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"Whereas, but for their steadfastness

America would have fallen, a victim of the
oppressor's heel; and

"Whereas, these men deserve special care
and consideration by virtue of their service;
and

"Whereas, In order to be admitted to a
Veterans' Administration Hospital, a veteran
must attest to the so-called 'Pauper's Oath';
and

"Whereas, an annual Income statement
must be submitted for purposes of qualifi
cation for a veteran's pension, regardless of
the age a veteran attains; and

"Whereas, Social Security and other Re
tirement Benefits must now be considered as
Income for the purpose of qualification for
a veteran's pension, regardless of the age
of the veteran.

"Now, therefore, be It resolved by the
House of Representatives of the first ses
sion of the thirty-second Oklahoma Legis
lature:

"SECTION 1. That the Congress of the
United states be, and hereby Is, memorialized

1x> amend the laws of the land concerning vet
erans and veterans' affairs sO as to eliminate
the so-called 'Pauper's Oath' as a prerequi
site to entrance by a veteran Into a Veterans'
Administration Hospital. The Congress of
the United States Is further requested to
eliminate the annual Income statement When
the veteran reaches the age of seventy-two
(72) years and to exempt Social Security and
other Retirement Benefits from considera
tion as Income after the veteran reaches the
age of seventy-two (72) years.

"SEC. 2. That duly authenticated copies
of this Resolution, after consideration and
enrollment, be prepared and sent to each
member of the Oklahoma Congressional
Delegation and to the Chief Clerks of the
Senate and House of Representatlvee of the
United States." .

BILLS INTRODUCED
Bills were introduced, read the first

time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. MANSFIELD:
S.1783. A bill for the relief of Roberto De

Lamonica; and
S. 1784. A bill for the relief of Norad Elec

tric Co.; to the Committee on the JUdiciary.
By Mr. GOLDWATER (for himself and

Mr. FANNIN) :
S. 1785. A bll1 for the relief of Irene sa

dowka Sulllvan; and
S. 1786. A bill for the relief of James Harry

Martin; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. MONDALE:

S. 1787. A bill for the relief of Konstantinos
Avgeropoulos; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary.

By Mr. MONDALE (for himself, Mr.
BAYH, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. DODD, Mr.
HARRIS, Mr. HART, Mr. HARTKE, Mr.
HOLLINGS, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. INOUYE,
Mr. MCCARTHY, Mr. MCGEE, Mr. Moss,
Mr. NELSON, Mr. PACKWOOD, Mr.
RANDOLPH, Mr. SCOTT, Mr. WILLIAMS
of New Jersey, and Mr. YOUNG of
Ohio):

S. 1788. A bill to assist In removing the
financial barriers to the acquisition of a
postsecondary education by all those capable
of benefiting from It: to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare.

(See the remarks of Mr. MONDALE when
he Introduced the above bill. which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. BAKER:
S. 1789. A bill to amend the Internal

Revenue Code of 1954 to Increase the amount
of the deduction for each personal exemption
to $1,200; to the Committee on Finance.

(See the remarks of Mr. BAltER when he
Introduced the above bill, which appear un
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota (for
himself, Mr. MUNDT, Mr. TOWER, Mr.
CURTIS, Mr. DOLE, Mr. ALLOTT, Mr.
HRUSKA and Mr. DOMINICK):

S. 1790. A bll1 to amend the act of August 7,
1956 (70 Stat. 1115), as amended, providing
for a Great Plains conservation program; to
the Committee on AgriCUlture and Forestry.

(See the remarks of Mr. YOUNG of North
Dakota when he Introduced the above bill,
Which appear under a separate heading.)

By Mr. ERVIN:
S. 1791. A blll to further secure personal

privacy and to protect the constitutional
right of individuals to Ignore unwarranted
governmental requests for personal informa
tion; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

(See the remarks of Mr. ERVIN when he
introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. CASE:
S. 1792. A bill for the relief of Lal Tung; to

the Committee on the JUdiciary.
By Mr. METCALF (for himself and Mr.

MANSFIELD) :
S. 1793. A bill to provide for the disposition

of judgment funds of the Sioux Tribe of the
Fort Peck Indian Reservation. Mont.; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. MOSS:
S. 1794. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1954 to increase the amount of
the deduction for each personal exemption
to $1,200; to the Committee on Finance.

(See remarks of Mr. Moss when he intro
duced the above bill, which appear under a
separate heading.)

By Mr. RIBICOFF (for himself, Mr.
BENNETT, Mr. BmLE, Mr. BOGGS, Mr.
BROOKE, Mr. BYRD of West Virginia,
Mr. DODD, Mr. ERVIN, Mr. FANNIN,
Mr. GRAVEL, Mr. GURNEY, Mr. INOUYE,
Mr. JACKSON, Mr. McGEE, Mr. MA
THIAS, Mr. McINTYRE, Mr. MILLER,
Mr. Moss, Mr. MUSKIE, Mr. PACK
WOOD, Mr. PELL, Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr.
SAXBE, Mr. SCOTT, Mr. THURMOND,
Mr. TOWER, and Mr. TYDINGS):

S. 1795. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1950 to encourage the abate
ment of water and air pollution by permit
ting the amortization for Income tax pur
poses of the cost of abatement works over a
period of 36 months; to the Committee on
Finance.

(See the remarks of Mr. RmIcoFF when he
Introduced the above bill, which appear un
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. FULBRIGHT (by request) :
S.1796. A bill to amend section 510, title

V of the International Claims Settlement Act
of 1949, as amended, to prOVide for the ex
tension of time within which the Foreign
Claims Settlement Commission shall com
plete its affairs In connection with the set
tlement of claims against the Government of
Cuba; to the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions.

(See the remarks of Mr. FULBRIGHT when
he Introduced the above blll, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. SYMINGTON:
S.1797. A bill for the relief of Dr. Waglh

Mohammed Abel Barl; and
S.1798. A bll1 for the relief of Dr. Yavuz

Aykent; to the Committee on the JUdiciary.
By Mr. NELSON:

S. 1799. A bill to establish a National Com
mission on Pesticides, and to provide for· a
program of investigation, basic research and
development to Improve the effectiveness of
pesticides and to eliminate their hazards to
the environment, fish and wildlife and man;
to the Committee on Agriculture and For
estry.

(See the remarks of Mr. NELSON when he
Introduced the above bill, which appear un
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. YOUNG of Ohio:
S. 1800. A blll to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1954 to Increase the amount

of the deduction for each personal exemp
tion to $1,000; to the Committee on Finance.

(See the remarks of Mr. YOUNG of Ohio
when he introduced the above bill, which
appear under a separate heading.)

By Mr. HATFIELD (for himself and
Mr. PACKWOOD) :

S. 1801. A bill to establish the Federal
Medical Evaluations Board to carry out the
functions, powers, and duties of the Secre
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare re
lating to the regulation of biological prod
ucts, medical deVices, and drugs, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare.

(See the remarks of Mr. HATFIELD when
he introduced the above bill which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. MONTOYA:
S. 1802. A blll to amend the Communica

tions Act of 1934 In order to require that
the publlc interest of the areas to be served
be the sole consideration In the allocation
of certain facilities pursuant to such act; to
the Committee on Commerce.

(See the remarks of Mr. MONTOYA when
he Introduced the above bl1l, which appear
under a separate heading.)

S. 1803. A blll for the relief of Edison N.
Figueroa; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary.

S. 1788-INTRODUCTION OF THE
STUDENT ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1969

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I intro
duce, for myself and Senators BAYH,
CRANSTON, DoDD, HARRIS, HART, HARTKE,
HOLLINGS, HUGHES, .INOUYE, MCCARTHY,
NELSON, PACKWOOD, RANDOLPH, SCOTT,
WILLIAMS of New Jersey, and YOUNG of
Ohio, the Student Assistance Act of 1969.

This legislation has several purposes:
First. It will remove the financial ob

stacles to college attendance by providing
direct grants to students, based solely on
need, and by greatly expanding Federal
grants available to stUdents from needy
and lower-middle-income families.

Second. It will increase the flexibility
of student loan resources by chartering a
private, nonprofit bank to assure avail
abillty of loan funds.

Third. It will greatly expand Federal
aid available for graduate and profes
sional education by permitting graduate
and professional students to obtain
grants based upon need, loans from the
bank chartered by this bill, and fellow
ships for the third and fourth years of
graduate study for those who qualify on
the basis of ability and need.

Fourth. It will augment existing efforts
at student "outreach" to identify and en
courage hIgh school students who other
wise might not seek further education,
dealing with the blended motivation and
financial difficulties which impede college
attendance.

Fifth. It will greatly expand Federal
assistance to higher education by pro
viding direct grants to institutions at
tended by students who receive assistance
under this act.

Sixth. It will provide for new and ex
panded efforts for providing college out
reach programs during the early years of
high school.

None of those who join in support of
this proposal are wedded to its specific
and detailed language. Our purpose is to
find the best possible legislation for deal
ing with the problems of providing as-
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Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, these
costs have increased because the cost
of providing higher education has in
creased. There is some evidence, how
ever, that public institutions-which
now educate 70 percent of all college
students-are passing these increased
costs on to students faster than the cost
of providing this service increases.

According to Students and Buildings,
a Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare publication, between 1955 and
1965 the average revenue of public col
leges, exclusive of research funds, in
creased 34 percent. The average student
charges increased 38 percent. This means
that the public subsidy of higher edu
cation has been decreasing relative to
the cost of providing the service. At pri
vate institutions during this 10-year

sistance to college students and institu
tions of higher education.

Mr. President, the case for a substan
tial increase in Federal support of col
leges and college students is a compelling
one.

THE NEED FOR NEW FEDERAL ASSISTANCE

Increased costs: The primary need for
this bill is the vastly increased cost of
attending college. Officials from the Of
fice of Education have testifieg that the
estimated average cost of attending a
public university this school year is
$1,740. For a private university the esti
mated average cost this year is $2,640.
Allowing for the expected yearly in
creases during the next 3 years, the aver
age cost of a 4-year college education for
a freshman who entered a public uni
versity last fall is $7,260. If he entered a
private university, the total cost is esti
mated at $10,990.

These costs are high. Hard-working
parents with moderate incomes find that
the cost of educating their children is
becoming increasingly burdensome. This
is especially true if they have more than
one child in college, as many of them
do. For the poor, these costs are com
pletely out of reach.

College costs are rising much faster
than prices for other goods and services
in the American economy. The Consumer
Price Index increased 44.6 percent be
tween 1948 and 1968. During the same
period the cost for attending a public
college for 1 year increased 72.3 percent,
and for private universities, the cost in
creased 91.3 percent. The percentage in
crease in the cost of college has been
almost double that of the increase in the
Consumer Price Index.

I ask that the following table be in
serted in the RECORD at this point.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered.

TABLE I.-INCREASE IN THE COST OF ATTENDING PUBLIC
AND PRIVATE COLLEGES FOR 1 YEAR COMPARED WITH
THE INCREASE IN CONSUMER PRICE INDEX, 1948--68

Source: U.S. Office of Education, Residence and Migration of
College Students, Fall 1963..

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, in 1963.
the last year for which geographic in
formation is available, there were 4,265,
864 students working for a bachelor's
or higher degree. Of these. 850,715 were
receiving their education in a State other

than the one of their residence. This
means that approximately 20 percent of
all college students in 1963 were enrolled
in institutions of higher education lo
cated outside of their State of residence.

There is no information which accu
rately shows how many college gradu
ates choose to reside in the State in
which they receive their degree. There is
no dOUbt, however, that many of these
graduates choose to live and work in
other States. The growth of a national
economy, the decreasing strength of
home ties, and the general willingness of
many Americans to move in search of
opportunity, means that trained persons
who readily qualify for positions
throughout the country are likely to
work in jobs either outside of their State
of residence or outside the State in which
they receive their college education.

The table above shows that students
are more likely to go to other States for
their graduate education than for their
undergraduate education. Graduate ed
ucation, moreover, is the most costly
type of education to provide. And per
sons with graduate degrees are especially
likely to move into a national job market
that will lure them from the State in
which they graduate. This means that
many States provide an especially costly
graduate education to many students
whose families live and pay taxes in
other states. These same students are
then the ones most likely to move outside
the State when they graduate.

For all these reasons, States are be
coming more and more reluctant to pay
the full costs of higher education. Right
ly of wrongly, they tend to view the
provision of such education as beyond
their responsibility. Graduates who re
ceive their education and then go else
where are viewed as a net loss to the
State's economy. StUdents from other
States are often viewed as unnecessary
burdens upon State resources.

States have also traditionally relied
upon taxes which respond somewhat
more slowly to economic growth than
the national tax structure. This, coupled
with a growing reluctance to accept the
responsibility for providing education to
students from out-of-State, means that
States are becoming increasingly hesi
tant to support higher education. Some
States already limit out-of-State enroll
ments. Other States are either imposing
new limits or making present limits more
stringent. It is, thus, not surprising that
the State and local government share of
higher education cost has decreased from
33 percent in 1957-58 to 25 percent in
1967-68.

Opportunity for higher education: At
least 650,000 able, college-age Amelicans
are not in school today. The primary
reason is lack of income. They cannot
finance the cost of attending college.
This figure is estimated by some sources
to be well above 1 million at the present
time.

By 1972, this number will more than
double-to at least a million and a
half-and this is a conservative estimate.

College attendance is very highly re
lated to socioeconomic status--which is
primarily a measure of family income.
All studies show that the higher a fam
ily's socioeconomic status, the more like
ly that children of that family will at-

448,016
18271~1

28.9

Graduate
Under

graduate

2,967,313
668.514

81.6
18.4

In home State •__
Out of State... .. _
Percent who live in State _
Percent who live out of State _

Expenditures

Gross
by institu'

tionsof Percent
Calendar national School higher of

year product· year education GNP

1957______ $141.1 1957-58 $5.3 1.21958______ 447.3 1958-59 6.2 1.41959______ 483.7 1959--60 6.7 1.41960______ 503.7 1960--61 7.7 1.51961. _____ 520.1 1961--62 8.5 1.6
1962______ 560.3 1962--63 10.3 1.81963______ 590.5 1963--64 11.3 1.91964______ 632.4 1964--65 13.1 2.11965______ 683.9 1965--66 15.0 2.21966______ 743.3 1966--67 16.9 2.31967______ 785.1 1967--68 18. 8 2.4

period, average revenue, exclusive of re
search funds, increased 83 percent while
average student charges increased 70
percent.

Another way to measure the increased
burden posed by the cost of higher ed
ucation is to look at the cost of higher
education as compared with the gross
national product. According to the Office
of Education, in 1957 expenditures by
institutions of higher education com
prised. 1.2 perc{lnt. of the gross national
product-GNP. In 1967, the most recent
year for which information is available.
the comparable figure was 2.4 percent.

I ask that the following table be in
serted in the RECORD at this point.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered.

TABLE 2.-EXPENDITURES BY INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER
EDUCATION RELATED TO GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT:
UNITED STATES, 1959--60 TO 1975-76

(Dollar amounts in billions)

I Economic Report of the President, 1968, p. 209.
I Projections of Educational Statistics to 1975-76, updated by

Office of Education, Jan. 3, 1969.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President. I have
alread.y indicated that the cost to stu
dents is generally rising somewhat more
rapidly than the cost of providing edu
cation in public higher education insti
tutions. This fact, coupled with the fig
ures above, means that students and
their parents are spending an increasing
proportion of their income for college
education.

The geographic mobility of the edu
cated: Higher education is a national re
source. It is used nationally. It is trained
nationally. We must increasingly begin
to pay for it nationally.

First, many college students do not re
ceive their education in the State of their
residence. I ask inclusion of the follow
ing table in the RECORD at this point.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered.

TABLE 3.-RESIDENTS ENROLLED AS STUDENTS IN HOME
STATE AND OUT OF STATE: UNDERGRADUATE, GRADUATE,
AND PROFESSIONAL, 1963

121.2 ... _
20.4 44.6

$1,740 ..... __
30.8 72.3

$2.640 ... _
35.4 91.3

1948 1958

Consumer Price Index
(1957-59 = 100).__ 83.8 100.7

Percentage increase.. __ . . _ 20.2
Public colleges (current

dollars per year)... . $1,010 $1.330
Percentage increase • . __ . 31.7
Private colleges (cu rrent

dollarsperyear) $1,380 $1,950
Percentage increase_______________ 41. 3
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tend college. This is true even when
children have the same ability. The
tables from several studies indicate this
to be the case. I ask permission to in
clude the following tables in the RECORD
at this pOint:

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered.
TABLE 4.-PROBABILITY OF A HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE

ENTERING COLLEGE IN THE YEAR FOLLOWING GRADUATION
BY FAMILY SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS QUARTILE, STUDENT
ACHIEVEMENT QUARTILE, AND SEX: HIGH SCHOOL CLASS
OF 1961 (NATIONAL)

MALE

TABLE8.-PERCENTAGE WITH COLLEGE PLANS, BY SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS AND INTElliGENCE, SEPARATELY FOR MALES
AND FEMALES I (TOTAL COHORT)

Intelligence levels (males) Intelligence levels (females)

Lower Upper Lower Upper
Socioeconomic status levels Low middle middle High Total low middle middle High Total

Low•• _•••• _••• ___________ 4.7 12.0 23.3 33.6 14.8 2.7 4.4 11.0 26.1 7.9

Lower middle_•••_________ •
(363) (267) (193) (149) (972) (411) (316) (236) (138) (1. t01)
9.3 19.8 33.5 49.4 26.8 10.2 17.3 24.4 35.0 20.4

Upper middle___ •••• ____ ._.
(300) ~324) ~275) ~253) (1,152) P35) ~3(2) (291) F26) (1,194)
17.2 5.6 7.8 4.0 39.3 4.0 4.7 27.4 9.8 29.3

High••_. __ ._._. __ • _______ •
(273) (277) ~316) ~289) (1,155) (250) P24) (332) ~289) (1,195)
28.4 48.3 8.6 5.8 66.3 30.2 4.4 65.1 2.7 60.2

TotaL. __ •____ ._._.
(134) (232) ~299) (442) (1,107) P26) (223) (324) ~(58) (1,131)
12.2 25.4 5.5 65.2 37.4 0.5 20.9 33.7 3.3 29.5

(1~ 070) (1,100) (1,083) (1,133) (4,386) (1,122) (1,205) (1,183) (1,111) (4,621)

Achievemenl quarlile

Source: Projecl Talent.

Source: Projecl Talenl.

TABLE 6.-PROBABILITY OF FRESHMEN WHO ENTER COL'
LEGE (FULL·TIME) IN THE YEAR OF HIGH SCHOOL GRAD·
UATION, RECEIVING A BACHELOR'S DEGREE AFTER 4
YEARS, BY ABILITY ANO SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

TABLE 10.-PERCENTAGE WHO GRADUATED FROM COLLEGE. BY SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS AND INTELLIGENCE
SEPARATELY FOR MALES AND FEMALES I (TOTAL COHORT)

Inlelligence levels (males) Intelligence levels (females)

Lower Upper Lower Upper
Socioeconomic status levels Low middle middle High Total Low middle middle High Total

Low______________________ 0.3 7.9 10.9 20.1 7.5 0.2 1.3 2.5 13.8 2.7
(363) (267) (193) (149) (972) (411) (316) (236) (138) (1,101)Lower middle ______________ 2.3 7.4 16.7 34.4 14.2 0.9 5.3 8.9 20.8 7.9
(300) (324) (275) (253) (1,152) (335) (342) (291) (226) (1,194)

Upper middle __ . __ . ________ 4.4 9.8 24.4 46.7 21.7 2.4 9.3 12.1 24.9 12.4
(273) (277) (316) (289) (1,155) (250) (324) (322) (289) (li~~~)High ______________________ 10.5 23.3 38.5 64.0 42.1 7.9 15.3 36.4 51.1
(t34) (232) (299) (442) (1,107) (126) (223) (324) (458) (1,131)

Total. ______________ 3.2 11.5 23.9 47.2 21.8 1.8 7.1 16.1 33.5 14.5
(1,070) (1.100) (1,083) (1,133) (4.386) (1,122) (1,205) (1.183) (I, Ill) (4,621)

I All ;l:2'S lor each column and row in this table are significant beyond the 0.05 level. Effect parameters: Males, socioeconomic
status, 0.134; inlelligence, 0.166. Females, socioeconomic status, 0.146; intelligence, 0.105.

Source: William H. Sewell and Vimal P. Shah, "Socioeconomic Status, Intelligence, and the Allainmenl of Higher Education"
Sociology of Education. 40, No. I. •

Inlelligence levels (males) Intelligence levels (females)

Lower Upper Lower Upper
Socioeconomic status levels Low middle middle High Total Low middle middle High Tota

Low._. __ ••••• ____ • ____ ._. 6.3 16.5 28.0 52.4 20.5 3.7 6.3 8.9 27.5 8.5

Lower middle•••• __________
(363) ~267) ~193) U(9) ~972) (411) ~316) ~236) ~138) (1,101)
11. 7 7.2 2.6 .9 3.8 9.3 0.2 4.t 6.7 21.2

Upper middle_____ • ________
(300) (324) ~275) ~253) (1,152) (335) ~3(2) (291) g26) (1i6~~)18.3 34.3 1.3 2.0 44.6 16.0 5.6 31.0 .1

High .•• ____ •____________ .• ~273) (277) p16) ~289) (17~~~) (250) U24) (332) f289) (1, 195l
8.8 60.8 3.2 0.7 33.3 .4 67.0 6.4 62.

Total.. __ • _________ • P34) ~232) ~299) ~(42) (1,107) (126) ~223) ~324) ~(58) (1,131)
5.0 3.5 1.0 3.8 43.7 11.4 2.5 4.7 4.9 30.7

(1,070) (1,100) (1,083) (1,133) (4,386) (1,122) (1,205) (1,183) (l,l1l) (4,621)

TABLE 9.-PERCENTAGE WHO ATTENDED COLLEGE, BY SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS AND INTELLIGENCE, SEPARATELY FOR
MALES AND FEMALES I (TOTAL COHORT)

I All x2's for each column and row in Ihis lable are si~niRcanl beyond the 0.05 level. Effect parameters: Males: Socioeconomic
stalus 0.131, inlelligence: 0.144; females: socioeconomIc slalus 0.140, inlelligence: 0.105.

Source: William H. Sewell and Vimal P. Shah, "Socioeconomic Stalus, Intelligence, and Ihe Allainmenl of Higher Educalion"
Sociology of Education, 40,No.1.'

0.37
.09
.13
.08

Low

0.38
.21
.17
.10

Socioeconomic
Achievemenl quartile

slatus quartile High 2d Q 3d Q Low Tolal

Males:
High••• _______ 57 25 12 6 1002d____________ 46 32 15 7 1003d. ___________ 40 33 16 11 100Low___________ 26 30 23 21 100

Females:High ___ • _____ • 56 28 11 5 1002d ____________ 54 27 15 4 100
3d_._. __ . _____ 48 27 13 12 100Low___________ 28 29 22 21 100

Socioeconomic quartile High 2d 3d

High ________________ •• _. 0.92 0.76 0.522d ____________________ ._ .81 .55 .383d_.•_______________ ~ ___ .77 .45 .22
Low____ • _________ •_•• _._ .61 .31 .19

FEMALE

High _________________ •• _ 0.87 0.72 0.432d ____ •_____ • __________ • .75 .44 .263d.••___________________ .75 .32 .13Low____ •___________ ••••_ .42 .26 .13

TABLE 5.-PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS ENTERING COLLEGE
DURING THE 1ST YEAR FOLLOWING HIGH SCHOOL GRADU·
ATION BY SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS QUARTILE AND
HIGH SCHOOL ACHIEVEMENT QUARTILE: HIGH SCHOOL
CLASS OF 1961

I All x"s for each column and row in this lable are significant beyond Ihe 0.05 level. Effecl parameters: Males socioeconomic
slatus, 0.081; inlelligence, 0.123. Females, socioeconomic slatus, 0.077; intelligence, 0.083. '

Source: Same as table 9.

SES

(High) (Low)
Ability 1 2 4

1 (high)________________ • 78.1 63.0 66.4 65.9
2____ . _______ ••• _. ___ •__ 59.1 55.9 56.8 65.33___ •____ •_______ . ___ ._. 47.7 51.6 47.0 54.1
4______ . _______ ._._._._. 43.9 35.3 37.0 38.3
5 (Iow)______ . _____ • __ ._. 30.4 44.8 23.4 28.7

Source: Project Talent.

TABLE 7.-PROBABILITY OF STUDENTS WITH BACHElORS'
DEGREES ENTERING GRADUATE SCHOOL IN YEAR AFTER
RECEIPT OF DEGREE, BY ABILITY AND SOCIOECONOMIC
STATUS

SES

(High) (low)
Ability 1 2 4

1 (high).. ___ .• __ 54.0 50.6 41. 8 30.5
2___________ •••• 41.7 40.8 29.4 49.2
3___________ ••_. 43.1 39.6 33.7 17.6
41__________ •••• 39.6 25.7 30.2 24.5
51 (Iow)•• __ . ____ 45.8 14.0 33.3 12.8

I The number of observations in these cells is very small.

Source: Project Talenl.

Mr, MONDALE. Mr. President. all of
these tables except the last three are fig
ures taken from a nationwide sample.
The last three are from a large sample
of Wisconsin high school graduates for
a given school year.

The message is clear: Children of rich
parents are much more likely than
equally able children of poor parents to
attend and finish college. As shown in
table 4, which relates figUres for a na
tional sample of high school graduates.
a male child of pOor parents has only
from one-quarter to two-thirds the
chance of enrolling in college as a child
with the same achievement level and
rich parents. Clark Kerr, who recently
headed the Carnegie Foundation's in
quiry into the needs of higher education,
has said:

Today a young man or woman whose fam
11y's income is in the top hal! of the national

income range has three times the chance to
get a college education as one whose family
Is in the bottom hal!.

The reason that children from poor
families attend college at significantly
lower rates than those from rich famllles
is in part motivational. They may not
receive encouragement from their fami
lies. They often attend inferior elemen
tary _and secondary schools.. Their peer
group does not lend them to think about
attending college since most of their
friends do not plan further education
after high school.

But much of the ditIerence in attend
ance rates is due solely to money. Chil
dren of low-income parents have often
suffered deprlval. Making future plans
often seems futile, And to some stUdents
a $10 bill is a great deal of money. Raising
the $1,700 necessary to attend school for
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to see is that the percentage of high
school graduates who attend college has
not grown appreciably during the last
decade. I ask that the following table
be included in the RECORD at this point.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered.
TABLE 1I.-NUMBER OF HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES COM·

PARED WITH NUMBER OF IST·TlME COLLEGE DEGREE
CREDIT ENROLLMENT, 1955, 1965

Source: Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Digest of Educational Statistics, 1968.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, it is dif
ficult to determine with certainty the
percentage of high school graduates who
attend college. The figures noted above
compare the number enrolled in college
for the first time for degree credit with
the number of high school graduates in
a given year. This measure gives some
idea about the progress being made in
providing educational opportunities to
the youth of our Nation.

The rate of progress is not encourag
ing. The 5.5-percent increase of 10 years
means that the percentage of high school
graduates who attend college has in
creased at an average of only 0.5 percent
per year.

I think that these deficiencies in our
opportunity structure must be repaired.
The loss of human talent and the effect
on the quality of life are beyond calcu
lation. The economic loss is almost in
comprehensible.

In recent years this country has be
come increasingly aware of the problems
of the poor. We have not always liked
what we have seen. But there is now a
greater awareness that problems exist.
There is a greater honesty in admitting
that all is not as we have sometimes pre
tended it to be.

We have also come to recognize that
there is a large group of Americans who
have not been able to participate in the
opportunity structure of our society. This
is not because they don't try. They are
fortunate enough to find jobs. But their
jobs are often low-paying ones. Their
savings are eaten up by increased medical
costs, increased taxes, and increased costs
in providing the necessities of life. Family
emergencies sometimes set them back.
This large group, though, live their lives
quietly. The burdens they bear are heavy.
Their struggle is incessant.

Because these "working poor" live their
lives in incessant struggle so quietly, they
are sometimes called the "forgotten
Americans." It is time that they be for
gotten no longer.

Many of these parents dream of send
ing their children to college. Some,
through fantastic sacrifice, are able to
do so. Most are not. It is time this Na
tion do something to help them realize
their dreams. It is time to relieve them
of some of their struggle. After all, it is
not just the individual family or child
that benefits from postsecondary or
higher education. The benefit to society

is just as large. And it is time for this
Government to assume a larger share of
the cost of college educations.

The poor and the low-income working
man-these are the people this bill will
help. Both are caught in a vicious cycle
of poverty. Their low levels of training
lead to low-paying jobs-or to no job at
all. There is no money to pay for educa
tion. And this is passed from one gen
eration to another and another and an
other.

We must break this cycle now. We have
the resources to do it. What we have
never done is use them in a really mas
sive way to attack them through higher
education.

We are beginning to ask: How do we
end poverty? What better first step than
permitting 650,000 to 1,300,000 young
people to obtain a college education?
This country could make no better in
vestment in economic development than
in higher education. The increased earn
ings made possible by a college educa
tion would produce enough additional
tax revenue to pay the entire cost of this
program. And the benefits of the pro
gram are transgenerational. Once the
cycle is broken, future generations will
have access to more resources to pay for
the education of their children.

According to the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare publi
cation "Expanding Opportunities for
Higher Education," the lifetime differen
tial in earnings be.tween a college grad
uate and a high school graduate is $136,
187.

According to the Internal Revenue
Service about 67 percent of taxpayers pay
15 percent or more of their income in
Federal personal income taxes. At this
rate the minimum tax return on the
additional $135,000 made possible by a
college education would be $20,428. In
all likelihood the return would be even
greater since the additional income would
probably put these taxpayers into higher
tax brackets. But even these conserva
tive estimates indicate that this program
will more than pay for itself through
the increased tax revenues made pos
sible. by it.

Another way of predicting the likely
impact of this program on tax revenue is
to look at the GI bill. It is one of the
most successful education programs ever
undertaken by the Federal Government.
The educational benefits available
through this law made it possible for
millions to return from war duty and
complete their education; 7,800,000
World War II veterans and 2,391,000
Korean conflict veterans participated in
the first two GI bills. Among these, ac
cording to the last count of the Veterans'
Administration, were 11 U.S. Senators
and 116 U.S. Representatives. I am one
of those who was fortunate enough to
qualify for this assistance. The total cost
of these programs was $19 billion. The
benefits of the first two GI bills ended
in 1965 after approximately 20 years of
operation. At that time, the Veterans'
Administration concluded:

An analysis of Incomes of veterans and
nonveterans in the same age groups, made
with the help of the Department of Labor
and the Department of Commerce, shows

2,672, 000

1,411,822

52.8

1955 1965

1,414,800

668,064

47.3

Number of high school graduates•.•
Number of 1st·time degree credit

enrollmen!.. __ .
Percentage of high school graduates

altending college .

8778
a year may pose what seems to be, and
usually is, an insurmountable task.

This is why there are hundreds of
thousands of bright high school grad
uates in this country who do not con
tinue their education. It is a tremendous
waste in human resources. No nation-no
matter how rich or well developed--<:an
long afford to waste its human resources.
This Nation, with its vast wealth, cannot
continue this waste. This Nation, with
its belief in opportunity for all, cannot
continue this glaring inconsistency of
bright, able, high school graduates de
nied the opportunity to continue their
education because of lack of finances. All
who can benefit from postsecondary edu
cation should have the opportunity to do
so. We must end this inequality now.

The impact of low family income upon
low rates of college attendance manifests
itself concretely in the low rates of col
lege attendance of some segments of our
population.

Minority groups-Indians, Negroes,
Mexican Americans, and Puerto Ricans
have notably low rates of college attend
ance. Sometimes this is because some
minorities live in isolated sections with
out ready access to institutions of higher
education. But the most important de
terminant is low family income.

Significantly fewer rural children at
tend college than do their urban and
suburban counterparts. One study of
Wisconsin high school graduates found
that students who lived in medium-sized
and large cities were more than twice as
likely to plan to attend college as were
stUdents with equal ability who lived on
farms. Again, part of the reason is that
children of farm families are often
isolated from institutions of higher edu
cation where they can readily obtain a
college education. But the overriding fac
tor is again income. Farmers as a group
tend to make less income than do city
dwellers.

Finally, some States have significantly
lower rates of college attendance than
other States. In 1965, for example, 46.5
percent of the college age population
was enrolled for degree credit. In the
12 States served by the Southern Re
gional Education Board the comparable
figure was 34.9 percent. This was not
because the States served by this board
were not making a valiant effort to ed
ucate their citizens. But the South has
a less developed economic base. Family
income in the South is lower than fam
ily income elsewhere. Because of this,
the impact of income on college attend
ance is likely to be especially noticeable
in this region of the Nation.

Growth in higher education oppor
tunity structure: We know that a good
many of the hundreds of thousands of
able students who do not go to college
do not do so because of cost. As these
costs become higher, more and more
students, as measured in absolute num
bers, will be denied the opportunity of
a college education. I think that many
people fail to recognize the dimensions
of the opportunity structure in higher
education. We are lulled into a false
sense of progress. We see burgeoning
enrollments-they have more than dou
bled in the last decade. What we fail
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that incomes of veterans who receIved G.I.
blll help in educatIon averaged from $1000
to $1500 a year more than of those who did
not. On this basis, we estimate that the
traIned and educated veterans paId addI
tional income taxes In excess of $1 bllllon a
year. The G.I. Blll provisIons for education
covered a period of 20 years; the estimate of
$1 blllion annually In added taxes totais a
$20 blllion return in taxes alone on the $19
blllion cost of the program.

One billion dollars in added tax reve
nue per year. And this is continuing. By
the time the generations who partici
pated in the first two GI bill programs
complete their work life the added tax re
turn will more than double that of each
tax dollar originally spent for the pro
gram.

-The benefits of the GI bill can also be
measured in other ways. In human terms,
the education provided by this program
has permitted many to achieve their full
potential who otherwise would not have
been able to. Many people fail to find
personal fUlfillment in what they are
doing. They are often capable of doing
more demanding work but lack the skill
to do so. TheY are often frustrated in
their present jobs but lack the inner se
curity and perhaps training to change to
new ones. Education has permitted many
to move upward and outward to higher
levels of skill and salary. It has given a
fiexibility to millions who have been able
to move out of dead-end slots and into
positions which they find challenging
and relevant to their interests.

Other benefits--some really incalcula
ble-have also been generated by the GI
bills.

This education provided teachers, en
gineers, doctors, skilled technicians, and
so on. It permitted raising the skill levels
of millions in this country. And it did so
just at a time when the skilled man
power needs of this Nation were increas
ing by quantitative leaps. This permitted
the technological development of this
country to forge ahead unfettered. And
it facilitated the growth of the economic
structure of this Nation. Industry was
able to develop faster than it would have
otherwise. And this, too, resulted in in
creased reveI}ues for the governments of
this country.

When new tax revenues are generated
it means that new spending power has
been created. This new spending power
has a multiplier effect which reverberates
throughout the economy. Its impact is
far reaching.

It means that millions have been able
to enjoy a higher standard of living and
more comfortable life than they would
have otherwise.

It means that millions have spent more
on homes, automobiles, appliances, and
clothing than they would have other
wise.

It means that miillons have been abie
to make larger contributions to worthy
causes than they would have otherwise.

It means that millions of children are
reaching high school graduation now
who have the desire and motivation to
attend college, because their fathers at
tended college. Otherwise they would not
have the firsthand experience which is
important in deciding whether or not to
go to college.

And it means that there are millions

who can afford to send their children
to college today who otherwise would not
have been able to.

For all of these reasons, this monetary
infusion has had an almost unmeasur
able effect on the economic development
of this country-and its total impact on
tax revenues is much greater than the
simple increase in income it has provided
to participants in the program.

This country still has changing man
power needs. In fact, education is more
important than ever before in meeting
the qualifications for skilled jobs today.
This country still has millions who could
absorb a new spending power and who
could benefit from a more comfortable
life. And we must not fail now-in sheer
econoinic self-intere~t, if nothing else
to provide educational opportunities for
all who can benefit from them.

Mr. President, these needs are still
present. People want to engage in inter
esting and lively work. They want posi
tions which challenge them. They want
the fiexibility to change as conditions
change. They want to enjoy higher
standards of living. And the skill level of
our manpower needs keeps increasing.
The millions who have been fortunate
enough to qualify for education assist
ance under the provisions of the GI bill
have proved-in concrete ways--for all
to see, what a national commitment to
education can mean. We have seen how a
Federal program which provides assist
ance directly to students has worked.
This task before us now is to extend this
successful approach.

WHAT THE BILL WILL DO

Direct grants to students: This bill will
provide stUdent opportunity grants,
based on need, directly to students who
attend pOstsecondary and higher educa
tion institutions at least half time. The
amount of aid will range from $200 to
$1,500 for each academic year. Propor
tional amounts will be available for half
time and three-quarter-time study. The
student will be eligible to attend the
school of his choice. Specific details con
cerning grant eligibility, the formula
which determines the amount of the
grant, and the duration of the grant are
discussed in a summary of the provisions
included below.

The primary purpose of providing di
rect aid to students is to achieve equality
of opportunity for higher education in
this country. Making this money avail
able on a national basis, regardless of
where a student lives or where he wants
to attend college, is the single most ef
fective way to remove the financial ob
stacle to college attendance by needy and
lower-middle-income students.

First, direct student assistance permits
funneling the money directly to those
students who need it most without the
influence of structures which might di
rect this money into other channels. An
equivalent amount of money spent on
aiding institutions of higher education
as opposed to students--would not have
the same impact of easing the financial
burden of college attendance on families
or reducing this obstacle to college at
tendance. That kind of aid would help
institutions meet their mounting costs.
It would ease the pressures for increases
in tuition. But it would not provide spe-

cific assistance for those who would not
decide to attend college without assur
ance of financial aid. The prospects for
raising the money they need for attend
ing college would be as hopeless as ever.

Second, making this money available
on a national basis permits students to
know that if they have certain income
characteristics they will be eligible for
college assistance. They would not have
to search out a given institution which
will have money available. They would
not have to go through the time-con
suming-and often costly-process of
applying to several places in hopes that
one will provide assistance. This knowl
edge in itself is likely to increase higher
educational opportunity in this country.
The recent Department of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare report to the Presi
dent entitled, "Toward a Long-Range
Plan for Federal Financial Support for
Higher Education" suggests that--

There Is some evIdence that changes In
the cost of college have a greater Impact
upon college attendance if these changes are
made known to students early in their hIgh
school careers. If there were a fundamental
Improvement In the method of financIng
students' education. It Is llkely that the long
range impact of thIs change would be to
remove some of the barriers to college at
tendance Which we IdentIfy as motIvational
in the short run.

The knowledge that a national pro
gram is available, for which the student
can apply-regardless of where he lived
or where he wanted to attend college
will give many a hope for a higher edu
cation that they do not now have.

Third, there are many who do not
attend school today because of finan
cial barriers. I spoke of this earlier. Al
though it is difficult to know the precise
impact of present student assistance pro
grams, the Office of Education has esti
mated that each $100 decrease in tui
tion cost--or increase in stUdent aid
would increase the proportion of high
school graduates who attend college by 5
percent.

With the number of high school grad
uates now approach 2.7 million per year.
each $100 average increase in assistance
represents higher education opportunity
for 135,000 additional students. Although
the intensity of the response for each
increment of assistance would probably
diminish, an average increase of several
hundred dollars would still increase col
lege attendance by several hundred
thousand.

One of the great advantages of pro
viding aid directly to the neediest stu
dents is to make certain that those who
are neediest will benefit the most by a
decrease in their educational costs. For
example, if we were to provide enough aid
to decrease the cost of college attendance
by $100 for all of the 6 million students
enrolled in college the cost would be $600
million. The impact of this would be
to make college available for 135,000
additional students. But a program
which would make $100 available to each
of the neediest students would only cost
$13.5 million and would have an impact
on college attendance similar to that of
a much more costly program of $600
million.

The Office of Education also estimates
that-
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II neludes part-year students.
21 ncludes cost-ot-education allowance.

Note: Except for the NSF program. all of these programs pay
aid to students studying in the field of the student's choice.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, this bill
takes the basic concept behind these pro
grams and applies it to a larger number
of students who do not meet the eligi
bility requirements of present direct-aid
programs. What this bill does that pres
ent direct-aid programs do not do, how
ever, is to include an institutional cost
of-education allowance to each grant.
This allowance, discussed below, will be
paid directly to the institution in which
a student chooses to obtain his educa
tion.

Aid to postbaccalaureate degree stu
dents: Graduate and professional degree
students will also be eligible for the stu
dent oppOrtunity grant program based
on need. In addition, this bill will create
a Federal fellowship program which will
provide fellowships to graduate students
for their last 2 years of work on the
Ph. D. or equivalent degree.

The rationale for extending eligibility
for the student oppOrtunity grants to
graduate and professional degree stu
deBts is the same for making this aid
available to postsecondary vocational
and undergraduate students: to remove
the financial barrier to higher education.

A $500 subsidY offered to all high school
graduates in the lowest hall of the income
distribution would increase first-year enroll
ment of this group by over 25% in 2 years.

Mr. President, there is no question but
that lower income groups are much more
responsive to cost of attending college in
making their decisions to further their
education after high school graduation.
This bill will help to make it possible for
all to attend college, if they want to and
have the ability to do so, regardless of
their famiy income.

I would like to pOint out that making
direct grants to students is not a new
concept in providing Federal assistance
to higher education in this country. Sev
eral present programs already do this.
They include: Benefits are paid to col
lege age dependents of deceased and dis
abled parents covered by programs of
the Veterans' Administration, social
security, and railroad retirement. The
Bureau of Indian Affairs has a grant pro
gram for persons of Indian descent. The
GI bill provides assistance to veterans,
and the National Science Foundation
makes fellowship awards to graduate
students. I ask inclusion in the RECORD
at this pOint of the following table which
indicates the number of stUdents receiv
ing aid through these programs during
the most recent month for which figures
are available.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered.

TABLE 12,-FEDERAl PROGRAMS PAYING AID
DIRECTlY TO POST-SECONDARY STUDENTS

Social Security _
Railroad RetiremenL _
GI bilL _
Veterans' Administration sons and

daughters program _
Bureau ot Indian Affairs _
NSF graduate fellowship program _

Number

341,000
8.000

346.861

27,423
2,660
2,255

Average
yearly

benefit

$864
1,140
1809

1980
863

, 5,128

The cost of attending graduate or pro
fessional school is often higher than that
of attending undergraduate school. The
student, moreover, often carinot count
upon family suppOrt for graduate school.
Table 7 shows that students from high
income families are more likely than stu
dent of equal ability from low-income
families to attend graduate school. This
bill will seek to remove this inequality.

The new fellowships are provided for
several reasons.

First, graduate enrollments are in
creasing at a faster pace than under
graduate enrollments. According to the
"Digest of Educational Statistics 1968,"
graduate enrollments increased by 70.3
percent between the fall of 1960 and
1965. During the same period of time,
undergraduate enrollments increased
54.3 percent. This is putting an increas
ing strain upon present sources of grad
uate support, many of which are sup
ported by State governments, private en
dowments, and foundations. We must as
sure that the fiow of this highly trained
talent will continue.

Second, most of the present aid pro
vided by the Federal Government for
graduate education is tied to the field of
stUdy or the type of research a given
graduate student undertakes. The effect
of this has been to encourage graduate
education in some areas while discour
aging it in others. According to the U.S.
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare publication entitled "Students
and Buildings":

In the natural sciences, of the 1958 bach
elor degree recipients who attended gradu
ate school, 55 percent held a stipend, and
35.6 percent obtained a graduate degree by
1963. By contrast. in social sciences and edu
cation, where the percentage of graduate
students receiving stipends was only 36 and
17 percent respectively, the percentage of
graduate degree recipients during the 6-year
period was lower: 29 and 16 percent for the
two discipl1nes. The availability of stipends
was also closely correlated with the percent
age of students engaged in full-time stUdy.
Natural sciences, with the highest propor
tion of students benefiting from stipends,
had the highest percentage of full-time stu
dents, and education and business were in
the cellar in terms of both the share of stu
dents supported and the share of stUdents
who stUdied full-time.

Third, many of the present federally
aided graduate benefits are available
only through specific universities which
have received the authority to grant
these aids. This means that the student
must be registered in an institution
which participates in a program that
dispenses graduate aid.

This bill will eliminate many of these
deficiencies. It will not replace present
federally aided' graduate assistance.
Many of these programs have performed
successfullY and will no doubt continue
to do so. But this bill will make eligi
bility dependent upon ability and need,
rather than the field of study or the
particular institution in which a student
is registered.

Several points I made earlier in this
statement are particularly relevant when
considering the amount of Federal sup
port which shOUld be directed toward
graduate education. It is a particularly
costly item in any university's budget.
Persons with graduate training are espe-

cially mobile geographically. states are
becoming reluctant to undertake this re
sponsibility and to support it at adequate
levels. I think that the Federal Govern
ment will have to take much more initia
tive in this area, and this bill provides a
good basis for a new thrust in support
for graduate education.

Higher education loan bank: The bill
charters a private, nonprofit bank with
the power to sell securities and lend
money to students. The securities and
loans will be guaranteed by the Federal
Government. Interest and repayment will
be deferred-at Federal expense-until
after the student finishes school-and for
a period of up to 3 years after that for
such service as the Peace Corps, VISTA,
and the Armed Forces. The charter will
permit students to take up to 30 years
for repayment. Specific details of this bill
are discussed in a summary of the pro
visions inclUded below.

This bank is needed for several reasons.
First, it will make money available on

a national basis to stUdents. At the pres
ent time the guaranteed loan program
makes it possible for a student to go to
his local bank to borrow money, if the
money is available there. Very often, it
is not. And the student can usually get
this credit only in the context of the
credit rating of his family at local lend
ing institutions. Some stUdents with aca
demic promise fail to receive these loans
because of their family's credit rating.

Second, the bank will be able to tap
larger pools of money than does the
present guaranteed loan program. Pen
sion funds, insurance investment funds,
and other large pools of money may be
available to a higher education loan
bank. The managers of these funds, how
ever, are unwilling to make this money
available on a loan-by-loan basis to stu
dents at the present time. This bank will
provide a structure whereby these funds
may be channeled to students.

Third, loans made by this bank should
be somewhat cheaper than present loans.
The provisions for the bank isolate its
loans from the private market to some
extent. The Federal guarantee of the se
curities sold by the bank and the Gov
ernment guarantee of the loan itself will
reduce the costs of these loans. The use
of the Internal Revenue Service to collect
these debts will substantially reduce col
lection costs.

Institutional assistance: This bill pro
vides direct, noncategorical assistance to
pOstsecondary and higher education in
stitutions in the following ways:

First. It provides a cost of education
allowance for each student who receives
a stUdent opportunity grant. The school
will receive $100 per student aided, plus
an amount equal to 25 percent of the ex
cess over $200 awarded to each first-year
student, 30 percent of the excess over
$200 awarded to each second-year stu
dent, 35 percent of the excess over $200
awarded to each third-year student, and
40 percent of the excess over $200
awarded to each 4 or higher year under
graduate student, and 50 percent of the
excess over $200 awarded to each grad
uate or professional degree student.

Second. It provides a cost of education
allowance for each student who receives
a graduate fellowship under the Federal
fellowship program. The amount of this
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allowance will be equal to an amount of
150 percent of the basic fellowship grant.

The reasons for these cost of education
allowances are as follows:

First, the effect of the other provi
sions of this bill will be to increase col
lege attendance. At the present time, de
spite the high cost of attending college,
student charges do not nearly meet the
cost of providing this education. Each
student, in effect, receives a subsidy from
the college· he attends, whether it be
public or private. Increasing the number
who attend college by new programs of
student financial aid would raise the cost
to those who would attend without stu
qent aid because these subsidies would
have to be spread over a larger number
of students. The Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare publication
"Students and Buildings" explains:

For the current college popUlation, tuition
and fees average about $500 per year. and
the cost of Instruction averages about $1500.
Thus. one can eaSily speCUlate that If the
total class hours of instruction Increased by
about 40 per cent--roughly what would be
involVed if all potential 8'tudents attended
full tlme--average tuition and fees would
have to be raised to about $780 per year or
a.bout 56 percent. This assumes that the
average cost of Instruction would remain
at roughly $1.500, and that additional in
structional expenses would have to be met
through increases in tuition.

We must inclUde a cost-of-education
allowance to cover the additional cost of
educating the persons who receive these
Federal benefits.

Second, the cost to colleges of provid
ing education is increasing each year.
They need additional funds which each
college can use in its area of greatest
need. This is a decision which can best
be determined by the individual institu
tion. The categorical grants which pres
ently operate will not be replaced by this
bill. But the direct cost-of-education
grant provided by this bill will obviate
some of the deficiencies of categorical
grant programs. Categorical grant pro
grams often unduly alter the priorities
set by individual institutions. They some
times influence the university to engage
in activities which do not coincide with
their greatest needs.

The aid provided by this bill will be
spent where local education institutions
best believe it should be spent. And they
are most capable of making that deci
sion.

Student outreach program: The pres
ent student outreach programs, Upward
Bound and Talent Search, have identi
fied and helped to motivate thousands
of stUdents during the last few years.
Without the effort of these programs
thousands of stUdents who are now in
postsecondary education pr<>grartiswbuld
not be there.

Nevertheless, I believe that additional
efforts are needed. The number of able
students who are not yet in postsecond
ary education programs indicates a large
field that has yet to be tapped. In addi
tion, the massive Federal effort envi
sioned by this bill must make its full
impact felt by providing new efforts to
identify and motivate students to attend
college, I think that this can be done by
strikltilroutin several new directions.

Fii'st; we can irtvolve highschool

teachers and students in these efforts
more than we do so now. We can do this
by providing Federal training courses
for high school teachers and counselors
and for members of student councils.
These courses can provide new ways that
these trained persons can keep high
school students up-to-date on postsec
ondary financial aid, study programs, and
career possibilities. Many students need
assistance in making their future edu
cational plans. We must make certain
that they have adequate information on
which to base these plans.

Second. we must provide aid to the
colleges for their recruitment efforts.
Many sensitive educators have long re
marked that if the colleges of this coun
try would emphasize academic recruit
ment of students from low-income fam
ilies as much as they emphasize the re
cruitment of athletes, the opportunity
disparities between rich and poor stu
dents would be much less today. But I
want to take advantage of the skill and
know-how of universities in recruitment
efforts. This bill will provide Federal as
sistance for this purpose to colleges
which develop especially effective efforts
at recruitment.

Third, when stUdents and their par
ents are making postsecondary educa
tional plans they need ready access in
formation about financial aid, career, and
college pOSSibilities. This bill will estab
lish higher education opportunity cen
ters throughout the country for this
purpose. Most can use existing Federal
facilities. Some can use roving recruit
ers. All can make printed information
available at all times.

Fourth, I have been appalled while
working on this bill to discover how
amazingly little is known about those
who do not attend college. We know little
about how they can be identified. We
know little about what needs to be done
to get them positively oriented toward
postsecondary education. We know little
about the mix of motivation, lack of fi
nances, and ability in determining who
does and does not go to college. As a re
sult I think it would be well to establish
a special Council on Educational Oppor
tunities within the Office of Education
which would have independent responsi
bility for examining and recommending
improvements in this area. With the ad
vice of this Council the Commissioner
of Education would first fund research
projects-either institutional or indi
vidual-designed to develop better
ways to identify and motivate students
who might potentially benefit from post
secondary education; and, second, de
velop measures designed to monitor the
change in the postsecondary and higher
education opportunity. structure. This
structure shOUld be defined broadly, but
it should include measures of the im
provement we are making in assuring a
college education of all who can benefit
from it. We know. for example, that the
percentage of high school graduates who
attend college each year is increasing.
But we do not know whether it is im
proving as fast-or improving at all-for
the poor and lower income groups as it
is for the upper income groups, whether
it is increasing as fast for our rural youth
as for our city youth, and so on.

Finally, the bill establishes an inter-

agency coordinating committee com
posed of representatives from agencies
administering student aid programs. I
think we need a structure through which
these agencies can regularly exchange
information. I think they shOUld have
the opportunity to discuss their programs
with each other. I believe that they
should explore possible ways that they
can identify individuals potentially able
to benefit from further education and
encourage them in this direction.

As a result of just such a meeting I had
with representatives from these agencies
recently I introduced S. 1638 and S. 1639.
These bills respectively amend the social
security and railroad retirement pro
grams which provide benefit payments to
children of deceased and disabled par
ents if they remain in school after their
18th birth date. One provision of these
bills permits these agencies to notify po
tential eligibles of these benefits near
their 14th birth date. The Veterans' Ad
ministration has a similar benefits pro
gram and this agency already notifies
potential eligibles of their coverage early
in the high school years. This is an excel
lent practice. Students make the deci
sion to attend college early in the high
school years. It is then that they must
make financial calculations and course
decisions which are crucial to the deci
sion to attend college. I think the Rail
road Retirement Board and the Social
Security Administration should adopt
this practice. This is but one example of
how various agencies can learn from
each other. I want to see it continued.

Mr. President, this is a comprehensive
bill. It seeks to attack various problems
of higher education in a number of dif
ferent ways. I think that the need in this
area is evident. We must act now to bring
fuller educational opportunity to all of
our people.

I ask that a summary of the provisions
of the bill be inclUded in the RECORD at
this point.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the summary will
be printed in the RECORD.

The bill (S. 1788) to assist in remov
ing the financial barriers to the acquisi
tion of a postsecondary education by all
those capable of benefiting from it, in
troduced by Mr. MONDALE (for himself
and other senators), was received, read
twice by its title, and referred to the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

The summary, presented by Mr. MON
DALE, follows:
SUMMARY OJ' THE MAJOR PROVISIONS OJ' THE

BILL

STUDENT OPPORTUNITY GRANTS

The bill authorizes a new program of stu-
dent Opportunity Grants. Half-time, three
quarters-time. and fUll-time StUdents will be
eligible for these grants for a period of up
to four years (or its part-time equivalent)
study for post secondary vocational or under
graduate study. If a stUdent is enrolled In a
program which normally requires longer than
four academic years for the baccalaureate de-
gree he may receive a grant for a ronger
period of time. although this will not exceed
five academic years or Its part-time

eq~:a~~~~ and professional students··wUi 'T;;'
also be eligible for these grants for a period
of time not to exceed four academic.yelU'lJ'l:!.~....
Ita equivalent In part-time enrollment, be~, ."
yond the baccalaureate de!!'88. . ..
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These grants w1ll be awarded solely on the

basis of need according to a formula which
is discussed below. The student will general
ly make his appllcation to non-profit agen
cIes authorized by the CommissIon of Edu
cation. These agencIes, usIng the formula
contaIned In this blll, wlll make the de
terminatIon of the amount of award for
Which the student Is ellgible and notIfy him
of that fact. The only requIrement for ell
gibUlty In applying Is enrollment or pre
sumed admissIon to a post secondary (In
CludIt1g vocational) or higher education In
stItutIon. The student may opt to attend
the institution of his choIce, wIth his award
beIng dispensed through the instItutIon he
finally chooses to attend.

Provislon for part-time stUdy is inclUded to
increase the llexiblllty of this program as it
responds to the needs of stUdents. There are
some students whose famIly finances requIre
that they engage in heavy part-time work
loads In order to make enough money to at
tend school. With part-time work, plus the
aid aVailable through this program, a student
may be able to attend college who otherwise
could not. If he were required to attend fUll
time he might not have the financIal re
sources to do so.

StUdents wlll .be able to apply for these
grants as early as the 11th grade of high
school. Although grants made at that tIme
Will be reviewed when the stUdent graduates
from hIgh school, It Is necessary that the
stUdent have an early IndicatIon of the
amount of aid which Will be avallable to hIm
If he chooses to undertake education beyond
the high school level. All accounts suggest
that the decision to attend college is made in
the early high school years. Attending college
requires long term course and finance plan
nIng. It Is, therefore, necessary to inform
the student as early as possible In hIs high
school career as to the availablllty of money
to finance his postsecondary educatIon.

Under the formula, the amount of grant
for each student wlll be a sum equal to the
dIfference between: (a) the national average
college attendance cost; and (b) the famIly
contribution plus expected stUdent savings.
ThIs grant will not exceed $1500 or the actual
cost for an academic year for a given student
at a given unIversity-such costs to Include
tuItion, fees, rOOllll, board, books, plus a given
amount permItted for such IncIdental ex
penses as the CommIssIoner of EducatIon
deems to be reasonably related to the stu
dent's educatIonal experience. The mInImum
grant for a full-tIme student will be $200 per
year. The CommIssIoner of Education wlll also
be permitted to provIde reduced grants for
half-tIme and three-quarter time students.
The basIc parts of thIs formula are defined as
follows:

1. The National Average College Attend
ance Cost Is an average of undergraduate
tuItIon, fees, room, board, books, and such
other expenses as may be reasonably assumed
to be related to the student's educational
experIence, as determIned by the CommIs
sIoner of Education. This sum would be re
computed every two years or at a shorter
Interval if the CommIssIoner of Education
determines thIs to be appropriate.

2. The Family Contribution means the
a.mount the famIly of a gIven student may
be expected to contrIbute toward the cost
of hIs postsecondary education for the aca
demIc year In questIon. The criteria used
In thIs calculation wlll be determIned by
regUlatIons prescribed by the CommIssioner
of Education. These criteria wUlInlcude: ef
fective famIly Income (as defined below), the
number of dependents In the student's fam
Ily, and the number of dependents attend
Ing or llkely to attend Institutions of hIgher
education. These regulatIons wUl be re
vieWed, and if necessary, revised, annually.
A famlly's effective Income Is the annual In
come mInus Federal Income tax paid; and
minus special categorIes of expenses arIsing
from unusual family circumstances as de-

fined In the guidellnes approved by the
CommissIoner of Education.

3. Expected Student Savings is the amount
that students on the avera.ge may be ex
pected to save from summer, vacation, or
part-time employment WhIch can be applled
toward the cost of his postsecondary edu
cation for a given year.

The CommissIoner of Education can also
prescrIbe special rules determIning famIly
contribution in the case of students who are
determIned to be self-supportIng. When a
student Is determIned to be self-supportUlg,
the student wlll receive, in addition to his
grant, an allowance for supporting any de
pendents. This allowance wlll be $300 per
dependent, not to exceed a total of $1,500.
ThIs provisIon wlll be especially useful for
stUdents, who have not received support
fram theIr famllles for several years, to re
turn to school. It Will also be helpful In
encouraging mothers who head famlIles to
return to school.

A cost-of-educatlon allowance wlll be paId
to the educational InstItution attended by
recIpients of these grants. This wlll help to
cover the difference between student charges
and the actual cost of provIdIng the servIces
connected wIth the student's educatIonal
experience. Institutions attended by stu
dents receIving grants wUl receIve for each
student aIded an amount of $100 plus a sum
equal to: 25 percent of the excess over $200
awarded to each first year student, 30 per
cent of the excess over $200 awarded to each
second year stUdent, 35 percent of the ex
cess over $200 awarded to each thIrd year
stUdent, 40 percent of the excess over $200
awarded to each fourth year stUdent, and
50 percent of the excess over $200 awarded
to each graduate or professional stUdent.
The amount the student receives for hIs
dependents wllI not be Included when de
termInIng the amount due the educatIonal
Institution.

The increase In percent of the amount re
ceIved by the educational institution as the
aided student moves through the years of
his educatIonal experIence recognizes that It
costs more to educate students for each ad
dItional level they attain.

EducatIonal InstitutIons Will also receIve
an administratIve· cost allowance for the
grants they adminIster to pay for the cost
they Incur.

The StUdent Opportunity Grants wlll re
place the present Educational Opportunity
Grants program. The bUl provides for a
transitional coupllng as the program begins
and the old one Is phased out.

FEDERAL FELLOWSHIP PROGRAM

The blll also authorizes a Federal Fel
lowship Program which Will provide awards
to assist graduate students of exceptional
ablllty. who also demonstrate financial need,
to complete their final two years of study
toward the Doctor of Philosophy, or equiva
lent degree. The number of fellowships au
thorized Is 15,000 for fiscal year" 1971. 25,000
for 1972. and 35,000 for 1973. These fellow
ships Will be awarded directly to the stu
dent, to stUdy In the institution of his
choice.

The stipend of the fellowship will be de
termIned by the COmmissioner of Education
in accordance with prevalllng practices under
comparable federally supported programs, ex
cept that the stipend Will not be less than
$2,800 nor more than $3,500 for each aca
demic year of study not to exceed two years.
An allowance of $300 per dependent, not to
exceed $1.500, wlll be paid to the stUdent If
he has dependents.

A cost-of-educatlon allowance will be paid
to the institution In which the stUdent Is
pursuing his stUdy. This amount will be one
and one-half times the grant to the stUdent
(not including the allowance for depend
ents) less any amount charged the stUdent
for tuition.

These fellowships wlll be based solely on

ablllty and need. They wlll not be awarded
on the basis of the stUdent's field of stUdy.

HIGHER EDUCATION LOAN PROGRAM

The blll also charters a Higher Educational
Loan Bank as a private, non-profit corpora
tion. The purpose of this bank Will be to pro
vide loans to postsecondary vocatIonal, un
dergraduate, graduate, and professional stu
dents. Students Will be eligible for these
loans for a period of up to five years for
undergraduate work and for up to five years
of graduate or professional study, or for an
eqUivalent period of part-time work. They
must be enrolled In at least one-half of a
normal full-time course of stUdy In order to
receive a loan. The student ls eligible to bor
rowan amount which Will not exceed the
cost of attending school at the institution he
attends, less any other federal aid received...

These loans wlll be guaranteed against de
fault, death, and disablllty by the Federal
Government. Interest payments and repay
ments of the prIncIpal Will be deferred untn
a student has completed his schooling and
for a period of time up to three years after
that time for such services as the Peace
Corps, VISTA, or the Armed Services. There
will be no "forgiveness" features similar to
those of the National Defense Student Loan
program. The Bank, however, Will be ellgible
to establish for each year a low earnings
cancellation provision providing for can
celllng, In whole or in part, of annual repay
ment in any year in which the borrower's In
come falls to reach a minimum level or In
which the repayment exceeds a maximum
percentage of Income. This will encourage
persons who might be reluctant to under
take these loans, because of their fear of
failure In college work, or because of their
hesitation to undertake the obligation of
large sums, to do so. Then if their Income Is
very low, part of their loan will be cancelled.

These loans w1ll be collected by the In
ternal Revenue service. This wlll reduce the
cost of collecting these loans, and thereby
reduce the interest charge on them.

The borrower wlll be permitted to take up
to thirty years to repay his loan.
COLLEGE OPPORTUNITIES FOR THE DISADVANTAGED

The bill provides for several programs
which will supplement present outreach pro
grams designed to Identify and motivate in
dividuals potentially able to do college level
work, but who heretofore have not been a
part of the higher educatIon opportunity
structure.

The blll authorizes new Incentive grants to
educational InstitutIons which provIdes a
program which gives unusual promise in as
sisting youths to initiate, resume. or com
plete their postsecondary education. ThIs wlll
provide these Institutions With money to
undertake Imaginative recruitment efforts.

The blll authorizes new training grants for
high school teachers and stUdent leaders to
equip them to counsel high school students
about the avallablllty of financial assistance
and post-secondary educational opportuni
ties.

The blll also establishes Higher Education
Opportunity Centers throughout the coun
try. These easily accessible centers Will make
information avallable, Including appropriate
appllcation forms, and furnish guIdance and
counseling servIces With respect to all feder
ally assisted programs designed to provide op
portunities for education beyond high school,
and with respect to attending vocational
schools and institutions of higher education.

A Council on College Opportunities Is also
established by the bill. This Councn shall:

a. Review and evaluate, on a regUlar basis,
the effectiveness of programs designed to
identify, motivate, and provide financial as
sistance to low-income youth who are po
tentially able to attend COllege but who usu·
ally do not do so.

b. DevelOp administrative procedures to
coordinate all federal programs offering op
portunities for education beyond high school,
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S. 179Q-INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
PROVIDING FOR A GREAT PLAINS
CONSERVATION PROGRAM
Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.

President, I introduce, for appropriate
reference, a bill to extend the authority

"Payroll period:VVeekly _
Bi1!ieekly _
SemImonthly _
Monthly _
Quarterly _
SemIannual _
Annual _
Dally or mIscellaneous (per

day of such perIod) 3.80"

(b) So much of paragraph (1) of section
3402 (c) of such Code (relating to wage
bracket WIthholdIng) as precedes the first
table In such paragraph is amended to read
as follows:

"(I) (A) At the election of the employer
with respect to any employee, the employer
shall (SUbject to the provisIons of paragraph
(6» deduct and withhold upon the wages
paid to such employee on or after the 30th
day after the date of the enactment of thIs
subparagraph a tax determIned In accord
ance with tables prescribed by the Secretary
or hIs delegate, which shall be In lieu of the
tax requIred to be deducted and wIthheld
under subsection (a). The tables prescrIbed
under this SUbparagraph shall correspond in
form to the wage bracket WithholdIng tables
in subparagraph (B) and shall provide for
amounts of tax In the varIous wage brackets
approximately equal to the amounts which
would be determined If the deductions were
made under subsection (a).

"(B) At the election of the employer with
respect to any employee, the employer shall
(SUbject to the provIsions of paragraph (6»
deduct and withhold upon the wages paId to
such employee before the 30th day after the
date of the enactment of thIs subparagraph a
tax determIned In accordance with the fol
lowing tables, which shall be In lieu of the
tax requIred to be deducted and Withheld
under subsection (a) :".

SEC. 4. The amendments made by the first
two sections· of this Act shall apply to tax
able years begInnIng after December 31, 1968.
The amendments made by sectIon 3 of thIs
Act shall apply wIth respect to remuneration
paId on or after the 30th day after the date of
the enactment of this Act.

delegate) to pay the tax shown in such table
in Ueu of the tax shown in the table which
uses the 10-percent standard deduction. For
purposes of this tItle, an election made uno.
der the precedIng sentence shall be treated
as an electIon Inade under sectIon 141(d)
(2) ."

(e) Section 4(f) (4) of such Code is
amended to read as follows:

"(4) For nonappllcab1llty of the table pre
scribed under section 3 which uses the min
imum standard deductIon in the case of a
married IndIvidual fiUng a separate return
who does not compute the tax, see sectIon
6014(a) ."

(f) The last sentence of section 6014(a)
of such Code is amended to read as follows:
"In the case of a married individual fiUng
a separate return and electing the benefits
of this subsectIon, the table prescribed un
der section 3 WhIch uses the minImum
standard deduction shall not apply."

SEC. 3. (a) SectIon 3402(b) (1) of the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to
percentage method of withholding income
tax at source) is amended by striking out
the table thereIn and Inserting In lleu
thereof the follOWing:

"Percentage method withholding table
Amount of one

withholding
exemption

$27.00
55.80
58.60

116.00
350.00
700.00

1,400,00

and, without objection, the bill will be
printed in the RECORD.

The bill (S. 1789) to amend the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 to increase
the amount of the deduction for each
personal exemption to $1,200, introduced
by Mr. BAKER, was received, read twice
by its title, referred to the Committee on
Finance, and ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 1789
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 0/

Representatives 0/ the United States 0/
America in Congress assembled, That (a) the
followIng provIsIons of the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1954 are amended by striking out
"$600" Wherever appearIng therein and in
serting in lieu thereof "$1,200":

(1) section 151 (relating to allowance of
deductIons for personal exemptions);

(2) Section 642(b) (relating to allowance
of deductions for estates);

(3) Section 6012(a) (relatIng to persons
requIred to make returns of income); and

(4) Section 6013(b) (3) (A) (relating to as
sessment and colleotion in the case of cer
tain returns of husband and wife). (b) The
following provIsIons of such Code are amend
ed by strIkIng out "$1,200" wherever ap
pearIng thereIn and inserting In lieu thereof
"$2,400":

(1) Section 6012(a) (1) (relating to per
sons requIred to make returns of income);
and

(2) Section 6013(b) (3) (A) (relatIng to as
sessment and collectIon in the case of cer
taIn returns of husband and wife).

SEC. 2 (a) Section 3 of the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1954 (relatIng to optional tax
If adjusted gross Income Is less than $5,000)
is amended by addIng at the end thereof
the following new subsection:

"(c) TAXABLE YEARS BEGINNING AFTER DE
CEMBER 31, 1968.-In Ueu of the tax im
posed by seotion I, there is hereby imposed
for each taXBble year beginnIng after De
cember 31, 1968, on the taxable Income of
every indIvIdual whose adjusted gross In
come for such year Is less than $5,000 and
who has elected for such year to pay the tax
imposed by thIs section a tax determIned
under tables prescrIbed by the Secretary or
hIs delegate. The tables prescrIbed under
this subsection shall provide for amounts of
tax In the various adjusted gross Income
brackets apprOXimately equal to the amounts
whIch would be determIned under sectIon 1
If the taxable Income were computed by
takIng either the 10-percent standard de
duction or the mInImum standard deduc
tIon."

(b) SectIon 3(b) of such Code is amended
by Inserting after "December 31, 1964" each
place It appears ", and before January I,
1969".

(c) Section 4(a) of such Code Is amended
by strIkIng out "the tables In section 3" and
inserting in Ueu thereof "the tables pre
scrIbed under sectIon 3".

(d) Paragraphs (2) and (3) of sectlon 4(c)
of such Code are amended to read as fol
lows:

"(2) Except as otherwise provIded in thIs
subsection, In the case of a husband or wIfe
filing a separate return the tax imposed by
sectIon 3 shall be the lesser of the tax
shown In the table prescrIbed under such
section whIch uses the 10-percent standard
deductIon or in the table whIch uses the
mInimum standard deduction.

"(3) The table prescrIbed under sectlon 3
WhIch uses the minImum standard deduc
tion shall not apply in the case of a hus
band or wife fiUng a separate return If the
tax of the other spouse Is determIned with
regard to the 10-percent standard deduction,
except that an IndIvIdual descrIbed In sec
tion 141 (d) (2) may elect (under regu
lations prescrIbed by the SecretarJ: or his

S. 1789-INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
TO AMEND THE INTERNAL REVE
NUE CODE OF 1954
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I intro

duce, for reference to the proper com
mittee, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to increase the
individual income tax personal exemp
tion from $600 to $1,200.

There can be little question that the
present $600 tax exemption for each
dependent is totally unrealistic for the
times. The $600 figure was established
in the Revenue Act of 1948-more than
20 years ago-and has not been revised
since that time. During these same two
decades, however, the cost of living has
risen 48.1 percent, based on the level of
consumer prices indexes in 1948 and in
January 1969. Obviously, the present
figure is obsolete and grossly unfair.

An exemption of $600 per person pro
vides a total exemption of only $2,400 for
a family of four. However, a recent stUdy
by the Department of Labor shows that
in order to maintain a moderate stand
ard of living today, a family of four needs
about $9,191. Certainly, then, the per
sonal exemption for this family should
comprise a greater percentage of their
total financial need than the present
$2,400.

Congress is presently considering ways
of achieving equity in the tax structure
in order that the burden of financing our
Government may be distributed more
fairly upon all our citizens. The enact
ment of the measure I propose would be
of particular benefit to those in the low
and mIddle-income brackets and would
relieve what many consider to be an un
due burden upon these groups.

I believe it is vitally important that
we act now to remove the glaring in
equities from the tax system, and, in my
view, the enactment of the proposal
which I introduce today would be an im
portant step in our overall effort to revise
the American tax structure.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the bill be printed at this point
in the RECORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;

partIcularly wIth respect to coordInation at
the local level of informatIonal services on
these programs and to establish procedures
for exchangIng informatIon among depart
ments or agencIes of the Federal Government
which administer programs desIgned to pro
vIde educational opportunIties beyond high
school.

c. Report to the congress Its findIngs an
nually, IncludIng recommendatIons for
changes in the law. With the advIce of thIs
Councll, the Commissioner of EducatIon Is
authorized to:

(a) Fund research projects (eIther InstI
tutIonal or Individual) and pllot demonstra
tIons desIgned to develop better ways to Iden
tIfy and motIvate students who might po
tentIally benefit from postsecondary educa
tIon.

(b) Fund programs in secondary schools to
Identify students who are not now motIvated
to undertake educatIon beyond hIgh school
and to determine the means by whIch such
students might be encouraged to begIn fur
ther educational experiences.

(c) EstablIsh means to monitor the change
in the post-secondary and higher educatIon
opportunIty structure.


