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For these reasons, I enthusiasticallY

support the Williams amendment to the
1971 Labor-HEW appropriations bill.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
understand this conference is to be held
in November 1971.

Mr. WilLIAMS of New Jersey. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
think this is for a very good purpose. I
suspect that the reason they did not do
this was because it looked as if it was
too far in advance of the time we were
holding the hearings.

The Senator now wants assurance that
the money will be provided. I think that
it is a good amendment. I hope that the
Senator from New Jersey will see that
this money is still there in November
1971. There has been a great tendency
when we appropriate some money to use
it up. Then we do not have it for the
designated purpose despite the fact that
Congress appropriated the money. They
say that they will not spend it on any
thing else. No one can check on where
the money is.

I hope that the Senator will watch
this money and see that it is there.

We have had too many experiences in
which they have done this. It gets down
there to the Treasury and there it is.

I suspect that they will use it up to
that time, but I want to be sure that it is
there when they have to bring these peo
ple back.

As I understand it, these people are
selected by organizations in the States
and by perhaps State officials who are
involved in the problems of the aging
in their State.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. MAGNUSON. How many usually
attend?

Mr. WllLIAMS of New Jersey. There
will be approximately 1,700 or 2,000.

Mr. MAGNUSON. So the State repre
sentation would be a combination of non
profit organizations or State officials and
I suppose perhaps in some cases those
who were interested, maybe from the
medical professions or people of that
kind.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. The
senator accurately describes the repre
sentation from the various states.

The Senator knows that there are
many organizations of senior citizens.
This is a fertile area from which to draw
representation. The State governments
have representatives, and other citizens
will be appointed to come who are un
affiliated.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I under
stand that the amendment simply pro
vides for the expenses of delegates to the
White House Conference on the Aged.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I ap
peared before the committee in support
of the amendment and am a cosponsor.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, I yield back the remainder of
my time.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from New Jersey,

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 1076

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, r call up
amendment No. 1076 and ask that it be
stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from Oklahoma (Mr.
HARRIS) offers an amendment as follows:

On page 38, beginning with line 12, strike
out through line 18.

On page 38, line 19, redesignate section 209
as section 208.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that all of the co
sponsors listed on the amendment, to
gether with an additional cosponsor, the
distingUished Senator from South Caro
lina (Mr. HOLLINGS) be listed in the
RECORD at this point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it j.Q so ordered.

The cosponsors of the amendment are
as follows:

Mr. HARRIS, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. TALMADGE,
Mr. RmIcoFF, Mr. BROOKE, Mr. MONDALE, Mr.
JAV1TS, Mr. BAYH, Mr. EAGLETON, Mr. GORE,
Mr. GOODELL, Mr. GRAVEL, Mr. HART, Mr. HAT
FIELD, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. INOUYE,
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. MCCARTHY, Mr. McINTYRE,
Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. NELSON, Mr. !'ELL, Mr.
PERCY, Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. WILLIAMS of New
Jersey, and Mr. YARBOROUGH.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on the amendment,

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, r speak in

support of amendment 1076, which I have
introduced with Senators CRANSTON,
RIBICOFF and others, to amend H.R.
18515, the Labor, HEW appropriation
bill. This amendment has bipartisan sup
port and is sponsored by 26 Senators.
Amendment 1076 would strike section
208 of that bill, which limits Federal pay
ments for fiscal year 1971 to any State
for services, staff training and adminis
trative expenses payable under titles I,
IV(A), X, XIV, and XVI of the Social
Security Act to 115 percent of the amount
actually expended for that State for fis
cal year 1970.

These limitations would cut down pro
grams affecting the aged, the blind, the
permanently and totally disabled, and
needy families with dependent children.

This flat limitation of funds to a low
percentage increase over the 1970 ex
penditure ignores the reality of the ex
panding need for lOpropriations in this
area. States are faced with increased case
loads in 1971, due to rising unemploy
ment and overall welfare trends. This
week HEW Secretary Elliott L. Richard
son pointed out the current explosion of
caseloads and costs, which have gone up
20 percent in the last year, Caseloads in
the States of Washington, Oregon, and
Texas have skyrocketed by more than 50
percent this year. As the number of cases
show dramatic increase, administrative
costs will have to keep pace with the
number of welfare clients, or a mass
breakdown in servicing cases will be in
evitable. ObViously, the 15-percent
growth limitation written into section
208 will not suffice to cover these admin
istrative costs alone, to say nothing of
improving and increasing the scope of

needed social service.. authorized under
the Social Security Act.

Administration figures on estimates
from the states and territories submitted
last Mayas to fiscal year 1971 programs
indicate that a total of $150 million in
social services, staff training and admin
istrative costs will be jeopardized due to
the effect of section 208. In my own State
of Oklahoma, the amount of $1,793,000
would be cut. The combined factors of
unemployment and inflation have taken
their toll since these estimates were
made, and the latest State estimates for
fiscal year 1971 show a $211 million
shortage in funds available to the States.
Almost' all States will fall short of hav
ing the necessary funds to carry out
planned programs, training, and admin
istration. This will be of particular harm
to States which have been slow to de
velop programs, but at this time are EX
panding their services. The report of the
committee on appropriations argues that
disparity between the States in welfare
services will result if the open-ended ap
propriation is not closed by section 208.
The limitation would, rather, freeze any
disparity now in existence, since those
States with inadequate programs could
not catch up with the limited increase
allowed.

Mr. President, what is really important
is the human need behind the statistics.
Section 208 would not allow sufficient
funds to administer current programs in
many instances. Significant social serv
ices will be limited, including day care,
employment counseling and family plan
ning. Without adequate social services,
such as day care and employment coun
seling, willingness to work can be a. hol
low shell. A recent stUdy from .the De
partment of Health, Education, and
Welfare found that 44.5 percent of
mothers on welfare in 1968 had high
employment potential, due to education
or previous job experience. Four out of
five expressed an immediate desire to
get a steady job, However, 80 percent of
these willing potential workers were pre
vented from working due to a lack of
child care facilities, Day care is a social
service authorized under title IV(A) of
the Social Security Act to families re
ceiving AFDC payments, as well as to
former and potential recipients. The
enactment of section 208 will make pro
vision of these services highly Unlikely,
and will help to keep willing workers un
employed. This is false economy of the
worst kind.

In placing a ceiling on services to the
aged, blind, disabled, and needy, we
would be striking at those who have no
other hope. A moral sense of basicpri
orities cries out against a decision based
solely on dollars and cents.

Those most closely connected with de
livering welfare services have joined in
opposition to section 208. The National
League of Cities, the AFL-CIO, the Con
ference of Governors. and the American
Public Welfare Association have aU
taken a position against the provision,
Their opposition is based on the realiza
tion that the limitation of Federal funds
would place a burden on many States
which they will not be able to assume, or
would severely penalize many poor
people in this country.
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Anumner of States have initiated pro
grams based on current levels of fund
matching, not anticipating that severe
restrictions might be imposed on Federal
contributions. These States will have to
cancel social services, or look to already
overtaxed state revenue sources to fill
the gap. Cancellation or curtailment of
sorely needed services will leave program
recipients even more frustrated than
they now are. Section 208 of H.R. 18515
is a step backward, when we should go
forward.

I urge that it be stricken.
Mr. President, I am pleased to yield to

the Senator from California (Mr. CRAN
STON) who has really done yeoman serv
ice in putting this matter together in
attempting· to strike this bad provision
from the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from California is recognized.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I rise
to explain and urge support for amend
ment No. 1076 to delete section 208 from
the committee-reported H.R. 18515, the
Labor-HEW Appropriation Act.

I submitted this amendment Wednes
day along with the Senator from Okla
homa (Mr. HARRIS) and a bipartisan
group of 24 other Senators in order to
eliminate the arbitrary 115-percent limI
tation which the committee-reported ap
propriation act seeks to impose on Fed
eral grants to states for administration,
training, and social services for all wel
fare prograIns. If adopted, the amend
ment would restore the open-ended na
ture of the Federal share for these pro
grams established by the Congress in
the Social Security Act.

This amendment is being taken up in
lieu of amendment No. 1070, submitted
by Senators HARRIS and RIBICOFF on No
vember 17.

Before getting to the substance of this
amendment, I want to express my deep
appreciation to Senator HARRIS, senator
MONDALE, Senator TALMADGE, Senator
BROOKE, and Senator JAVITS for their
special help in gathering support for this
amendment.

The background of the situation now
before the Senate is as follows:

Under the Social Security Act, grants
are made to the States for the cost of
State and local administration of wel
fare agencies, for training of staff ad
ministering public assistance programs
and preparing for employment in these
agencies, and for social services for re-·
cipient&-including day care, job coun
seling, homemaker services, employment
and housing placement assistance, family
planning and alcoholic and drug abuse
rehabilitation. The act also provides for
the development and implementation of a
program of family services and child wel
fare services in support of welfare re
cipients and to assist former and po
tential welfare recipients in staying off
welfare.

Under the act, all individuals wishing
to make application for aid are guar
anteed the right to do so, and the act
requires that the aid be furnished with
reasonable promptness to all ellgible in
dividuals. At this time of rising unem
ployment, and In the aftermath of the
Supreme Court ruling invalidating resi-
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dency requirements for public assistance,
many States-inclUding California
have been experiencing significant In
crease in new applications for assist
ance. Such increases are in turn escalat
ing administrative costs for personnel to
engage in determining dnd validating
eligibility, programs management, and
monthly payments to millions of
recipients.

According to the President's own budg
et request:

The purpose of the grants for social serv
ices is-to enable each Sl;ate, as far as
practicable under the conditions existing in
the State, to furnish rehabllltative and other
services to recipients and potential recipients
to help them maintain and strengthen fam
!Iy Hfe and to attain or retain capab1l1ty for
maximum self-support. ,<elf-care and person
alindependence.

This puts it about as well as anyone
can.

In the President's fiscal year 1971
budget, there was included a 110-percent
freeze on the Federal share of welfare
supportive cost&-administrative, social
services and personnel training expenses
for all welfare programs-old age assist
ance, aid and medical assistance to the
blind and disabled and AFDC-with au
thority in the Secretary of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare to make exceptions.
under certain circumstances. The House
quite properly rejected this provision,
but the Senate Appropriations Commit
tee, at the request of the administration,
inserted a compromise Umitation-rais
ing the ceiling to 115 percent and eUm
inating the exception language.

The administration submitted data to
the Senate Appropriations Committee
purporting to show the likely State-by
state effect of the 115-percent limit and
asserting that under that limit 40 States
would receive 90 percent or more of their
spending requirements in these cate
gories for fiscal year 1971. As I shall seek
to demonstrate, these figures are ex
tremely understated and unreliable.

In view of the fact that eligibility for
aid and services is expressly open ended
under the Social Security Act. Any lim
itation on Federal support for adminis
tration, training, and social services to
carry out a State plan is clearly incon
sistent with the basic purposes of the
Social Security Act and with our desire
to provide effective programs to assist
welfare recipients in becoming inde
pendent-a purpose so well staten In the
sentence from the President's bUdget
which I have just read.

A major impact of the proposed limi
tation would fall on those States-such
as Pennsylvania-which are planning to
expand their services to bring them into
line with current caseload demands. Un
der the proposed limitation, the burden
of such necessary expansion would fall
on already overextended State and
county taxpayers.

In fact, the administrative as well as
the supportive services monies are spe
cifically targeted at keeping down the
public assistance rolls by: First, seeking
to assure the even-handed administra
tion of public assistance regulations and
the avoidance of administrative errors,
and second, identifying programs and

moneys specifically aimed at moving wel
fare recipients off the welfare rolls into
employment and providing services
which are "welfare preventive" for those
most in danger of needing welfare.

In addition to States seeking to expand
their administrative welfare support, the
burden of the freeze now proposed will
also be borne by States-such as Califor
nia-which are already expending sub
stantial funds for administrative and
supportive services but which can antici
pate an overall welfare cost increase in
fiscal year 1971 of well in excess of 15
percent. In California, the rate of in
crease could go as high as 25 percent.

In Los Angeles County, for example,
the county board of supervisors esti
mates that the 115-percent ceiling will
throw another $6 million on already
hard-pressed county and State taxpay
ers. And the comparable figure for San
Diego County is predicted to be almost
$3 million. In Kern, Merced, and Tuol
umne Counties, and Bakersfield, Calif.,
welfare costs have been rising at a rate
of 22 to 30 percent. I have received letters
of strong opposition to the ceiling from
the following 29 California county boards
of supervisors:

Alameda, Butte, Contra Costa, Del
Norte, Glenn, Kern, Lake, Lassen, Los
Angeles, MariI' Mariposa, Merced, Mo
doc.

Placer, Plumas, Orange, Nevada, San
Bernardino, Santa Cruz, San Diego, San
Joaquin, San Luis Obispo, San Mateo,
Shasta, Siskiyou, Solano, Tuolumne,
Yuba, and Yolo.

None of thes"! jurisdictions has the
available property tax base to raise the
extra local share of funding without
great hardship to already hard-pressed
taxpayers if this arbitrary limitation is
imposed. In light of the reforms proposed
by the administration in its innovative
family assistance plan, it is particularlY
incongruous for the Federal Govern
ment to adopt a position of preventing
the initiation of much-needed improve
ments in State and local programs which
would enable them better to meet these
new demands.

Moreover, the Social Security Act in
effect makes a pact with States and their
local welfare programs for the Federal
share of administrative as well as sup
portive expenses to be open ended and to
be governed by the extent of State ex
penditures and payments. To default on
this obligation in midfiscal year would
cause absolute havoc throughout the
land

One crucial fact that must be recog
nized is that most administrative and
services costs are in effect mandated on
States under HEW regulations as part
of their statutorily required State plan.
There wIll thus be little choice for most
States but to raise more revenue from al
ready hard-pressed sources to cover at
least basic administrative costs. Most
likely to suffer-if there is any flexibil
ity-are the very antiwelfare and wel
fare-preventive programs I alluded to
earlier. The states wlll just have to ac
cept the cost if the welfare system is not
going to breakdown.

Under the 115-percent limitation, the
typical State's share of total spending
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Minnesota $8,352,000 $2.357.000
Georgia $5,478,000 2.285,000 5.012.000
CalitorniL 38,605,000 25,982.000 78,700,000
New York 35,361,000 16,515,000
Washington . __ 4,520,000 20,832,000 4.249.000
Pennsylvania 59,874,000 5,069,000 29.202.000
Colorado . ______ __ __ _ 5.577.000 826,000
North Carolina_______ 659,000 4.779,000, _

Mr. President, what we have here is
a counterproductive provision which,
without rhyme or reason, threatens to
impose intolerable tax loads on the al
ready hard-pressed taxpayers of most
States and localities or to greatly dis
rupt administration and provision of
services-and therefore the effective
ness-in most welfare programs. This
freeze also will stifle in administration
and services in those States now rela
tively deficient in allocation of resources
and energies to those categories.

That is why this amendment is strongly
supported by the National League of
Cities-U.S. Conference of Mayors, the
Governors' Conference, the AFL-CIO,
and the Public Welfare Association of
America.

I ask unanimous consent that recent
letters to me from the Mayors and Gov
ernors Leagues be printed in the RECORD
at this point.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

NATIONAL GOVERNOR'S CONFERENCE,
Washington, D.C., November 18, 1970.

Hon. ALAN CRANSTON,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR CRANSTON: I understand
that you will be offering an amendment to

Projecting into fiscal year 1971 this
conservative fiscal year 1970 growth
rate for these cost categories, we find
that under the proposed 115-percent
limitation 45 States would receive less
than their fiscal year 1971 requirements,
and 39 of these States would experience
cost increases in their State share of
expenditures ranging from 30 to 150 per
cent in fiscal year 1971, with the State
expenditure share for the median of
these 39 States increasing 63.6 percent.

Looking at this another way, under
these projections, 34 States would lose
at least one-half million dollars in Fed
eral funds.

However, the real point seems to be
that no one can at this point estimate
the fiscal year 1971 State expenditures
with any degree of accuracy. The States'
latest revised projections, taking into
account fiscal year 1970 actual experi
ence, projections which HEW has not re
leased. show a total switch to the States
of $211.5 million and that 29 States
would lose a half million Federal dollars
or more.

To give a clear picture of the great
uncertainties surrounding these three
sets of estimates and therefore the over
all effect of the proposed 115-percent
limitation, let us look at the projected
loss of Federal funds under the freeze
for eight States in fiscal year 1971:

Total 211,478,000

Loss
Estimates

$1.449,000
566.000

, 0

o
78.700.000

826.000
o
o
o

4,397,000
5,012,000

26,000
1,237,000

376.000
7,413.000

o
906.000

1,129.000
o

2,292,000
o

5,589.000
o

15,374,000
2,357.000

o
2,884,000

81,000
878,000
591,000
534,000

3,113,000
o

16,515,000
o

14,000
1,623,000

o
2,274,000

29,202,000
568,000

o
o
o

2,304.000
6.102,000

o
o

8.000
810,000

4,249,000
2,189,000
7,074,000

States:
"Alabama _
Alaska _
Arizona . _
Arkansas _

"CalifornIa _
Colorado _
Connecticut _
Delaware _
District of Columbla _

"Florida _
Georgia _
Guam _
Hawaii _
Idaho _

"Illinois _
Indiana _
Iowa _
Kansas _
Kentucky _
Louisiana _
Maine _
Maryland _
Massachusetts _
Michigan _
Minnesota _
Mississippi ~

"Missouri _
"Montana _
Nebraska _

"Nevada _
New Hampshire _
New Jersey _
New Mexico _
New York ~-----

North Carollna _
North Dakota _Clhlo _
Clklahoma _

"Clregon ~ _
PennsylvanIa _
Puerto Rico _
Rhode Island ~

South Carollna _
South Dakota _
Tennessee _

"Texas _
Utah _
Vermont __ - _
Virgin Islands _
Virginia _
Washington _
West Vlrglnla _

"Wisconsin _

EXAMPLES OF SOCIAL SERVICE PaOGRAMS THAT
MAY BE CURTAILED IF SECTION 208 OF H.a.

18515 Is ENACTEr
MISSOURI

Section 208 would mean the complete
elimination of several large proposed day
care projects under Model CIties and other

ALLEN JENSEN.
Special Assistant.

Estimates oj the loss to states under section
208 oj H.R. 18515 oj Federal share oj State
and local expenditures jor income main
tenance administration, social services, anA.
state and local training

(From information prOVided to HEW in All
gust 1970 and In the case of some States
as Indicated" estimates made by States
In November 1970)

delete Section 208 of H.R.18515, the Depart
ment of .Labor and Health, Education, and
Welfare and Related Agencies Appropriation
Bill, 1971. Many Governors have indicated
that it Section 208 is enacted it would be
extremely costly to their State by decreasing
the federal participation in state costs of
administering welfare and prOViding social
services. They therefore support efforts to
delete Section 208.

I have attached Information which Indi
cates the fiscal Impact on each State If Sec
tion 208 Is enacted.

Sincerely.

State
revised

liscalrm

estimate

Projection
of liscal

year 1970
increase

into liscal
year 1971

State
May 1970
liscalmr

estimate

will probably increase at least 25 percent
in fiscal year 1971, and if the freeze were
continued, for fiscal year 1972, another
25-percent raise in the State share is
predictable. Under these conditions, to
tal State spending by fiscal year 1972
would have increased about two and one
half times given present welfare growth
patterns.

Bringing about such a drain on al
ready overextended State and local re
sources seems a strange proposal for an
administration which so strongly cham
pions revenue sharing and a family as
sistance plan increasing Federal financial
responsibility in this area. Rather, the
administration's proposed 115-percent
limitation in section 208 is a blueprint
for "revers.:;; revenue sharing."

Mr. President, I will conclude my re
marks with a brief analysis of the ad
ministration-supplied State-by-State
impact data on which the Appropriations
Committee based its decision to recom
mend imposition of the U5-percent ceil
ing. That data appears to have been
clearly biased toward the administra
tion point of view for the following rea
sons:

FIrst, early estimates of State-spend
ing requirements for administration,
services, and 4;:aining-the types which
were presented to the committee, and
which formed the basis of administra
tion arguments-have tended, histori
cally, to be notoriously inaccurate and'
conservative. For example, the States'
May 1970 estimates of their 1970 spend
ing underestimated the actual 1970 costs
by about 15 percent. Yet, these May 1970
estimates formed the basis for the States'
fiscal year 1971 estimates submitted at
the same time.

Second, recent year-to-year increases
in spending in these accounts have been
far above 15 percent per year. The ad
ministrative component of these costs
has been increasing faster than the serv
ices component. Administrative costs
which are almost entirely a function of
caseload size-have been rising phenom
enally in the most recent 6 months due
to rapid, uncontrollable increases in the
costs of administration and services.

For example, from fiscal year 1969 to
fiscal year 1970, total costs nationwide
increased 36 percent; the administrative
component of these costs increased 38.3
percent; the service component 34 per
cent. For 27 States the fiscal year 1970
increase in expenditures for administra
tion, training, and services was between
32.5 and 135.5 percent over fiscal year
1969.

The administration, based on these
demonstrably understated fiscal year
1971 estimates, has projected a shift to
the States of $150 million in welfare sup
portive costs. However, merely by pro
jecting into fiscal year 1971 the nation
wide rate of increase-36 percent-ex
perienced in fiscal year 1970 over fiscal
year 1969 experience, a fair, and, even
then conservative, estimate of the shifted
burden to the States would be $187 mil
lion. I say conservative because, as I have
noted, the rate of increase over the last
6 months-the fastest growth in history
according to HEW Secretary Richard
son-has been even greater than the 36
percent fiscal year 1970 rate of increase.



November 20, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 38335
auspices. The state welfare agency, for more
than a year, has been working with the Model
City agencies in St. Louis and Kansas City,
and In both areas they are at this moment
ready to establish rather large day care pro
jects In the slum areas of the two cities. The
total federal funds which they expected to
receive for the first fiscal year for expanding
day care facilities so that ADC mothers could
be trained for and accept employment would
be $3,992,813.00.

FLORIDA
The foIlowing special projects in Florida

are being funded through the publ1c assist
ance titles and In all probablllty It would
be necessary to cancel these projects If the
proposed legislation becomes law:
Model State Project-Jacksonvllle_ $354,445
Pearson Project-Day Care-Jack-

sonville 90,750

Family Aid Project-JacksonvlIle_ _ 100,883
Homemaker Project-District 3____ bO,560
Youth Opportunity Coordinator Pro-ject ~______________________ 16,845

Tampa Child Care Project-Tampa_ 57,609
Comprehensive Service Delivery

System-West Palm Beach______ 254,987

NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES,
U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS,

November 18,1970.
Hon. ALAN CRANSTON,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.O.

DEAR SENATOR CRANSTON: On behalf of
the National League of Cities and the U.S.
Conference of Mayors, we urge the deletion
of Section 208 of the pending Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare Appro
priations Bill (H.R. 18515). This section
would llmit increases In Federal payments
for social services, staff training and admin
Istrative expenses (Publ1c AssIstance Titles
I, IV-A X or XIV of the Social Security Act)
in fiscal 1971 to 115 percent above the
amount allocated In fiscal year 1970. Pres
ently these Titles have "open end" accounts
which are a source of funds for vItal ongoing
programs wIthIn our cities provIding for:
the treatment of alcoholics and narcotics
addicts; services assisting the mentally 111
and retarded to their homes from Institu
tions; services which assist the elderly In
findIng housing, medicare and other com
munIty resources. These Titles also provide
~unds for other human resource services
Including famUy planing, day care and
childhood educational servIces. In addition,
these Titles provide the only funds specifi
cally targeted for programs which are "wel
fare preventlve"-slnce the funds are direct
ed toward securing employment for those
indIviduals who are about to be added to
the welfare rolls.

Another potential Impact that has caused
concern to be expressed by many mayors
throughout the country Is the adverse effect
the proposed limitation will have on the
Model Cities Program. You are no dOUbt
aware that the llmltation came up in the
House earlier this year but was rejected by
that body due to concerted action on the
part of local officials and other concerned
groups. The threat to the Model Cities Pro
gram by the l1mitatlon at that time Im
peIled HUn Assistant secretary Floyd Hyde
to write to Patricia IDtt, Assistant Secre
tary for Community and Field Services for
HUD. to express her "grave concern over the
adverse effect section 208 would have on the
Model Cities Program."

We concur with Assistant Secretary Hyde's
conclusion In his memorandum:

The passage of Bection 208 of the HEW
Appropriations BUl would reduce the effec
tiveness of the Model Cities Program by
substantially decreasing HEW inVOlvement
In a key program area. It would disrupt pat
terns of interagency cooperation and coordi
nation which have been carefully nurtured in

local communities. Furthermore, it would
inhibit the development of service programs
which would serve as vital support mecha
nisms for any future Famuy Assistance leg
islation.

Some states have already announced to
city officials that If Bection 208 remains In
the b1lI all of the presently funded programs
wlll have to be renegotiated and probably
discontinued. Estimates Indicate the pro
posed Umltatlon would force states to re
duce social services by one-fourth in the
next two years, while the costs of adminis
tration of public assIstance will be rising 90
percent. These announcements coupled with
the new evidence that an Increasing num
ber of welfare famllles are moving to our
cities cause many city officials to express
concern as to how needed services will be
provided to our citIzens If the limitation Is
retained.

Again, on behalf of the nation's mayors,
we ask you to do what Is necessary In re
moving this drastic proposed limitation on
the costs of programs outlined above which
continue to provide needed services to citi
zens within our cities throughout the coun
try.

Sincerely,
JOHN J. GUNTHER,

Executive Director, U.S. Oonference
Of Mayors.

PATRICK HEALY,
Executive Vice President, National

League of Oities.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, section
208 is not an economy move. It is ax
wielding. I urge all of my colleagues to
resoundingly reject it by supporting this
amendment to delete it, with its 115
percent ceiling, from the bill.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the name of the
Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD) be
added as a cosponsor of the amendment.

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

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

Mr. HARRIS. I yield the fioor to the
Senator from Texas.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I thank the Sen
ator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Texas is recognized.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, as
one of the cosponsors of the amendment,
I wish to point out that 27 of the 50
States would be adversely affected if sec
tion 208 is left in the bill. It was not in
the House bill. The States that were slow
to implement will be penalized and that
includes a majority of the States.

As a cosponsor of the amendment to
delete this general provision from the
Labor-HEW appropriations bill, I urge
my colleagues to support us in this action
which is designed to preserve social re
habilitation programs across the country.
We should continue to adequately assist
the States in their efforts to extend pro
grams to the disadvantaged people of our
Nation.

If we allow section 208 to take effect, it
would place an arbitrary ceiling on the
amount of money that the Federal Gov
ernment could contribute toward State
expenditures for the administration,
training, and social services which are
connected with their public welfare pro
grams such as old-age assistance, aid to
the blind, aid to the disabled, and aid to
families with dependent children. Under
section 208. the Federal grant for admin-

istrative expenses during fiscal 1971
would be limited to 115 percent of the
aggregate amount spent by each State
during fiscal 1970 for these purposes. This
means that each State would be allowed
an increase of only 15 percent over. the
1970 allotment regardless of their in
dividual needs. Perhaps the objective of
this sort of standardization is noble, but
the effects could be catastrophic in a
large number of our States.

Although the arbitrary 115 percent
would have serious implications in all
but 23 of the 50 States, the consequences
for the State of Texas and its citizens
would be particularly harsh. There has
been a "caseload explosion" in my home
State. For example, the number of cases
under the aid to families with dependent
children has more than doubled during
the past 2 years from 31,587 families to
71,209 families. The number of recipients
under the program is presently increas
ing at a rate of 8,000 persons per month.

There are those who will argue that
section 208 is merely aimed at cutting
unnecessary administrative costs. While
this is a commendable goal, it must be
recognized that it is the people in need
of expanded programs of social service
who would suffer the most from the
penny wise and pound foolish ceiling on
Federal matching funds.

Under section 208, the State of Texas
stands to lose $6.1 million in Federal
money which is required to finance ad
ministrative, training, and social service
programs in fiscal year 1971. This finan
cial burden would force the elimination
or substantial curtailment of day-care
education. family planning, and con
sumer education programs in Texas
which are presently either operating or
planned in the cities of Houston, Dallas,
Edinburg, San Antonio, Crockett, Laredo,
Eagle Pass, Texarkana, El Paso, Tyler,
Plainview, Galveston, Austin, Waco,
Orange, and Beaumont. Many of these
programs in Texas are still in their em
bryonic stage and must not be left to
perish for lack of Federal support.

We in the Congress cannot expect the
States to expand programs designed to
rehabilitate the poor. if we insist on de
priving the States of the financial sup
port which is necessary to implement
these programs. Promises have been
made that should not now be repudiated.
I urge my colleagues in the Senate to
support this proposed amendment which
would delete section 208 from the Labor
HEW appropriations bill.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
think I made a fairly complete state
ment about the history of this amend
ment earlier today. I expressed the per
sonal feeling that I do not like a fiat
percentage, but I would say that we have
to do something and I hope the Com
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare will
take a very close look at this and that
this not be kept open. I know the Gov
ernors are all very concerned about this.
Naturally, they are. Anything that costs
them money they are against. I do not
blame them because all the States are
pretty well strapped for money.

I thought the amendment of the Sen
ator from New Hampshire (Mr. COTTON)
was a pretty good compromise on this
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matter but in view of the fact that the
Cotton' amendment was rejected I am
going to vote for this amendment. We
could have accepted it and the Senator
could withdraw the request for a roll
call vote, but I think some Senators
would like to vote against it.

That is my position. It is a little diffi
cult for me, after the committee worked
long and hard, and I did not particularly
favor this ceiling. As a matter of fact, it
was 110 percent when it started out.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I am
grateful to the Senator from Washing
ton for expressing his willingness to sup
port this amendment. I appreciate what
is attempted to be accomplished by this
provision we hope to have stricken.

I repeat on the floor of the Senate
what the distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Finance said earlier. The
committee that has jurisdiction over the
substantive law in this field. The chair
man of that committee said that we will
be quite happy to hear any statement
from the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare. I am a member of the Com
mittee on Finance.

If there is need for additional help to
cut down on what it is felt are unneces
sarily high costs in these areas, we will
be open to any suggestion he has, but as
of now the case is unproved and this is
not the way to go about it.

Mr. President, I hope the amendment
is agreed to.

The Senator from California addressed
the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield the Senator
such time as he may require.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I
thank the senator from Washington for
his very helpful approach on this amend
ment and for his willingness to accept it.
I am very grateful to the Senator. I
thank the chairman of the committee
for his thoughfulness and for his cour
tesy throughout the day even when we
have been on opposite sides. He has been
thoughtful and generous. I also thank
the Senator from Oklahoma for his help
and his cooperation throughout this ef
fort. Actually, a team of us worked to
gether on this matter, inclUding Sena
tors MONDALE, TALMADGE, BROOKE, JAVITS,
RIBICOFF, and others. The Senator from
Oklahoma (Mr. HARRIS) who had a sim
ilar amendment, in which he was joined
by the Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
RIBICOFF) was generous in merging his
amendment into my No. 1076.

Many, many people around the country
have joined in this efi'ort, and it is most
satisfying that we are now about to have
this amendment adopted.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I am
pleased to be a cosponsor of the amend
ment, introduced by my distinguished
colleague, the junior Senator from Cali
fornia, and others.

I can certainlY appreciate the concern
of the administration and of the Appro
priations Committee that the costs of
administering welfare programs be held
to an absolute minimum: I do not be
lieve there is anyone in this body who
would question this worthwhile objec
tive.

But many of us do have legitimate
questions over the means, particularly
when we consider the extremely harm
ful efi'ects which section 208 of the bill,
as presently drafted, would have on
many of our States. I, for one, would
have no difficulty in supporting a limita
tion on expenditures if the Secretary of
HEW were given discretion to make ex
ceptions in cases of great hardship.

In the Commonwealth of Massachu
setts, for example, the State welfare
agency has just begun to assume respon
sibility for administering a variety of
welfare programs. Previously, these
were administered by the local govern
ments. In such a situation the service,
training, and administrative costs are
quite naturally increasing at a rapid
rate. Yet if the committee amendment
prevails, the Commonwealth of Massa
chusetts will not be able to spend any
more in fiscal 1971 than 115 percent of
the amount which it spent in fiscal 1970
when most of the costs were borne by
the local governments.

According to the administration's own
figures, Massachusetts would be set back
nearly a million dollars under the pro
posed limitation. If, however, one pro
jects a similar rate of increase in the
State's burden for fiscal year 1971 as
was sustained in 1970, then the Com
monwealth of Massachusetts stands to
lose $3.5 million, an amount which it can
ill afi'ord.

The Federal Government has encour
aged, promoted, and largely funded this
great program for many years. I sincere
ly hope that an arbitrary ceiling will not
be imposed at this time, but rather, that
such matters will be left to the Finance
Committee which presently is consider
ing a complete reorientation of our en
tire national system of social welfare.

For these reasons, I urge the adoption
of the Harris amendment, deleting sec
tion 208 from the bill.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, at a time
when we are trying to improve public
assistance programs, at a time when we
want to emphasize training programs to
prepare people for employment, it makes
no sense to set arbitrary limits on Fed
eral participation in welfare programs
which undermine the efi'ectiveness of
these efi'orts.

Equally important, to change the rules
of matching-fund agreements with
States this late in the fiscal year can
be described only as fiscal irresponsi
bility.

And yet that is what section 208 of
the appropriations bill for the Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Wel
fare would do.

The section provides that Federal
matching funds for administration,
services and training in public assist
ance programs be limited to 115 percent
of actual expenditures for these pro
grams last fiscal year.

Mr. President, in those States with a
continuing and rapid increase in public
assistance cases, such a limit would force
a cutback in projected assistance pro
grams or require an increase in State
and local funds.

For example, depending on estimates
of caseload increases in Michigan, the

proposed limit would mean that non
Federal sources in my State would have
to come up with from between $8 mil
lion and $15 million.

Quite frankly, the State of Michigan's
economy and treasury will not support
an increase of that magnitUde.

The other alternative would be to cut
back on public assistance programs. That
would mean, in many instances, a reduc
tion in funds for such activities as day
care, homemaker services, family plan
ning, work readiness, and employment
counseling.

Many States have expended these ac
tivities at the urging of the Federal
Government.

For the Federal Government to cut
back on its commitment at this point
would be to break faith with both State
governments and the poor of the Nation.

Mr. President, I, for one, am not pre
pared to vote to break that faith. It has
happened too often already.

As a cosponsor of the amendment to
remove this provision, I urge a favorable
vote.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, a pro
posed revision to section 208 of the
President's budget is as follows:

None of the funds contained in this title
may be used for payments to any State for
fiscal year 1971 for services, staff training.
and administrative expenses under titles I,
IV (part A). X, XIV, and XVI of the Social
Security .lct Which, in the aggregate, exceed
115 percent of the aggregate amount esti
mated for these purposes for such State for
fiscal year 1970.

If the Senate, and subsequently the
Congress, should fail to adopt section
208, the May State estimates indicate
that an additional appropriation of $150
million would be required for the cost
of services, administration, and train-
ing. ;

According to the May State esti
mates, over 75 percent of the additional
$150 million would be received by three
States: $39 million would go to Cali
fornia, and more than half of the re
maining $111 million would be received
by Pennsylvania and Michigan.

PURPOSE OF SECTION 208

The original justification for making
public assistance an open-ended ap
propriation was to protect the rights of
individuals who were entitled to and in
need of cash assistance. In other words,
the Congress did not want to see a per
son in need denied assistance because
an appropriation had not been passed at
the Federal level. This concept of an
open-ended appropriation was later
extended to program administration,
training, and social services aspects of
the overall public assistance program.
The administration believes that appro
priations for these activities should be
controllable. The Executive and the Con
gress should make deliberate choices
in advance-as to their size and char
acter and as to the Federal financial
commitment for any given fiscal year.
As it stands now, the Federal Govern
ment does not exercise this control-it
merely pays the bills as rendered by the
States. This is what section 208 was in
tended to correct.
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EFFECT OF SECTION 208 ON STATES' ESTIMATED

REQUIREMENTS

The wording of the limitation requires
that the increase in 1971 be limited to
115 percent of the 1970 level for the ag
gregate payments for social services, ad
ministration of cash payments to wel
fare recipients, and training made to the
states for 1970. This would permit the
state to decide which of the program
elements could be constrained and still
effectively carry out those of highest
priority.

.Based on the May data from the
States for 1971 requirements, applica
tion of the 115-percent limitation, with
out exception, would produce the follow
ing:

First. Twenty-two States will have no
problem since the limitation would pro
vide more than their current estimate;

Second. Eighteen States would receive
90 percent or more of their requirements;

Third, Nine States would receive be
tween 80 and 90 percent of their require
ments;

Fourth. Five States would receive less
than 80 percent of their requirements.

These States include Georgia, Hawaii,
Michigan, New Hampshire, and Penn
sylvania.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD some pertinent
tables.

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

SOCIAL AND REHABILITATION SERVICE

Listing Of states by percentage of FY-1971
request for services, administration, and
training allowed under 115% limitation

[Dollars in Thousands)
Received-Total request (22 States) :
Alabama Mississippi
Arizona Missouri
Arkansas Montana
Colorado Nevada
Delaware New Mexico
District of Columbia. New York
Indiana North Dakota
1<ansas Rhode Island
Maine South Carolina
Maryland Utah
Minnesota Vermont

90 to 99.9% of request (18 states); SavingsIlllnois - $3,717

Iowa --------------______________ 699

1<entucky _
Louisiana _
Massachusetts _
Nebraska _
New Jersey _
North Carollna _
Ohio _
Oregon _
Puerto Rlco _
South Dakota _
Tennessee _
Virgin Islands _
Virginia _
West Virginia _
Wisconsin _
Wyoming _

80 to 89.9% of request (9 States) ;Alaska $349
California 38,605
Connecticut 1,163
Florida 2,774
Guam 16
Idaho 293
Oklahoma 1,793
Texas 4,313
Washington 4,520

Less than 80% of request (5 States);
Georgia $5,478
Hawaii 1,237
Michigan 15,680
New Hampshire 490
Pennsylvania 59,874

ESTIMATED FEDERAL SHARE OF STATE AND LOCAL EXPENDITURES FOR INCOME MAINTENANCE ADMINISTRATION, SOCIAL SERVICES, AND STATE AND LOCAL TRAINING AS FURNISHED
BY THE STATES IN MAY 1970 '

[Dollars in thousands)
-0--------------:-------,- _

Fiscal

yeafl1"lJ ri~~;m Fiscal l:tr
estimate percent eslimate

Fiscal year
1971 Allowance

allowance as percent
under Estimated 011971

limitation savings estimate

Fiscal
Fiscal year 1970

year 1970 limes 115
estimate percent

Fiscal year
1971

estimate

Fiscal year
1971

allowance
under

limitation

Allowance
as percent

Estimated 01 1971
savings eslimate

United States____ 833,081 958,043 1,077,836 927,425 150,411 __________ Monlana ____________ ._ 2,712 3,119 2,986 2,986 0 100
Alabama__________ • ___ 7,297 8,392 8,170 8,170 0 100

Nebraska______________ 4,391 5,050 5,289 5,050 239 95Nevada _______ ..______
1.636 1,881 1,776 1,776 0 100Alaska___________ .... _ 1,748 2,010 2,359 2.010 349 85 New Hampshire..______Arizona_______________ 3,181 3,658 3,632 3,632 0 100 992 1,141 1,631 1,141 490 70

Arkansas____ .. ________ 3,500 4,025 3,600 3,600 0 100
New Jersey____________ 21,181 24,358 25,201 24,385 816 97

California _____________ 251,039 288,695 1327,300 288,695 38,605 88
New Mexico___________ 5,768 6,633 6,346 6,346 0 100

Colorado______________ 9,683 11,135 10,801 10,801 0 100
New York _____________ 122,579 140,966 120,285 120,285 0 100

ConneclicuL__________ 6,145 7,067 8,230 7,067 1,163 86
North Carolina _________ 7,476 8,597 9,256 8,597 659 93

Delaware______________ 948 1,090 1,034 1,034 0 100
North Dakota __________ 2,557 2,941 2,812 2,812 0 100

District 01 Columbia__... 6,101 7,016 6,278 6,278 0 100
Ohio________________

19,500 22,425 23,953 22,425 1,528 94
Fforida_______________ • 15,280 17,572 20,346 17,572 2,714 86

Oklahoma ___________ :: 7,936 9,126 10,919 9,126 1.793 84Georgia-- _____________ 12,651 14,549 20,027 14.549 5,478 73
Oregon ________________ 8,398 9,658 10,190 9,658 532 95Guam_________________ 102 117 133 117 16 88
Pennsylvania __________ 32,897 37,832 97,706 37,832 59,874 39Hawaii_______________ • 1,780 2,047 3,284 2,047 1,237 62
Puerto Rico_______ •____ 5,955 6,848 6,935 6,848 87 99ldaho_________________ 1,605 1,846 2,139 1,846 293 86 Rhode Island __________ 3,972 4,568 3,267 3,267 0 100Illinois. _______________ 33,375 38,381 42,098 38,381 3,717 91 South Carolina_________ 4,428 5,092 4,523 4,523 0 100

Indiana _________... ___ 6,419 7,382 6,545 6,545 0 100 South Dakota__________ 2,146 2,468 2,649 2,468 181 93Jowa___ .. ______ .._____ 6,898 7,933 8,632 7,933 699 92 Tennessee_____________ 11,481 13,203 14,702 13,203 I. 499 90Kansas________________ 6,672 7,673 7,222 7,222 0 100
Texas_________________ 17,994 20,693 25,006 20,693 4,313 83

Ken~'!cky------- _______ 7,019 8,072 8,523 8,072 451 95
Utah __________________ 3,755 4,318 4,331 4,318 13 100

lOUlsrana..____________ 14,514 16,691 18,000 16,691 1,309 93 VermonL _____________ 1,569 1,804 1,423 1,423 0 100
Maine.... _____________ 4,141 4,762 4,267 4,267 0 100 ~irg!n.lslands..-----. __ 188 216 220 216 4 98
Maryland------ ______ ._ 16,275 18,716 18,555 18,555 0 100

IrgmJa _______________ 6,885 7,918 8,322 7,918 404 95Massachusells_________ 14,638 16,834 17,832 16,834 998 94 Washington____________ 21,802 25,072 29,592 25,072 4,520 85
Michlgan----------- ___ 15,586 29,424 45,104 29,424 15,680 65 West Virginia ___ •______ 8,522 9,800 9,947 9,800 147 99Minnesota_____________ 8,408 9,669 8,609 8,069 0 100 Wisconsin _____ •• ___ •__ 16,462 18,931 19,358 18,931 427 98

~:~~~:r.~~~:: ==:::=::: 5,250 6,038 5,343 5,343 0 100 Wyoming... ___________ 1,219 1,402 1,518 1,402 116 92
18,425 21,189 19,630 19,630 0 100

!This is a revised eslimate lor California.

Mr. MOl-TDALE, Mr. President. I think
the limitation on day care and related
social services which is proposed by
section 208 Is most unfair and unwise.
I understand that the administration
exerted heavy pressure in support of this
provision. But there seems to be no
justification, on the merits, for this un
precedented ceiling on Federal matching
of State welfare services. It is simply
another case where the administration is
attempting to cut costs.

So it comes down to a matter of pri
orities. What are the announced pri
orties of the President, himself, that
affect this issue?

First, the President proclaimed a
strong national ~mmitmentto the first 5

years of a child's life. Second, he rec
ommended a new family assistance pro
gram with the emphasis on "workfare,
not welfare."

But here we are, trying to put a lid on
the day-care services which the chil
dren so desperately need. And which
make it possible for their mothers to
work. I admit that I am somewhat con
fused by the administration's support
for this provision, which undermines two
of its objectives.

It is certainly clear that we are ex
periencing great growth in day-care serv
ices under the welfare program. Ap
parently, the administration supplied
the Congress misleading data which un
derstated this growth. But the hard

work which was put into gaining accept
ance of the provision suggests that the
administration really knew that the costs
were going up more rapidly. For ex
ample, HEW told the Congress that
Minnesota would not lose any funds
under section 208. But estimates by out
side experts show that my State would
lose $8.3 m~1lion. The estimates for many
other States show the same disparity.

Mr. President, I strongly protest the
attempt by the administration to pull
the wool over the eyes of the Congress.
I object, particularly, because these pro
grams are so valuable and so necesary.
I hope the Senate will strike the pro
vision.

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I will
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oppose the pending amendment to delete
section 208 of the committee bill and I
urge my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle to al:;v oppose this amendment.

Section 208 of the General Provisions
of the Labor-HEW-related Agencies ap
propriations bill (H.R. 18515) for fiscal
1971 places a limitation on the funds
that may be used for social services,
staff training, and administrative ex
penses under the appropriation "Grants
to States for Public Assistance." The
wording of this limitation requires that
the increase in 1971 be limited to 115
percent of the 1970 level for the aggre
gate payments for social services, ad
ministration. and training made to the
States in 1970, this present fiscal year.

I agree with the Senate Appropria
tions Committee that the services, ad
ministration. and training aspects of
public assistance should no longer be
open-ended. The original justification
for making public assistance an "open
ended" appropriation was to protect the
rights of individuals who were entitled
to and in need of cash assistance. In
other words, the Congress did not want
to see a person In need denied assistance
because an appropriation had not been
passed at the Federal level. I still feel
and I cannot emphasize this point too
much-that open-ended appropriations
are still needed in the areas of money
payments to recipients. But section 208
of the committee bill has absolutely
nothing to do with money payments to
recipients-these would not be affected.
Section 208 deals strictly with services
and administrative costs.

After 1962. when "open-ended" appro
priations for services, administration,
and training in relation to public assist
ance were adopted, we have seen these
costs skyrocket. In the last 5 fiscal years
alone-fiscal year 1965 through fiscal
year 1970-the costs for these adminis
trative and service costs have grown
from $0.3 blllion to $1.3 billion-an in
crease in almost unbelievable propor
tions of 324 percent. Admittedly, welfare
costs generally have gone up over this
period and the numbers on the welfare
rolls have also increased. In fiscal year
1965 there were 7.1 million recipients on
the welfare rolls and they received main
tenance payments amounting to $4.4 bil
lion. By this present fiscal year, we have
10.5 million recipients receiving mainte
nance payments amounting to $7.1 bil
lion. This is an increase of 48 percent in
the number of people and an increase of
62 percent in payments-but these in
creases come nowhere near the outland
ish increase of 324 percent in services,
administration, and training costs shown
during the same 5 years.

As the Senator from Washington (Mr.
MAGNUSON) pointed out in his opening
statement, the Appropriations Commit
tee is greatly concerned about the spi
raling costs of welfare services and wel
fare outlays in general. There have been
some valid complaints that the admin
istration of welfare services are costing
too much. The Executive and the Con
gress should be able to make deliberate
choices-in advance-as to the size and
character and as to the Federal financial
commitment for any given fiscal year in

the area of welfare services administra
tive costs.

As I understand it. Mr. President, the
executive and the Congress make such
choices in relation to other Government
programs-the administration of the so
cial security program, for example. The
social security money comes from a trust
fund, yet the items dealing with adminis
tration, et cetera, are budgeted and Con
gress sets these amounts. Why should it
be that different for the administrative
costs of the welfare program?

Let us take a close look at what the
deletion of section 208 of the committee
bill will mean:

First, it would add $183 million to a bill
that comes out of the Senate Appropria
tions Committee $311,587,000 over the
President's budget request for 1971.
Without the limitation of section 208,
the States automatically have the green
light to spend $183 mlllion more than is
appropriated in this bill. Under the pub
lic assistance legislation, the expenditure
of this amount becomes automatic unless
we include the section 208 limitation.

Second, without the section 208 limita
tion, the States would be free to hire
staff-and I emphasize again that is es
$entially what is involved here, staff
working for state welfare agencies
without any restriction, any limitation.
and, for that matter, without the Fed
eral Government even knowing why they
might have hired the stafi in the first
place. The staff in question are welfare
administrative staff and social workers.
The funds also inclUde the cost of their
training and, in some cases, even ad
vancement of their basic education.
Without the section 208 limitation, the
Federal Government has no choice but
to match 75 cents of every dollar that
the States choose to spend for this kind
of staff and staff training. I know of no
other case where the Federal Govern
ment has permitted such an open-ended
and unlimited opportunity to add to the
payroll of State and local agenc1e~ as
exists in this one case. We certainly
would not allow it in the agencies oper
ating at the Federal level. Why should
we place no restriction or limitation on
State and local staffing financed largely
from Federal funds? I point out-again
that stafiing in this area has grown over
300 percent during the last 5 years.

We are trying to hold down a run
away expense. While cutting $183 mil
lion from the bUdget, this limitation does
permit each and every State to increase
its 1971 activity in this area by a full 15
percent.

It is most important that everyone
understand that the limitation does not
have anything whatsoever to do with
cash assistance to the poor. the aged or
the disabled. It does nothing to control
these costs-which, as I have already
shown, are also rising. but at a lower
rate.

Again. I urge my colleagues to defeat.
the pending amendment which would
delete section 208 of the committee bill.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President. at the annu
al New Jersey Conference of Mayors in
Atlantic City yesterday Gov. Wil
liam T. Cahill announced that New Jer':

sey faces an imminent crisis in its wel
fare system as the result of a very sharp
rise during the past few months in its
welfare caseload.

If this rate of increase continues. as
seems likely, New Jersey's welfare budg
et is estimated to go up next year by
approximately 30 percent. Currently ap
proximately 8.000 cases per month are
being added to the State welfare rolls,
according to the State welfare director.

The imposition of a limitation on the
costs of administration, services. and
training in public assistance programs at
a time when caseloads are rising so rap
idly will cause severe hardship to New
Jersey and other States faced with simi
lar problems. many of whom are already
halfway through the fiscal year which
the limitation would affect.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD a letter I received
from Governor Cahill this morning con
cerning the effect of the section 208 lim
itation on New Jersey.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

STATE OF NEW JERSEY,
WASHINGTON OFFICE,

November 19,1970.
Hon. CLIFFORD P. CASE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D.O.

DEAR SENATOR CASE: It is my understand
Ing the Senate Is currently considering H.R.
18515, the Labor-HEW Appropriations Blll
for fiscal year 1971. ThIs measure, as re
ported by the Senate Appropriations Com
mittee. contains a provIsion. Section 208,
llmIting the federal reimbursement to 115 %
of what a state received during tlscal 1970
for administration, services. and training In
the pUbllc assistance programs. As you know.
the House passed this bUl on July 23rd with
out such a limitation.

We are now nearly midway through the
1971 fiscal year which this 115% limitation
would aJIect. Due to rapidly increasing case
loads. the costs of administration alone have
been rising proportionately, thereby making
such a limitation completely untenable. The
situation becomes even more infeasible when
program extensions and improvements, as
well as the cost of inflation, are also taken
Into account. Current estimates show that
this limitation would cost the State of New
Jersey an adclitlonal 1ll6,159,000 by JUly 30,
1971.

As I pointed out to the New Jersey Con
ference of Mayors today, New Jersey is faced
With an imminent crisis in its welfare system.
Our state cannot continue to maintain its
present level of services nor expand under
the existing mandates. Enactment of the
115 % limitation would have a crippling im
pact on our state. I therefore urge you to
support the effort to delete section 208 dur
Ing the debate on the Senate fioor.

Sincerely,
WILLIAM CAUll.L, Governor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do Sen
ators yield back their time?

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I yield
back my time.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
yield back my time.

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

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment. The yeas and nays have
been ordered. and the clerk will call the
roll.
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should have had on it, but I think it is
a successful program, and we will be
happy to accept the amendment.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague.
Mr. President, before we vote, and

yielding myself 1 further minute, I call
attention to a controversy that has al
most erupted between the legal profes
sion and the OEO Director, about
whether the legal services program
should function, as it is now, as a unitary
program under the direction of an offi
cial at the OEO office here in Washing
ton, or whether it should be regionalized.

I noted with great satisfaction, in
deference to the views of the bar, that
the committee came out very strongly
against regionalization.

We had hoped that Mr. Rumsfeld
agreed with that, because he withdrew
his proposal for regionalization. Now we
read in the newspapers that he is try
ing to do it administratively. I just use
the occasion when we have the matter
before us to hope that the committee
and our colleagues will be alert to the
situation and will, as it were, keep Di
rector Rumsfeld's feet to the fire-that
we mean what we say.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I say to the Sena
tor from New York that we were alert
to the confusion down there, and that
is one of the reasons why we agreed
with the House cut. If they can clear
up the confusion, it is worthwhile and a
vital program.

I am like the Senator from New York.
I read one day one thing and the next
day another thing. There has been con
siderable confusion and it would appear
there are those who want to kill this
program.

One other thing, for the RECORD. I am
sure they will read the RECORD down
there tomorrow or Monday. Under one
of these services, they had planned to
take a young fellow going to law school,
who did not have too much wherewithal,
and have him do some laboratory work
and we would pay him. We said, "Well,
what about the law firm paying him?"
I know I did that when I went to school.
You go to a law firm and they give you
$50 a month or something like that, of
ten less than that.

But the good part of the program is
when they go out and get themselves in
volved with legal services in the com
munity, or with local things, where they
can render their services, or with some
community group that is trying to do
something. I hope they will adhere to
that and that they will hear the message
down there. The law firms can help pay
for this program.

Mr. JAVITS. I agree with the Senator.
The matter I raise, however, relates to

the question of whether legal services
shall be run through legal directors or
through a legal services program in the
Office of Economic Opportunity. The
Committee on Appropriations has ex
pressed itself firmly on that, and I just
checked with the chairman now because
we hear that in some administrative way
the Director is trying to recede from
that. But the committee means what it
says and insists that any regionalization
idea is out the window. Is that correct?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes, that is defi
nitely correct.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HARTKE. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that .further reading
of the amendment be waived.

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

Mr. JAVITS' amendment (for him
self, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. MONDALE, Mr.
NELSON, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. CRANSTON,
Mr. BAYH, Mr. CHURCH, Mr. CASE, Mr.
HARRIS, Mr. HART, Mr. MCGOVERN, and
Mr. GOODELL) is as follows:

On page 42, line I, Insert the following:
strike "$894,400,000" and Insert In lieu
thereof "$900,400,000."

On page 42. line 1 after "Provided," in
sert the following:

"That of such amount $65,400,000 shall
be for the Legal Services program under sec
tion 222(a) (3) of the Economic Opportu
nity Act and $39,100,000 shall be for the
Special Impact programs under part D ot
Title I of the Economic Opportunity Act of
1964. provided further."

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, this
amendment adds an earmarked $4 mil
lion to the provision for legal services,
and $2 million to the provision for the
special impact program.

After conferring with all those who
joined in the first etIort to bring the bill
up to the authorized amount, which was
tabled, and taking very seriously the
mandate of the Senate, the Senate hav
ing acted affirmatively on the two major
items of the package, Headstart and work
and training, we felt that it was our duty,
then, to turn around and carefully
scrutinize our package, and see what
part of it-by no means even a large
part-we felt was really so essential and
deserving as to impel us to concentrate
upon it.

We decided that, in view of the critical
importance of the legal services program
to the poor-the fact that unless more
funds are provided, legal service offices
will be closed down in a number of areas
of the Nation, and the special impact
program, which has some very desirable
activities going, like those at Bedford
Stuyvesant in New York, and again tak
ing into account the sentiment of the
Senate, we would otIer this amendment,
and hope that it may be accepted, after
consultation with both the ranking mi
nOlity member and the chairman of the
committee.

Then, as far as I am concerned, that
will end the amendments which I propose
to otIer to this bill.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, it is
true that, on legal services, this amend
meDt brings the amount only to just
slightly over the amount of the recom
mendation.

As to the special impact program, we
did not have as much testimony as we

Jordan, Idaho
Pearson
Smith
Thurmond
Wl11iams, Del.
Young, N. Oak.

Murphy
Muskie
Nelson
Packwood
Pastore
Pell
Prouty
Proxmlre
Riblcolf
Schwelker
Scott
Spong
Stevens
Stevenson
Symington
Talmadge
Wllliams, N.J.
Yarborough
Young, Ohio

Allott
Anderson
Bible
Cook
Cooper
Cotton
Curtis

NAY8-20
Dole
Dominick
Fannin
Griflln
Hansen
Holland
Hruska

NOT VOTING-23
Allen Gore Randolph
Bayh Hatfield Russell
Bellmon Inouye Baxbe
Bennett Long Sparkman
Cannon McCarthy Stennis
Dodd McGee Tower
Fong Mundt Tydings
Goldwater Percy

So Mr. HARRIS' amendment was agreed
to.

The assistant legislative clerk caUed
the roll.

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the
Senator from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN), the
Senator from Indiana (Mr. BAYH), the
Senator from Nevada (Mr. CANNON) , the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. DODD),
the Senator from Tennessee (Mr. GORE),
the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE),
the Senator from Louisiana (Mr. LoNG),
the Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
MCCARTHY), the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. McGEE), the Senator from West
Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH), the Senator
from Georgia (Mr. RUSSELL), the Sen
ator from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN), the
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS),
and the Senator from Maryland (Mr.
TYDINGS) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from West
Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH), would vote
u yea."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON),
the Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT),
the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. FONG) , the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER),
the Senator from Oregon (Mr. HAT
FIELD), ·the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
SAXBE) , and the Senator from Texas (Mr.
TOWER) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from DUnois (Mr. PERCY)
is absent on official business.

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

If present and voting, the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. MUNDT) would vote
u nay."

On this vote, the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. HATFIELD) is paired with the Sen
ator from Texas (Mr. TOWER). If present
and voting, the Senator from Oregon
would vote "yea" and the Senator from
Texas would vote "nay."

The result was announced-yeas 57,
nays 20, as follows:
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YEAS-57
Hart
Hartke
Hollings
Hughes
Jackson
Javits
Jordan, N.C.
Kennedy
Magnuson
Mansfield
Mathias
McClellan
McGovern
McIntyre
Metcal!
Miller
Mondale
Montoya
Moss

Aiken
Bal:er
Boggs
Brooke
Burdick
Byrd, Va.
.Byrd, W. Va.
Case
Church
Cranston
Eagleton
Eastland
Ellender
Ervin
Fulbright
Goodell
Gravel
Gurney
Harris






































