRIVER.

We bring to you a bill today that is a
compromise among the members of the
subcommittee handling this appropria-
tion. This bill is a sizable one. It is
getting bigger every year, and I think it
is going to get bigger in the fufure. The
bill we bring to you today totals $10,573,-
272,500, which is $1,709,713,560 over the
appropriation for 1966 and $450,088,000
over the budget requests for 1867 that
were considered in connection with the
bill. As both the report and the minority
views point out, this is at most only about
two-~thirds of the budget for the Depart-
ments of Labor, and Health, Education,
and Welfare, ‘and related agencies for
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1667. There is $3.2 billion in the budget
that is for going programs whose au-
thorization for appropriations expires at
the end of fiscal year 1966 and has not
yet been extended., These are the
elementary and secondary education
program, $1,342,410,000; grants to de-
veloping institutions under the higher
education program, $30 million; higher
education facilities construction pro-~
grams, $722,744,000; grants for public
libraries, $57,500,000; and the economic
opporiunity program, $1,750 million.
There has been considerable comment
by Members, the public press, and else-
where concerning the fact that this bill
is $490 million above the budget request.
I would like o point out in the beginning
that there ave four education items that
were increased almost $450 million that
account for 890 percent of the amount by
which the entire bill is over the budget.
These are the vocational education pro-
gram, which the commitfee increased
$39,250,000; payments to land-grant col-
leges, where the increase was from Zero
in the budget to $11,950,000 in the bill;
payments to school districts in federally
impacted areas under Public Law 874 for
which we added $232,800,000; and for
student loans under the Defense Educa-
tion Act, an increase of $157,813,000. All
of the appropriations recommended in
the bill for these programs are within the
limits established in the suthorizing leg~
islation, which in every instance passed
this House by an overwhelming majority.
I think everyone concerned fully expected
these increases. I think the vast major-
ity of the American pecple would approve
them, and there is no doubt it would
significantly detract from the educational
opportunities available to students
throughout the country if these increases
were not granted. So, Mr. Chairman, the
total bill is practically in balance with
the budget except for these four items.
In the Department of Labor, the com-
mittee made very little change in the
budget. The total request was for $696,-
480,000, a reduction of $11,185,400 below
the 1966 appropriations. The committee
recommends a further reduction.of $16,~
280,000 most of which is in one item.,
The reguest for unemployment compen~

- sation for Federal employees and exserv-

icemen was $107 million. The commitfee
has reduced this to $100 million or a re-
duction of $7 million. This reduction
was made solely because of lower unem-
ployment than was estimated at the time
the budget was prepared.

Let me say with respect to the De-
partiment of Labor programs that I am
especially gratified that the record of
accomplishments during the year con-~
tinues to show improvement in perform-
ance and in economy of operations.

The commitiee’s action provides re-
sources to cover the training costs of
250,000 people. Out of this resources
will be directed to improve the employ-
ability and economic status of 165,009
hard core unemployed and for expan-
slon of apprenticeship and on-the-job
training. )

This kind of training has a high pay-
off value and it is cheaper. A report
from the Department of Labor has this
to say sbout on-the-job training:
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Most of the trainees (about two-thirds)
were unemployed before they . joined the
program.

We estimate that the average on-the-job
trainee earns $59 a week during 19 weeks
of training, and $80 a week as a full-time
worker after his training. Thus the aver-
age trainee earns $3,761 the first year.

The cost to the Government of on-the-job
training averaged about $495 a trainee in
1965. Some cost more, some less.

Accerding to the Internal Revenue Service
the average Federal income tax for married
workers with one child who earn $3,761 a
year is $211.

Thus, in the first year, a typical on~the-
job trainee repays the Federal Government
about 43 percent of its total investment in
him. Before the second year is over, the
Government has been repaid in full.

It has been estimated that those trainees
already approved will earn almost $392 mil-
lion during their first year of training and
work, and that their training will cost the
PFederal Government $51 million—with aboud
$20 million being repaid in taxes during the
first year and the remainder the second year.

The business community, along with
American labor, has cooperated in making
on-the-job - training and apprenticeship
training an exciting and successful program.

Joint labor-management and labor-spon-
sored on-the-job training projects covered
nearly 6,000 trainees entering apprentice~
ship-entry and retraining or upgrading pro-
grams. These programs were under the
aegis of 24 different labor organizations and
joint labor-management groups in 28
States.

This is an exciting and commendable
record of achievement. On-the-job and
apprenticeship training programs are
rapidly emerging as the special training
instruments best fitted to meet the de-
mands of the present manpower situa-
tion in this country.

The Bureau of Apprenticeship and
Training’s leadership and management
of this phase of the training program, in
promoting and obtaining the joint co-
cperation of industry and labor in this
program, should be commended. I ex-
pect even better results next year.

The Bureau of Employment Security
and the State employment security
agencies are and should rightfully be
the backbone of the Department’s coun-
seling, referral, and job placement pro-
grams. The State-agencies have and
are still performing exemplary service
to employers, to peoble seeking wrok,
and aid to people out of work in 1,800
communities of the United States.

Here are come examples of accom-
plishments last year:

First. The State agencies paid out $2.3
billion in unemployment insurance bene-
fits to over 5 million unemployed.

Second. They have provided special
counseling, testing, and referral services
to over 420,000 young people over & 10-
month period.

Third. They made 6.5 million non-
agricultural placements in 1965—a 3.1~
percent increase over 1864—and 4.7
million agricultural placements.

Fourth. They placed 1.3 million people
age 45 and over; 1.8 million youth under
22 years of age; 287,000 handicapped
people and 902,000 veterans.

Fifth. In calendar year 1965 over 1
million industrial and commercial em-
ployers called on the public employment
offices for services.
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Sixth. They have succeeded in reduc~
ing the need for importing foreign agri-
cultural workers by 83 percent from 634,-
000 in 1964 to 110,000 in 1965 all of which
means more jobs for domestic farm-
workers.

The committee was not happy with
the budget proposed for the State em~
ployment security agencies and has di-
rected the Department to achieve a
better balance within the allocation of
the funds recommended by the commit-
tee. 'There especially should be a redis-
tribution of funds ito the oldline basic
activities which are the essential under-
pinning to the new responsibilities added
as a result of enaciment of the Man-
power Development and Training Act,
and the Neighborhood Youth Corps and
the Job Corps programs.

To say the leagt the commitiece was
distressed with the Department’s ob-
vious lack of consideration for improv-
ing safe work practices for longshore
workers and especially in view of the
stepped up activity resulfing from the
Vietnam situation. The same thing is
true of the apparent indifference to
achieving a shorter timelag in payment
of compensation costs to injured Federal
workers—the House Education and La-~
bor Committee has alsc expressed alarm
about this situation. The committee has
directed the Department to develop posi-
tive plans for affirmative action in both
of these areas as soon as possible.

Mr. Chairman, in both the Depart-
ment of Labor and in the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, we have
deducted all of the civil rights programs
from every operating agency and have
put them all in one place. That is why
on page 88 of the report there is shown
an increase of $414,000, all for civil
rights activities of the Departmsnt of
Labor.

For the Food and Drug Administra-
tion, the budget request was $67,534,000,
an ingrease of $8,735,000 over the amount
appropriated for 1968. While this is a
substantial increase, the committee felt
that it was fully justified in view of the
new legislation that this agency has to
administer and the continuing increase
in the volume and complexity of new
drugs. '

The nex
fice of Education, which I have already
touched on in connection with the over-
all increase in the bill. The committee
is also recommending a few reductions
from the amounts requested. The bill
includes $10 million under titie I of the
Higher Hducation Act, for grants to
States for community service and cone
tinuing education programs, rather than
$20 million which was requested. This
program has been rather slow to start;
in fact, it is still not actually in opera-
tion and a roajority of the committee
thought it would ke wise to wait until
there was a little experience to review
before appropriating the larger sum.
The committee also deleted $31,372,000
budgeted for the National Teachers
Corps. The amount of funds included
for assistance for school construction in
federally impacted areas, is considerably
below the amount appropriated for 1966,
However, the $22,937,000 in the bill is the

section of the bill is the Of<
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full amount estimated to be necessary to
carry oubt the permanent provisions of
the authorizing legislation. The tem-
porary provisions expire at the end of
fiscal year 1968. If these provisions are
extended, I assume there will be a sup-
plemental appropriation to finance them.
The reduction of $2,468,000 from the re-
quest for salaries and expenses of the
Office of Education is made up of $1,-
615,000 that was budgeted for civil rights
activities and $853,000 for 100 of the
new positions budgeted for administering
the expanded education programs, The
amount allowed in the bill will be suf-
ficient for approximately 340 such new
positions.

The increase over 1966 for vocational
rehgbilitation is almost $100 million.
This is practically all directly due ic new
legislation passed by the last session of
Congress. The expanded program will
bring rehabilitation services to thousands
of people whe need them and want them
but who would not receive them under
the current level of program operations.

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

Mr. FOGARTY. Iyield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. BOW. Mr., Chairman, this is a
very important bill involving many bil-
lions of dollars.

It seems to me that the gentleman
from Rhode Island is making a very im-
portant presentation of this bill and I
think the membership should be here to
hear it.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I make the
point of ocrder that a guorum is not pres-
ent.

The CHAIRMAN. BEvidently, a quo-
rum is not present. 'The Clerk will eall
the roll.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 83]

Andrews, Fuqua Nedzi
George W. Grifiin O'Haya, Mich.
Andrews, Griffiths Ottinger
Glenn Halleck Pepper
Baring Hanne Powell
Beckworth Hangen, Wash. Roberts
Bolling Harsha Rogers, Colo.
Bolton Harvey, Ind. Rogers, Tex.
Bray Harvey, Mich. Rooney, N.Y.
Broomfield Hays Rosenthal
Burleson Jacobs Roudebush
Cederberg Jarman Roush
Chelf Johnson, Okla., St Germain
Clevenger Jones, Mo. Springer
Colmer Karth Stephens
Conyers Kee Taylor
Curtis Keith Thomas
Davis, Wis. Keliy Todd
DPawson Kornegay Toll
Digegs Tong, Md. Uty
Dorn Love Vigorito
Dowdy McEwen Vivian
Fallon Mackie Whalley
Farnum BEailliard Willlams
Feighan Martin, Mass. Willis
Ford, Mathias Wilson, Beb
William D. Matthews Wilson,
Fraser Morris Charles H.
Frelinghuysen Morse
Fulton, Tenn, Murray

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. TaompesoN of New Jersey, Chairman
of the Commitiee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union, reported that that
Committee having had under considera-
tion -the bill H.R. 14745, and finding
itself without a guorum, he had directed
the roll to be called, when 347 Members
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responded to their names, a guorum, and
he submitted herewith the names of the
absentees to be spread upon the Journal.

The Committee resumed its sitting.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman
from Rhode Island [Mr. Fogarty] has
3V, minutes remaining.

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, we
were down to the Vocational Rehabilita-
tion Administration at the time the quor-
um call was ordered.

The reduction of $213,000 from the re-
quest for salaries and expenses of the Ve-
cational Rehabilitation Administration,
and the many small decreases in items
under the Public Health Service are all
due to the consolidation of civil rights
activities. These activities were budgeted
at a great many different places in the
Department. The commitiee deleted
these every place theéy occurred and has
consolidated all funds in the Office of the
Secretary. "The committee believes that
this will provide for a much more efiicient
and effective program and will make
readily ascertainable the level of fund-
ing for these activities. I recognize that
a period of transition and experimenta~
tion will be necessary. A major part
of the Department’s civil rights effort
must be carried out through the regional
offices, so the Secretary should have some
discretion and flexibility in allocating
civil rights personnel to regional cffices.

Under the appropriation, *“‘Chronic
Diseases and Health of the Aged,” the
Committee is recommending a $3 mil-
lion increase over the budget for kidney
dialysis centers. The Public Health Serv-
ice has assisted in establishing 14 such
centers but the budget for 1967 did not
include funds for any expansion. The
fact that most of the 5,000 persons who
suffer permanent kidney failure each
yvear can be successfully treated at these

.centers and the fact that current facil-
ities are only sufficient to treat a few
hundred and the rest are simply left to
die, indicates tc the committee that fur-
ther expansion is not only in order but
is almost demanded. There is also an
increase over the budget for this appro-
priation of $1 million to be used for
grants to establish trial programs and
demonsirate the benefit of programs for
the daytime ecare of retarded children
and adults.

Under the appropriation “Community
Health Practice and Research,” the com-
mittee has added $21 million fo the
budget for the health professions student
loan program. The budget was based on
a, proposal to transfer this program from
direct loans to guaranteed loans. Since
it is now obvious that such a change will
not be made, at least not in time for
next school year, the committee has
added sufficient funds to bring this pro-
gram to the authorized level.

The commitiee did not make any par-
ticularly significant changes in the re-
maining Public Health Service items up
to the National Institutes of Health. I
intend to take a little time to discuss

* the NIH part of the budget and will skip

over it for the time being.

The budget for the National Library
of Medicine included a fairly substan-
tial percentage increase over fiscal year

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

1966, most of which was for carrying
out the new Medical Library Assistance
Act of 1965.  The committee has in-
creased the budget by $200,000 to start
the regional medical libraries program.
This program was authorized by the
Medical Library  Assistance Act to be
started in 1966, and was authorized to
expand to a level ¢f $2,500,000 in 1987.
No good reason was given for the failure
of the budget to include any funds for
this very important program. The com-

.mittee also found a considerable need to

strengthen the National Library of Med-
icine’s capabilities to disseminate exist-
ing information for the use of medical
researchers, educators, and practitioners
through the medical library network he-
ing developed and supported. under the
Medical Library Assistance Act. How-
ever, the Library’s current facilities and
services for such things as graphic image
storage and retrieval, preservation film-
ing, photoduplication operations, and so
forth, are not adequate to meet this need.
The committee has added $668,000 for
this purpoese. .

The budget for St. Elizabeths Hospital
was only sufficient to maintain the cur-
rent staff. The committee has added
funds to enable the hospital to hire 250
additional people to fill the most serious
shortages.

The funds included for the Social
Security Administration show a con-
siderable increase over 1966 but the in-
crease is practically all directly tied to
the new legislation which was enacted
by the last session of Congress. Actually,
it developed during the hearings that
the estimates are overly conservative and
a supplemental appropriation will likely
be required before the end of fiscal year
1967.

The committee made no changes in
the budget for the Welfare Administra-
tion except to delete funds budgeted for
civil rights activities and funds for 30 of
the 60 new positions requested by the
Bureau of Family Services for strength-
ening their regular staff. The commit-
tee, as is stated in the report, continues
to be concerned about the ever increas-
ing cost of public assistance. The comi-
mittee is working now on plans for a
committee investigation of this matter.

The small reduction of $25,0600 made in
the request of the Administration on
Aging represents the amount budgsated
for civil defense activities.

The commitiee made no change in the
budget for any of the items under special
institutions and there were no significant
changes from 1966 included in the vari-
ous budget requests. All of the increase
for the Office of the Secretary -is ac-
counted for by the consolidation of civil
defense activities in this office. I have
already discussed this and the report is
rather complete on the subject. The
small reduction in the Office of the Gen-
eral Counsel is accounted for by civil
defense activities budgeted in this office.

The relatively small changes included
in the budget for the related agencies
appeared to the committee to be well
justified and the commitiee has made no
change in any of them.
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NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH

Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to
spend a little time discussing the Na-
tional Institutes of Health.

The budget submitted on behalf of
NIH was once again a great disappoint-
ment to me. I cannot understand why,
year after year, we get budget requesis
for the vitally important activities of the
National Institutes of Health that make
no allowance for carrying forward pro-
grams that have such a direct bearing on
the welfare and happiness of every man,
woman, and child in this country.

I wish that those who are responsible
for making up the budget would read the
transcript of the hearings on the NIH
programs. I wish they would talk with
the eminent physicians and scientists
who are struggling with the unsolved
problems of disease and disability. I
wish they would go out and visit—as I
have—some of the laboratories in which
the battle for better health is being

. waged. I wish they would visit hospi~

tals and mental institutions to see the
tragic scope of the task fhat still nesds
to be done.

The investment we, as a nation,
should make in medical research must be
judged both in relation to ocmportunity
and need. On the one hand, we must
take into consideration the demonstrated
ability of our biomedical scientists to
discover the causes of disease, devise re-
liable diagnostic tests, and develop more
effective treatments and preventive care.
On the other hand, we must equally take
stock of the many diseases and disabili-
ties whose cause is not known; the un-
resolved difficulties of diagnosis that
sometimes mean that a disease is not
discovered until it is too late; the mala-
dies for which no cure and, offen not
even a mitigating treatment now exists;
and the ever-present threats to health
which cannot yet be averted.

Modern medicine is still a relatively
primitive science. Even the normal
functioning of the body is not compiete-
1y understood—I was surprised to learn
during the hearings that new compo-
nents of blood, which has been studied
for centuries, are still being discovered.
The contrast that exists between the
state of knowledge in the physical
sciences and that in the biological
sciences is very disturbing to me. I
cannot be content with the level of our
bilomedical rescarch effort when it is
true— .

That the physicist can tell us how to
put & man on the moon, but the physi-
clogist eannot tell us how to prevent a
stroke or a heart attack or just a mi-
graine headache; .

That the metallurgist can design a
shield to ward off the searing heat of a
space vehicle’s reentry into the atmo-
sphere, but the microbiclogist cannot tell
us how to ward off the invasion of can-
cer cells; and

That the geologist can indicate, with
reasonable accuracy, where we may suc-
cessfully drill for oil, but the geneticist
cannot predict whether an uniorn child
will be heslthy in bedy and sound of
mind,

e
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It is very disturbing to me that we
know more about the nucleus of an atom
than we do about the structure of a
gene.

We can control atomic energy but we
are baffied by the action of viruses which
seem to be able to cause disease long
after they have apparently disappeared.
Yet we are perpetually exposed to these
unseen enemies. Not only viruses and
bacteria but a host of environmental
poisons, many of which have not even
been identified, are waiting their oppor-
tunity to lay us low.

Every day each one of us must fight a
guerrilla war against incipient disease.
This the war I want to escalate.

Despite the great gaps in fundamental
biological knowledge, the achievements
of medical research are dramatic.

Most of the drugs in use today were
unknown to the medical practitioner 20
years ago. ‘

There have been startling advances in
surgery which have made it possible to
operate on so vital an organ as the heart.

Plastic tubing is now in widespread
use to replace damaged arteries.

Electronic devices have been invented
to stimulate and control the beating of
the heart. i

The newspapers last week carried ac-
counts of the first use in a human pa-
tient of a device which can take over
part of the function of the heart.

Most of the infectious diseases that
were common in my childhood are rare
today. Mothers have not worried about
the threat of smallpox aund scarlet fever
for years. Rocky ~Mountain spotted
fever no longer takes it annual toll of
campers and those who work outdoors
in tick-infested areas. Infantile paraly-
sis has at last joined the list of rare
diseases. :

NIH has just suggested in taking a
major step toward the development of a
safe vaccine for German measles which
in the past 2 years damged some 10,000
newborn babies whose mothers were ex-
posed to this disease during pregnancy.

There is slow but steady progress in
Iengthening the survival time for victimg
of some forms of cancer.

While mental health is a growing
problem, the number of mental patients
who must be kept in institutions con-
tinues to decline.

A good example both of the wonders
that research can accomplish and of the
challenging need for further effort is the
so-called artificial kidney. A few months
ago I vigited the Artificial Kidney Center
at Seattle which is now saving the lives
of patients whose kidneys have ceased to
function. These patients report period-
ically to the center so that the wastes
and poisons normally removed from the
blood by the kidneys can be removed by
an elaborate machine. This process,
knewn as hemodialysis, holds out the
hope of saving the lives of several thou-
sand new victims of kidney failure a
year.

I was impressed by this remarkable
achievement. I was also greatly sad-
dened by my visit. The hemodialysis
machine is complicated and must be op-
erated by highly trained staff. It costs
about $10,000 per year for each patient.

‘can agree today.
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At present, the center can only take care
of a handful of patients.. This means
that although research has developed
the means for saving thousands of lives,
all but a handful of the victims of kidney
failure are still condemned to death be-
cause the hemodialysis equipment is only
in the experimental stage and facilities
to care for them are not available.

My conscience would be uneasy, in-
deed, if I did not do all in my power to
speed the day when it will he possible to
help all those whose lives could be saved
by hemodialysis.

The immediate need is for a major ef-
fort to develop a simpler and less costly
machine. The aim must be to make it
possible for the victim of kidney failure
to have a hemodialysis machine in his
home which he can operate himself.

But this is not enough. At best, a
hemodialysis machine is a pgor substi-
tute for a kidney. Work on organ trans-
plantation holds out the hope that it will
become possible to transplant a healthy
kidney from a donor to a victim of com-
plete kidney failure. This work—especi-
ally the search for ways of overcoming
the body’s rejection of tissue transg-
planted from another person—imust be
pressed forward as quickly as possible.

The ultimate solution, of course, is to
prevent permanent kidney failure by
preventing or curing the diseases which
lead to this tragic result. Developmental
work on g more practical hemodialysis
machine and research on the problems
of organ transplantation must therefore
be accompanied by continued research
on kidney diseases and on the function-
ing of the kidneys.

I mention my concern over the ar-
tificial kidney only to illustrate the sig-
nificant steps forward that are possible
and the extensive and varied work that
must still be done on one particular dis-
ease problem. Similar opportunities and
needs exist in many other areas.

Faced with these opportunities and
needs, a timid, mark-time budget for
medical research makes no sense. It
makes no sense from the point of view
of our long-term national interest. It
makes no sense from the point of view
of the individual ecitizen.

I am sure that every taxpayer would
rather have us spend his tax dollar on
health research than on any other Fed-
eral activity.

More than 350 years ago the play-
wright, John Webster, one of Shake-
speare’s conbtemporaries, touched the
hearts of his audience by having one of
his characters say:

Gold that buys health can never be ill
spent.

This is something on which all of us
In fact, we can be
proud that the funds the Congress has
made available for health research have
been particularly well spent.

Last year the distinguished Wooldridge
Committee, appointed by the President
to review the NIH programs, said in its
report:

We suspect that there are few, if any, $1
billion segments of the Federal budget that
are buying more valuable services for the
American people than that administered by
the National Ingtitutes of Health. ’
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The question we must answer is how
much of these valuable services we want
to buy for the American people.

My answer to that is: much more than
we have bought so far—as much, in fact,
as our hardworking and dedieated scien-
tists and health practitioners can deliver.

I am convinced that we are not invest-
ing nearly encugh in health research and
I am glad to see that some of our most
eminent economists agree with me.

Let me guote briefly from the latest
annual report of the President’s Council
of Beonomic Advisers:

Such significant indicators of U.S. health as
life expectancy, infant mortality, and the in-
cidence of heart disease must cause concerin
when compared with rates prevailing abroad
or when our recent progress is measured
against that of other nations * * *. Since
1940, death rates from heart disease and
cancer have each increased by one-fourth;
the U.S. rate for heart disease is among the
highest in the world. Mortality rates among
males in the productive age bracket of 40 to
54 years are substantially and consistently
higher in the United States than in other
industrial countries and slmost twice the
rate in Sweden.

The report goes on to say:

QOutlays for health are important in build-
ing and mainiaining s productive labor force
as well as in improving the lives of people
and the quality of cur society. The produc~
tivity of American workers could not have
reached its present height if, in the past,
there had not been investment in medical
knowledge, in disease prevention, and in
treatment and rehabilitation. Yet the poten-
tial return from further health investment
remains large.

The Council estimated that in 1263
society lost the potential product of 4.6
million man-years of work ag a result of
disease and mortality—without even
taking into account the much larger los-
ses due to deaths in earlier years of peo-
ple who might still have been productive,

The total economic loss due to illness
was calculated to have been $46.3 billion
in 1863.

Two weeks ago, Mr, Leon Keyserling,
who served for a number of years as the
chairman of the Council of Economic
Advisers, sharply eriticized the suggested
cutbacks in some of our domestic pro-
grams and said that the United Siates
can well afford to spend much more for
health, for education, and for welfare.
He pointed out that more than 9 percent
of our GNP is spent on defense, interna-
tional obligations, and space technology.
Last year we spent just a little over one-
quarter of 1 percent on health research.’

Mr. Keyserling predicted that during
the next 10 years the total value of goods -
and services produced in this country will
rise by more than $260 billion a year and
should rise to $1.1 trillion by 1975. He
said that in view of these figures—

It is perfectly preposterous for us to shrink
from our prime moral obligations as a Nation
because the increased expenditures for the
war in Vietnam impose an additional burden
upon our economy somewhere in the range

of $10 billion to $15 billion.

I agree with him that it is perfectly
preposterous for us to think that we can
afford to stint on support for health re-
search, medical training, or for deoing
whatever is necessary to win the war
against disease.
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I was happy to hear that Secrelary
McNamara apparently agrees with me,
too. A few days ago he sald:

We can afford to do the things we want to
do. We are an affluent Nation,

I am sure that ocne of the things every
American wants to do is to protect him-
self and his family from disease. To
strengthen the defenses against disease
is the purpose of every one of the pro-
grams of the National Institutes of
Health. That is the kind of defense pro~-
gram we can ail be enthusiastic about.

The committee added $74.8 million to
the NMIH appropriations. I would have
been happier if we could have added
twice that amount. The extensive hear-
ings conducted by the committes, which
cover more than 1,200 pages of transcript,
identified urgent program nesds far in
excess of the increase the commities has
aliowed.

The budget estimate included an over-
all increase for the NIE appropriations
of only 4.7 percent over the level of ex-
penditure in 1866. Such an increase is
barely encugh to cover the normal rise
in the cost of doing business which af-
fects the conduct of research no less than
‘it affects other major enterprises. Such
an increase makes no allowance for in-
creased costs due to the steadily growing
need for more complex, more versatile,
and more accurate instruments required
for research. Such an increase virtually
prohibits any expansion of cur medieal
research effort. -

In fact, for two of the Instifules—
Cancer and Mental Fleasith-—the budget
actually proposed a reduction in the
amount available for research grants.

The additional funds included by the
committes will provide for an overall in-
crease of 10.7 percent in the NIH appro-
priations which is litfle enough for a pro-
gram that supporis more than two-fifths
of all the medical research conducted in
the United States and makes a highly
selective but very significant contribu-
tion to specialized research conducted
overseas.

An increase of less than 11 percent for
healthh research ssem modest indeed
when compared with a 20-percent rise in
corporate profits after taxes, a 12-percent
rise in dividends received by stockhold-
ers, and a 22 percent increase in farm
proprietors’ income during 1985.

A total increase of only $132.6 millicn
in Pederal expenditure for medical re-
search also seems mndest when com-
pared with the record increase of $47
billion in our GNP last year and an ex-
pected increase of ancther $30 billion this
year.

The President’s optimistic economic
report to the Congress notes thap—

Rising consumer income * * * will again
largely be devotsd to expenditures for bet-
ter living—

And the report emphasized those last
four words.

Surely the wisest and the most satis-
fying expenditure for better living is a
greater investment in medical research.
Good health has always been foremost
among man’s aspirations. In the first
century of the Christian era, the Spanish
poet Martial wrote: “Life consists not in
living, but in enjoying health.”
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The specific purposes of the addifional
funds included in the NIH appropria-
tions are desecribed in detail in the com-
mittee’s report.

A total of $30 million is provided for
the regular research grant programs of
the Institutes. Wearly $18 million of this
amount has been allocated among the
various appropriations in such a way
that each Institute will have a minimum
increase of 8 percent in its research grant
funds. The remsaining $12 millicn was
allocated among the six Instibutes
whose immediate needs, ag indicated by
current estimates of 1966 budget deficien-
cies, would not be met by a basic 8-per-
cent increase over the amount available
in 1968.

As discussed ab lengih in the commit-
tee’s report, recent studies have shown
that an annual incresse of 15 percent is
necessary to meet the needs of existing
research programs resulting from rising
costs and the growing complexity of the
type of work being dones., The funds
added by the committee will provide for
an overall increase of only 11 percent for
the NIH research grant programs,

A total of $37.3 million was added by
the committee to resiore seripus budget
cuts for two important programs.

The smaller of these was an increase
of $2.3 million o restore the funds avail-
able for the third vear of the study on
the relationship between drugs and heart
disease to the level projected in the
plans for this T-year study. The
Bureau of the Budget is apparently not
interested In this study. In 1585, the
Bureau held up the apportionment of the
funds provided by the Congress for the
study until just before the fiseal year
1866 hearings and included no funds for
it in the fiscal year 1966 request. For
fiseal year 1967, the Bureau only allowed
the same amount that the Congress ap-
propriated last year for the sscond year
of the study despite the fact that the
original plans for the study clearly in-
dicated that it would require additional
funds to reach its full cperating level
The committee has therefore provided
these funds. I hope that it will not be
necessary for the Congress to override
the Bureau’s unwarranied resistance to
this important project during its remain-
ing 4 years.

An increase of $35 million is provided
for the health research facilities con-
struction program. Matching grants
under this program have played a major
part in building up this country’s capa-
bility for biomedical research. The
present vigor of our research activity and
much of the progress made during the
past decade were possible only because
the Congress had the foresight 10 years
ago to launch this program.

Since 1963 the authorized level of this
program has been $50 million and tha
is the amount appropriated for fiscal year
1866. Last year the Congress. decided
that, to meet our growing need for health
research facilities, the program should
be expanded. Appropriations totaling
$280 million for the 3 years 1967-1969
were therefore authorized with the ex-
pectation that the budget request for
tiscal year 1967 would be for $100 million.

Actually, the budget estimate was for
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only $15 million aithough both NIH and
the Department had requested the full
$100 million. I find this action of the
Bureau of the Budget completely inex-
plicable. MNo  rational testimony was
offered in defense of the substitution of a
70 percent cut for an expected request
for a 100 percent increase. As this ac-
tion not only runs counier to the ex-
pressed intent of the Congress but will
clearly be extremely harmful to further
development of our national research
capability, the Committee has restored
the appropriation to the current level
of $50 million,

To wmeet the needs of approved con-
struction projecis at least $1490 million
would be needed.

1 want to emphasize that restrictions
on this program do serious damage. Al-
though it is nominally a 50-50 matching
program, experience bas shown that for
every $1 contributed by the Federal Gov-
ernment, non-Federal sources contribute
$1.50.  Withholding $50 million of the
amount authorized to be appropriated for
fiscal year 1867 will, therefore, mean that
$125 miilion worth of construection can-
not begin, Thers is also & serious risk
that a substantial delay in providing the
Federal matching funds will cause the
nenfederal matching funds to be diverted
to other purpoeses.

Limitations now imposed on this pro-
gram will have no immediate effect on
medical research. The conseguences
will be felt 3 or 4 years from now when
needed facilities will not be available and -
when it will be impossible to make up for
lost time. .

The remaining $7.56 million of the com-~
mittee’s increases are for six specifie pro-
grams which are fully described in the
coramities’s report.

The sum of $3 million is for creation of
several dental research instituies, in
varicus parts of the country, with facili-
ties and programs similar to those of the
Hational Institute of Dental Research in
Bethesda. Denial research has lagged
behind medical research. Plans for these
institutes are weli-develocped and the

tion should not be further delayed.

To inaugurate & national blood pro-
gram, under the auspices of the National
Heart Institute, $1,950,000 is to meet our
growing military and civilian needs for
particular components of human blood
for the treatment of a number of diseases.

The sum of $1 million is to accelerate
research and rescarch training on blind-
ness which is a major but somewhat
neglected national problem.

To strengthen the. research program
on the artificial kidney sponscred by the
National Institute of Arthritis and
Metabolic Diseases, $800,000. My per-
sonal feeling is that a great deal morve
should be invested in urgent efforts to
overcome the obstacles that now con-
demn thousands of victims of kidney
failure to a preventable deagth. I strong-
Iy urge the Institube to make the most
effective use of the funds available to it
in this great humanitarian effort.

The sum of $500,000 is to strengthen
the activities of NIH’s new Division of
Computer Research and Technology
which Is engaged in developing auto-
mated clinical and laboratory tests, di-
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agmostic procedures and. clinical record-
keeping.

Finally, the commitiee has provided
$250,000 for the Office of the Director,
NIH, in the General Research and Serv-
ices appropriation, to meet the expenses
of creating a central administrative
framework for developmental engineer-
ing programs. The so-called artificial
kidney and the experimental artificial
" heart are merely the precursors of a
wide range of new devices which will
appldy recent engineering advances in
electronics, miniaturization, and the
creation of new material to the solution
of medical problems. The complexities
of such a program and the scarcity of
people with the requisite engineering
skills and understanding of bkiomedical
problems make it undesirable, uneco-
nomical and, probably, impossible to
mount and staff separate developmenial
programs in each of the Institutes that
have a legitimate interest in this new
field. 'The Committee, therefore, feels
that steps should now be taken, while the
administrative arrangements are still
fluid, to develop a strong central man-
agement to insure the most effective
exploitation of this new and very prom-
ising field.

The recommended increases in the ap-
propriations for NIH will rectify the most
serious deficiencies in the budget request
and will add fresh impetus to a small
number of very important program
activities. The appropriations, as they
now stand, are not, in my opinion, opti-
mum in relation to opportunity and need
nor are they, in most cases, anywhere
near the amounts that could easily be
Justified. They will, however, enable the
vital programg of NIH to continue to
move forward.

I have no hesitation at all in saying
that the recommended amounts arve
sound and conservative. I strongly urge
that they be approved.

Last year the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. Lairp] and I collaborated in
working out the problems related to cost
sharing and we have been discussing this
further this year. I think we are in
agreement regarding this matter.

Last year the committee modified sec~
tion 203 in the general provision of the
bill in order to simplify and liberalize
the payment for overhead cost of grant-
supporited zresearch projects—the so-
called indirect costs. Instead of arbi-
trarily limiting the indirect cost payment
to not more than 20 percent of the direct
cost, the new section 203, which has been
retained in the bill again this year, speci-
fies that a Federal grant may not equal
the full cost of the research project being
supported. This provision recognizes the
long-established principle that the
grant-in-aid relationship requires the re-
cipient of a research grant to make some
contribution to the total cost of the proj=-
ect which he has proposed.

The purpose of this section was fully
discussed on the floor of this House dur-
ing last year’s consideration of the ap-
propriation. It was, I think, generally
welcomed by the House as a step which
would create a better relationship be-
tween Federal agencies and the grantee
institutions where so muech of the Na-
tion’s research is conducted.
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The record makes it quite clear that
it was our intent to abolish reguirements
that forced artificial distinctions to be
made between direct and indirect costs.
It was our expectation that the revision
weuld result in a simpler and more equi=
table procedure for funding the costs of
research projects.

Section 203 deliberately does not spec-
ify that the grantee institution must
make any particular percentage contrib-
ution because the committee felt that
different levels of participation would be
justified and appropriate in the wide
variety of circumstances that will exist
in different institutions and, perhaps, for
different projects. The committee also
wished to avoid having the Federal agen-~
cy become involved in elaborate and ex-
pensive accounting and auditing proce-
dures or in endless arguments about what
is and what is not admissable as an al-
lowable cost. The committee felt that
each agency could satisfy itself quite
simply that the grantee was, in good
faith, making a contribution to the cost
of the project. That is all that section
203 requires.

The same preovision was written into
the independent offices bill and into the
Department of Desfense appropriations
bill. The Bureau of the Budget subse-
quently issued general instructions which

.are, I think, in harmony with the com-

mittee’s intent.

It would appear, however, that the
Department of HEW has misinterpreted
section 203 and the Bureau of the Budg-
et’s instruections. HEW seems to think
that to comply with section 203 it must
require detailed statements of planned
expenditures and exerecise control over
the funds which institutions contribute
to grant-supported research projects.

The complaints received in my office
since HEW brought its new cost-sharing
system into effect a couple of months ago
indicate that HEW is using section 203
to complicate and restrict a process

which the commitise sought to simplify -

and improve.

I shall take up this misinterpretation
of congressional intent with the Secre-
tary and ask him to eorrect it. I am
making this statement so that other
Members receiving complaints from in-
stitutions in their districts will know
that the situation that has arisen was
not intended by the committee and is
not a necessary conseguence of section
203 but is due te the manner in which it
is being handled by HEW.

It was certainly not the committee’s
intent to create the accountants paradise
that'the HEW regulations will bring into
being. The purpose of section 203 is,
first, to relieve universities and research
institutions of an inequitable financial
burden by removing arbitrary overhead
requirements and, second, to relieve both
the grantee institution and the granting
agency of a complex and unnecessary
accounting and auditing burden by ac-
cepting reascnable evidence that an in-
stitution is contributing to the overall
cost of a project. The important con-
siderations for the selection of a research
project for Federal support should con-
tinue to be the quality of the research to
be performed and its relevance to agency
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programs, not arbitrary -cost-sharing
reguirements.

I am confident that the unnecessarily
restrictive regulations which have caused
the complaints we are receiving can be
guickly corrected.

Mr. LAIRD. If the gentleman will
yield, I would like to say that I agree,
as he already knows. All I would like
to add is that I hope that this provision
is administered so that it will apply
equally to all institutions.

Mr, FOGARTY. 1 thank the gentle-
man. )

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my re-
marks on the ilems in the bill unless
Members have guestions.

This appropriation bill affects every
family in our country in one way or an-.
other. It affects every congressional
district in many ways. There is not a
dime in this bill of over $10 billion that
is going to waste. It is going to help sll
human beings who are living at this
time.

As is always and inevitably the case
with & large bill such as this, no indi-
vidual on the committee is satisfied with
everything it includes or excludes.
There are several places where I dis-
agree, and especially, places where I
think more funds should be appropri-
ated. However, on the whole, I think
this is a good bill and one which we can.
all support conscientiously.

Mr. Chairman, I trust that the bill will
receive the overwhelming support of this
House.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentieman yield?

Mr. FOGARTY. I yield to the gentle~
WOoran.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. I again congratu-
late the gentleman from Rhode Island as
1 do every year on this appropriation bill
for the excellent manner in which he
covered this huge subject. The gentle-
man fromn Rheode Island as usual has
given the Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives the benefit of a tremendous
amount of information.

I also appreciate the generosity that
the subcommittee always shows to the
agencies which protect the life, health,
and safety-of the American people. But,
Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask you a
question. Why was the $3.5 million in
planning funds for the seven residential
vocatbtional schools scheduled to be built
around the country, including one in Sti.
Liouis, deleted?

Mr. FOGARTY. There was a differ-
ence of opinion in the committee, and
this is one of the ways in which the bill
was compromised. The cther body has
always taken the stand that they would
not go along with the House action until
they found out where these schools were
going to be built. )

Now that seven areas have been named,
I assume the Senate will change their
attitude.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. One other question,
Mr. Chairman. Do you not feel, as the
experts in this field do, that these seven
residential schools would serve a much
different group from the Job Corps group
and would help to-meet a need not other-
wise taken care of ?

Mr. FOGARTY. Iagree with the gen-
tlewoman, but it is a controversial sub-
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ject in Congress and in our committee
and between bkoth Houses of Congress,
and has been for years.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Rhode Island has ex-
pired.

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself an additional 5 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Rhode Island is recognized for 5
additional minutes.

Mrs. SULLIVAN, Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield so that I might ask
another guestion?

Mr. FOGARTY.
womean from MiSSQUlXI

Mrs. SULLIVAN. On the basis of the
excellent testimony given by Dr. God-
dard, the new Commissioner of Food
and Drugs, do you not agree that we now
need a complete overhaul of the Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act to require pre-
testing for cosmetics for safety, pretest-
ing of therapeutic devices for safety and
efficacy, and safeguards against acciden-
tal poisoning of children by drugs
thought to be candy, and much tighter
factory inspection, and so on, as pro-
posed in my omnibus bill, H.R. 1235?

Mr. FOGARTY. That is not a ques-
tion for this committes to consider.
That gueéstion should be directed to the
Chairman of the Interstate and Foreign
Commerce Committee, the gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. STAGCERS].

Mrs. SULLIVAN. I thank the gentle-
man. I want the Rrcorp to show, how-
ever, that in his testimony before the
subcommittee, Dr. Goddard stressed
these gaps in the law,

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

Mr. POGARTY. Iyleld {o the gentle-
man from California,

Mr. SISK. I would like to join the
gentlewoman from DMissouri in com-
mending the distinguished chsairman of
the subcommitiee for the great work he
has done over the years, and particu-
larly on thislegislation.

Mr. Chairman, I have read in the press
in recent days of testimony given at a
hearing by 2 subcommittes of the Ap-
propriations Committee, which is deeply
disturbing. The newspaper dispatch; in
a report by the Asscciated Press, quoted
the Surgeon General of the United States
a5 saying:

Theye is no evidence of th
fects of wine.

yield to the gentle-

e medicinal af-

The nmvaapei story further reporied
that the Surgeon General, in answer to
a direct question, responded:

There is no evidence o show that wine
will cure heart disease—

And further,
cific question:

Mo, sir, it {wine] will not cuve alccholism,

This story gives a misleading impres-
sicn of the established and documented
role of the uses of wine in medical prac-
tice, which I wish to correct.

The State of California, through its
wine advisory board, has sponsored re-
search into the medical aspects of wine
for the past 20 years or more. These
studies have included fundamental and
applied research of microchemistry,

also in answer to'a Spe-
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physiology, pharmacology, and therapy
at a number of distinguished universities,
medical schools, hospitals, and research
centers. They have been directed by
scientists and physicians of undoubted
competence and integrity. The program,
itself, has been directly continuously
since 1946 by a pharmacologist who
has been nationally recognized for his
leadership in this field and is now serv-
ing as a consultant on aleshol and al-
coholism in the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare,

From Lhas research program, together
with studies conducted mdbpcndent]y by
other invesligators, has come substantial
evidence of medicinal effects of wine.
The investigators have reported in papers
and in standard medical and scientific
journals and in technical monographs
that wine clearly serves as a tranquilizer
and, in fact, represents one of the first
tranquﬂlzars known to medical men.
They have reported that it serves as a
sedative and was one of the first sedatives
known. They have reported that wine
is useful in the treatment of many
patients with diabetes, hypertension, and
anorexia, malabsorption syndrome and
particularly in the treatment of con-
valescent and geriatric patients as well ag
in cther situations.

These findings have been summarized
in a monograph under the title, “Uses of
Wine in Medical Practice,” and in a
newly published book, “Alccholic Bever-
ages in Clinical Medicine,” which fully
document the research which I have Just
described.

In addition, the wine advisory board
is keenly aware of the problems of exces-~
sive drinking and alcoholism. It has
supported long-term studies of the drink-
ing patterns of normal drinkers and
aleoholics. These have been conducted
in cooperation with  the Center of
Alcohol Studies, first at Vale and now at
Rutgers, and other groups in the United
States and with universities and govern-
mental agencies in Italy, France, Sweden,
and other countries. From these studies
has come the evidence to show that the
low rate of aleoholism noted in some
groups appears to be closely related to
cultural attitudes and physiological fac-
tors involved in the traditional use of
wine with meals.

The California wine industry has used
the ubmost care in disseminating the
medical research findings. A% no time
has the wine advisory board or the wine
industry in California or any of their
representatives made any claim that
wine is a cure for heart disease, or al-
coholism, or any other disease. The only
time such an inference has been a‘ppli@d
to these research findings, pricr to the
testimony before the Appropriations
Bubcommittes, was in a distorted story
several months ago in a newspaper of na-
tional circulation. Surely there is no
evidence, from a caveful look at the
record, of any claim or inference that
wine is a cure for any disease.

I must conclude, therefore, that when
the witness was using the word ‘“medi-
cinal” in relation to the uses of wine, he
was applying it in the limited sense of
“curative” and did not intend the other
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often understood meanings—"palliative”
or “used in treatment.”

I would sincerely appreciate it if my
distinguished associate from Rhode
Island would clarify the misimpressions
that may have resulled from the cited
testimony before the subcommittee.

¥ thank the gentleman very much.

Mr. FOGARTY. May I say to the
able Member from the Staie of Cali-
fornia that I deeply rﬂgn
understending which m
from testimony before the lobommit
of the Appropriations Committes. A+
the time the Surgeon General testified
before the subcommittee in February, I
had read a story about the “medicinal”
values of wine in the Wall Street Journal.
I have subsequently leained that the
story did not completely report the facis
as they exist.

At the time of the subcommittee hear-
ing, I was net fully informed on the ex~
tensive research that had been conducted
into the uses of wine in medical prac-
tice. Since then, I have learned of the
great amount of competent work that
has been done in that field. I concur
fully with your statements that this re-
search activity has been a meaningful
one, and that the findings have been
properly used.

I believe that the use of “medicinal”
in the Surgeon General’s testimony was
strictiy in the limited sense of meaning
“curative.” His response seemed o me
to have the same meaning as saying
there is no evidence of the “medicinal”
effects of aspirin, insulin, any anesthetic,
or a host of others, in that none of these
is curative although all are unquestion-
ably invaluable in medical practice.

I am also aware thet there is much
evidence in medieal literature to indicate
that wine does have physiclogical effects
which, for many patients, may play a
useful adjunctive role in the treatment
of various diseases, and that many com-
petent physicians are utilizing wine for
the alleviation of symptoms. The Cali-
fornia State Wine Advisory Board de-
serves commendation for the support it
has provided for many years through its
medical research program. I realize it
has contributed substantially to provid-
ing this evidence.

In addition, I am satisfied that this
research program has been conducted
with commendable dignity and restraing,
and that the board cannot be Justmanly
censored for a newspaper publication of
a distorted report over which it had no
control. You may be assured that the
integrity of the board, and of the scien-
tific investigators whose work it has sup-
ported, is not being guestioned in any
way.

My, DENTON. Mr.
the gentleman yisld?

Mr. FOGARTY. Iyizld to the gentle-
mean from Indiana.

Mr. DENTON. Mr. Chairman, I wish
to take this opportunity to congratulate
the chairman on the courage that he dis~
played during the hearings and in the

markup of this bill and in his presenta-
tion of the bill to the full committee and
to the Hcuse.

I served on this commitiee for a num-
ber of years with the chairman. I know

Chairman, will
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that he knows this bill from A to Z, in
the most intricate detail. He is very
dedicated to the programs embraced in
this bill. He has in the past always been
a great humanitarian.

But in this bill he has been presented
with unusual and exceptionally difficult
problems. Iknow how difficult the prob-
lem was. I want to congratulate him for
the great courage he has displayed in
standing up and fighting for what he
and I think was right. He has shown
himself to be not only a great humani-
tarian, but to be a man of great courage.

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

Mr. FOGARTY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Washington.

(Mr, ADAMS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-

> marks.)

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to join my colleagues in congratu-
lating the gentleman from Rhode Island
[Mr. Focarryl and the committee for its
action in restoring certain amounts to
impacted areas and Natiohal Defense
Education Act grants and particularly I
want to express the appreciation of those
of us who have been working in the kid-
ney treatment field to Representative
Focarty for his concern and assistance
to those suffering from chronic kidney
failure.

This problem has been of deep concern
to residents of my district in Seattle be-
cause one of the first centers using arti-
ficial kidneys to save persons whose kid-
neys have failed was developed by Dr.
Scribner at the University of Washing-
ton. One of the first dialysis centers
was created in Seattle which allowed a
limited number of persons who faced
certain death to live and continue at
their jobs.

‘The problem, of course, is that this
treatment was originally very expen-
sive—averaging over $20,000 per year—
and the number of lifesaving units was
limited to less than 20. 'This meant that
a combination medical and layman board
was required to decide which individ-
uals lived and which ones died. Last
November an NBC documentary pointed
out the intense tragedy involved in this
whole process. The expenses have now
been reduced to approximately $10,600
per year and hopefully can be further
reduced.

This matter came particularly to my
attention in the spring of 1965 when
there was presented to me the case of g
father of a young family well-known to
many of us in the area who had stated he
would rather die than have his family
faced with the costs that would be in-
volved to maintain him.

At that time I introduced H.R. 11288
to authorize the additional construction
and development of these artificial kid-
ney machines in centers throughout the
United States. :

Since that time, through the wonderful
assistance of Congressman Focarty and
others in both the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate, we have worked
toward a broader development of the
whole area of treatment of chronic kid-
ney failure. In this connection, I have
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introduced H.R. 14279 and have been
pleased to be joined by many of my col-
leagues with companion bills. I hope
that this matter will be acted upon before
the end of this session.

Once again I want to express my
appreciation to Congressman FOGARTY
for the increase in appropriation in the
amount of $3 million to establish addi-
tional kidney dialysis centers, and the
addition of $800,000 to the National In-
stitute of Arthritis and Metabolic Dis-
eases to expand their basic research in
this area. :

I am hopeful that the new authoriza-
tion bills which have been proposed will
be available in the period of time after
fiscal year 1966 to continue the develop-
ment of this pregram so that committees
will not have to decide who lives and who
dies. ’

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, the bill which we have
before us today coniains a total of $490
million above the estimate sent to the
Congress by the President.

We here in the Congress should be
aware of several very simple facts. The
first is that the executive branch of our
Government is indeed playing tricks with
the Congress. Let me point this up to
you today as clearly as I can. We have
evidence, on a daily basis, of what is
happening as far as the Congress is con-
cerned. You gentlemen in the majority
and you in the minority should all be
concerned about the game that is being
rlayed.

I picked up the New York Times the
other day, and I saw a story, a kind of
backgreund story, which told about the
President of the United States condemn-
ing the Congress because there was going
to bea pay increase for the military per-
sonnel. This pay increase was going to
amount to 2.8 percent. This was over
and above the budget, but the President
did not know exactly what he could do
about it.

There is an awful lot he can do about
it, because his own Secretary of Defense
wag appearing before the Armed Services
Committee just 3 days prior to the ap-
pearance of that story, asking for this
pay increase for military personnel of
almost 3 percent. Yet, the President of
the United States does not send up any
estimates, any amendments {to his
budges. Instead, he quietly sends his
Secretary of Defense to appear before
the Armed Services Committee, to agree
to an increase in military pay, but with
no budget estimate.

Then we see the stories appearing that
Congress is doing this, and the Presi-
dent opposes it. I always assumed that
the Secretary of Defense was somewhat
responsible to the Commander in Chief.
It would seem to me-that no one in the
Congress should allow that kind of ac-
tivity on the part of the executiive branch
to go on unchallenged,

Let us consider this bill, as an example,
and the increases in this bill. I believe
all Members know what they are.

There is $232 miilion for aid to im-
pacted scheols, and $39 million for voca~
tional education.

‘matters.
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By the way, there were a lot of gen-
tlemen and gentlewomen from this Con--
gress who went down to receive those
beautiful pens at the White House.
They gave away nice pens, and got pub-
licity all over the United States about
how vocational education was being im-
proved and how in 1967 we would have a
big, massive program increasing the
emphasis on vocational education.

When the budget came up here, be-
cause older, well established vocational
education does not have the L.B.J. brand
on it, it was reduced. But the programs
they started, the new starts during this
administration, were increased in the
budget. -

In the area of training there is $1.4
billion in the overall budget, in the area
of manpower training, But the in-
creases are all in new programs that
have been started by this administra-
tion. Any progrem which was an exist-
ing program, long tested, was reduced.

‘We can point to many examples of this,
such as the land grant college program,
the oldest ‘aid to education program,
which was started in the administration
of Abraham Lincoln. Because it does
not have the brand on it of the admin-
istration, of the executive branch, what
happened? Every dollar was taken out
of that in the budget.

I believe it is time the legislative
branch exercised some control over these
Merely because an item is
something the executive branch has
started is no reason why we should place
our stamp of approval on it.

There are areas of increases—voca-
tional education; land-grant colleges;
payments to school districts; the student
loan program under the National De-~
fense Education Act, a longtime exist-
ing program; the nurse and medical stu~
dent lIpan program; the programs of the
National Institutes of Health, to carry
on the cancer, heart and stroke amend-
ments of 1966. All these programs have
increases over and above the President’s
recommendations.

I intend to offer an amendment, to see
how many people will support the Presi-
dent of the United States on a few of
these items, when this bill is opened up
for amendment, because I believe we
should test his support here in the Con-
gress on a few of these items.

But it seemns the executive branch to-
day is not working to decrease any of the
items in this bill. The only effort being
made here today is to add on the Teach-
ers Corps, which is an administration
pregram, a new start, a new program.

The Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare, the Office of the Commis-
sioner of Education—all of the power of
the executive branch is being applied fo
go forward with the Teachers Corps pro=-
gram, but the top lobbyists of the ad-
ministration, who have done so well and
who have been so successful in enach~
ing the authorizations for many of these
programs, are nowhere to be seen on
Capitol Hill today.

The Jack Valentis and the Larry
O’Briens and the other men of the White
House that have been up here working
for authorizations are not up here
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today working to stay within the Presi-
‘dent’s guideline and the President’s
budget. They are not up here oppos-
ing the impacted area aid program. But
they are putting out their press releases
on how the Congress is going wild on
spending. Still they are encouraging the
Congress at every step of the way to go
forward with these programs. And let
us not forget that this Congress is
dominated by a 2-to~1 majority of the
President’s own party.

Now, if the President of the Unifed
States is sericus about this matter of ex-
penditure control as far as the public
sector is concerned, he would be just as
serious about having his people here
working to stay within these budget
figures that he sent up here as he is to
have them increased. It is strange, it
seems to me, that today the only effort
beeing made by the executive branch is
to increase this bill, that is, to add on to
the future score. The only effort being
made as far as the public sector is con-
cerned in this battle of inflation and to
keep down expenditures has to be made
here in the Congress of the United States,
because it is not being made in a
straightforward manner as far as the
executive branch is concerned.

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

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 5 additional minutes.

This bill that is before us today is for
partial funding of the activities of the
Departments of Labor, Health, Educa-~
tion, and Welfare, and related activities
for fiscal year 1967. It should be crystal
clear to every Member of this Congress
that this bill, although it contains al-
most $11 billion in general-fund au-
thorizations for expenditure and $33 bil-
lion in trust fund money. It only makes
up about 75 percent of the funds which
we will appropriate for the Department
of HEW from general revenues. Now,
why is that? It is because there are five
major programs that have not been au-
thorized and could not be funded in this
" bill. What are those? First, the elemen-
tary and secondary education program, a
total of at least $1.4 billion; the Higher
Education Facilities Act, which was
passed yesterday but which cannot be
funded because it has not passed the
Senate and been signed by the President,
$722 million; grants to public libraries,
$52 million; a part of higher educational
activities, $30 million; Office of Economic
Opportunity, $1.73 billion.

It seems to me that if we are going
to give proper consideration to the fund-
ing of the Department of HEW and the
activities of that Department of HEW
for the next 12-month period, all of
these appropriation items should be con-
sidered at the same time. Why do I say
that? Last year on the Higher Education
Act a major piece of legislation, the
money to carry on that program was
added to the HEW appropriation bill
through an amendment in the U.S.
Senate. Not at any time during the
consideration of this program was the
House given the opportunity to work its
will on the appropriations for this pro-
gram.
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Many of you are familiar, T am sure,
with the controversy which surrourds
title I of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act which is contained in this
bill. If any of you have talked to school
administrators, you should realize that

-this particular program in the minds of

many school administrators and school
people throughout the United States has
a lower priority as far as funding is con-
cerned than does the facilities section of
NDEA. .

Mr. Chairman, in the National Defense
Education Act, in the facilities program,
the authorization is not fully funded
under the appropriations budget.

Under the President’s budget, title I of
the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act is fully funded, to the tune of
over $1 billion .

Mr. Chairman, when we consider this
item, the House of Representatives should
have the opportunity of deciding whether
it wants to give a higher priority to the
facilities section of the National Defense
Education Act than it does to title I of
the elementary and secondary education

~section.

But, Mr. Chairman, when we permit
the other body to add these items, we
give up, we completely surrender, the op-
portunity for this House of Representa-
tives to work its will, to express its opin-
ifon, and to have anything to say abouf
the direction of the funding of these pro-
grams.

So, Mr. Chairman, I say to the Mem-
bers of the Committee that it is impor-
tant when we consider the HEW appro-
priation bill, that all of the educational
programs, by title are funded in the same
bill in order that the priority which is
given to these various items may be con-
sidered at one time in the House of Rep~
resentatives. This is completely impos-

_sible at the present time.

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

Mr. LATRD. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. PERKINS. Isthe gentleman sug-
gesting that theé Subcommittee on Ap-
propriations should set priorifies afier
the authorizing committee has acted?

Mr, LAIRD. I certainly am. I am
suggesting that the House of Representa-
tives should set these priorities which
is not now being done. )

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, is the gen-
tleman suggesting—-—-

Mr. LAIRD. I would like to answer
the gentleman’s guestion and then I shall
yield further to the gentleman.

The authorization which was set for
the facilities section of the National De-
fense Education Act is no priority, be-
cause the President did not even ask for
full funding in this particular bill, al-
though your committee authorized it.

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

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 5 additional minutes.

Mr. Chairman, we have surrendered
the priority and the establishment of
priorities under all of these authoriza-
tions to the executive branch of our
Government.
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Mr. Chairman, I believe I can show
proof in every instance to the effect that
the priorities are being established by
the executive branch. One will find that
if it is a present program or a program
that has been started within the last
3 years, thal is what gives it a high
priority. However, if it is an old, exist-
ing program, like the Land-Grant College
Act, which has been reenacted every year,
a program such as the Vocational Re-
habilitation Act, this program is cut
back and the pricrity is not established
by the Congress.

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

Mr., LAIRD. The gentleman from
Kentucky helps me make this point: that
the House of Representatives should have
something to sy about how these priori-
ties are established. There is only cne
way in which the House of Representa-
tives can do that, regardless of what the
gentleman’s legislative committee has
done, and that is to fund all of these
programs in the same bill so that Con-
gress can work its will and establish
priorities. You can pass authorization
funds day after day, Congress after Con-
gress, and they mean nothing if we
surrender this entire question of priori-
ties to the executive branch; and that is
what your committee has done and that
is what is being done in this bill, because

we cannot even consider the National

Defense Education Act as it relates to the
Elementary and Secondary Edueation
Act, because that will be added by the
other body.

Myr. Chairman, there will be seven
Members of -this House of Representa-
tives who will sit on the conference com-
mittes and establish the priorities. Not
another one of the 435 Members of this
House of Representatives will have any-
thing to say about it, when it comes to
establishing or sustaining funds.

Mr. PERKINS. Now, Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. LATRD. So I am going to make
a suggestion.

I suggest that all the Members of the
House read the additional views of the
minority which start on page 60, and
which call to the attention of the House
of Representatives the fact that these
programs have not been authorized.

‘We do not want the same thing to hap-
pen this year that happened last year
when the Senate wrote the ticket on
higher education and it was done only
by a Senate amendment and did not give
the House an opportunity to give any
congideration to the appropriations as
}?‘ﬁy applied to all titles in this education

ill,

I personally favor more money in the
facilities section of the National Defense
Education Act. Ithink that should have
a higher priority than title I of the Ele-

“mentary and Secondary Education Act

which is not in this bill today. But there
isno way to express that feeling of higher
pricrity in this section because we can-
not consider at this time title I of the
Elementary -and Secondary Education
Act.

The Committee on Appropriations is
going to wait for the foreign aid authori-
zation. We are going to wait for the space



May 4, 1966

authorization. We are going to wait for
all of these other authorizations. But yet
in the important area of health, educa-
tion, and welfare, we find curselves being
told “No, let the Senate move on this as
they did last year in this higher education
fleld.” I do not think that we in the
House of Representatives should yield on
this point.

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

Mr, LAIRD, I am happy to yield to
the gentleman. .

Mr. LATTA, First of all, I would like
to commend the gentleman on the state-
ments he is making. FHe is giving the
House of Representatives some facts an
the American people some facts that I
think they should have. The guestion
I have in mind is—How are we going t0
get the facts to the American people?
Because as the gentleman has stated, the
President is probably going to make a
statement after this bill is passed that
the Congress increases requests by such
and such an amount. We then once
again are going to be the whipping boy.

But coming to a point that the gen-
tleman raised which I think really
should be emphasized, I refer to the fail-
ure to fund the heart, cancer, and stroke
research program. Did the gentleman
make that point?

Mr. LAIRD. Yes.

Mr,. LATTA. Youmean afier the Pres-
ident of the United States had this sign-
ing of the bill down at the White FHouse
with all the nationwide publicity to do
something about cancer, stroke, and
heart dizease and after we passed the
authorization, then the President comes
to the Congress without any request for
funds for this program? Is that what
he did? ’

Mr. LAIRD. There is a request for
funds in this bill. But I would just like
to point cub to the gentleman, it is not
an increase over the program of last year.
I am sure most of us when we received
the pens down at the White House
thought.that there was going to be some
sort of increase in this program.

Mr. LATTA. What the gentleman is
saying is that actually then the couniry
gets nothing more on this program of re-
search in these three very important
areas.

Mr. LAIRD., Let me tell the gentle~
man that in the ares of the National
Science Foundation and in the area of
the Atomic Energy Commission and in
all of these other arsas where research
is carried on, the budget of the Presi-
dent allows for a 15-percent increase in
grants for these various purposes. Bub
this is not true in the area of heart,
cancer, stroke, and mental illness. I
think the gentleman from Rhode Island
will bear out that simple fact—that the
percentage increase in these other areas
was not granted in this particular ares,

The point I was trying to make is
that the figures used by the executive
branch should not be figures that we
immediately feel we have to accept be-
cause if you will go over this kill, you
will see that the areas that were given
the greatest degree of increase were pro-
grams that were new starts by this ad-
ministration.
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In existing programs that have been
going on for years and in the redirec-
tion that we gave vocational education
in the legislation that we passed last
year, we told the Ofiice of Education that
the vocational education program should
be redirected. We passed Ilegislation
along that line and provided for the
funding. I offered an amendment to re-
duce the manpower training program
and to increase the vocational educaticn
program which was a going and existing
program, -

It seems to me thaet these tried pro-
grams shouid be given priority. Simply
because the land-grant college program
happened to start at the time Abraham
Lincoln was President of the United
States is no reason for, in this year of
1966, saying that it is a bad program, and
that is not the judgment that should
be made by the executive branch on
these programs today.

What I would like to leave with my
colleagues here today is that we hear a
great deal of talk about what the pri-
vate sector of our economy should do
about inflation, the cost of living, and
the conecern for the dollar. Almost every
day the housewife in the home, the
farmer in the field, the worker in the
factory, and businessmen throughout
the country are lectured by representa-
tives of the executive branch about what
they can do about inflation and the cost
of living. They are told what fthey
should buy and what they should not
buy.

My colleagues, it is not this private
sector where you can place the blame
for the cost-of-living and the infiation
that we are experiencing today. Itis the
spending binge of the Federal Govern-
ment. Unless the executive branch is
willing to stand up and use the same kind
of communication techniques with the
Members, use the same kind of pressure
that they used on a colieague in the
U.S. Senate in order to get a vole
for a particular motion to put some-
thing in a bill, unless they are willing to
go forward to carry on this kind of pro-
gram when it comes down to the hard
cases of expeditures and aprpropriations,

unless we are willing to face up to the -

fact that it is the fiscal policies of the
Federal Government that are causing
our problems today and that those prob-
lems are caused by what the public sec-
tor is doing, then we are in for serious
trouble.

So I call upon the exscutive branch of
our Government to mean what they say
and do what they say, but also to show
by their work and their actions that they
are not interested only when a program
of theirs is cut. They should show that
they are also interested in malintaining
some degree of fiscal sanity as far as
spending in the United States is con-
cerned.

I am going to give Members a chance.
The first amendment that will be up will
be the impacted ald amendment. We
will see exactly how much aid the execu~
tive branch gives to the Congress in this
area of keeping expenditures and appro~
priations somewhat in line. If we do well
on that, we can continue on down the
line. But we will not take up all day to-
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day with a lot of amendments. We will
start with Impacted aid. That happens
to be the first one. We will see how we
do. We want to give the President and
the people who are working for him an
opportunity to show how well they can
cperate on Capitol Hill.

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

The CIAIRMAN. Doges the gentle-
man from Wisconsin have any further
requests for time?

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Myr. Bowl. .

(Mir. BOW asked and was-given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, the gentle-
man from Rhode Island has done an ex-
cellent job over the years in the field of
health.

He and I are both recipients of some
of the fine work that has been done, as
other Members of this House have been
recipients of things in the past in re-
search and development in the medical
field.

I would not want what I say here today
to mean that I have opposed research
and development in the medical feld.

I would not want what I say here today
to mean that I have opposed the ressarch
and development in the health field.
But, I think we are now providing re-
search funds that perhaps cannot be used
effectively.

Ifr. Chairman, today marks my ninth
appearance this year in the well of the
House on behalf of fiscal restraint and
fiscal responsibility. I have made these
appearances because it is meet and right
and our bounden duty to protect the
economic well-being of our greal Na-
tion from the ravages of inflation, from
the awesome burden of increased taxa-
tion, and from the chains of statutory
wage and price controls.

The demand for fiscal prudence is
made imperative by the fact that we
are at war In Vietnam and by the fact
that we are now experiencing consid-
erable price inflation.

It is apparent that the war in Vietnam
will not be over for a long time to come.
We now have 250,000 troops committed
to the fighting in Vietnam and that num-
ber may have to be increased to 400,000
or more before a just peace can be
reached. The demands for materiel with
which to fight this war must necessarily
increase as we commit additional man-
power over there.

The consumer price index is current-
Iy advaneing a} an annual rate of 6 per-
cent. Such an increase is robbing the
poor and those who are living on pen-
sions and other forms of fixed income of
their ability to provide for the necessities
of life. We are on the threshold of even
greater inflation, which will further
cheapen our money and reduce every-
one’s buying power. i

That is the condition today. I ask you,
what will it be tomorrow and next month
and next year and the year after if we
persist in going merrily down the road
of fiscal irresponsibility—approving low-
priority domestic spending programs and
appropriating funds for them and for
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existing but nonessential programs? I
think we all know the answer—we shall
have the runaway inflation which has
destroyed the economic well-being of
other nations and which certainly will
destroy ours if let go unchecked.

We recognize these ills when they exist
elsewhere and to the extent that we have
and do lend & helping hand to our free-
world allies, we demand that they do
something about them. ILet me just tell
you what we said about one of the coun-
tries who getls aid from us:

In order to reduce the rate of inflation to
no more than 10 percent by the end of 1966,
[the] authorities are expected to continue
their efforts to eliminate the Faderal budget
deficit, curb wage increases, reduce subsidies
to Government centerprises, and maintain
credit policies which curb inflation without
throttling private enterprise.

That citation is not an isolated one
because we have demanded very nearly
the same thing from cother countries who
are recipients of our aid.

Except for the reference to an infiation
rate of 10 percent, and we may soon incur
such a rate here at home, this citation
could apply to ocur own economic situa-
tion. What I do not understand is the
fact that we recognize these dangerous
economic situations in other countries
and either cannot see them here at home
or just would not face up to them when
they are apparent.

WIHAT TIIE PRESIDENT HAS DONE

The President, his economic advisers,
and economists outside the Federal serv-
ice have all expressed concern about the
inflationary pressures that are at work
in the economy.

The President has called upon indus-
try to curtail its capital outlays as a
means of reducing these inflationary
pressures.

He has called upon the housewives of
the Nation to defer purchases that are
not absolutely essential and to be more
selective in their purchases of food and
other necessities.

He has decided against starting an ad-
dition to the Texas White House as a
personal example of deferring not abso-~
lutely essential expenditures.

He has delayed starting the construc-
tion of some Federal post offices and he
has indicated that some nonessential,
though desirable, Federal spending will
ke deferred throughout the balance of
this fiscal year.

He has complained that Congress is
trying to add $3 billion to his 1967 budget.

He has said that he fears these addi-
tions to his budget may force him to ask
Congress for a tax increase.

When he signed the cold war GI bill,
he issued the following warning:

I want to call attention, however, and
make a most solemn warning about future

- legislation. Unless we can balance our re-
guests with prudence, and our concern with
caution, then we are likely to get our figures
back  to that $130 billion which came over
from the departments.

He has cajoled and needled individual
Members of Congress about these budget
increases.

But he has also marched Postmaster
General O'Brien and his legislative
liaison troops up here to do battle to save
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the funding of the rent supplement pro-
gram and the National Teachers Corps
when it appeared that Congress might
not go along with his request.

What has he not done?

He has not sent General O’Brien and
his troops up here to help those of us who
have tried to make modest cuts. that
would have reduced proposed appropria-
tions back to his budget request.

He has not seen fit to exercise his
constitutional right to veto bills that
exceed his budget reqguests.

In the past, even appropriation bills
have been vetoed. As a matter of fact,
President Eisenhower vetoed the inde-
pendent offices appropriation bill for
fiscal 1959 because Congress had added
aoout $580 million of appropriations to
his budget request. Congress accepted
that veto and finally provided appropri-
ations that were in line with the reguest.
President Eisenhower also vetoed the
public works appropriation kill for fis-
cal 1960 because it contained too many
new starts and exceeded the President’s
request. Thereafter, Congress enacted a
new bill with an appropriation which was
slightly less than the budget request but
which still contained all of the new
starts. President Eisenhowsr vetoed
that bill but Congress overrode the veto
and it became law.

I would suggest that the President
either send General O’Brien and his leg-

" islative troops back up here to give aid

and comiort to those of us who are try-
ing to help the President or that he ex-
ercise his veto power on bills, such as the
bill before us, that exceed his budget
request.

‘WHAT CONGRESS HAS DONE

The President’s pleas for fiscal re-
straint have largely gone unheeded here
in the House. Could it be that Congress
wants to overcome the “rubberstamp”
label with which it was tagged last year?

If that is the situation, then I think
we can all agree that the House has not
only overcome but now might well be
labeled as “defying the President.”

Over the years I have urged the Con-
gress to recapture its constitutional and
historical position as a coegual with the
executive and judiciary. If it proposes
now to pursue its prerogatives as a co-
equal, then it must also be willing to ac-
cept the responsibilities that go with this
newly found freedom.

Congress is responsible for providing
the ways and means of raising the reve-
nues, appropriating funds to pay our
kills, and authorizing Federal programs
that promote the general welfare,

If Congress chooses not to follow the
recommendations of the President, then
it must assume the obligation of coordi-
nating its actions to the end that income
and outgo are balanced. And to the ex-
tent that we cannot afford all that we
desire, Congress must be willing to assign
priorities for spending. .

This, it has done with little success in
recent years and with no success at all
this year.

WHO IS RESPONSIBLE?

The membership of the House is made
up of 293 Democrats and 140 Republi-
cans. Thus, we on this side of the aisle
are outnumbered by more than 2 to 1.
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It would follow that the majority
party is responsible for the conduect of
the House; however, the majority has
failed to assume responsibility for the
economic well-being of the Nation, and it
has gone along week after week adding to
the President’s budget. That budget was
beyond the realm of fiscal prudence when
it was submitted and unless the majority
faces up to its responsibilities, it prob-
ably will be beyond the realm of reason
when the President gets all of it back. .

You may ask, Who is responsible?
Each of us is responsible but much more
importantly those responsible are: the
distinguished Speaker, the majority
leader, the chairmen and majority mem-~
bers of the legislative committees, and
the Appropriations Committee, itself. If
this budget is to be cut or, for thaj
matter, even held at the level proposed
by the President, then it will be up to the
leadership on the other side of the aisle
to move into the budget area with the
aggressiveness and forthrightness that
our war and inflationary situations
demand. '

On several ocecasions, those of us cn
this side of the aisle who truly believe in
fiscal responsibility have honestly tried
to effect some economies in the budget.
We have offered meodest amendments
that would have cut proposed apopropria-
tions back to the level of the budget
request. We have offered amendments
that would have cut back on proposed
1967 spending by a modest 5 percent.

Just in ease you do not recall, let me
tell you how these amendments were
received by the House. The big spend-
ers on the other side of the aisle were
here in force and we were shellacked on
every amendment. The first time I of-
fered the Bow expendifure Ilimitation
amendment, we received the munificent
support of 30 Democrat members., The
secgnd time, we got all of 17 Democrat
votes. I think those votes clearly estab-
lish how little Democrat members are
concerned with fiscal respousibility.

I hope you will go home this fall and
tell your constituents how hard you
worked adding fuel to the fires of infia-
tion and how you strived to be certain
that the people would be burdened with
increased taxes. And if you should travel
to Vietnam Iater this year, I hope you
will tell our fighting men over there that
it was your free spending actions which
necessitated the increase in taxes that
will cut their take-home pay, and I hope
that you will tell them how you helped
inflation along and reduced the purchas-
ing power of allotment checks o their
dependents back home.

THE BOW EXPENDITURE LIMITATION

Today, notwithstanding the reporforial
conclusions of Mr. Arthur Krock of the
New York Times, T shall again offer the
Bow expenditure limitation amendment.
I am serving nobice on each of you that
unless there is substantially increased
Deinocrat support for the amendment,
then the majority party can assume the
entire responsibility for future budget
reductions. In that event, I can promise
you that I will help deliver the votes for
economy provided, of course, that the
majority party has the courage to as-



May 4, 1966

sume & responsible role in the fiscal af-
fairs of our beloved Nation.

Mark Twain once said:

Always do right, this will gratify some peo-
ple and astonish the rest. :

I hope the majority party will do right
with respect to the budget. It will grat-
ify some of us but, oh my, think how
many it will astonish.

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

Mr. BOW. I will be delighted to yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. MIZE, I notice a third of the
money involved in this appropriation bill
goes as grants to States for public as-
sistance. The country supposedly is en-
joying extreme prosperity. We have one
of the lowest unemployment rates in the
history of the Nation. We pulled thou-
sands of young men into our defense
services and we have hundreds of thou-
sands more working in defense plants
and so on and so forth. How can we
justify this large amount of grants for
public assistance to States? I see it is
$145 million in fiscal year 1966. Yet the
building of the so-called Great Society
is piling program on program in order
to eliminate poverty. How can anyone
justify this? Will the gentleman be able
to give me an answer to that?

Mr. BOW. 1 agree with the gentle-
man. Ifisvery difficult for me to explain
this. Perhaps my distinguished friend
from Wisconsin IMr. Lairpl, who has
attended all of these hearings, can give
you s better answer than I can to the
question. I will be glad to yield to the
gentleman from Wisconsin for that pur-
pose.

Mr. LATRD. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me.

- The gentleman from Rhode Island
[Mr. FocarTyl, and I have listened to
these hearings on this particular item.
I think this is a good estimate of the
amount of money that will be expended
by the States. One of the big items here
is aiding dependent children and aid to
the permanently and totally disabled
and aid to the blind and these various
welfare programs under the Social
Security Administration. These are not
in insurance areas and do not include
any direct welfare payments to any wel-
fare recipients on direct relief. This in-
cludes the specialized categorical pro-
grams in which the Federal Government
pays the major portion of the costs in
the States. I would like to tell the
gentleman that old-age assistance is on
the decrease, but aid to dependent chil-
dren is on the increase. I would like to
tell the gentleman that aid to the blind
and the permanently and totally dis-
abled is about the same as recent years.

In the old-age assistance area we can

point to some improvement there with
the social security program taking up
some of the slack, but this program will
continue to be a very major cost item.
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
gentleman 2 additional minutes.

Mr. LAIRD. I think the gentleman
from Rhode Island will agree with me
this is a very good estimate of the
amount of money needed in the States
in these categorial welfare programs un-
der the Social Security Administration.

Mr. FOGARTY. - I think the gentle-
man stated the answer to the question
correctly. We tried to take action last
yvear by reducing this appropriation by
a couple of hundred million dollars on
the basis that unemployment was low
and all these programs to reduce de-
pendency, but had to make it up in a
supplemental. Congress has seven or
eight times increased the authorization
for public assistance payments.

Then, also, the States in the last few
years have changed their laws to increase
the payments to these individuals and
have made more people eligible for pub-
lic assistance. As a result, through ac-
tions of State legislatures and the Con-
gress itself, we have this figure now.

Mr. Chairman, our committee a year
ago planned to make a complete inves-
tigation of the rise in costs in this area.
However, the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means, the gentleman
from Arkansas [Mr. Mriisl, wrote our
committee a letter to the effect that they
were going into this problem in depth.
We thought at that time this was a prob-
lem for the legislative committee to
handle. :

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman from Ohio will yield fur-
ther:

Mr. BOW. Ishall be glad to yield fur-
ther to the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. LAIRD. I would like to add this,
because this is a very important section
of the bill and there is a great deal of
money contained in these items with re~
ference to grants to the States:

Mr. Chairman, the Social Security Act
Amendments of 1965, the Kerr-Mills
bill—all these programs have had a con-
siderable impact upon the amount of
money made available to the States un-
der this program. I believe any reduc-
tions that would be made in this item in
this year’s budget would be & reducticn
which would be meaningless, because you
would have to fund them in a supple-
mental request at a later date. We are
matching State programs in this area.
Any reductions here, therefore, would
not represent meaningful budget reduc-
tions.

Mr. FPOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Louisiana [Mr, WAGGONNER].

(Mr. WAGGONNER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman,
the gentleman from Ohic [Mr. Bowl, a

-partment appropriation bill,
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few moments ago made the statement
that there was a lack of concern on the
part of the majority in limiting expendi~
tures. The gentleman made an effort to
justify this statement by citing the fact
that when he made a motion to recommit
the Interior Department . appropriation
bill with a percentage factor 30 mem-
bers of the majority party supporied the
recommittal motion. And, when the
gentleman made a similar motion to re-
commit the Treasury and Post Office De-
only 17
members of the majority party supported
the motion to recommit.

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe that
this demonstrates in any way a lack of
concern for budget expenditures or a
budget limitation upon the part of the
majority party. I yield to no man in
this Congress in the matter of concern
for fiscal responsibility and I have the
record to prove it.

On the other hand, I sincerely believe,
because I voted against both those mo-
tions to recommit, that it demonstrates
on the part of the majority party a de-
sire to exercise congressional preroga-
tives and expend this money appropri-
ated for items for which the Congress
wants to expend the money rather than
deserting its responsibility and giving
this authority to the Bureau of the
Budget. I will vote to cut any item or
completely remove any item from this or
any other appropriation bill if a case
can be made to justify it but I will not
support a motion to limit the appropria-
tion and expenditures of any agency by
this method. To argue, as these recom-~
mit motions require to limit the expendi-
tures of an agency to 90 or 95 percent
of the Bureau of Budget recommenda-
tion and then give sole and complete dis-
cretion and authority to the executive
branch of the Government to decide
which items would bhe cut or completely
deleted, makes a joke of the committee
system and Congress. We do not need
a Congress if we are going to give the
Bureau of the Budget this authority.
We have given them toc much authority
already. I can think of no worse way
to legislate than by this method.

Mr. FPOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, I
vield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. LanbpRUM].

(Mr. LANDRUM asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. LANDRUM. Mr. Chairman, by
1970, 88 million persons will be in the
national labor force. The number of
teenage and young aduit workers—age
14 to 24—who will enter the labor force
is expected to increase at a rate of al-
most 700,000 a year. Our failure to ap-
propriate fully the authorized funds as
set forth in the Vocational Education
Act of 1963—Public Law 88-210—will
most certainly affect the possibilities. for
success of many of these young and adult
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workers and conseguently will have an
adverse effect on the economic well-being
of our people and our Nation.

More than ever before in our counfry’s
history we need educational facilities to
train the technicians, the health work-
ers, the skilled and semiskilled workers,
sven the very low skilled workers to fill
job openings in business and industry.
Automation of industry calls for retrain-
ing and upgrading of adult workers.
The rapidity of changes demands that
workers retrain at least from three to
five times in their adult lives.

Can we ignore such needs as these?
We cannot. The Vocationgl Education
Act of 1863 provides for vocational edu-
cation programs to mest the needs of
high school youth; persons who have
completed or left high school and who
are available for full-time study; persons
who have already entered the labor mar-
ket and who need training or retraining;
and persons who have academic, socio-
economic and other handicaps that pre~
vent them from succeeding in regular
vocational programs. The act also pro-
vides for construction of area vocational
education schoo!l facilities and ancillary
services and activities fo assure quality
in all vocational programs.

It is estimated that some 6 million
persons will benefit from vocational edu-~
cation programs during fiscal 1886-67
at a Federal cost of $260 million. State
and local school systems have tradition-
ally shown their belief in this type of
training by greatly overmatching the
Federal dollars with State and local
funds. The average investment of Fed-
eral, State, and local dollars is approxi-
mately $195 per person being served.
This will not be enough o meet the ex-
panding enrollments.

Can we ignore our responsibkilities in
helping State and local commumnities to
continue to build socund educational
training programs t0 provide for these §
million people the skilled training they
need to secure gainful employment?
Gentlemen, we cannot afford to fail our
pecple in their educational needs.

It is no mystery what becomes of
students who successfully compiete a
course of study in voeational education.
Public Law 88-210 requires that they
have an occupational gbjective in mind
when they enrcll in a program; that the
instruction includes up-to-date knowl-
edge and skills necessary for competency
required in the oceupation and that in-
struction be given in cooperation with
potential employers and with the coun-
sel of advisory committees; and that
facilities and equipment be in such ade-
quate supply and guality that up-to-date,
high quality training can be provided for
the occupation.

With the assurance that the training is
sound and that occupational goals are
being met, a further safeguard is pro-
vided in the continuous evaluation of
programs and their results at the local,
State, and National levels.
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A recent study of high school grad-
uates of vocational education programs
revealed that- about 656 percent enter
occupations for which they either were
trained or for oceupations closely related
to their training; that vocationally

trained graduates enjoy substantially
greater employment security than do-

other high school graduates; and that
voeational graduates have greater ac-
cumulation of earning over the 1l-year
period covered by the follow-up study.

The Voecational BEducation Act of 1963
has provided new direction and stimu-
lants to vocational education programs,
which have been successful programs in
our public schools, since 1917, bul the
new emphasis toward gainful employ-
ment has increased and improved the
avenues through which we can meet the
needs of an expanding economy.

The area vocational technical school
programs, I am proud to say, were some-
what ploneered in my own State of
Georgia. We now have 14 schools in full
operation with 7-more to be opened this
Septemiber and 2 others planned. The
demand on these schools for technical,
trade, health, and business training is so
great that we are already planning ex-
pansions to four of the existing schools
if the full appropriation is forthcoming
from thiz Congress. Fallure to appro-
priate the full authorization under Pub-
lic Law 88-210 will, in my State alone,
mean a reduction in the area school
budget of some $1,500,000 in Federal,
State, and local funds proposed for
use in operation of existing and new
schools and for equipping new schools;
for teachers and for conducting adult
classes.

This reduction would have serious ef-~
fects on the-cccupational training of some
6,000 day and evening students who will
be enrolled in the 7 new schools and will
affect the operation of the 14 schools
now operating with an enrcilment of
20,606.

Can we deprive a Georgia boy or any
other American boy of a starting salary
of up to $150 a week in & technical occu-
pation? A total of 18 percent of the
gradustes of Georgia’s area vocational-
technical schools in 1985 entered occcu-
pations st salaries of $101 to $150 a week.
Only 8 percent entered cccupations at
salaries under $50 a week while 2 percent
started at over $150 a week. Of those
who complete training, 90 percent arve
employed in less than a month, 81 per-
cent of them enter occupation for which
they had trained, and 86 percent of them
go t0o work within 100 miles of their
homes. No wonder labor, industry, and
business leaders consider area schools a
vital link in their economic security.

If we fail to appropriate the full
amount authorized in Public Law §8-210,
my State will see a reduction in funds
already budgeted for fiscal 13686-857 of
$1,214,000 under section 4 of the Voca-
tional Eduecation Act of 1963, and some
$373,000 less than was anticipated under
section 13 for the work-study program.

“
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The indusirial growth of the Nation
demands better trained workers with
more skills than they have ever needed
before in our history, and our citizens,
young and old, recognize that they must
have this knowledge to compete for em-
ployment in the labor market. The en-
rollment in area vocational and techni-
cal schools in Georgla in 1965 was a 135-
percent increase over the year beiore.
Can we turn the tide on industrial
growth by simply failing to provide the
trained workers they need? Do we want
t0? If we do, it will result in economic
disaster.

The Cold War Veterans Act of 1668
will ceréainly increase the number of
voung people and adults who will be
seeking vocational and higher educa-
tional opportunities. With the advent
of medicare, projections indicate that our
couniry will need 10,000 new people a
month for the next 10 years in heaith
occupations alone.

If this country is to assure domestic
tranguility, provide for common defense,
promote the general welfare, and secure
itself nationally, trained manpower must
be made available to cur labor force in
ever increasing numbers.

The State-local-Federal relationship
sponsored by the Federal vocational ed-
ucation acts is a nationsl eifort which
can act guickly in times of emergency.
It is a sound partnership based on years
of successful experience and we know
that even the full appropriation of funds
under Public Law 88-210 will nct do the
total job as measured by the needs of all
our people. But we must take every step
to assure to the best of cur ability the
continuance of a Nation economically
and sccially secure.

The work-study provision of Public
Law 88-210, section 13, provides oppor-
tunities for students who would other-
wise be deprived of {raining for a job.
Although funds were late coming to this
program, some 85,000 students will have
been served in fiscal 1965-66 at an aver-
age cost of $294 per student. In my own
State of Georgia failure to appropriate
full funds under the act will mean deny-
ing financial aid and educaticnal bene-
fits to about 1,000 worthy young peonle.

Just listen to some of these actual
cases of studenis now on the work-study
program in Georgia—iruly an antipov-
erty measure: )

A high school graduate living with
mother and oclder sister who is a bar-
maid—a total annual income of $2,880;

A 12th-grade graduate studying suto
mechanics is one of a family of five with
an annual income of $1,200;

An 1ith-grader of a family of seven
with an annual income of $1,920; and

A 10th-grader in a family of three on
relief with an annual income of $648.

These are just a few of the students
we are hoping to keep in school; to keep
them off the welfare and unemployment
rolls and off the streets. On a larger
scale fallure to appropriate the full

amount authorized under the act would

N
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mean that in all our vocational programs
we would deny some 3,700 high school
vocational students, some 1,350 post-
high-school students and 1,600 adults the
opportunity for occupational fraining.
We must not do this. We cannot afford
to do this.

The local school systems and the
States cannot carry this burden alone.
Vocational education has traditionally
been a partnership with the Federal Gov-
ernment. It has been a successful part-
nership with State and local dollars
overmatching the Federal dollars tradi-
tionally on an average of $4% of State
and local funds for every dollar of Fed-
eral funds.

We must continue the work we have
started. We must continue the improve-
ment and expansion of voca*iohal and
technical education programs fto meet
the manpower shortage existing in our
Nation and in cur States. We must con-
tinue to give our full support to the act
we passed in 1963. Failure to do this
will impede the progress of vocational
and technical education programs now
underway and planned to meet the vo-
caticnal needs of our people. We must
appropriate the full $225 million author~
ized by section 4 of the Vocational Edu-
cation Act of 1963 and the $35 million
authorized in sections 13 and 14 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1967.

Mr, LAIRD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. MICHEL].

(Mr. MICHEL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend
marks.)

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

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

Myr. COLLIER. As one who recog-
nizes the need for the vocational re-
training and rehabilitation phase of this
bill, T hasten to point out at this time
that the gentleman from Georgia who
just preceded the gentleman in the well
made a very convincing argument for the
need to consider the Human Investment
Act, whigh was introduced by several
Members of this House several months
2go, which would certainly provide an in-
centive for private indusiry to engage in
this great need for retraining many of
our unskilled and semiskilled laborers,

I can only repeat at this time that the
gentleman made a very fine argument for
this program in the bill, but he also made
a fine argument for the great need to
consider the Human Investment Act. I
hope before too long the House Ways and
Means Committee, of which I have the
honor of being a member, will give con-
sideration to this, because when we have
jobs going begging for skilled and semi-
skilled workers in this country and still
we have unemployment, to implement
this program with the Human Invest-
ment Act would be the best thing the
Congress could do. .

his re- -

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, as
has been brought out so ably by our
chairman and ranking member of the
subcommittee, this bill does come to bet-
ter than a $10% billion appropriation for
the Departments of Labor and Health,
Education, and Welfare.

I call your particular attention to the
additional views which appear in the re-
port where we point out specifically that
this is really only three-fourths of what
we are going to have to appropriate in
this coming fiscal year if we are to fully
fund all the programs that have been au-
thorized in this field of labor, health, ed-
ucation, and welfare.

By next year this bill will be close to
a 15 billion package. It is shocking.

This Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare is without a doubt the
fastest growing department of Govern-
ment.

Let me give you a brief rundown of
total direct appropriations embodied in

this bill over these past few years. What

phenomenal growth.

Fiscal year: Billions
1960 - e $3.942
196 o e 4,362
1962 e e 5.213
1968 - e 5. 435
1964 5. 572
1985 e 7.226
1966 (estimated) oL __ 9.875
1967 (thisbill) .o _______________ 10. 555
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Now let us take a look at the area of
employment, as of June 30, 1965, the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare had 87,316 people. By June 30, 1966,
that figure will grow to 101,000, and in

another fiscal year, 107,500. Following
is a very revealing table: :
Employment .
June | June | June
30, 30, 30,
1965 1966 1967

Department of Health, Ed-

ucation, and Welfare________ 87,316 (101, 000 | 107, 500
Department of Labor._______ 9,606 | 10,042 10, 364
National Labor Relations

Board_ ... _________________ 2,215 2,310 2, 407
Railroad Retirement Board..|{ 1,074 | 1,039 1,070
National Mediation Board

and Railroad Adjustment

Board__..______.__________I| 147 150 150
Federal Mediation and Con-

ciliation Service. ______.___. 442 443 99%
U.8. Soldiers’ Home. . .______ 1,175 | 1,177 1,180
Federal Radiation Couneil___ 4 5 4

Total employment 2____|101, 979 {116, 216 | 123, 141

1 In addition the Department of Labor State agency
employment follows: June 30, 1965, 56,327; June 30, 1965,
60,540; June 30, 1967, 59,729.

2 Total employment including Labor Department
State agency employment: June 30, 1965, 158,306; June
30, 1966, 176,756; June 30, 1967, 182,870.

We have also prepared a table pull-
ing together figures to show the tre-
mendous growth of expenditures in this
HEW field not only by the Federal Gov-
ernment, but by the States, local gov-
ernments, and private funds as well:

[Dollar amounts in billions]

Health, education, and welfare expenditures as percent of
gross national product National National
Gross . defense ex- | defense ex-
Fiscal year national penditures | penditures!
produet t Federal |/ State and Total Private as percent ’
Total funds local funds public funds of GNP
K funds

$263. 4 13.5 3.8 3.8 8.7 4.8 4.9 $13.0
398.0 12.8 3.6 3.6 8.1 4.7 10.2 40.7
503.8 16.1 4.9 4.9 10.3 5.8 9.1 45.7
520. 1 17.1 5.2 5.2 1.1 6.0 9.1 47.5
560. 3 7.1 5.4 5.4 L1 6.0 9.1 511
589. 2 17.5 5.6 5.6 1.3 6.2 8.9 52.8
028.7 17.6 5.6 5.6 1.3 6.3 8.6 54.2
676.3 1.7 5.9 5.9 114 6.3 7.4 50. 2

1 Source: Joint Economic Committee, Economic Indicators, April 1966.

I wouid call your particular atiention
to the above table showing per capita
expenditures for health, education and
welfare in this country for the year 1965
have grown to $612 per person. That is
made up of Federal, State, local, and pri-
vate funds.

I have also included a table having to
do with the percentage as it relates to
gross hational product. Ofttimes we
hear, “Look how much we are spending
for defense.” Actually, when you take
the total number of expenditures in the
fleld of health, education and welfare,
whether it comes from the Federal Gov-
ernment, State governments, or private
funds, we find that 17.7 percent of the
gross national product is made up of ex-
penditures in this overall field of health,
education and welfare, as opposed to 7.4
percent of expenditures of the gross na~

tional product in the field of national
defense.

It has been brought out in the general
debate earlier that the biggest line item
in this bill is $3,746 million, for grants

......... pubklic assistance.

As we pointed out in the course of the
hearings, many of us, I am sure, were
under the impression that with the en-
actment of all these Federal welfare pro-
grams, these grants from the Federal
Governmment ought to diminish, but the
exact contrary has proven to be the ecase.
With the énactment of all these other
programs, we still have to continue to
increase these amounts to fulfill our
obligation to the States in response to
legislative enactments of years past.

I am going to support amendments to
cut this bill, whether it be 5 percent, or
any other arbitrary percentage. We
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could always get into an argument as to
whether or not there should be a selec-
tive cut or a cut across the board. We
get into an area where we could have a
2ood debate on the pros and cons of these
tWwo courses.

Cur good subcommittes chairman, the
gentieman from Rhode Island [Mr.
FoearTy]l, knows full well of my position
in this respect. All of us revere the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island. We know
that he is very sincere in what he es-
pouses in commitiee and on the floor
of the House. His position is well known.
While the two of us will probably cancel
each other’s vote cn 90 percent of- the
legislative bills coming before this House,
nonetheless I know he is singere and we
enjoy each other’s respect and have a
warm affection for one ancther person-
ally.

We have some very sensitive items in
this bill. Who wants to be against can-~
cer research? Who wants to be opposed
to doing more research in the field of
heart and stroke? Who wants to be op-
bosed to cutting down on communicable
disease contiol? Who wants to be op-
posed to nursing services? Who wants
to be opposed to hospital construction?
Who wants to be opposed to the Chil-
dren’s Bureau, to heip for the mentally
retarded, for the handicapped, for the
blind, for the aged, or any of these popi-
lar programs?

Who wants to be put in the position

- on this floor of saying “I am going to cut
down on these programs”? The point is
it cannot be done on the fioor of this
House. It cannot be done in the full
Committee on Appropriations. It has
to be done in the subcommittee. That is
about the only place where these items
can be held in line. Otherwise flocodgates
are opened up, and the demsazogs can
have a field day.

These are all popular programs. I
wish there were enough money to take
care of everybody’s ills, but we just do
neot have the money to pacify everyone.
This is our problem on this commitiee.

We all know what the efforts of the
chairman of our subcomimittee, the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island [Mr. Fo-
GARTY 1, has been in this area. Time after
time after time, he will tell a witness

coming before our subcommitiee, “Are
you asking for enough money? I do not

think you are doing enough. ‘This is the
most conservative budget I have seen
sent o our subcommitiee.”

Well I am in a completely different
position as Members of this House are
aware. The point I am trying to get
across is that we do have g difficult prob-
lem in keeping this bill within reason-
able bounds and presenting to you the
kind of bill that would meet everybody’s
wishes and demands.

I am going to support the proposal to
make a 5-percent across-the-board cut,
beeause it is the only prachical way to
make a signficant cut in this bill and
bring it in line with the budget HAgure.
1 think the proposal for 5-percent across=
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the-board cut offers sufficient latitude
for economy and still not gut any partic
ular program.

Of course, I have reserved in commit-
tee to support any selective cutting
amendments that might be offered.

Mr, LAIRD. Mr. Chairman, I yield

- such time as he may consume to the gen-

tleman from Kansas.

(Mr. SHRIVER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Chairman, this
appropriations biu, H.R. 14745, contains
over $10.3 billion for the Departments of
Labor and Health, BEducation, and Wel-
fare for the fiscal year beginning July 1,
1966. This is a substantial sum—but we
only have a part of the total spending
picture for these programs before us.

Considerable time has ceen spent by
the subcommittee, of which I am g memn-
ber, in examining the justifications and
receiving testimony from the representa-
tive of the varicus bureaus and depart-
ments. We also have heard from other
interested individuals and organizations.

However, our work on these appropria-
tions is incomplete. Nearly $4 billion in
additional requests await action follow=-
ing authorizations by legislative commit-
teecs. .

There are scome Important omissions
from the multibillion-dollar spending bill
before you today. Vet to be funded in
fiscal 1967 are the programs of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act;

‘Higher Education Facilities Act; grants

for public libraries; other higher educa-
tion activities; and the so-called poverty
program—Oiffice of FEeonomic Oppor-
tunity. We are talking about a final
total of approximately $14 billion for
these programs.

Significantly the commiitee report
acknowledges the dangers in proceeding
on a piccemeal appropriations basis, On
page 2 of the report you read:

It is unfortunate that there must be this
delay in funding since all of these are going
programs and the inability to plan ahead will
undoubtedly result in less effective programs
and less efficient use of funds.

It seems to me to be just as ineffcient
to proceed today with only three-quarters
of an appropristions bill. That is why
I joined in signing the additional minor-
ity views and I shall suppcrt the recom-
mital motion. It would seem to be a pru-
dent and responsible action to defer final
action on this appropriations bill until
the rest of the package comes kefore the
Appropriations Cominities.

As expected, Congress is being made
the villain by the administration because
the fires of inflation are burming brightly.

This appropriations bill restores signif-
icant cuts made by the President in Pub-
lic Law 874, the longtime program of im-
pacted school assistance, I doubt that
this congressicnal action comes as a Sur«
prise to the administration. Similar ac-
tion was taken last week by the House
when it restored funds for the school
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milk and school lunch programs, and
agricultural research, soil conservation,
and extension programs.

Since the President’s budget was sub-
mitted in January the mail has been
heavy in protest to sudden reductions in
such longstanding and time-tested Fed~
eral programs.

Public Law 874, under the administra~
tion action, was to be cut nearly $164 mil-~
lion. The recommendations for this re-
duction were based primarily on a report
by the Stanford Research Institute.
Such & proposal, however, does damage
to the intent of Congress. Public Law 874
was created under the concept tbat
where the Federal Government is supply-
ing a national need by putting a Federal
installation into g district, the local prob-
lem which is thereby created for educa-
tion the children of Federal employees,
and its solving, should be assisted by pro~
viding Federal funds.

This has been an effective program and
it has been done without any Federal
controls of any kind.

In Xansas, we have many school dis-
tricts- which already have planned their
budgets on the basis of receiving their
full entitlements under this lIaw. In my
congressional district, there are approxi-
mately 40 school districts which are eli-
gible for impacted area assistance, If
the administration’s recommendations
were adopted, these school distriets
would lose $1,309,243 in operating reve-
nues. The State of Kansas would loss
approximately = $3,700,000 in impscted
ares assistance in -the 18567 fiscal year;
and 40 school districts would become in-
eligible for any aid.

We are well aware of the furor which
was ignited by the administration’s sud-
den propeosal. The superintendent of the
Derby, Kans., public schools has indicated -
to me that the loss of Public Law 874
funds would cause damage to the educa-
tional program there. The ultimate
losers in such an economy move would be
our schoolchildren. However, local tax-
payers who already are overburdened
with heavy tax loads would be faced with
emergency tax increases

For example, property owners in Wich-
ita, Kans., would have another 1% mills
added fo their tax levy. The superin-
tendent of schools In ILeavenworth,
KEans., recently wrote to me:

If recommendations from the Bureau of
the Budget are foliowed, and reductions are
made straight across the board to all school
districts, Leavenworth stands to lose $187,000
in Public Law 874 funds, To replace these
funds from our local property tazes will
require an additional property tax of 7 milis.

Other Kansas cities which would be
seriously - affected include HFaysville,
Manhattan, Salina, Topeka, Olathe, and
Junction City—home of Fort Riley where
many schoolchildren await the return
of their fathers fighting in far-oif Viet-
naim.

With the growing military commit-
ment of U.S. military forces into the
Vietnaim conflict, we know that Pederal
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activities on military installations and
defense producticon facilities will increase
steadily. The problems for Iimpacted
schocl districts acrcss the Nation also
will mount.

Now out of the klue comes this pro-
posed cutback.. The very least the ad-
ministration could do, in the event it fell
that some changes should be made in
Public Law 874, would be to give enough
advance notice so that on a 5-year pro-
gram it could he phased oui for those
areas which no longer reslly need it.
It is unfair and unwarranted &o suddenly
place the burden upcn io taxpayers
to make up cubs ranging from 35 {0 65
percent in s¢hool
I am sure the

opriations
funds. If
r maintaining
rograms and honoring
our commitments, then let it be so.

This bill algo fulfills the intent of Con-
gress in the funding of granis to the
States under the Voscational Education
Act; endowment of land-grant colleges
and universities; and student loan pro-
visions of the MNational Delense Educa-
tion Act.

Last vear amid enthusiastic public
support the President unvelled plans for
increased Federal support of programs
aimed at the dre 4 killers—heart,
cancer, and stroke. Howevar, this well-
publicized Great Society proclamation
has not been followed by budget requests
which would permit initiating or accel-
erating research in these areas.

I supvorted the commiitee’s action in
increasing appropriations for many of
the Nationsal Institutes of Health includ-
ing the important artificial kidney pro-
gram and research aimed al the preven-
tion of kidney disease; the work of the
National Cancer Institute which is fight-
ing the Nation’s second largest killer;
and the National Heart Institute, Car-
diovascular diseases continue to claim
nearly 1 million American lives each year
and more than half of these deaths are
due to coronary heart disease.

I, too, share the concern of many mem-
bers of the committee over the rate of
growth of appropriations for public as-
sistance grants to the States by the Wel-
fare Administration. The bill includes
$3.7 billion for such sassistance which is
over $143 million higher than the cur-
rent budget.

Despite the many programs which have
been promoted because they would cut
down on dependency, and the inclusion
of more people under social security, we
have seen this program grow from $20
million in 1838, the first year in which
crants were made, to next year’s record
$3.7 billion.

Qur subcommitiee was advised that the
public assistance programs still will nof
reach all those persons who now live in
poverty, because of restrictive State
eligibility reguirements and assistance
standards. It is estimated that as many

No, T4——3
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people need assistance and are not re-
ceiving it as those currently on the rolls.

This is alarming particularly during a
period of high economic activity and
low unemployment, and it seems in order
that the Appropriations Committee
should proceed with plans to carry out
an investigation of this program.

Mr, Chairman, I shalli support the
recommital motion of the minority mem-
kers of my committee, not because I am
opposed to ths appropriations included
in this bill. As I have indicated there
are many important, werthwhile, and
necessary programs within this bill which
I have consistently supported.

However, the time has come to declare '

an. end to business as usuzl and this
practice of piecemeal consideration of
some very important and costly Ped-
eral programs.

Our Nation is involved in s war in
southeast Asia which is filled with many
uncertainties. We do not yet know the
eventual manpower commitment. We
do not have a clear estimate of the costs
of fighting that war. We are also faced
with an escalation of infiation which af-
fects most those we are trying to assist
with many of the programs in this bill.

It is time for the administration to
face up o the need for seiting a real-
istic set of priorities on nondefense
spending programs so that the Congress
can act responsibly in the appropriations
process.  This cannot be done if our
commitiee must bring to the House in-
complete budget requests.

(Mr., PARNUM {(at the request of Mr.
Fogarty) was granted permission to ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
RECORD).

Mr. FARNUM. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of House bill 14745. 'This is

‘my second year as a member of the Sub=

commities on Labkor and Health, Educa~
tion, and Welfare of the Apprepriations
Committee. I wish again to acknowledge
my good fortune in having the privilege
of serving on this commibtiee and par-
ticipating in the review of the appro-
priation estimates covering msany large
and vital programs. I have been par-
ticularly impressed, in participating in
this aporopriation process, with the thor-
cugh and exhausting examination which
this committes has given the apgpropria-
tion estimates covering the programs
represented in this bill here today. Un-
der the leadership of *he great chairman,
the gentleman from Rhode Island, the
Honorable Jouw Fogarty, the subcom-
mittee has spared no pains to make cer-
tain that the fund reguests of the varicus
agencies have been rigorously assessed in
terms of the needs for the funds pro-
posed, the value of the programs which
they support, and the administrative ef-
festiveness and efficiency which the
justifications reflect.

I should like to convey to the House
and to the people of the United States
that the process of appropriation review
carried out by the Appropriation Com-~
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mittees are, in my belief, a clear guaran-
tee that the funds proposed for appro-
priation are necessary, cover important
programs, and will be well spent.

The bill before the House todsy in-
cludes o number of increases above the
estimates as submitted to the Congress
by the President. 'These increases are
the consequence of a most careful ap-
praisal of the program needs which the
funds will support, and particularly clear
evidence of unusual cpportunity for spe-
cial effort or progress in areas of great
promise and importance as they relate
to edueation and health. I have person-
ally satisfied myself that these increases
are warranted and I am in full suppors
of the provisions of the bhill as presented
to the House today. ’

I think the Members of the House
must be impressed with the scope and
intensity of the hearings from which this
appropriation bill emerges. The volumes
on the desk before you are testimonial to
the persistence, vigor, and detail with
which the subcommitiee and its chsair-
man pursued the examination of the
fund reguests. In the course of these
hearings my interests have been particu-
larly directed toward two matters. In
the first place, I made a special attempt
to assess the evidences of administrative
effectiveness and efficiency reflected by
the agency use of the funds appropriated
in previous years. In the expenditure of
funds of the magnitude which this biit
provides, I think the Congress must be
assured that agencies have sound admin-
istrative and fiscal procedures, that they
are making maximum use of new meth-
ods and systems which will guarantee the
most economical use of public funds, and
that, indeed, the funds are carefully di-
rected to the accomplishment of the pur-
poses to which they are appropriated.
As is true in any organized set of hu-
man aghivities, there is slways rocm for
improvement. However, I have been im~
pressed with the evident concern and ef-
fort of the agency heads supporting these
appropriation requests for matiers of ad-
ministrative efficiency and effectiveness,
and I feel satisfied that there is proper
recognition and arrangements to assure
the achievement of these ends in the
conduct of these programs. I shall con-
tinue to direct atiention to these matiers,
both through my activities on the sub-
commitiee and as & personal concern as
a Member of this House through discus-
sions with the officials and on-the-job
visits to the agencies involved.

The ares, which has particularly im-
pressed me in the course of the 2 years
that I have served with this subcommit-
tee, is the great oppertunities for
ress in the solution of health and
problems which can be made possibie by
the extension of knowledge about tech-
nology, new materials, and methods
which are emerging from the physical
sciences and engineering. I believe this
area of activity has great praciical sig-
nificance for advancing both our research
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and service capability in the field of
health and medicine.

During the course of the hearings cov-
ering the health programs of-the De-
partment of Health, Education, and
Welfare, I made a special effort to in-
quire into the extent to which advan-
tage is being taken of this new technol-
ogy in these programs. I am pleased
to say there is evidence of considerable
progress. 'The range of this activity
is considerable. It involves the more
familiar aspects of the use of electronic
data processing equipment for the solu-
tion of major problems in the mansage-
ment of information, both for scientific
and administrative purposes. Emerging
here are prospects for great advance in
the maintenance and management of
medical and other health records aris-
ing out of the conduct of medical care
programs. Advance of this capability
will be of particular importance when the
national program of medical care for
the aged comes into effect in the forth-
coming fiscal year. The possible devel-
opment of regional health computer
centers to provide for storage and ef~
fective retrieval of medical record infor-
mation for a large population group will
become ever more important as our im-
proving arrangements for hospital and
medical care develop. I note with inter-
est that the report of the President’s
Commission on Technology, Automation,
and Economic Progress has the follow-
ing to say on this-point:

Regional health computer centers. could
provide medical record storage for perhaps
12 to 20 million people, and give hospitals
and doctors in the area access to the com-
puter’s diagnostic and other capabilities via
telephone line connections. Such regional
health computer systems could provide re=-
gional data processing for automated clinical
laboratories, automation of certain aspects
of medical diagnosis, -storing and rapid re-
call of individual health records, and col-
lection and evaluation of important medical
statistics. They could help provide better
care to everyone regardless of geographic
location; reduce unit costs, thereby reliev-
ing the economic load on the Nation; provide
for a more efficient use of manpower and al-
leviate the manpower problem that regional
medical programs and medicare will inten-
sify.

The further developments of this con-
cept is a matter to which I will pay par-
ticular attention during the forthcoming
year.

During recent weeks we have had an
impressive demonstration of how new
technology can change the entire pros-
pect for the treatment of what hereio-
fore has been considered fatal illness.
The remarkable effort of Dr. Michael De-
Bakey to utilize an artificial mechanism
to assist a failing heart is but the begin-
ning of development in this area. Im-
pressive as this event was, it is only
demonstrative of the potential that exists
and the need for an even greater effort
t0 solve the many problems that the use
of artificial devices of this kind brings.
Members of the House I am sure will be

interested in reading in detail in the
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hearings the inguiry of the committee
into the state of the artificial heart
development.

A comparable development of great
importance, one that is in the practical
working state at the present moment, is
the artificial kidney. This device per-
mits individuals with what heretofore
would have been fatal kidney disease,
to lead an active life through the as-
sistance of mechanisms for hemodialysis.
The device presently available, although
successful for this purpose, is still cum-
bersome and costly. The bill before the
House will provide additional funds for
the further pursuit of the solution of the
existing problems surrounding the de-
velopment of an effective, efficient and
economical artificial kidney. '

.The committee was also conscious that
it could not stand by and wait for the
total solution to these problems. That
effert must be made to make more
broadly available the existing hemo-
dialysis facilities. Last year the commit-
tee added $2 million to this same bill in
order to initiate the beginning of a na-
tional program in this area. The
original budget request submitted to the
Congress for this year provided no addi-
tional funds for this purpose. The com-~
mittee was unanimous in its conclusion
that this program must be expanded and
it added $3 million over the budget re-
quest to be used for the establishment of
additional kidney dialysis centers. I
think the members of the House will
agree with me that this is a vital and
humanitarian act.

I could go on for some length out-
lining the areas of promise that emerge

from those new concepts and the related -

technology in their application fo the
problems of biology and medicine. I am
convinced that our committee is serving a
vital function in providing particular
support for the exploitation of these po-
tentialities. The Members of the House
will note that one of the increases in-
cluded in the bill before it relates to ex-
panding the support for the new Division
of Computer Research and Technology
at the National Institutes of Health.
This new component of the National In-
stitutes of Health was established last
year to serve as a focal point for stimu-
lating and developing the application of
computer technology and related disci-
statistics, elec-
tronic engineering, and systems analy-
sis—+to NIH programs. We are all aware
that the complex talents and skills re~
quired in this area of development are
in very high demand. Federal programs
suffer badly in competing for outstanding
talent in this area. The salary disad-
vantage which the NIH operates under in
attempting to recruit scientists in this
area has unfortunately slowed the pace
of the development of this Division. ¥You
will note in the committee report an ex-
pression of the committee’s view that
every effort should be made to remove
arbitrary restrictions whieh hamper the
proper staffing of this important new

AIRE IS ULACLIAA LAG
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Division. ‘To continue to encourage the
progress that is being made in this ares,
the commitiee has increased the budget
request for this new Division by $500,000.
This increase will permit more rapid
progress in the automation of laboratory
diagnostic tests at the NI clinical center
and facilitate the fascinating work that
is being done in simulating and ex-
perimenting with complex mathematical
models of biclogical processes and physi-~
ological funetions.

Beyond the emphasis given to the fur-
ther development of computer capability
at the National Institutes of Health, the
commitiee has been concerned with the
overall advance of biocengineering as a
field of promise for medicine and health.
The committee heard in testimony that
the NIH is in the process of developing a
management structure for the adminis-
tration of programs of this kind. Again
the limited availability of hizh quality
physical scientists and engineers poses
many problems in the development of
these programs. It seems likely that
some central kind of organization at NIH
will be necessary to make the most effec-
tice use of the limited talent in'this com-
plex area. It also seems likely that the
NIH, comparable to what has been done
in defense agencies, will have to make
use of a nongovernmental bicengineering
organization to contribute to advancing
technology, planning, project develop-
ment, and review and evaluation of pro-
grams in this area. The committee is
convinced that this effort towards a bet-
ter management structure should be
vigorously pursued and to enlarge this
effort has added $250,000 to the NIH
budget for this purpose.

These increases are evidence of the .
careful assessinent of need and opportu-
nity which the commitiee brought to all
aspects of the appropriation requests in~
corporated in this bill. Although these
amendments are small, they represent
the difference between maintaining the
status quo and the opportunity to make a
significant forward step.

Out of these many developments
emerges ancther clear need which I
should like to emphasize. The signifi~
cance of mathematics, physiclogical sci-
ences, engineering for medical research,
for programs of health care and medical
“ service and for the conduct of hospitals

and other medica
that the training of the medical scien~
tists, the physicians and the health prac-
titioners of the future must provide for
adequate grounding in these technol-
ogies. This must be built into the basic
educational program for such personnel.
Thus the curricula of medical schools,
schools of public health and training,
programs for health professionals, must
emphasize mathematics, computer tech-
nology, systems analysis technigues, and
other aspects of the new and emerging
technologies which are now so essential
in both the solution of medical problems
and the provision of health services.
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In this respect I have been particularly
interested in the efforts of the Division
of Research Facilities and Resources of
the National Institutes of Health to make
broad computer and biomedical instru-
mentation resources avallable in the
medical schools of the United States so

that the medical scientists and physi-

cians béing trained therein can gain a
sophisticated understanding of this new
technology. In the forthcoming year I
am going to make g special effort to in-
guire into the manner in which our edu-
cational base in health and medicine can
Pe enlarged to bring the benefits of these
new congepts to the training of our
health manpower and thus to the betier-
ment of the health programs of the
MNation.

This review, I hope, will convey to the
Members of the House the care with
which these programs have been reviewed
in the appropriation process, the im-
portance of the increases which have
been proposed, and give some indication
of the many values which flow from
these programs, The expenditure of
money here is an investment in human
life and capability. QOur ability to make
this investment is a reflection of the
growing economic capability of the Na-
tion. I am sure my colleagues will agree
with me that there is no better area of
human acéivity in which to invest our
growing econcmic advantage.

I wish again to commend the signal
efforts of the great chairman of our sub-
commitiee, the gentleman from Rhode
Island [Mr. Focartvl, and the other
members of the subcommitiee in repori-
ing this complex and important bill. It
has been a matter of great personal pride
and pleasure to me, to have worked with
them, in the consideration of these ap-
propriation reguests. I itrust the Con-
gress will continue its génercus support
of the programs here represented.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in favor of the full appropriations for
the federally impacted school districts
financial assistance laws, Public Liaw 874
and Public Law 815, as contained in this
bill making appropriations for the De-
pariment of Health, Bducation, and Wel-
fare,

As a member of the House Appropria-
tions Committee I voted to restore funds
in the full committee meeting last week
for these two important education as-
sistance laws. My Second Congressicnal
Digtriet in Massachusetls is federally
impacted because of the historic Spring-~
field Armory and the famous Westover
Air Force Base in Chicopee Falls, head-
quarters for the 8th Alr Force, Strategic
Alr Command. .

Dependents of military personnel and
civilians who-live on and off these two
installations attend the schools in
Springfield, Chicopee, Ludiow, Wilbra-
ham, Hampden, Granby, and South
Hadley. School administrators in these
communities plan thelr annual school
budgets based on the number of depend-
ents attending classes and the amount of
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impacted area funds to be received un-
der Public Law 874.

Mr. Chairman, Chicopee Scheol Supt.
John 1. Fitzpatrick, representing the
Massachusétis school superintendents
concerned with Public Law 874 and Pub-
lic Law 815, advised me that if the full
appropristion is not restored Massachu-
setts estimated loss will be §8,177,478.
The total estimated loss this year in my
own congressional district will be $1,-
038,316. The loss in Superintendent
Fitzpatrick’s school distriet will be more
than $400,0080 while the estimated Ioss in
Springfeld will be an estimated $451,729.

Ky, Chairmen, I am alsc oppeosed 10
inistration proposals to change
Public Law 874 and Public Law 815. I
have expressed my opposition to Chair-
man Cart D, Peaxisg’ Subcommittee on
General Educstion, and ask that my
statement be included at this point with
my remarks, along with a letter from
Assistant Superintendent Joseph H.
Buckley of the Springfield School De-
partment expressing opposition to the
proposed appropriations cuts in the im-
pacted school laws:

PUBLIC SCHOOLS o SPRINGFIELD, Mass.,
April 25, 1966.

Hon. Epwarp P. BonaND,
Member of Congress,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Drar Eppie: I understand that the full
membership of the Committee on Appropria-
tions will meet on Thursday, April 28, 19686, to
vote on whether the amount recommended
to the floor to finance Public Law 874 for
fiscal 1967 will be $183,400,000 recommended
by the Bureau of the Budget, or $416 million
which the U.S. Office of Education has esti~
mated it will take to pay 100 percent of the
1967 entitlements. ’

Were the lesser amount to prevail, there
would be =& national curtailment of
$232,600,000. It is that losses would result
as follows:

1987
1967 estimated
estimated [Public Law
entitlements 874 Estimated
Area under {entitloments| loss
Public Law| wunder
874 proposed
amend-
ments
Massachusetts. .. .1$11, 163, 468 | $2,985,902 | $8, 177,476
2d district, -1 1,914,880 878, 564 1,036, 316
Springfield .- 469, 842 18,113 451,729

Your support for the higher appropriatiocn,
$416 million, is earnestly requested. Will
you kindly advise me as to the outcome of
the April 28 meeting.

Sincerely, .
JoserpH E. BUCKLEY,
Assistant Superiniendent.
APrI, 26, 1966.

STATEMENT OF HoN. EDWARD P. BOLAND
Hon. Cary D. PERKINS,

Chairman, Subcommiiiee on General Educa-
tion, House of Represenitaiives.

Drar Mr. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE
CommrITrEE: I appreciate this opportunity
to present my views on the extension of two
very important public laws affecting my con-
gressional districs, Public Law 874 and Pub-
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lic Law 815. I urge that they be extended as
they are, and not amended.

I am opposed to the recommendations of
the administration for reductions in the
Public Law 874 contributions to school dis-
tricts for operating expenses in federally im-~
pacted areas. These recommendsations are
based on a two-volume study of Public Laws
818 and 874 for -the U.S. Commissioner of
Education who submitted them to the Sec-
retary of the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare. Public Law 815 pro-
vides Federal grants-for school construction
in lmpacted areas.

Mr, Chairman, my Second Congressional
District in Massachusetts is federally im-
nacted because of the historic Springfield
Armory and the famous Westover Air Force
Base in Chicopse Falls, headquarters for the
gth Air Force, Strategic Air Command.
Dependents of military personnel ‘and
civillans who live on and off thesze
two Installations attend " the schools in
Springfield, Chicopee, Ludlow, Wilbraham,
Hampden, Granby, and South Hadley.
School administrators in these communities
plan their annual school budgets based on
the number of dependents attending classes
and the amount of impacted area funds to
be received under Public Law 874. Propossls
to make these communities absorb 3 percent
of the category A pupils, and 6 percent of
the category B pupils are harsh indeed. This
would mean that 63 percent of the eligible
school districts in the Commonwealth of
Liassachusetls would lose their entire en-
titlement, and the remainder would have
their Public Law 874 contributions severely
reduced. The total estimated loss for the
school year 1966-67 in Massachusetts would
be $8,177,476.

The estimated loss under Public Law 874
funds to the city of Chicopee for the next
school year would be near one-half million
dollars. The Chicopee School District esti-
mates that it will receive $1,100,000 in im-
pacted area funds in the 1966-87 school year
if the law is not amended. The administra-
tion proposal would cut the estimated re-
ceipts down to approximately $700,000.

A change in the law would virtuaily wipe
out Public Law 874 funds to the city of
Springfield. . The Springfield School District
estimate under impacted ares funds is $488,-
000 for the 198867 school year. The admin-
istration proposal amendments would slash
this estimate down to a mere $18,000. The
administration proposal would also eliminate
the Ludlow, Wilbraham, Hampden, Granby,
and South Hadley School Districts from re-
ceiving Public Law 874 funds. .

For these reasons, I am vigorously oppose
to these amendments.

Mr. Chairman, I know that Superintend-
ent John L. Fitzpatrick of the Chicopee
School Department wanted to accept this
comimittee’s very kind offer to testify on be-
half of the Massachusetts and New England
school superintendents on this very im-~
portant legislation. He is recuperating
from major surgery and cannot be with us,
but he asked me 10 extend his warm thanks
to the committee for the invitation, and his
concern over the administration’s proposals.
Also, he wanis to be recorded in opposition
to any cutbacks in the laws. I am including
Superintendent Fitzpatrick’s letter of oppo-
sition to the committee and ask that it be
included in the record.

Thank you for considering iny views.

Sincerely yours,
Epwarp . BoLaND,
Menber of Congress.
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Mr. Chairman, this bill also carries an
appropriation of $3,304,000 for the edu-
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give fair and adegquate notice—further,
circularization of builders of educational

cational television facilities program., television equipment under routine re-

This represents the full amount remain-
ing under the full authorization of $32
million. I understand that there is a
carryover of approximately $3.5 million
from fiscal year 1966 to 1967. Thus,
some $6.8 million will be available in fis-
cal year 1967 for this program.

Under this program, the Office of Edu-
cation provides up to 50 percent of all the
funds necessary to construct educational
television stations. The halance can
come from private or State and local
public funds: The Office of Education
does not require competitive bidding for
their funds—only a showing as to how
the price was arrived at—negotiation,
advertising in local paper, and so forth.
The Office of Education makes no re-
quirement for standards of transmitter
performance. Any transmitter that
meets Federal Communications Commis~
sion specifications is suitable, for the
F'CC specifications are the standard of
performance.

Mr. Chairman, there is a gross dis-
parity charged by manufacturers for
identical transmitters. Time and again,
applicants for grants under the educa-
tional television program have purchased
equipment—oparticularly transmitters—
that could have been procured much
cheaper. The less costly equipment is
every bit as good and perhaps better.
Approval of such applications by the
Oflice of Education seriously impairs the
ability to broaden this program to many
interested parties that are willing and
anxious to establish educational televi-
_sion.

Mr. Chairman, there is a real need for
wide advertising to all manufacturers of
television transmitters. Townsend As-
sociates is a small but remarkable build-
er of transmitters in my congressional
district. It is practically impossible for
an organization as small as Townsend
to have a national sales force that can
constantly check local publications for
notices relating to local educational tele-
vision applicants and reguesting bids on
equipment. It appears that the Office
of Education considers the publication
of notice in a local newspaper as appro-
priate public advertising. Tt scems to me
that this is not sufficient notice. How
can a regionsl and relatively small cor-
poration such as Townsend Associates in
my district become aware of the publi-
cation of such notice? The Office of
Education also contends that the re~
quirements under the statute are met by
“circularizing three or more competitive
vendors.” I am informed that there are
only three domestic manufacturers of
UHF  television transmitters—Radio
Corp. of America, General Electric, and
Townsend Associates. I am further in-
formed that Townsend Associates has
never been circularized with respect to
submitting bids for ETV transmitters.

What I am saying, Mr. Chairman, is
that local public advertising does not

quirements is completely inadequate.
Thus, Mr. Chairman, the large manu-
facturers receive an unfair advantage.
Their prices are often out of line and
have been proved to be so with respect
to UHP-ETV transmitters. Consequent-
ly, the higher prices deplete the avail-
able funds and result in the impossibility
of spreading the great advantages of
ETV among more comamunities.

Mr. Chairman, I have talked with the
gentleman from Rhode Island [Mr.
FosarTy] and other committee members
and expressed my concern over this prob-
lem. The Office of Education has been
apprised of our arguments. I deeply
hope that a more equitable arrangement
can be worked out by the agency and
that smaller ETV equipment suppliers
will be given more consideration with
the consequent savings of many dollars
in this area.

Mr., DON H. CLAUSEN, Mr. Chair-
man, as the members of this Subcom-
mittee on Appropriations know-—I have
vigorously expressed my discontent and
concern over the President’s recommen-
dation to cut out the Federal assist-
ance to the so-called impacted school
districts.

Again, today, I will maintain this same
position and will vote to support the re-
instatement of these funds and against
any amendments to cut this assistance.
This aid would. more properly be de-
scribed as a payment in lieu of taxes to
school districts that are faced with the
responsibility of providing edueation to
children of military personnel and em-
ployees of military installations. This
comes aboui as a result of the fact that
the property of the Federal Government
in these areas is not on the loeal gov-
ernment tax rolls.

Therefore, I have always held strong
convictions that this is one area of re-
sponsibility the Federal Government
must continue to accept.

While I would agree with the state-
ments that the program is being abused
in some sections of the country and, in
particular, around our National Capital
I am equally certain that certain re-
visions in the program are necessary to
assure those school districts having a
genuine impact are adequately protected
and the abusers are dealt with accord-
ingly.

In fairness to the school boards, the
administrators, and teachers of the im-
pacted school district we must avoid
these stop-and-go tactics. I ask you, Is
it fair to subject these people to this
type of fiscal harassment. The school
population in the schools of my district
are increasing rapidly because of the es-
calation in Vietnam. The problems are
with them now. They must establish
and approve their budgets to meet the
educational needs of their respective
communities. We must pass this legis-
lation now and then suggest the com-
mittee study this impacted area legis-
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lation to clear up the unqgualified areas.
Having reviewed the requests from our
First Congressional District schools, 1
am fully satisfied their requests will
withstand. any amount of scrutiny.

But I hope we can resolve this prob-
lem once and for all so that our school
officials can plan their budgetary re-
quirements in a more orderly manner.
Certainly they are entitled to this con-
sideration. We have the responsibility
to accord them this courtesy.

Mr. SCHISLER. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to note that the appropriations
bill for the Departments of Labor, Health, .
Education, and Welfare, and related
agencies includes the full amount esti-
mated to be required to pay 100 percent
of entitlements to school distriets in fed-
erally impacted areas.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of H.R.
14745. and strongly urge my colleagues
to approve without reduction the section
dealing with payments to school districts
under Public Law 874.

I have been opposed to those sugges-
tions for reductions in the budget that
would curtail our program to aid fed-
erally impacted school districts.

As a former schoolteacher and admin-
istrator, I am personally familiar with
the value of the program to aid our fed-
erally impacted school distriets, I am
sure most of us here are familiar with
the Stanford study which indicated that
financial burdens created for those school
distriets by the establishment of a Fed-
eral installation are not restricted to the
project’s initial impact. A burden added
to a school district by a Federal project
must be viewed as a continuing one, and
a reduction in funds is simply not justi-
fled. Nothing is more important than a
good education for our children.

I am certain that my colleagues share
this feeling with me and that is why I am
anxious to see the appropriation for the
Federal impact program approved with-
out reduction. Any reducticn would
seriously affect the program’s value.
Funds must be increased to meet the ris-
ing cost of education and the expansion
of our school population. I hope my
colleagues will join me in support of this
appropriation.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I
support the committee bill and thor-
oughly agree with the committee judg-
ment on inecreases over the budget for
education.” It would indeed prove dis-
astrous in our impacted area school dis-
tricts if the full amounts authorized were
not appropriated.

The additions recommended for voca-
tional education and defense educational
activities also appear to be urgently
needed. Reductions in student loan
funds, at this time, would work a real
hardship on many students. Surely ex-
perience has demonstrated fully that
loans in this program are among our
Nation’s wisest investments in its fu-
ture?

I regret very much the committee’s
decision to delete $3,500,000 requested for
initiating a residential vocational school
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program. There is sound justification
for this program, and a real need for it.

Members of the commitiee have re-
minded me that the House has twice ap-
proved appropriations for this purpose,
only to have the funds disapproved by
the other body. TUnder the circum-
stances, the committee has understand-
ably elected to await Senate action on
this matter, before acting again on it.

T hope and trust the request of $3,500,-
000 requested to initiate a residential
vocational school program will be ap-
proved in the otlhier body, and feel con-
fident it would be approved in conference
once that step had been taken on the
other side of the Capitol.

You may be sure, Mr. Chairman, that
Oklahoma’'s delegation will be seeking
that approval in the other body at the
appropriate time, and our failure to press
the point here does noi reflect any re-
duced interest in this important pro-
gram.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. Chairman, may
I, at this time, request the Mambers of
this House to approve the appropriations
recommended for the Manpower Ad-
ministration.

This program—started late in 1962--
has proven itself.

it has helped the men and women,
who—because of technological develop-
ment and the increased use of automa-
tion—Ffound their skills, their means of
livelihood, obsolete and whio were forced,
therefore, to join the ranks of the unem-~
ployed.

Frankly, Mr,
for the manpower training program,
hundreds of thousands of our people
would still be on relief with no hope of
ever regaining their self~-respect nor their
ability to again support themselves.

This program has been accepted, I be-
lieve, as a permanent one. Perhaps not
officially as yet—but—it has become the
one hope for individusals and the one
solution, to date, for providing skilled
workers for the many new fields of
employment.

Through this program the inadequately
educated can be taught sufficiently te
gualify for occupational training in the
needed skills of our economy. We have
found that, as ocur national economy in-
creasingly depends upon the employment
of highly skilled employees, our displaced
workers cannct hope to receive occupa~-
tiongl training without first receiving
academic training. Under the Manpower
Development and Training Act—the
traines is provided with both academic
and occupational where necessary.

Last, year alone, 100,000 people com-
pleted training under this act.

in my own State of Pennsylvania—
we now have over 21,000 in training-—
we have graduated over 8,000 and of those
I am hapby to say over 7,000 are again
working full time, in newly acquired
skills, supporting themselves and their
families.

This is just one State, others have
equally gratifying records.

Mr. Chairman, I should like to remind
the Members of the House that improv-
ing amendments were approved for Man-
power Development and Training Act just
last spring without a dissenting vote.

Chairman, were it not
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The Select Subecommittee on Labor, of
which I am chairman, will start public
hearings next week on additional amend-
ments for this act.

It would seem only logical to expect
the Members today to vote approval of
the sppropriations covering the cost of
this program since the a¢t and its pro-
visions were so enthusiastically endorsed
last year.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 14745, being the ap-
propriation bill for the Departments of
Labor and Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, and related agencies for fiscal year
186%.

On page 10 of the report there is what
appears to be a relatively unimportant
paragraph under title II of this bill, en-
titled “Payments to School Districts.”
Actually it has to do with a most impor-
tant part of the bill. This paragraph
peints out the bill as reported by the
committee includes $416,200,000 or the
full amount estimated to be reguired to
pay 100-percent entitlements under the
authorizing legislation. Just about ev-
eryone knows that the Bureau of the
Budget and the President recommended
only about $183 million or to state the
matter differently the amount in this
bill is $232,000,800 -above the reqguest.
There is no reason to try to escape the
fact that about $28 million more was ap-
propriated than for fiscal year 1866.

Buf, Mr. Chairman, the philosophy of
aid to impacted areas aid has been with
us for guite a while. The Bureau of the
Budget knew of the previous reguire-
ments of these school districts that are
located near defense installations. In
our own congressional district we have
a Minuteman missile complex and an air-
base as well as one of the most active
Army ordnance plants. The need is very
clear. The school districts near these
installations have no alternative but to
expect some Federal assistance because
their districts have been overrun by the
children of both military and civilian
personnel brought into these areacr be-
cause of such installations.

By whatever description, whether we
call it a military struggle or our effort
to repel aggression or use the term war,
the fact exisis thal surrounding many
defense installations are the families of
military personnel who have been trans-
ferred either to Vietnam or o other in-
stallations preparatory to going to Viet-
nam.. The msn have left behind their
wives and children. WNow is no time to
ecconomize by withdrawing support of
educational facilities for the chiidren of
those who have either been transferred
w0 Vietnam or are on thelr way to fight
for thelr country.

Some of us believe that a reduction in
these funds were recommended by those
who made the recommendation, knowing
there would be a strong effort to restore
these moneys. In this regard let me say
that if the time ever comes that we are
zoing to cease providing funds for school
districts that are federally impacted,
then there should be a clear intention of
policy announced well in advance in or-
der that our school districts can plan
for the withdrawal of Federal support
for children attending their schools. It
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seems like almost every year there is a
struggle or fight over this appropria-
tion. It should not be necessary. Ii
just should not happen each year, but if
the time. does ever come that there is
to be a change in policy, the effective
date should be put far encugh in ad-
vance to let ocur school administrators
plan for a change rather than remain
in a state of uncertainty or perhaps I
should say a state of suspension, wonder-
ing each year whether or not the appro-
pristion will be made in what amount.

Many of the school districts in our con-
gressional district would find it difficult
to carry on without this assistancs. .
Some of our school districts are at the
limit of their bonded indebtedness. Oth-
ers are at the limit of their statutory
levy.

r. Chairman, I have no apology to
any of those who say that the addition
of this money breaks the line of the
President’s . budget limitations. If that
is the charge, it will have to stand.
Those of us who are for the addition of
money for impacied areas will have to be
judged on this and our other actions,
taking into account there have been and
will be ample instances in which true
economies can ke exercised rather than
this reduction which might or could im-
pair the educational attainments of the
children of our military personnel, and
which if not restored would certainly put
many school districts in a financial bind.

It was reassuring to observe that the
results of the teller count revealed those
present on the floor were about 5 to 1
against the amendment to override the
restorative action of the Appropriation
Commiittee. In other words the efforts
to cut back these funds to the previous
budget figure was soundly defeated, by
about 5 to 1. :

Thoese of us who had hoped for g roil-
call vote on this important appropria-
tion bill on the day of its consideration
are disappointed. A unanimous-consent
reguest previously granted provided roll-
call votes on Wednesday May 4, go over
until May 5, out of deference for those
attending the last rites of the Senator
from Michigan.

Mr. Chairman, I am certain when a
record vote is taken the House will over-
whelmingly approve the restoration of
the impacted areas money, and pass this
bill by a large majority.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may be permitted to extend their re-
marks at this point in the REcorp.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
it is s0 ordered.

There was no cbjection.

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Chairman, I have no
further requests for time.

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, I
have no further requests for time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read,

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 14745 i

Be it enacted by the Senale and House
of Representatives of the United Staies of
America in Congress assembled, That the foli-
lowing sums are appropriated, out of any
money in the Treasury not ctherwise appro-
priated, for the Departments of Labor, and
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Health, Education, and Welfare, and re-
lated agencies, for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1967, and for other purposes, namely:

PEFERENTIAL MOTION OFFERED BY MR. LAIRD

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Chairman, I offer a
preferential motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr, Lairp moves that the Commitiee do
now rise and report the bill back to the
House with the recommendation that the
enacting clause be stricken out and that the
bill be referred back tc thée Committee on
Appropriations.

Mr. LAIRD., Mr. Chairman, I offer
this motion in accordance with the addi-
ional views which are contained in the
committee report—I offered 2 similar
motion in the full commitiee—ito ecall
the attention of the House of Reprezent-
atives to the fact that this bill should not
ke considered until all of the other au-
thorizations affecting the Departiment of
Health, HEducation, and Welfare are
ready for funding.

I make this motion to point up the
additional views, which are to be found
on pages 60, 61, and 62 of the report.

Under unanimous consent, Mr. Chair-
man, I will include the text of the addi-
tional views at the conclusion of my
remarks.

Lir. Chairman, we should not allow the
Senate of the United States, through
amendments to this bill, to have com-
plete control over the funding of these
vital programs in the area of higher edu-
cation, elementary and secondary educa~
tion, and the Ofiice of Economie Oppor-
tunity. .

The Appropriations Commitiee walls
for the authorization for the foreign aid
bill. The commitiee walts for the au-
thorization for the space bill, which in-
volves some $5 billion. Why should not
the House of Representatives and the
Appropriations Committee wait, in ac-
cordance with these additional views, for
the $4 billion in authorizations for this
bill to be enacted, and then come forward
with a bill? .

This motion would refer the bill back
to the committee, with a feeling ex-
pressed by the vote that these authoriza-
tions should be completed so that the
House of Representatives could start the
appropriations for these vital programs.

In general debate I pointed ocut the
problem involved with the elementary
and secondary education program as
compared with the NDEA program. It
seems to me it is absolutely vital that this
bill be referred to the committee and
that we wait for these authorizations and
then proceed in a proper faghion in these
important areas of health, education,
-and welfare.

The additional views referred
follow:

ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF THE MINORITY

This bill is just a start on the appropria-
tion requests covering the Federal activities
under the jurisdiction of this sulcommittiee,
We, the minority members of this subcom-
mittee, are unanimous in our conviction that
final action on this kill should be held up by
the House of Representatives.

All appropriations for the Departments of
Labor, Health, Education, and Welfare and
the Office of Economic Opportunity should be
considered at one time. A motion to recomi-
.mit this bill to committee will be offered so

o above
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that the Appropriations Comrmittee will have
an opportunity to exercise its responsibility
of reviewing at one time the entire Labor,
Health, Education, and Welfare Appropria-
tions “package” for fiscal 1967.

The administrative budget portions of this
bill represent at most 75 percent of the total
general revenue appropriations that will
probably be enacted by this session of the
89th Congress. The bill before -us contains
$10,360,250,500 for the year ending June 30,
1967. It does not contaln an additional ap-
propriation of some $4 billion which has been
requested for programs already in cperation
and which will be acted upon by this com-
mittee and this Congress in a forthcoming
supplemental. (See table I below:)

Table

[Amounts in millions]

Budget
Program.: request
Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act $1, 342
Higher Education Facilities Act..__ 722
Grants for public libraries._._.__. 57
Higher education activities (por-
TIONS ) o e 30
Office of Economic Opportunity_... 1,750
Tobtal 3,001

Table I contains five of the larger items
not considered by our subcommittee,

There can be no justification for enacting
an appropriation bill that is so demonstrably
incomplete. R

There can be no justificaiton for proceed-
ing full tilt with “businesg as usual” on the
domestic front In light of the rapidly rising
cost of living, the progressively deepening
economic crisis and the alarmingly rapid
growth of the costs of national security.

Many of the programs contfained in this
bill are designed to help and assist those less-
fortunate members of our society who find
themselves in unfavorable econcmic posi-
tions whether through low or fixed incomes,
pensions or disabilities, or a variety of other

factors that are well known to this commit-

tee and this Congress.

It would be an especislly cruel joke if the
very people these programs are designed to
help are instead further burdened by the in-
creasing costs of inflation—an infation
largely caused by a government imprudent
enough to step on the accelerator instead of
the brake pedal in the apparent hope that
the private sector—the housewife, the
farmer, the wage-earner, the businessman—
will exercise the restraint and responsibility
government refuses to impose on itself,

The hidden naticnal sales tax called infla-
tion that each American is now compelled to
pay did not just happen.

It was caused.

And the signs did not just appear in the
last several weekas.

They have been evident for well over a
year.

In our minority views of & year ago cu the
first supplemental for fiscal year 1566, these
signs were alluded to and the necessity for
making hard choices on domestic programs
in light of increasing national security costs
was strongly emphasized. (See H. Rept. No.
818, 1st sess., 89th Cong.) [Not shoewn in
the Rucorn.]

Since that report was written last August,
the economic situation in this country has
in fact deteriorated:

The wholesale price indsx rose 1.4 percen
during 1965, )

It rose one-tenth of 1 percent each week
in January 1966. ‘

It rose almost two-tenths of 1 percent
each week in February.

President Johnson indicated recently that
the cost of living has been rising at an an-
nual rate of some 51 percent in recent
months.

o
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The balance-of-payments problem contin-
ues to deteriorate.

The value of the dollar continues to de-
cline.

The average wage-earner in this country—
the low- and middle-income citizen—has
watched his real wages dwindle, in many
cases, even in the face of wage increases.

Why?

‘Those covered by social security making
$6,600 or more a year are taxed on the order
of $100 more than they were last year;

raduated withholding rates which go into
effect next week will reduce take-home pay
even more;

An inflationary rate of 3 to b percent will
more than offset the increase in wages which
those laborers who adhere to the President’s
3.2~-percent wage-price guideline will realize;

And the talk of still another across-the-
board tax increase is in the air.

We, the undersigned, flatly oppose any
further increase in hidden or overt taxes at
this time. The lower income groups in cur
society are already too much overburdened.

Prudent Government fiscal policies—for
egample, a reduction in nonessential domes-

tic spending—are a better, more equitable

and far more just method of bringing about
restraint in an overheating economy.

With prospects of an increase—not-a de-
crease—in defense outlays for the foresesable
future, necessity dictates that the Federal
Government face up to the hard choices that
lie ahead.

This administration must face up fo the
need of setting a realistic set of priorities of
nondefense spending programs so that the
Congress, in its wisdom, can reduce dollar
amounts in some instances and defer pro-
graras in other instances in order to bring
inflationary pressures under control. This
cannot be done if this committee and the
Congress consider budget items for these
departments on a piecemeal basis.

Administration spokesmen, Secretary of De~
fense McNamara among them, have indicated
that the war in Vietnam could continue for
several years at the present or an even higher
level. We all hepe this is not so. Buft, if it
proves to be true, the inflationary pressures
we are experiencing today will intensify at a
rapid rate unless adequate measures are
taken now by this administration.

Those adeguate measures do not include
a continuation of *“business as usual” here
at home. - They cannct encompass the steady
expangion of all new, as well as entrenched,
programs without grave risk to our economy.

The fiscal 1967 budget is an expansionary
budget which, if not reevaluated, will feed
the fires of inflation.

All indications are that the 1867 experience
will probably spproximate the experience of
fiscal 1886 where, in the original budget sub~
mission, the financing needs of the increased
activities in Vietnam were not taken into
conzideration.

The imprudence and risk of attempting to
give national security costs second place in
the Federal budgeting process should ke all
too cvident at this time. Reports are be-
coming all too frequent from Committees of
Congress and in the Nation’s press about the
alarmingly diminishing readiness of this
country to meet contingencies cother than
Vietnam should they arise in Burope, Africa,
Asgia, or Latin America,

The Congress of the United States is
charged- with the primary responsibility of
determining how large a Federal budget cur
economy can stand. But this the Congress,
evenn were it willing, cannot do until the
Commander in Chief presents to the Congress
a realistic estimate of what the total national
security costs for fiscal year 1967 will be.

Every Member of Congress is now aware of
what members of this committee cautioned
against last year in their minority report;
namely, that defense needs were drastically-
underestimated and that to give them second
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place iri Federal budgetary considerations has
in fact led to inflationary pressures and an
unhealthy economic climate,

The original fiscal 1966 budget request in
the defense area was underestimated by more
than $15 billion. The defense budget that is
before this Congress for fiscal 1967 is under-
estimated.

The administration sought and was suc-
cessful in obtaining funding for domestic
programs for fiscal 1966 before the true bill
for national security was presented to the
Congress in the form of a supplemental. It
apparently is attempting to repeat that per-
formance for the fiscal 1967 budget.

If the Congress is to discharge its respon-
sibility in this 2d session of the 89th Congress,
it cannot proceed with “business as usual” on
the domestic front at least until it demands
and obtains a realistic assessment from the
executive of what additional appropriations
will be needed for fiscal 1967 in the area of
national security.

Accordingly, we, the undersigned, strongly
urge that the Department of Labor, Health,
Education, and Welfare Appropriation Bill,

--1967, be recommitted to committee until such
time as a realistic assessment of national se-
curity needs is presented to the Congress and
until the additicnal programs for these de-
partments totaling some $4 billion can be re-
viewed in one bill by this committee.

We, the undersigned, comprising all minor-
ity members of the Labor, Health, Education,
and Welfare Appropriations Subcommittee,
unanimously subscribe to these additional
views.

MEeLVIN R. LAIRD,
Member of Congress.
RoBerT H. MICHEL,
Member of Congress.
GARNER E. SHRIVER,
Member of Congress.
Franw T. Bow,
Member of Congress.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Chairman, I
make the point of order that a quornm
is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count.

Seventy-three Members are present,
not a guorum. The Clerk will ecall the
roll.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 84]

Andrews, Fraser Mathias
George W, Frelinghuysen Matthews
Baring Griffin Morse
Beckworth Griffiths Murray
Boiling Hagen, Calif, Nedzi
Bolton Harsha Nix
Brademas Harvey, Ind. O’Hara, Mich.,
Broomfield Harvey, Mich. Powell
Burleson Hays Roberts
Cederberg Holifield Rooney, N.Y.
Clevenger Jacobs Rosenthal
Colmer Jarman Roudebush
Conyers Johnson, Okla. Thomas
Curtis Jones, Mo. Todd
Diggs Kastenmeier Toll
DPowdy Kee ‘Tupper
Fallon Kelly Uttt
Farnum Kornegay Vivian
Feighan Leggett Williams
Ford, Mackie Willis
William D. Mailliard Wilson, Bob

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. TaoMPseN of New Jersey, Chairman
of the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under considera-
tion the bill H.R. 14745, and finding itself
without a quorum, he had directed the
roll to be callied, when 369 Members re-
sponded to their names, a quorum, and
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he submitted herewith the names of the
absentees to be spread upon the Journal.

The Committee resumed its sitting.

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman and
Members of the Committee, I rise in op-
position to the. preferential motion of-
fered by the gentieman from Wisconsin,
to return this bill to the Committee on
Appropriations. It would be a complete
waste of time. It would cost more
money. : )

There is no guarantee from any legis-

lative committee how much further leg- -

islation will be forthecoming. We have
no idea how long we would have to waif
for all the committees to act.

It would be a very unusual procedure
to return a bill to the Committee on Ap-
propriations for the resons stated by the
gentleman from Wisconsin.

A1l T ask at this time is that the Mem-
bers turn down the gentleman’s pro-
posal to return this bill to the Appropri-
ations Committee and that we continue
with consideration of the bill today and
complete action.

The amendment was offered in the

subcommittee and was defeated. The.

amendment was offered in the full com-
mittee and was defeated. I hope it will
be defeated now.

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

Mr, FOGARTY. Iyield to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin. .

Mr. LATRD. I should like to ask the
gentleman from Rhode Island a question.

I am sure the gentleman realizes there
is no intent on my part to jeopardize any
of these programs. I tried to make this
proposal in the subcommitiee, so that
we could wait for the authorizations.

I am sure the gentleman from Rhode
Island will agree with me that the man-
ner in which we handled the Higher Ed-
ucation Act last year, letting the Senate
add all those programs on that side, not
giving any one of the 435 Members of the
House an oppeortunity to exercise any
control over that program, was not a
proper procedure. With only 1 hour of
debate, when it comes back in the form
of a conference report, that is not the
best way to legislate.

Mr. FOGARTY. I say to the gentle-
man, that was an exception last year.
So far as I am concerned it will not hap-
pen this year. If the legislative commit-
tees act soon, the Appropriations Com-
mittee will act immediately and report
back to the House, rather than let it go
to the Senate. That is what will happen
if I have anything to say about it.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the preferential motion offered by the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Lazrp].

Mr. LATRD. Mr, Chairman, I demand
tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. FOGARTY
and Mr. LAIRD.

The Committee divided, and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 99, noes
130.

So the preferential motion was re-
jected. )

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read.
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. Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, I ask:
unanimous consent that the bill be con-
sidered as read and open for amendment
at any point.

The CHEAIRMAN., Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Rhode Island?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LAIRD

Mr. LATRD, Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment. ’

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Lamp: On
page 17, line 186, strike out “$416,200,000” and
insert in lieu thereof *“$180,400,000".

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Chairman, this is
the first amendment that appears in the
bill. It has to do with the largest in-
crease over and above the Presideni’s
budget request, which was included by
the full Committee on Appropriations of
the House of Representatives.

Mr. Chairman, the full funding for the
impacted aid program was not included
by our subcommittee. However, when
the bill came before the full Committee
on Appropriations these funds were
added to this bill.

Now, Mr. Chairman, in the 1966 sup-
plemental request, which goes to confer-
ence tomorrow, I happen to be one of the
conferees, the full funding for the im-
pacted aid program has been included—
this full funding—for 1966 to the exient
of some $41 million over and above the
President’s budget. This was included
on a motion which I made to that sup-
plemental request, and I put that money
in the supplemental bill, because in the
school year of 1965-66 these schools are
already operating on a budget and were
assured by the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare and were as-
sured by the Congress and assured by the
President that in the school year of 1965~
66 they would receive 100 percent of en-
titlement. Because that contract was
made with the Federal Government, I
felt it was only just and fair to include
the full funding for the 19265-66 school
year.

Now the question is somewhat different
here for 1967. I support the President
as far as 1967 is concerned and I hope
this House of Representatives will sup-
port the President of the United States
on this item. Why? This impacted aid
program needs to be gone over very care-
fully and thoroughly by a commitiee of
this Congress. One-third of the money
that is being wused in this program is
going in areas that do not deserve addi-
tional aid as far as schools are concerned.

Let me give you an example of the
county in which I live while I am attend-~
ing the sessions of the Congress. Let me
tell you about my next-door neighbor
who happens to be a dentist. He works
in the District of Columbia. He pays the
same real estate and income taxes as my
other next-door neighbor as far as the
State of Maryland is eoncerned. He pays
the same income taxes and real property
taxes. My next-door neighbor happens
to work for the Federal Government—
on the other side: Because he works for
the Federal Government, a supplement is
paid to the schools for his children. Yet
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he pays the same real estate tax, and the
same income tax.

The major portion of this money is go-
ing into these particular types of areas.
I think all of us would agree if there is a
Federal problem involved—if there is no
income tax being paid and if there is no
personal property tax and no real prop-
erty tax being paid, a legitimate case can
be made for this supplemental aid. But
I believe we should respect the request of
the President of the United States that
this program be looked into as far as the
school years 1966 and 1967 are concerned.

We hear a lot of talk about how the
Congress is running roughshod over the
President of the United States. The
chairman of the full Committee on Ap-
propriations had a prepared statement
which he released after the committee
marked up this bill. It made headlines
in my loecal paper—that the chairman of
the Committee on Appropriations had
said that the Congress was on a wild
spending spree and that somehow or
other we had to bring Congress under
centrol because they were forcing a tax
increase. I am putting that statement in
the Recorp at this point because I think
that was sound advice, from the chair-
man of the full Committee on Appro-
priations that day. But the advice that
he gave on that day is just as good advice
today as it was on Thursday in his press
conference. The advice which was given
on that day is just as good today.

The statement follows:

CONGRESSIONAL ACTIONS ON THE PRESIDENT'S
1967 BUDGET
(Statement of GEORGE MaHON, of Texas,
Apr. 28, 1966)

I deeply regret it was not possible to hold
the line on the President’s overall budget
reguests in the Labor-HEW appropriation
bill reported to the House today. Of course,
it is sometimes necessary to exceed indi-
vidual budget estimates but generally the
bills are below the overall budget total.

In fact, in terms of ultimate expenditure
effect on the Treasury, the increases made
in the bill today will not be as great as
appear on the face of it. The increase of
$155.8 million for defense education direct
loans to students was added only because
of advice that the Committee on Education
and Labor does not plan to report the ad-
ministration bill that would have converted
this loan program to a basis of Federal guar-
antee of privately financed loans. The risks
of the Government would be similar under
both methods but, of course, under the di-
rect financing method, the initial appropria-
tion for the loans shows as an increase.

Nevertheless, overall, the bill as reported
is $490 million above the President’s budget
requests. -

The guestion of a tax increaze is a touch
and go matter. When Congress overrides a
budget which in total, in my opinion, is al-
ready probably too high—certainly high
enough—we are indirectly voting for a tax
increase; certainly at a time when the value
of the people’s dollar is threatened by in-
flationary pressures, we are inviting a tax in-
crease. 'Thus, I think it is important that
all of us—in and out of Congress—directly
link these excesses above the President’s
budget with the question of a tax increase.

In making his budget the President mani-
fested his concern on this score by trying to
balance his requests with some prudence.
He did not request full appropriation au.
thorized by the Congress last year for some
of the so-called Great Society programs.
Something approaching $2.5 billion more
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would have been needed to come up to the
full authorizations for fiscal 1967.

I believe it to be only simple prudence,
in the overall best interests of the people
and the buying power of their dollars, that
the Congress make a greater effort to restrain
its ebullient tendencies which already have
resulted in the House—in bills other than
those from the Committee on Appropria-

tiongs—breaching the President’s budget for -

fiscal 1967 by upwards of $600 million with
indications that the total may go even
higher. This, to me, is an ominous sign
that should cause all Members of Congress
to stop, look, and listen.

We ought to resist the urge to add and
add to the urge to resist increases. We
ought to take a harder line and a firmer
position on spending in order to help dampen
the flames of infiation and lessen the need
for a tax Increase. Inflation can do far
greater damage to the people’s welfare than
any of these enlarged programs could pos-
sibly do in the way of good.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

(Mr. LAIRD asked and was given per-
mission to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. LAIRD. We could go-on offering
these amendments one after the other.
But we are not going to hold the minor-
ity—I realize we are outvoted 2 to 1—
we are not gecing to hold everybody
up here all afterncon on a long. series
of amendments. But if we do well on
this one and we evidently have the sup-
port of the President of the United
States on this amendment—although
none of the White House aids are down
here working very hard on it here to-
day—I have not seen many of them in
the . corridors. They have been more
concerned about adding to the Teachers
Corps than reducing the add-ons. But
if we do well on this, we will certainly
continue. We are not irying to hold
anybody up here this afternoon, but this
is $232 million that is involved. Let us
see what kind of suppotrt we have for this
kind of study. The President of the
United States has asked for that study.
Let us see what happens to this which
1 think is a legitimate request. I have
supported the President of the United
States and I think he is right. I sup-
ported President Eisenhower when I
thought he was right, and when I
thought he was wrong I disagreed with
him. In this particular case, I think the
President of the United States deserves
support for this reduction of $232 million.

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

(Mr. JOELSON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, I take
this time to comment on the statement
of our friend from Wisconsin that he is
not going to offer a series of amend-
ments.

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

Mr. JOELSON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin.

Mr. LAIRD. We will have amend-
ment after amendment if we are suc-
cessful on this. On the other hand, if
we find we are just running into a stone-
wall on this proposition fto hold the
President’s budget I do not think the
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gentleman from New Jersey would want
us to just continue offering futile
amendments. In fact, in the commit-
tee I offered some 30 amendments in
working out this bill. I believe the gen
tieman from New Jersey understands
that thoroughly. This amendment hap-
pens to be the biggest add-on over the
President’s budgset, and I just wanted to
give the gentleman from New Jersey an
opportunity to support the President of
the United States.

Mr. JOELSON. During the debate of
the gentleman from Wisconsin, I heard
talk about “fiscal insanity’” on the part
of the Democrats. The gentleman from
Chio [Mr. Bow]1 was more merciful. He
merely charged us with fiscal irrespon-
sibility, and for that we are very grate-
ful. But I am concerned about the
blunderbuss 5-percent-cut approach.
The reason I suggest that there is not a
long series of amendments being of-
fered

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

Mr. JOELSON. I cannot yield fur-
ther. I have only 5 minutes. If I have
time when I am through, I will yield.

The reason those amendments are not
being offered is that we are dealing with
some very, very popular programs. So
instead an approach is made, “Well, let’s
just cut out 5 percent and let the Execu-
tive decide.” That proposal comes from
the Republican Party, which has been
bewailing and bemoaning the fact for
vears that the Executive is encroaching
upon the Legislature. Vet they come be-
fore us ftoday, as they have in the past
weeks, and say, “Let us not exercise our
responsibility; let us abdicate it to the
Executive. Let the Executive decide how
it will spend the money.”

If that is good, sound Republican gos-
pel, I think there has been a great change
and shift in the party’s point of view.

I should also like to comment on the
fact that when we had the Department
of Agriculture appropriation bill before
the House only a few weeks ago there
was no attempt made by the Republi-
can leadership to cut 5 percent across
the board, and I cannot help but wonder
aloud if that was not due to the fact
that many of our Republican colleagues
have districts that are agricultural in
nature.

Only yesterday we authorized $5 bil-
lion for the space program, and yet we
talk about fiscal responsibility today.

I think my credentials in this respect
are fairly good, because I was one of 10
who voted against it yesterday, just as
I was one of the 6 who voted against
wholesale removal of excise taxes.

So I think what we have had today
has been oratorical irresponsibility and
political exigency, and I hope we get back
to legislative maturity.

If the gentleman from Wisconsin
wishes me to yield to him at this time,
I shall be happy to do so.

Mr. LAIRD. Is the gentleman ad-
dressing his statement to me? .

Mr. JOELSON. I thought the gentle-
man desired me to yield to him.

Mr. LAIRD. Earlier in your discus-
sion, when you were talking about the
amendments, I was going to give you an
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outline of the various amendments. I
think the gentleman should understand
what we are doing here. This is the
largest of the add-ons. This was nob

added on in the subcommittee. I am a

member of the subcommitiee, and our

subcommittee by ouvh this bill to the full
( this

committee without $232 million
add-omn.

Mr. JOELSON. I 1id ask the gen-
tleman what, in relation to the proposed
5-percent across-the-board cut, he would
want and expect the Executive {o do?

Mr. LAIRD. I think the gentleman
from Ohio will be offering an amend-
ment relating to that subject. I will de-
bate that amendment ab the time it is
offered. I do not bslisve you should
confuse the 5-~percent amendment with
this impacted 2id program in which the
President has asked for ceriain reduc-
tions. 'The President of the United
States has asked for those reductions.

Mr. JOELSOMN. I thank the gentle-
man. I yield back the remainder of my
time.

Mr. HUOT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition of the amendment to cut
. $232,800,000 from the Health, Education,
and Welfare appropriation bill for aid
to federally impacted school districts.

I believe that the proposed cutback in
this field would seriously hamper the
education of thousands of youngsters
throughout the country.

The First District of New Haimpshire,
which I represent, would lose over $1
million if the cutback is made effective.
We have, in my district, many com-
munities dependent upon this aid to
educate those students whose parents
are employed at nearby Federal instal-
lations or whose parents are members of
the Armed Forces assigned to New
Hampshire bases.

Nearly all of the mere than $2 mil-
lion allocated to New Hampshire in fiscal
year 1967 will aid school districts and
students in my district. Although $2
million is but 2 small figure when com-
pared to $416,200,000 asked for by the
Appropriations Comrnittee, it is a gres
amount for the small cities and towns in
MNew Hampshire. 3 .

The city of Portsmouth, which encom-
passes both the famed Portsmouth
Naval Shipyard and the Strategic Ailr
Command at Pease Alr Force Base, has a
pap wation of only 28,000, This partic-
ular area receives over $1 million each
year under the impacted aid program.
Because of this ald, the city of Poris-
mouth was sable to contruct a new
modern and completely equipped senior
high school to accommodate the great
influx of students from both military
establishments—the results of which
benezfit all the students in the area.

This same situation also exists in
many other communities in the New
Hampshire seacoast region. A serious
cutback in Federal impacted aid to edu~
cation funds would leave these local
cornmunities “holding the bag” and the
only recourse would be to raise the al-
ready increasing taxes on property.

The TFederal impacted aid program
has been a big success, not only in my dis=-
trict, but throughout the country. When
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such & program is going so well and ac-
cepted as a positive move to better educa-
tion, it seems ill advised to reduce or
stop it.

Mr. Chairman, T cannot urge this legis=
lative body too much to defeat the
committee’s amendment and restore
these funds. In the long run, it wil
beneiit the complets system of education
and subsequently the country as a whoele.

The CHAIRMAN. Dces the gentle-
mean from Rhode Isiand seek recognition?

Wy, FOGARTY, Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that debate on the
amendment of the gentleman from Wis-
consin and all amendments thereto close
in 20 minutes, the last 5 minutes being
reserved for the chairman of the com-
mitiee.

The CHAIRMAN., Is there ohjection
to the reguest of the gentleman from
Rhode Island?

Myr. BOW. Mr, Chairman, reserving
the right to object, a parliamentary in-
quiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it. ‘

Mr. BOW. Mr, Chairman, I have an
amendment to this section of the bill
which I expect to offer in case the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Wisconsin
fails. Under this request of limitation,
will I be precluded from offering the
amendment?

The CHAIRMAN.
stends the unanimous-consent request
is limited to this amendment.

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Chairman, I would
have no objection to the 20-minute time
limitation, but I believe the gquestions
should be divided. .

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, I see
just four Members on their feet. ‘

Mr. LAITRD. I would have no objec
tion to the 20-minute time limit, but the
other request is out of order.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman Irom
Rhode Island?

Mr., LAIRD. Mr. Chairman, what is
the unanimous-consent request?

The CHAIRMAMN. That debsie be
Iimited Uo 206 minutes, the last 5 minutes
being reserved to the committes.

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Chairman, I object
to that, be%«um that is not a legmmate
unanimous-consent reguest.

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that debate on this
amendment be limited to 20 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
o the Lquest of the gentleman from
Rhode Island?

There was no objecticn.

The CHAIRMAMN. The Chalr recog-
nizes the genfleman from Texas [Mr.
Marown].

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairmsn, I
thought that each Member would have
more- than 2Y% minutes, because the.
gentleman from Rhode Island had said
only four Members were standing, I§
seems hardly possible to adequately dis-
cuss this matier in only 2% minutes,
but I shall say a word and renew my
statement at a later time,

I think we must have an impacted aid
program for schools. I do not think the
present program is fully satisfactory.

The Chalr under---
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I thick it should be revised. I think now,
as I thought in the committee, that we
ought to postpone appropriating action
on this program until the legislative com-
mittee acts on the matter.

If the House votes for this amendment,
and the legislative committee perfects the
basic legislation, perhaps we will get an
impacted 2id program that is much im-
proved. This is my general fecling on it.

I hope the amendment will be sup-

ported, not because I am against the im-
p‘a,cted ald program, but because I am
firmly opposed to the inequities of the
present program, on which everyone in
this House, as far as I know, agrees.

With respect to Government spend-
ing generally, I think that we must be
more cost conscious. We must not, in
the House, ask the question: Does the
program cost money? And, if it does,
then embrace it.

I think we need to try to hold the line
in spending. I would like to think that
the people want to hold the line. I was
surprised that, in the Appropriations
Committee, certain amendments to the
pending bill were not adopted to hold
the line in areas which are not as po-
litically important as impacted aid.

Certainly, the President’s budget,
mosth cases, is high enough.

I speak in a very ponpsrtisan way.
But T speak as an American, I speak asa
citizen, I speak as a man who represents
a district, as a man who believes this
country is going too far too fast in some
Federal programs, spending too much
money, and tending to sometimes over-
look the war in Vietnam,

Are we giving the war in Vietnam the
high priority that it really should have?
Are we unmindful of the fact that it
will cost many billions which have not yet
been requested? This iz an appropriate
time to ponder these grave questions.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentieman from Iilingis [Mr.
Mricarnl,

(Mr., MICHEL auked and was given
permission o revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr, MICHEL. Mr. Chalrman, as
Members of this House know, I have been
opposed to Federal aid in the education
field, particularly at the primary and
secondary level, but one program which
I supported in the first instance has been
aid to federally ixnpacted areas, at a time
when there was no school district what-
ever in my district which gquglified for
that ald. I believed there was a legiti-
mate nesd under the originally con-
ceived proposition of payments in lieu
of taxes to those heavily impacted areas
where there were defense installations.

As I have seen this program grow
through the years, and particularly what
has happened in the area surrounding
Washington, D.C., which gets praciically
one-third of the total sppropriation,
simply because people work for the Fed-
eral Government, I am inclined to agres
with the President that this program

seds drastic revision. Therefore, I sup~
ported the budget figure in commitiee
and support this amendment whole-
heartedly. I believe it is 2 good amend-
ment, offered in good faith.

in
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I shall be glad to yield any remsaining
time to the chairman of my committee,
if he wishes additional time to make a
point or two. If not, I yield back the
remainder of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-~
nizes the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
ABBITTI.

(Mr. ABBITT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) )

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

I do not believe anyone would accuse
me of being spendthrift, so far as my
record in the Congress is concerned, but
ever since I have been here I have sup-

"ported the theory of payments to im-
pacted areas. I feel this is a debt and
an obligation of the Federal Govern-
ment. The impacted areas are caused
by Government installations. That con-
dition is brought on by the Government.
I feel it is up to the Federal Government
to live up to its obligations and duties.

This is an important matter. I agree
with our chairman. We should hold the
line. I believe my record shows that. I
am in favor of holding the line on a lot
of these giveaway, spendthrift, welfare
programs. However, when it comes to
meeting the Government cbligation in
these impacted areas in eduecating our
children, that is a different matter.

I hasten to say that I am not an ad-

. vocate of Federal aid to education gen-
erally, but with respect to vocational
education and impacted areas I believe
this is highly important, and I hope the
amendment will be defeated. The place
to cut expenditures is on these giveaway
welfare programs, both domestic and
foreign.

The budget abounds with new spend-
ing proposals and increases in some older
ones in the field of welfare. The budget
can be cut and should bhe, but the place
to reduce expenditures is in areas where
the Federal Government has not as-
sumed a responsibility or where the value
of the programs is in question. No one
can question the obligation of the Fed-~
eral Government when it has enlarged
the demands on a local school! system
through the influx of additional students.
I have always supported this principle
and feel that the Federal Government
should not renege on its responsibility.

By the same toker, the vocational edu-
cation program has been tried and tested
for years. It is known to people all over
the country for its valuable contribution
to the training of our young people—in
areas of agricultural educaticn, indus-
trial arts, distributive education, and
other fields. Many young people still
are unable to go to college and the value
of this program is that it trains them in
skills which they can use as soon as they
leave school. These skills are among

those most needed in our national econ-.

omy, and unless this program is con-
tinued to keep pace with the growing
needs, & serious deficiency will exist in
our education program.

It has been demonstrated that the veeca-
tional education program is well rum.
The Federal Government, in cooperation
with the State and local school systems,
has exercised no unwanted degree of
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Federal control or interference. For this
reason, I believe it is in the best interest
of the Nation, and the children of the
Nation, that this program be preserved.

I urge that the House approve the
committee’s recommendations in these
two instances.

Mr. DOWNING. Mr., Chairman,
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ABBITT. I yield to my colleague
from Virginia.

Mr. DOWNING. I rise in opposition
to the amendment. My colleague the
gentleman from Virginia, PorTER HARDY,
and I represent
which are heavily impacted with govern-
mental installations and military com-
mands.

There may he, as some have alleged
here today, areas in this country which
receive impacted aid money when they
are not entitled to it. I assure you Mr.
Chairman that such is not the case in
the Tidewater area of Virginia. The
moeney which these districts receive is
desperately needed if good eduecation is
to be available for an expanding popu-
lation, the greater portion of which is
federally connected. school budgets in
the Tidewater districts, as well as others
throughout the country, have already
been prepared and if this expected prom-
ised aid is not received, education in
this country will suffer a severe and
unnecessary setback. I urge my col-
leagues to vote against this proposed
crippling amendment.

Mr. HARDY. Will the gentleman
yield to me?

Mr. DOWNING. I yield.

Mr. HARDY. Let me commend the
gentleman for his remarks. I join him
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this is one of the most
equitable and meritorious programs of
Federal financial assistance. It is fully
justified by the facts and nearly every
Member of this body has heard me ex-
press this position in times past.

Mr. Chairman we should soundly de-
feat this amendment.

Mr. POFF., Mr. Chairman, I share the
sentiments expressed by my Virginia col-
leagues. This is a Federal responsibility.
Uncle Sam has imposed upon the itax-
payers of local communities where Fed-
eral installations are located a critical
burden. Children of employees of such
installations are students in local schools.
Yet, Uncle Sam pays no local real estate
taxes or other local taxes for local school
support, and when the Federal employees
live on the Federal installation, they pay
no local taxes for support of local schools.

Moneys paid by Uncle Sam to local
school districts are simply payments in
lieu of taxes. To the extent that Uncle
Sam is benefiting from local schooils
Uncle Sam should be willing to pay.

(Mr. DOWNING asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

(By unanimous consent, Mr. ABBITT
yielded his remaining time to Mr.
FOGARTY) .

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. Larrp].

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Chairman, I believe
I made the points needed on this amend-
ment earlier today.

will

districts in Virginia .
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I should like to yield at this time to
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
GERALD R. FORD].

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I wish to ecompliment the distin~
guished chairman of the Commiftee on
Appropriations, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Maxzowl, for the views which
he expressed on the floor a few moments
ago.

I also wish to compliment the gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr. Lampl, the
ranking mingcrity member of the sub-
committee, for offering the amendment.

As the gentleman from Texas said,
this effort to modify and to bring up to
date the impact aid legislation has been
a bipartisan effort so far as the White
House is concerned. Former President
Eisenhower urged certain changes in
the legislation. Former President Ken-
nedy did the same. President Johnson,
both in his legislative recommendations
and in his apprepriation requests, has
sought to bring about a change in the
law so that there will be adequate sup-
port for those schools outside the Wash-
ington area which would qualify in a
bona fide and legitimate way under the
original intent of the law.

I believe it is recognized by the var-
ios administrations, both Democrat
and Republican, and by Members of the
House on both sides of the aisle, that the
law today has given too much money in
tooc many instances to some areas which
for all intents and purposes do not qual~
ify if we go back to the original intent
of the law.

I support the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Wisconsin., I be-
lieve we ought to cut back the appro-
priation in order to bring about those
necessary amendments in the basic law, -
50 that we can all support the legislation
in a modified and up-to-date way.

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Chairman, we had a
commitment for the fiscal year 1965
which covers the school year that is just
closing. We have no similar commit-
ment for the school year 1966-67. The
way to-get a proper revision of this pro-
gram is toc adopt this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin has ex-
pired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. FLynT] for 2% min-
utes.

(Mr, PLYNT asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FLYNT., Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
Lairp]. I hope the amendment will ke
soundly defeated.

I support the action of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations in restoring the
funds which the Bureaiu of the Budget
proposed to delete and which the pend-
ing amendment would reduce. I feel
that these funds should be restored if
we are to keep faith and keep good faith
with the school boards in school districts
throughout the United States whieh have
already prepared their budgets and have
begun to make their financial arrange-
ments for the operation of schools dur-
ing the school year 1966-67, in anticipa-
ton of this program being continued.
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The funds which will be provided in
this appropriation bill if the Laird
amendment is defeated will be utilized to
aid materially in the funding of the
school operations for the school year
1968-67 in every district which is af-
fected by Public Law 874. ‘

It would be bad faith to withdraw
these funds at this time. This program
is sound and it has been tested and
proved to be satisfactory for more than
15 years. It must be funded for the fis-
cgzl year 1967. )

I am glad to yield to my colizague from
Georgla.

Mr. STEPHENS. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding to me at this time., I
want to compliment you on your posi-
tion. I support you and the members of
the commitiee. I would like {0 see this
amendment defeated. }

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

Mr, FLYNT. ¥ am glad o yield to the
gentieman from Washington.

Mr. HICES. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to commend the gentleman from
Georgie and associate myself with his
remarks.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
from Georgia for yielding to me. I wish
to say that I am in full accord with his
cogent and eloguently expressed remarks,
and that I join with him in urging the
defeat of this amendment from across
the aisle. I commend him and desire to
asseciate myself with his remarks.

Let me illuminate the difficulties, Mr.
Chairman, with examples of what the
vroposed reduction in Public Law 374
support would mean to school districts
in the Sixth Congressional District of
Washington, which I am privileged to
represent in Congress. Nole that I ssid
“would mean,” not “could mean.” It
would happen automatically, because the
874 reduction would come long after
scheol disirict budgets have been drawn
up—+the time for budgeting is set by State
law-—s0 that all other sources of revenue
for the 1966-67 academic year are fixed
and there would be no way for a district
to adjust except by cutting stafi and
salaries.

Clover Park School District absorbs

a great many children of people assigned -

to Fort Lewis, McChord Alr Force Base,
and Madigan Army Hospital. Its enroll-
ment has more than quadrupled in the
past 15 years. - Of its 13,500 pupils, 61.29
vercent are “impact” youngsters. Be-
cause of the presence of nontaxpaying
Federal installations within the bound-
aries of the school distriet, Clover Park’s
valuation per pupil is $3,426, compared
with the Washington State average of
$6,119. Clover Park must compete in
stafl salaries with a district near the top
of the statewide list in per-pupil valua-
tion; to really compete, it would be neces-
sary for Clover Park to vote 314 times the
extra millage levied in the other districy,
if 874 funds were o be cut as proposed.

On a very specific basis, the proposed
874 reduction would mean that this
school district would have to fire 40
teachers. And this in a district which
needs more teachers than most, because
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the impact pupils bring extra problems.
Because of the movement of military per-
sonnel, the district can count on a pupil
turnover of 25 percent per year. In the
1864-65 school year, 5,998 pupils at~
tended district schools less than the full
term, and 2,939 left and a like number re-
placed them. This, remember, is In a
school district whose total enrollment is
13,5400,

Added to this is the fact that such
heavily impacted areas can be educa-
tionally depressed aress; the culprit is
not poverty, as in most cases, but tran-
sience—and, in this case, linguistic diffi-
culbies because of an abnormally large
percentage of non-English-speaking pu-
pils in the lower grades. .

As ancther eéxample let me cite the
school district that serves most of the
second largest ¢ity in the congressional
district which I vepresent. ‘That is
Bremerton, a real “Navy town.” It is
the home of Puget Sound Naval Ship-
yard, and conseguently of nearly 10,060
civil service breadwinners employed in
the shipyard—and of a fAuctuating num-
ber of the Navy officer and enlisted fami-
les,

This condition brings about a situa-
tion similar to that of Clover Park dis-
trict, as I outlined a moment ago. OfF
the pupils enrolled in this district, 59.4
percent are impach pupils during the
current school wyear. I will not go
through Bremerton’s problems item by
item, for they are identical in form and
scepe to Clover Park’s. Let me just say
that the proposed reduction in Public
Law 874 is equivalent, in Bremerton, to
more than the budgeted capital outlay,
or cne-half of the maintenance budget,
or almost as much as the administra-
tive budget, or g little more than budg-
eted for transportation snd health serv-
ices. These can hardly be wiped out, or
halved as the case may be. What it
more likely would mean is the loss of 16
teachers.

What it most certainly would mean, no
matter how the problem were solved,
would be that Bremerton could no longer
maintain an educational program to ab-
tract good teachers, nor train students
to coinpete in the rapidly changing areas
in educsation, business, or industry.

In short, Bremerton could not offer
an adequate education for the children
there, so many of whom are sons and
daughters of military personnel who
would, I should think, receive at least
equal consideration with other Ameri-
cans in this time of crisis when so much
is demanded of military people.

Just to the south of Bremerton, and

_serving the sgme military instaliation, is

South Kitsap School Distriect. The re-
duction would cost this smaller school
district eight teachers, $15,000 worth of
books, $5,000 worth  of
equipment, and some operational staff.
This, Mr. Chairman, is the cost of 1
year without 874 funds in these 3 dis-
tricts, and they are not dissimilar to
many other school districts in the con-

gressional district which I am proud to
represent, nor to other districts from

coast to coast., These three school dis-
tricts, it might be noted, already are op-
erating on special mill levies which must

instructional
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be voted upon year after year merely for
operational purposes. To this already
precarious method of financing basic ed-
ucation the additional mill levies which
would be necessary if 874 funds were re~
duced and you get a very gloomy picture
of the education we would be able to offer
our childrven. Let me repeat, Mr. Chalr-
man, that these are children of parents
who already are making substantial sac-
vifices for the country in military serv-
lee—children who In many cases already
are educationally disadvantaged by rea-
son of freguent moves and freguent
changes in eduecational exposure because
of those moves. .

I most earnestly hope that my col-
leagues will not put these and so many
other children like them at a further dis-
advantage, and will vote to reject this
amendment from the other side of the
aisle.

(Mr. HICKS asked and was given per-
mission fo revise and extend his re-
marks.) ‘

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

Mr. PLYNT. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. MILLER. I, tco, want to join the
gentleman and thank him for the state-
ments he is making. I support the posi-
tion he has taken.

The CHATRMAN, The Chair recog-
nizes the geantleman from Florida [Mr.~
Grurney] for 2% minutes.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to rise in opposition to this
amendment, also. PRasically I agree
with the contention of my colleague who
offered this amendment, that the im-
pacted sid program needs drastic revi-
sion. However, it is also true that there
are some districts—and, of course, the
one I represent in Florida, which in-
cludes Cape Kennedy—which do have
compelling and legitimate arguments in
favor of this program. Presently there.
are over 51 percent of the students in
this county school system in Brevard

“County that are federally econnected.

To cut this bill as propoesed by the admin-
istration, in this particular county would
reduce their participation by something
like 60 percent and actually create chaos
in the school system. This program
could stand revision, but a revision that
is approached on the shotgun basis pro-
posed here that would vitally hurt the
school districts in the couniry that are
legitimately receiving the gid, I do no}
think is the proper way to do it.

I urge the Fouse to vote down this
amendment to cut impacted area school
funds.

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

Mr., GURNEY. Yes.
vield {5 the gentleman.

Mr., COLLIER. Is it not true, how-
ever, that while budgets in some school
areas were set up on the basis of recsiv-
ing impacted area funds, as a result of
the Primary and Secondary School Act
many of these areas are receiving funds
through this other program in excess of
what they were receiving as impacted
area funds that they did not anticipate
in their budget? And, therefore, in
many instances such funds are actually

I am glad to
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replacing funds which heretofore were
sent into those school districts as im-
pacted area districts.

Mr. GURNEY. In answer to the gen-
tleman’s question I would say this, that
I am not expertly knowledgeable in this
subject sufficiently to answer for other
gchool districts. But I can tell the gen-
tleman that in the case of my own dis-
trict this is not so. As a matter of fact,
under the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act as a result of the abys~
mally poor formula that we passed in
© this House of Representatives last year,
the school districts in Florida that are
doing the most to generate most school

. funds, which includes the school districts

in my own congressional district, receive
the least back. So, indeed, these new
Federal funds are not replacing impacted
aid funds in the district which it is my
privilege to represent.

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman

from Washington [Mr. MEeEpsl for 25 -

minutes.

(Mr. MEEDS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chsairman, I be-
lieve the step that we will be taking by
cutting in this portion of the budget
would be a very serious step.

Mr. Chairman, X agree with the chair-
man of the commitiee, that there are
some inegquities in this program. I do
not believe anyone denies that.

However, I am getting tired of hearing
talk about Montgomery, Fairfax, and
Arlington Counties being mentioned as
examples of impacted aid programs
across this Nation.

Mr. Chairman, under the formula pro-
posed by the administration; that is, by
the cuiters, permit me to give to the
Members of the Commitiee an example
of what would happen. The percent-
age of cut to Montgomery County would
be less than it would be to areas like the
China Lake Elementary School Dis-
trict——— ) .

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield at that point?

Mr. MEEDS. I have no time to yield
to the gentleman. I have other points
to make.

Mr. LAIRD. The gentleman is com-
pletely wrong.

Mr. MEEDS. It would be less than it
would be to the China Lake Eiementary

chool District, which distriet is located
in a naval test ordnance area, and every
student is certainly connected, every one
of them, with the Federal activity, and
as g result thereof the entire tax base is
removed from that community.

The State of California is paying, over
and above what the Federal Government
is paying, for the education of those
students.

Mr. Chairman, there is example after
example across this Nation. I have sev-
eral of them in my congressional dis-
trict where we in the State of Washing-
ton are paying considerably more than
" it is costing to educate those children,
paying it from State revenues, because
the impacted area funds which we re-
ceive do not represent as much as the
tax base removal.
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While I agree that there are inequities
contained in this program, we cannot
take a meat-ax approach to the prob-
lemt. This type of amendment is crucial
to our people.

Mr. Chairman, we hear about the war
in Vietnam. At one air base in Wash-
ington we are receiving more impacted
students as a result of the war in Viet-
nam. We have 450 new students this
year because of the war in Vietnam. And,
we are expecting to educate those chil-
dren with the 75 percent cut which is
being advocated by these people who are
saying “cut these funds out of heére.”

i mean, as a member of the

8o, Mr. Che
Commitize on Education and Labor, a
committes that is working on this now
and is studying this subject now. I can
=ay to the Members of the Committee
that we are finding some inequities, but
this meat-ax cut approach is not the
way to cure them.

- Mr. Chairman, the way to cure these
inequities iz to straighten out the pro-
gram.

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of sustaining the current level
of Federal assistance to federally im-
pacted school districts. These funds are
vital to many school distriets in South
Dakota.

Under the present makeup of the pro-
gram, South Dakota receives more than
$3.1 million annually in payments to its
local districts. It is only fair that these
districts receive assistance for educating
the children of Federal employees be-
cause these funds represent payments in

lieu of taxes on federally owned land-

which is exempt from local taxation.

In my congressional district, the Doug-
las Independent School Disirict is one
of the finest examples of educational
quality and progress which has been
achieved largely through an excellent
use of Federal aid to districts where most
of the children’s parents live and work
on Federal property. Without the aid,
the Douglas School District would col-
lapse financially.

The superintendent of the Douglas
school system, Mr. Robert R. Spelts, has
spent countless hours planning for the
coming fiscal year as well as document-
ing the actual effect in dollars and cents
that the proposed change would have on
the Douglas school system. This school
district educates the children of parents
who serve at Ellsworth Air Force Base.
The district collects from taxes $57,358
per year and from this program it re-
ceives $1,110,074. This district could

-operate just about 2 days on its tax

money.

The staff of the Education Subcom-
mittee has published a committee print
with™ a statisical table, showing the ef-
fects of reductions on each of the par-
ticipating school districts in each of the
50 States. Even a casual glance at this
report shows conclusively that every
school distriet will be adversely affected
by the proposed cut; some districts might
lose up to 60 percent of their current
funds under the program. '

In South Dakota, for example, the cur-
rent level of assistance of $3.1 million
will be reduced by more than $1 million.

In many cases the school board and the
superintendent of schools have been
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making their plans for the coming year.
In many cases, they have hired their
teachers, they have set up an intensified
effort to try to improve the guality in the
various school districts. Out of the blue
comes this threat to cut off funds which
have already been taken into account
when the programs were prepared, the
teachers hired, and the decision made
to try to upgrade the quality of the
schools.

It is an incredibly difficult situation
which the school board and the school
superintendent should not be reguired
to encounter.

It is imperative that the full appro-
priation be made for fiscal year 1567, and
that no changes be made in this program
for future years.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentieman from Rhode Island
[Mr. Focarty] for 315 minutes.

(Mr. FOGARTY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, I
hope that this amendment will be sound-
ly defeated.

Mr. Chairman, since 1950 when this

Jlaw was first passed, we have had at

least 10 record votes in the House of
Representatives to cut back or to amend
this act. On every single occasion the

_attempts to cut back the program were

soundly defeated by a record vote of the
membership of this House on both sides
of the aisle.

The example given by the gentlieman
from Florida is absolutely correct. In
district after district in this country, you
are going to shut down schools and you
are going to create chaos in the budgeis
of school districts in some 350 congres-
sional districts that are represented in
this impacted area program. This will
be at a time when we are trying mors

than ever before to give kids in our coun- -

try a decent education.

Our Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act was passed last year even
though the programs under Public Law
815 and Public Law 874 were authorized
for another year. We in this House of
Representatives by an overwhelming
vote only last year voted to extend this
act for 2 more years—1867 and 1968.

If we do not put this money in the bill
today as our committee has recom-
mended, we will be breaking our word
and we will be reneging on our promise
to every school district affected by this
legislation. Let us make. no mistake
albout that.

This motion lost in our subcommittee
by a tie vote, but all of the members of
the subcommittee on the democratic side
who listened to all the testimony voted
solidly to put this $232 million in the bill
in the subcommittee but it was voted
down on a tie vote.

We took it up only last Thursday morn-
ing in the full commitiee. We carried it
in the full commiitee by a vote of 30 to
12, I think thet indicates what the
membership of the House of Representa-
tives is thinking at this time. Even now
the Committee on Education and Labor
is considering extending this act. Do
you think they are going to adopt any of
the amendments sent down here by the
President? You know what they are go-

'
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ing to do. In my estimation they are
gging to change it and they are going to
increase the authorization for this pro-
gram. When they report it out, it is go-
ing to carry this House of Representa-
tives by at least 3 or 4 to 1—as 1 hope this
amendment will be defeated. If we do
not defeat it in the House today, then
tomorrow on a rolicall vote I will almost
guarantee that we can defeat this
amendment by at least 3 or 4 to 1 as has
been the past experience since 1950 when
this legislation was put into effect. Who
do we think we are kidding here today?
Are we going to try to legislate on an
appropriation bill by knocking this

" money out? That is what you are trying
to do—you are trying to take away the
responsibilities of the proper legislative
committee of the House and assume it
in connection with an appropriation bill.
Well, you cannot do it and get away with
it. I hope this amendment is soundly
defeated.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the
gentleman has expired. All time bhas
expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. Latrp].

The guestion was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. Lairp) there
were—ayes 25, noes 132.

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BOW

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Bow: On page
17, at the end. of line 18, strike out the period
and insert the following: “: Provided fur-
ther, That this appropriation shall not be
available for payments to any local educa-
tional agency on account of (1) three per
centum of the total number of children in
average dally attendance in cases of children
of parents who reside and work on Federal
property, or (2) six per centum of the toifal
number of children in average daily attend-
ance in cases of children of parents who re-
side or work on Federal property, or (3)
local contribution rates not determined in
accordance with the first two sentences of
section 3(d) of such Act, as amended (20
U.8.C. 288(d)), with respect to the areas
covered thereby.”

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia.
Chairmean, a point of crder.

The CHAIEMAN. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Imsakea
point of order in that this would be legis-
Iztion on an appropriation bill, because it
would change the basic formula which is
contained in the authorizing legislation.
It would add confusion to the distribu-
tion of these funds. In fact, there is
legislation pending before a legislative
committee to do just what the gentleman
seeks to do by his amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
man from Ohio desire to be heard?

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, most of the

Mr.

grgument of the gentleman from Vir--

ginia is not addressed to the point of
order. The things he suggests are cer-
tainly not points of order. I think it is
strictly a limitation upon an appropria-
tion bill, and I believe the amendment is
inorder.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

The CHAIRMAN., The Chair notes
that the three categories which are set
forth in the amendment are merely limi-
tations on an appropriation bill and are
proper in its context. The point of
order is overruled.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, a great
deal has been said here today by Mem-
bers whe feel that this program should
g0 on, but that there are some inequities
in it that ought to be corrected. What
I seek to do in the amendment is to cor-
rect some of those ineguities.

The amendment would not scuttie the
program. It would merely bring the pro-
gram down to where it will be examined.
I am advised that the amendment which
1 am offering is very rauch in line with
the administration’s desire as to how
the new legisiation should be writien.

Under existing law payments are made
on the following basis:

First. Where parents both live and
work on Federal property, payvments ave
made for all federally connected chil-
dren if they constitute 3 percent of total
children in average daily attendance.

Item 1 of the amendment would limit
payments for federslly connected chil-
dren in excess of 3 percent of total chil-
dren in average daily attendance. In
other words, if federally connected chil-
dren constituted less than 3 percent, no
payment would be made. If they con-
stituted 5 percent, then paynmients would
be made only on behalf of 2 percent.

Second. Where parents work on or
live on Federal property—but not both—
payments are now made for all federally
connected children if they constitute 6
percent of total chlidren in average daily
attendance.

Item 2 of the amendment would limit
vayments for federally connected chil-
dren in excess of 6 percent of total chil-
dren in average daily attendance. If
federally connected children constituted
less than 6 percent, no payment would
be made. If they constituted more than
6 percent, then payments would be made
only for those in execess of 6 percent.

This is not a scuttling amendment; it
is & corrective amendment. If is a lim-
itation which would be in operation until
the Committee on Education and Labor
corrects the inequities now existing in the
program. Every day we hear people say
that the Impacted Aid Act is wrong but
we must have it because of impacts. I
agree. I think the purpose of impacted
aid is correct. I think we have got to
take care of federally impacted areas.
But we ought to begin now to correct
the inequities. This is a time when we
can attempi to put some corrective lan-
gusge in the bill in order to give the Com-
nittee on Education and Labor an op-
portunity to bring out a new bill s0 that
we can debate all the ineguities that we
have seen.

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

Mr. BOW. I am glad fo yield to the
distinguished gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Could the
gentleman from Ohio give us an illus-
tration of a base or an installation that
would be affected? As the gentleman
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knows, I supported the amendment of the
gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. BOW. Yes.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I believe that the basic law ought
to be changed, and I believe what he is
doing is right.

Can the gentleman identify an instal-
lation?

Mr. BOW. I cannot take any indi-
vidual installation and explain it to the
gentleman, except to say that in all these

-areas where they go above these amounts

there would be a reduction. It would
eliminate some of those which are not
true impacted areas at this time,

I might say in some of the discussions
we have had here about the insquities
of this aid, the gentleman is here ready
to look after me, as he has done in the
past on these bills, my friend, the gentle-
man from Virginia [Mr. BrRoYHILL].

Let us take taxi drivers at the National
Airport who are working for ATA., They
drive a taxicab outl of the airport. Their
children are federally impacted, simply
because they are driving taxicabs out of
the airport. They do not work for the
Federal Government. The ordinary taxi
driver in the city does not have federally
impacted children. You can go down the
list of those who are not Federal em-
ployees but are federally impacted ; there
are many of them. There are many such
persons we could reach with this amend-
ment and bring this aid into line with
truly impacted situations.

Mr. HAGEN of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOW. Iyield to the gentleman.

Ir. HAGEN of California. Mr.
Chairmapn, is it not true that this amend-
ment would take something away from
every impacted area?

Mr. BOW. ¥Yes. That is right.

Mr. HAGEN of California. I have a
district which has many which are
totally impacted.

Mr. BOW. What percentage of the
attendance are impaected?

Mr. HAGEN of California. Total.

Mr. BOW. One hundred percent?
Then you would get 97 percent. You are
going to object to getting 97 percent?

Mr. HAGEN of California. They have
a problem now. In the Staie of Cali-
fornia they could not operate.

Mr. BOW. Under this, you would still
be able to get 97 instead of the full 100
percent. It is not as drastic as taking
away a2il the money. The point I am
making is that we are trying to correct
some of the more glaring inequities now
existent in the program.

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

I rise in part to pose some gquestions
to the maker of the motion. Certainly we
are revising the basic law, although it
may be parliamentarily correct. I would
hope we could detect precisely what it is
that he is proposing to do. As I under-
stood, we would take the 3 percent and
eliminate that for those districts qualify-
ing.

Mr. BOW. Yes. Those with 3 per-
cent or less would geb nothing.
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Mr. CCRMAN. And for any one over
3 percent, we would deduct the 3 per-
cent?

Mr. BOW. Ves.

Mr. CORMAN. Even in China Lake
3 percent from 100 percent leaves only
97 percent. I take it also this amend-
ment would get us back to the §-percent
requirement for the large school dis-
tricts; is that correct?

Mr. BOW. That is correct.

Mr. CORMAN. It is on that point
that I wish to address myself, because I
would suggest we have been unfair to the
large school distriets in this Nation for
all the time we have had this impacted
program.

We worked for a long time to try to
correct that inequity. In the school dis~

rict in Los Angeles, where we have had

for a number of years about 5 percent
of the students qualifying under the im-
pacted aid program, we have never re-
celved one dime because the formula re~
quired 6 percent.

What that means, is that the people in
Los Angeles have lost approximately $5
million a year that they would have col-
lected if the Federal Government had
not held title to almost all of the defense
installations in that county.

For us to undo on a simple amendment
in an appropriation bill that it tock us
vears to accomplish through the legisla-~
tive committees of this Congress would
be a real disservice to the people in the
large metropolitan areas. We have
waited long and patiently for the House
to eorrect that inequity of the 8-percent
requirement for large districts.

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

Mr. CORMAN. Ves, I yield to my col-
league.

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to join with my colleague in that ocb-
servation. This is a vast and complex
and technical field of support of educa~
tion. The very distinguished Subcom-
mittee on General Education had this
matter under its jurisdiction and study
for several years. We are currently en-
gaging in an exhaustive study of the
effect of thege provisions on individual
school districts.

To run in here now with a quick
amendment of this kind, to do an across-
the-board cutting into these school dis~-
tricts, is like running a patient into the
anteroom for surgery, without prepara-
tion or even diagnosis. In fact, T might
say this amendment would be passed
without anesthesia. .

This whole field of impacted aid is be-
fore our committee right now. Theearly
signs indicate the adjustments we are
contemplating would probably reguire
a lot more money, not a lot less money.

I hope that the gentleman’s point will
be well taken by the House. We have
worked long and hard to get deserving
school districts under this bill. It ill be-
comes a member of the Appropriations
Commitiee now to seek to do away with
long years of preparstion in the author-
izing committee by an amendment at
this time.

Mr., CORMAN. I thank the gentle~
man.
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Mr. HAGEN of California. Mr. Chalr-
man, will the gentleman yield?

MMr. CORMAN. I yield to the gentle~
man from California.

Mr. HAGEN of California. I thank
the gentleman from California for his
remarks and for his reference to China
Lake.

If I correctly understand the Bow
amendments, as a package, they are
what the administration proposed, and

they would cut the scheol budget of &’

very valuable school district abkout 50
percent.

The children involved are children of
high-level scientists, who developed the
Sidewinder missile, et al. They live in
a remote area. I would say the action
proposed would make it impossible to
operate that very valuable naval station,
if the Bow amendment should be
adopted.

Wir. Chairman, all of the amendments
directed at the amount of money appro-
priated to implement the program of im-
pact aid to school districts seek to reduce
that appropriation in violation of the law
establishing the program, Public Law
874.

Seeking to legislate by rider in an ap-
propriation bill or by failure to meet
money requirements established by leg-
islation may not always be. unjustified
but it is certainly unjustified when it
creates insoluble planning and financing
problems for numerous local govern-
ment agencies. This is the case with
these amendments.

All of them would adversely affect sev-
eral districts in the area I have the honor
to represent and in the case of some of
my school districts could result in a total
failure of their programs of topflight
education. One of these is the China
Lake Elementary District. This district
is eoterminous with the naval ordnance
test station which makes no in-lieu-of-
tax payment to the district. As a con-
sequence of a total lack of the normal
property tax base this district is wholly
dependent on a mix of funds from the
Public Law 874 program and increments
of aid from the State of California. The
State program operates on a statewide
formula bagis and a substantial cutback
of Federal funds would not be met out
of the State contribution. Therefore the
result of a cutback in the Federal con-
tribution would be a failure to provide
basic education for the children of some
of the people most valuable to our de-
fense effort. Such a failure could only
result in their abandoning their govern-
ment work with an adverse effect on a
major military research and development
effort.

I strongly urge the defeat of all of
these amendments.

Mr. WHITE of Texas.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CORMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. WHITE of Texas. Is it not true
that the amendment fails to take into
consideration that there is a different
impact on students of those in the ¢ivil
service as compared to military person-
nel? 'The military personnel have avail-
able to them the commissaries and medi-
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cal and denfal care and other things, as
compared to.others who do not have the
same advantages.

Mr. CORMAN. Frankly, ¥ cannot tell
all the mischief that the amendment
would do. I assume it would do what the
gentleman says.

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

Iir. Chajrman, I feel I should point
out that this smendment would amend
the basic authorizing legislation, a mat~
ter now before the general Subcommittee
ont Education.

An identical amendment is before our
subcommittes at the present time.

I will tell the Members what the
amendment would do. If the amend-
ment should be adopted, it would put in-
to" effect a substantial portion of the
total $233 million cut being proposed in
H.R. 13160 now being considered in our
subcommittece,

School districts would get no payment
for federally connected children under .
category A—children whose parents both
reside and work on Federal property—
for the number of those children who
represented 3 percent of the total student
enrollment. - On the category B children,
where either of the parents works on a
military installation or lives on a mili-
tary installation but not both, the ab-
sorption requirement would be twice as
great, 6 pereent.

We also have pending before the gen-
eral Subcommitiee on Education an
amendment which would eliminate the
3-percent eligibility requirement in the
present law. I know Members realize
what that amounts to. If under present
law a school district does not have at
least 3 percent of its enrollment consist-
ing of federally connected children it
gets no Public Law 874 ald. The 3-per-
cent federally connected regquirement
would be completely removed by the
amendment to H.R. 13160 pending in our
subcommittee. .

I say that the subcommitiee cortainly
should have an opportunity to work its
will on all these amendments. To my
way of thinking, the amendment on the
floor is purely legzislation cn an appro-
priation bill. )

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. My.
Chairman, I move to strike the requisite
number of words. -

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this amendment. In fact, I believe the
amendment is worse than the previous
amendment, which was overwhelmingly
defeated. It is worse because it would
cause a greab deal of confusion as to
what each of these school districts would
b2 entitled to.

I made 3 point of order against the
amendment, which was properly over-
ruled, in order to emphasize the fact that
this matter was pending before a proper
legislative committee, as pointed out
by the gentleman from EKentucky, who
preceded me.

This involves & complicated, confus-
ing change in the formula, which should
have extensive consideration and de-
liberation by a proper committee., I
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doubt whether there is any Member on
the floor of the House at this time who
knows what the effect of this particular
amendment would be to the budget next
year in his school districts.

I am opposing this amendment, even
though it actually will hurt my con-
gressional district a lot less than it will
hurt most school districts.

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

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. I yield to
the gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. PERKINS. This amendment will
affect every impacted school district in
the Nation.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia.
will,

Mr. PERKINS. This is the recom-
mendation of the Stanford Research
Committee, and we have called witnesses
in from throughout the country to try
to analyze this amendment. In certain
areas which have military installations it
is going to have a tremendous efiect in
respect to reducing funds. .

. Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. I agree
with the gentleman. It will actually
have g greater effect on the smaller, less
impacted areas. My district has ap-
proximately 50 percent of its school
population as a result of Federal impact.
Therefore, it would not lose a large per-
centage of its impact funds as a result of
this amendment and would possibly he
in a little better position to absorb the ef-
fect of this amendment than many of
the school districts. The Washingion
metropolitan area for quite some time
has been used as a whipping boy on this
legislation. I regret that some of my
colleagues seem to be envious of the
beauty and alleged economic health of
the suburban communities in the metro-
politan area of Washington. They over-
look the fact when they point with envy
to what we receive from this Federal im-
pact legislation that there are thousands
of military people who live in ocur com-
munity. We are glad to have them, be-
cause they are good citizens, but they are
taken off of our local tax rolls and ex-
‘empted from payment of the State in-
come tax and the automobile license tax
and so on by virtue of the Soldiers’ and
Sailors’ Civil Relief Act, which is a Fed-
eral law. We have living in my congres-
sional district-—and I am glad they are
living there—over 100 Members of Con-
gress who are exempt from the payment
of the automobile license tax and the
State income taxes. I do not think they
should be taxed, but still the children of

Indeed it

these colleagues are going to these

schools. 8o we do not receive tremend-
ous tax benefits due to the fact that this
happens to be a Federal area.

Arilington County, for example, has
one-half of its real property taxes lost by
virtue of federally owned property. The
Federal Government owns one-sizxth of
the land area in Arlington County. If
this land were assessed on the same basis
as other real property it would double
the amount of revenue it receives from
real property taxes.

During the past 15 years since the orig-
ina! enactment of Public Laws 815 and
874, the northern Virginia communities
have done their share in taxing them-
selves for the construction of new schools
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calsed by the tremendous growth of the
Federal Government in the Washington
metropolitan area. In- fact, insofar as
school construction is conecerned the
communities have spent approximately
five times as much as the Federal Gov-
ernment in school construction costs
while approximately 50 percent of the
pupils have parents who live or work on
tax-free Federal property.

For example, in Fairfax County, dur-
ing the past 15 years $109 million has
been speunt for new school construction
alone. Fairfax only received $19 mil-
lion of Federal assistance through Public
Law 815 and created a bonded indebted-

ness of $90 million. In Arlington County

the figures are $29 million total construc-
tion costs, $5.5 million Federal funds and
$27 million local bonds. For the city of
Alexandria, $17 million total costs with
$635,000 Federal grants and $16,370
bonds.

As stated above, these figures show
that there has been a tremendous burden
placed upon the communities by virtue of
the growth as well as being the result of
the Federal impact, and the ratio of Fed-
eral assistance is very little.

T wish, therefore, that some of my col-
leagues would quit begrudging the fact
that we have attractive communities
surrounding the metropolitan area of
Washington, or at least stop showing
their envy and enjoy a little more living
in these communities with us while they
are representing their people in Wash-
ington.

I hope this amendment is defeated.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count. Eighty-three Members are pres-
ent, not a quoruma. The Clerk will call
the roll.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 85]

Andrews, Fraser Murray
George W. Frelinghuysen.  Nedzi
Baring Griffin Nix
Beckworth Griffiths O'Hara, Mich.
Bolling Harvey, Ind. Powell
Bolton Harvey, Mich. Roberts
Broomfield Hays Rooney, N.Y,
Burleson Jacobs Rosenthal
Cederberg Jarman Roudebush
Clevenger Johnson, Okla. Thomas
Colmer Jonas Todd
Conyers Jones, Ala, Toll
Curtis Jones, Mo. Uttt
Diggs Kee Vivian
Dowdy Kelly - | Whitener
Everett Kornegay Williams
Fallon Mackie Willis
Farnum Mailliard Wilson, Bob
Feighan Mathias
Ford, Matthews
William D. Morse

Accordingly, the Commitiee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. TaompsoN of New Jersey, Chairman
of the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bil IL.R. 14745, and find-
ing itself without a quorum, he had di-
rected the roll to be called, when 372
Members responded to their names, a
guorum, and he submitted herewith the
names of the absentees to be spread upon
the Journal.

The Committee resumed its sitting.
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Mr. POAGE. My, Chairman, I move
to sirike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman and Members of the
Committee, there are two aspects of this
amendment which I believe are worthy
of our consideration at this time.

The first is the timing of the amend-
ment. We are engaged in whatever we
want to call it—a military struggle, a
war, or some kind of peace operation in
southeast Asia. We have a quarter of a
million men in southeast Asia today.
Most of them came from military estab-
lishments in the ¥United States, and
most of them have families who are still
living near those establishments. I am
glad the families are there. I am glad
we are able to provide the children of
these men with schools. But can we
provide the schools they need if we take
away a large part of the support these
schools have been receiving in the past
from the Pederal Government?

1 can only cite what I know from per-
sonal experience. Near the little city of
Killeen there are two divisions stationed
at Fort Hood, one of the largest military
establishments in the United States.
More than 50 percent of the troops mak-
ing up the regular personnel of these
divisions are now gone to southeast Asia.
Most of their families and most of their
children are still there. They pay no
taxes. They cannot support the local
schools.

The community obviously is depressed
as a result of the absence of the troops
who normally maintain the economy of
the community. Yet these hard-pressed
1ocal people would be called upon at this
time to make up the reduction in assist-
ance which the Government has so long
provided for those schools. Could we
pick a more inappropriate time for such
a reduction in governmental assistance?

How are people to maintain schools in
a situation of that kind? And yet, this
is not an isolated instance. The same
thing is occurring all across this Nation.
We are not faced with any fine-spun
theory of how we should work this out.
We know there is only one way to main-
tain the schools. We know that the
continuation of the present program is
the only thing which will enable us to
maintain decent schools in a great many
communities in a great many places. I
think we, at least, owé our men in Viet-
nam a continuation of as favorable edu-
cational facilities for their families as
they enjoyed before these men were sent
overseas.

I believe we ought to take into con-
sideration the fact that we are faced with
this situation and faced with it now and
that this would be the most inopportune
time of the past 15 years to make such
a-change.

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

Mr, POAGE. Iyield to the gentleman
from Kentucky.

Mr. PERKINS. The point the gentle-
man is making is important. Dozens of
withesses have come before the subcom-
mittee to point out the buildup in the
military- installations throughout the
country. That is one of the problems we
must take into consideration in connec-
tion with this legislation.
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Mr. POAGE. I appreciate the gentle-
man’s contribution. I know that he and
his subcommittee are working on the
problem.

This points up the next aspect of the
situation to which I should like to call
attention; that is, the way the author of
this amendment proposes to reach the
problem. He comes before us with what
he calls a limitation on an appropria-
tion bill.

I fear it does come under the existing
rule. I am not complaining about the
ruling of the Chair. I think it comes
under the letter of rule, but the spirit of
this thing is exactly the contrary to the
clear intent of the rule. The author of
the amendment, himself, stood on this
floor within 3 minutes after winning his
parliamentary victory and said that there
were defects in the present law and he
proposed to start curing them with this
amendment. In other words, he pro-
posed to make changes now in the pres-
ent law by his amendment. Oh, he had
just said it was nothing but a limita-
tion on an appropriation bill. However,
when the very author of the amendment
comes to you and tells you his purpose
is to change and improve the basic law,
does it not show that what he really in-

tends to do is to legislate and his interest -

is not primarily in the amount ¢f money
appropriated but his interest is primarily
~ in the basic rules under which this money

is to be used? - Surely, that ought not to
be allowed. We ought to change the
rules so that no committee of this House
could so blateniy violate the spirit of
those rules.

This amendment should be defeated
not only because it is untimely, but also
because it is presented in complete viola-
tion of the spirit of our rules.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Ohio.

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BOW

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Bow: On page
83, immediately following line 6, insert a new
section as follows:

“Src. 1006. Money appropriated in this Act
shall be available for expenditure in the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1967, only to the
extent that expenditure thereof shall not
result in total aggregate net expenditures of
all items provided for herein beyond ninety-
five percent of the total aggregate net ex-
penditures estimated therefor in the budget
for 1967 (H. Doc. 335) .

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, the hour
is late. I am sure that Members are
tired, as I am. To borrow g phrase, 1
have shed blood, sweat, and tears here
this afternoon. My head has been
bloodied before from trying to bring
about these economies. I know what is
going to happen to this one, too. The
troops just are not here. General
O’Brien and the rest of them did not
come up the hill. This is the Bow ex-
penditure limitation of 5 percent which
would bring spending back to about the
level of the budget request.

It should not require any further ex-
planation.

I will, however, explain it
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briefly just in case there is a question in
some Member’s mind as to what 1t would
accomplish.

The amendment simply provides that
the administration may spend in fiscal
1967 only 85 percent of what the Presi-
dent proposed in his budget to spend on
the items provided in this bill.

It does not in any way cut the appro-
priations provided in this bill but it does
provide for a 5-percent cut in aggregate
19867 spending proposed by the President
for items in the bill.

If adopted, it will have the effect of
strengthening the President’s resolve to
curtail, wherever possible, Federal
spehding in fiscals 1966 and 1967.

The amendment is worthy of favorable
congideration by each Member of the
House.

I am not going to debate it any fur-
ther, but I am going to ask, Mr. Chair~
man, that it be voted on.

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

Mr. BOW. I willbe glad to yield to the
gentleman. I can still stand for a few
minutes.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. The gentle-

man from Qhio earlier today made an
excellent speech to all of us pointing out
that when the administration wants to
spend more money and when the House
or the committee might be disposed to
make some reductions, the White House
makes a valiant, vigorous, determined
effort not only in the Capitol but in all
of the office buildings across the street.
However, the other side of the coin is
that when there are honest and sincere
efforts made really to cut the bill back,
to the budget recommendations of the
President, there is an obvious lack of in-
terest on the part of the White House
toward trying to achieve this desirable
end. -
This is unfortunate, I think, from the
point of view of the taxpayers. 'The
President and all of his advisers, includ-
ing my good friend, the Postmaster Gen-
eral, would be in a better light from the
point of view of the public if they would
make the same effort on the legislative
proposals for reductions as they are apt
to do when they are increases.

And, I hope that the pattern of the
pvast will not be repeated in the future.

Mr. Chairman, I believe we could, with
some honest help, some sincere help from
all of those who work at the White
House, have achieved some reductions or
at least have held the line. But I see no
evidence of any effort of that nature
whatsoever.

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Cnmrman I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I am not going to take
the time of the Commitiee at this late
hour to debate this amendment.

The gentleman from Chio [Mr. Bowl
has offered the amendment to other ap-
propriation bills, and it has been sound-
ly defeated. Y hope that the Committee
will follow the same example in this
instance and vote it down by a re-
sounding vote.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment oiffered by the gentle-
man from Ohio [Mr. Bowl.

The amendment was rejected.
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Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

(Mr. LATRD asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Chairman, I take
this time merely to review for the Mem-
bers of the Committee the $10.9 billicn
which is contained in this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I believe all of us un-
derstand that this $10.9 billion is pro-
posed to come from general fund rev-
enues.

In addition to that there gre $33 bil-
lion from trust fund revenues for the
various activities of the Departments of
Labor, Health, Education, and Welfare,
and related agencies.

Mr. Chairman, this is but the first of
the HEW appropriation bills for fiscal
year 1967.

Because of the procedure we are using
here today a second appropriation bill
for HEW will be before this House in the
not-too-distant future, to fund the Office
of Economic Opportunity, to fund the
higher education bill, to fund the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act,
to fund the Library Service Act, as well
as other programs.

So, Mr. Chairman, the Subcommittee
on Appropriations on the Departnient of
Health, Education, and Welfare will have |
another bill before the Congress before -
we adjourn.

Now, Mr. Chairman, the vast majority -
of the funds contained in this bill can-
not be touched by the Congress. . I be-
lieve all of us should understand that the
$4 billion which is in the social security
programs, other than the insurance pro-
gram, are categorical programs, such as
aid to dependent children, aid to the
totally and permanently disabled, aid to
the blind, and aid to those who are re-
ceiving old-age assistance.

Mr. Chairman, these various categori-
cal programs cannot be touched by the
Congress. Any reduction or any cutb that
we would make in these aids to the vari-
ous States would not be a legitimate cut.
I like to use the word that it would be a
phony cut. However, my distinguished
chairman, the genitleman from Texas
[Mr. Manow] objects to my using the
term ‘“‘phony.” So I will say that it
would not be a realistic cut.

Mr. Chairman, I believe there are
other areas in which reductions could
be made. However, I have had experi-
ence for 14 years on this subcommittee,
and know that the place at which we
have to work out many of these cuts is
right in our subcommitiee, because when
we get out here on the floor of the House
it is almost impossible on occasion to
explain that this program or that pro-
gram with these very appealing names
might be overfunded.

So, Mr. Chairman, I would just like to
point out to my colleagues here today
that no further amendments will be

. offered.

We offered the amendment on the im-
pacted aid program, and there was not
much support for it. Xowever, I felt
that it should be offered, in deference to

-the President of the United States, and

since no one on his side of the aisle would
offer it, I did so here on the ficor of the
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House because I thought we ought to
have an opportunity to vote. There were
not very many Members who supported
the President on that particular amend-
ment, and there was not much work done
by the White House staff or the Secretary
of the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, or the legislative liaison
division of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, on these in-
creases that have been added to this
bill,

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

Mr. LAIRD. I am happy to vield fo
the gentleman.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I think that
it was most unfortunate that my very,
very geod friend, the gentleman from
Texas, the chairman of the Committee
on Appropriations, who stood up and
tried to support the President on his bud-
get request got virtually no support on
the floor of the House on his side of the
aisle. I did not hear about a single per-
son from the White House staff going
through the halls of the House Office
Building trying to urge people on this
occasion to save any money or to cut the
committee’s request in accordance with
the President’s budget submission. I
felt sorry for my friend from Texas.

Mr. LAIRD. I hope you felt sorry for
me too.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I did.

Mr. LAIRD. In closing, I would like to
-add that I hope we have seen here today
a new departure so far as the adminis-
tration is concerned—that from now on
this Congress is not going to be pressured
one way.or the other on any of these
measures that come to Capitol Hill and
that in the future all of us on both sides
of the aisle will be able to go forward and
not be subjected to any kind of execu-
tive branch pressure. Because it was
very bpleasant today to see that the
‘White House had abandoned its highly
publicized program of trying to influence
the Congress. Thalt was abandoned to-
day by our Chief Executive.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

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

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the sym-
pathy of the minority leader who points
out to the House that when the chairman
of the Committee on Appropriations sup-
ported the President, only very few Mem-
bers on the Democratic side of the aisle
stood by the President and the gentle-
man from Texas.

Imust say that I saw over on the left—
on the Republican side of the aisle—
Members applauding and making
speeches and voting with those who were
likewise opposing the amendment. So
the amendment to encourage improve-
ment of the impacted areas program
seems to have been overwhelmingly de-
feated on a nonpartisan basis.

But no one was so naive, I think, as to
believe that this amendment by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin would actually
be passed. Certainly the gentleman
from Wisconsin, who said that it was a
test amendment and that he would not
offer others if it failed, knew it did not
have a ghost of a chance.

No.74—-5
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It did not have a ghost of a chance
because the Members of the House are
fearful that their positions on aid to
impacted school areas might be misun-
derstood by the folks back home who
might think that the Members were
against any impacted areas program.

I do not advocate abandoning the aid
to impacted areas program; I advocate
improving it. That is what the Presi-
dent is advocating. We can improve it
some, I think.

The gentieman from ¥entucky pointed
out that at this very time the legislative
committee is considering certain amend-
ments. My desire was to let the Commit-
tee on Eduecation and Labor consider the
proposed amendments and when that
commmittee has taken action, we would
then provide the appropriations. That
would be the orderly way to proceed.

Now, with respect to emissaries from
the White House walking the corridors
and undertaking to support the Presi-
dent on this issue, I admit I did not
stumble over any as I walked down the
corridors. But I would like to think
that the Members of the House could
make sound and appropriate decisions
without having to be urged to do so by
employees of the executive branch.
Legislation is our responsibility.

But I must say in all fairness that the
President himself, in my . presence, on
several occasions urged—and strongly
urged—support of his position with re-
spect to this matter.

Further, the Secrefary of Health, Edu~
cation, and Welfare, Mr. Gardner, urged
upon me the fullest possible support of
his position on his budget. But he did
not have many votes here today: the
amendment on impacted aid was de-
feated.

But it seems to me that if an amend-
ment had been offered to reduce the
$42,750,000 above the budget for voca-
tional education, it might have fared
better. I think the Democratic side of
the aisle might have stayed with the
President on that and maintained the
appropriation at the same level as last
year’s. Such an amendment, however,

‘was not offered.

My, Chairman, on another matier, the
bill carries $74 million above the Presi-
dents’ budget for the National Institutes
of Health. Medical research is a very
popular and essential program. * The ap-

propriation is about $1.4 billicn for the -

National Institutes of Health, which is
about twice what it was 5 years ago, I
think that many Members would have
been willing to stay with the President
on this.

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

Mr. MAYION. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 4 addi-
tional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there cobjection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

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

Mr. MAHON. Will the gentleman let
me finish this thought? Since the budget
provided $1.3 billion for the National In-
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stitutes of Health—which, in my judg-
ment, is all they can reasonably spend—
and more, I think an amendment might
be offered there. But these things were
fought out and decided in the committee.

It does not please me at all to stand
here and make these references.
not wedded to the budget; the budget can
be wrong just as easily as Congress can
be wrong. There is room for differences
of opinion. I realize that people did not
wish to be misunderstood as to their at-
titude on impacted school aid. But what
we are doing in raising this bill tc such a
high levei—about $500 million above the
President’s budget—is to move us one
step further toward a tax increase and
greater inflation. We have been saying
that we are against inflation and against
a tax increase. But the prevailing votes
on this bill seem to indicate otherwise.

The President has used considerable
restraint.. We have authorized some
$2.5 billion more for the Great Society
than the President asked us to appro-
priate in his budget for fiscal 1967. So
he has exercised some restraint in not
asking us to vote full funding for all of
these programs, and I think this is good.

But what has the House of Represent-
atives done at this session? We must
be honest with ourselves. 'The House
has gone above the President’s budget in
several authorization bills by upward of
$600 million as of a recent date and
from all indications we are going much
higher. Now we are going above the
budget in the appropriation bills. That
does not alarm some people but it does
alarm and concern me, as I believe it
does most of you.

I believe that we are moving generally
in the wrong direction when we increase
such already large requests as have been
submitted to us for some of these pro-~
grams,

I would like to make this point also.
We may have to go above the budget in
the Defense appropriation bill. I think
we probably will. But this is a different
matter because we are at war. In this
situation, it would seem to me that we
could and should pretty well hold the
line on nondefense programs.

I think that additional funds will have
to be requested by the Executive for the
defense effort because of the escalation
of the war in southeast Asia, and I just
hope we can hold the line a little better
in nondefense spending. I hope that
what X have said will have a sympathetic
ear from the Members of the House of
Representatives.

I now yield to the gentleman from
Michigan.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, the distinguished chairman of the
Commitiee on Appropriations knows that
amendments can still be offered at any
time or place to the bill right now.

Iir. MAEION. That is correct.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. So I think it
would be appropriate, in the light of the
gentleman’s statement, if someone on the
Democratic side would offer an amend-
ment-—just one, just one—to take the’
budget back to the level that the Presi-
dent recommended. This would be an
indication of good faith on the part of
those who say that the President should

I am .
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be supported. The bkill is open for
arhendment at any point right now, and
there are four or five areas in this bill
where the commitiee has gone above the
President’s budget.

My, Chairman, I suggest—I urge—
that a Democrat, just one, offer an
amendment to support the President’s
budget in these instances. The Repub-
licans have offered amendments to sup-
port the President’s budget in certain
items, to help him hold the line he drew
in these instanhces. I would like to see
some Democrats, just one Democrat, do
this.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I am not
speaking as a political partisan. This
matter is of a nonpartisan nature. It is
our country, be we Democrats or Repub-
licans. We are moving toward more in-
flation. Inflation is no respecter of per-
sons or parties—it cheapens everybody’s
dollars. We are moving toward larger
defense expenditures. We are moving
toward a tax increase. I think it well to
say so as we consider this bill.

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

(On request of Mr. AreNnps, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. Maxon was al-
lowed to proceed for 1 additional min-
ute.)

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

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentle-
man,

Mr. ARENDS, Mry. Chairman, I want
to commend the gentleman for his forth-
right statement on the floor of the
House. Already the President is point-
ing his finger at the Congress and trying
to lay the blame af our doorstep. Of
course he has some reascon, perhaps, to
do so.

Also I would like to say to the Presi-
dent of the United States that he hss the
right of veto. 1 hope he abides by his
own requests and vetoes some of these
bills, if he feels strongly about it, rather
than pointing his finger at the Congress.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, the
President will be in much the same posi-
tion as we are on this bill. This bill cov-
ers $10 billion plus, most of which he
agrees with and we agree with. There is
a matter of judgment involved.

I am going to vote for this bill, al-
though I do not agree with all of it. I
think the President will be compelled, as
a practical matter, to approve it when it
comes to him, though, like some of us,
he cannot agree with all the provisions
in the bill,

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite num-
ber of words.

I will not take the full 5 minutes, but
I take this time to make a few comments.
In the course of his-remarks, the gentle~
man from Texas said that it was naive
to believe that the Congress would not
increase certain portions of the budget
submitted by the President. He was re-
ferring, I am sure, to the impacted school
aid portion of the program and several
other items in this appropriation bill.

If it was naive for us—and I speak col-
legiively—to think that we could hold
the line, I suggest that it was just as
naive for the President to submit the
budget in this way with these reductions.
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It was just as naive for the White House
to propose a phoney or totally unrealis-
tic budget cut of this kind. The Presi-
dent knows the legislative situation, and
when he sends it up here under those cir-
cumstances, to say the least, he is naive.

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, I
move that the Committe do now rise and
report the bill back to the House with
the recommendation that the bill do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey, Chairman
of the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R, 14745) making
appropriations for the Departments of
Labor, and Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, and related agencies, for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1967, and for other
purposes, had directed him to report the
bill back to the House with the recom-
mendation that the bill do pass.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the previdus question is ordered.

There was no objection.

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

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

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mr. BOW. Mr, Speaker, I offer a mo- -

tion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr. BOW, Iam,Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAXER. The Clerk will re-
port the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

%4r. Bow moves to recommit the bill to
the Committee on Appropriations with in-
structions to that Committee to report it
back forthwith with the following amend-
ment: On page 83, immediately following
Iine 6, insert a new section as follows:

“Sec. 1006. Money appropriated in this
Act shall be available for expenditure in the
fiscal year ending Jjune 30, 1967, only to the
extent that expenditure thereof shall not re-
sult in total aggregate net expenditures of
all items provided for herein beyond ninety-
five percent of the total aggregate net ex-
penditures estimated therefor in the budget
for 1967 (H. Doc. 335).”

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion to recommit. ;

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

The yeas and nays were refused.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.
~ Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum is
not present and make the point of order
that a quorum is not present.

The SPEARER. Under the order of
the House of May 3, further proceedings
will be postponed until tomorrow.

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, is this on
the motion to recommit, or on passage?

The SPEAKER. This is on passage.

Mr. LAIRD. That is what I thought,
Mr. Speaker. .

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
a parliamentary inquiry. |

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.
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Mr. GERALD R. FORD. As I under-
stood it, the question was on the motion
to recommit.

‘Mr. Speaker, in all sincerity, it did not
appear to me that the motion to recom-
mit had been put to the House.

The gentleman from Ohio was on his
feet and the assumption was, from that
fact, that he was objecting to the vote
on the motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will al-
ways try to protect the intent of a Mem-
ber. Without objection, the question
will be on the motion to recommit, and
under the order of May 3, that vote
will go over to tomorrow.

"My, FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
for teliers on the motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state
that the Chair has already announced
that under the order of May 3, the vote
will go over until tomorrow.

Mr. FOGARTY. Is a teller vote a
record vote?

The SPEAKER. The Chair has al-
ready passed upon the demand of the
gentleman from Ohio who objected to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
was hot present and made the point of
order that a quorum was not present on
the motion to recommit. The Chair has
already passed on that and stated that
under the order of May 3, the vote is
postponed for further consideration until
tomorrow.

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, a par-
liamentary inqguiry, then.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman
from Ohio withdraw his point of order
of no quorum?

Mr. BOW. Yes, Mr. Speaker, I do at
this point. .

The SPEAKER. Then, the vote on
the motion to recommit will go over until
tomorrow.

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I
would expect the same consideration on
this side as was given to the gentleman
from Ohio when it was too late on his
motion to recommit, I have been stand-
ing on my feet trying to get recognized
for a fteller vote. I would expect the
same consideration be given to me as
was given to the opposition. I was iry-
ing to demand tellers all the time and I
was not recognized. All I ask for is the
same consideration as was given to the
gentleman from Ohio.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state
that the Chair has made its ruling that
under the order of May 3 further pro-
ceedings will go over on the motion to re-
commit and on the final passage of the
bill until tomorrow.

Mr. POGARTY. I never realized a
teller vote was a record vote.

The SPEAKER. The point of order
that no guorum was present had been
made by the gentleman from Chio. The
Chair will advise the gentleman from
Rhede Island that that point of order
takes precedence. )

Mr. FOGARTY. I was trying to get
recoghized before the point of order of
no quorum was made and before the de-~ .
cision of the Chair was made in favor
of the gentleman from Ohio and against
the gentleman from Rhode Island.

The SPEAKER. The point of order
of no quorum, the Chair will state, takes
precedence over the demand for tellers
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and the gentleman from Ohio has made
the point of order of no gquorum.

Mr. FOGARTY. The only point I
make is I think the Chair ruled in favor
of the gentleman from Ohio and against
the gentleman from Rhode Island. That
is the way it seems to me. If the Chair
insists on if, there is not anything I can
do gbout it. I just want my views known
and expressed. That is the way I feel
albout it.

The SPEAKER. The motion to re-
commit is the right of the minority, and
if the member of the minority seeks
recoghition and is qualified, then he is
recognized. The gentleman from Ohio
pursued his rights in demsanding a call
by the yeas and nays. An insufficient
number rose. The gentleman from Ohio
then made a point of order that a quo-
rum was not present and objected to the
vote on that ground. The Chair has
already made its ruling that under the
order of May 3, further proceedings
under the call are postponed until to-
MOrrow.

Mr, POGARTY. How am I to know
that 2 quorum is not present?

The SPEAKER. 'The Chair counted.
The Chair is aware of the number.

Mr. POGARTY. 1 assumed that the
Chair counted the necessary number for
a rollcall vote and found an insufficient
number arose for that purpose but not
for the purpose of establishing a quorum.

That was my understanding of the
Chalir at that time.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will re-
peat for the benefit of the gentleman
from Rhode Island [Mr. Foeartyl that
in accordance with the order of May 3,
further consideration st this stage of
the bill is postponed until tomorrow on
a motion to recommit. That is the status
of the maftter and there is nothing left
which the Chair can say.

Mr. PFOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I still
feel that the Chair has not extended to
this side the same consideration which
was extended to the other side.

Mr. LAIRD. Regular order, Mr,
Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The regular order is
that the Chair has recognized the gentle-
man from Rhode Island, and if the
gentleman from Rhode Island desires to
proceed, the Chair is very patient.

Mr. FOGARTY. No, Mr. Speaker, I
have stated my views and I would like
the Chair to know how I feel. That is all.

The SPEAKER. The Chair respects
the views of the gentleman from Rhode
Island, but the Chair has already made
a ruling.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr, FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to ex-
tend their remarks on the bill, H.R.
14745, and to include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKFER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Rhode
Island? ‘

There was no objection.
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