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vasive, national problem of official dis
crimination in this country; Despite all
of the efforts that have taken place thus
far, and despite the· impressive progress
under title VI of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964 and court decisions. the latest
figures available show that 1.2 million out
of 3 million black stUdents in the 17
Southern and border States still attend
totally segregated schools.

Moreover, de jure segregation is not
fotmd solely in the South. It is a na
tional problem. There have been law
suits brought by the Department of Jus
tice, HEW enforcement proceedings
brought by the Office' of Civil Rights,
and State proceedings in State courts
and in school districts relating to de jure
segregation throughout this land.

For example, Pasadena, Calif.; Water
bury, Conn.; Indianapolis, Ind.; South
Holland, TIL; Madison, TIl.; Tulsa, Okla.,
and East St. Louis, Ill., are cities in which
the Justice Department has filed desegre
tion suits.

HEW is active in desegregation efforts
involving 48 localities in the following
16 States: Arizona, California, Colorado,
Connecticut, nlinois, Kansas, Massa
chusetts, Michigan, Nebraska, New Jer
sey, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Utah,
and Wisconsin.

Twenty of these 48 cases have pro
ceeded to the stage of review by the Gen
eral Counsel's office in HEW, where a
determination is made about the prob
able existence of discrimination, present
or future, including six cases which have
been settled or in which enforcement
proceedings have begun.

Ferndale, Mich., and Wichita,' Kans.,
are examples of northern .andwestern
cases where enforcement proceedings
have begun.

In addition, HEW has chosen 500 tar
get districts in northern and western
States for further review and action.
These are districts which include at
least one school with a minority group
enrollment of 50 percent or higher,

Yet, we continue to hear, throughout
this debate, that all we are talking about
is punishing the South. that our defini
tion of segregation is such that it is
simply a regional policy which we wish
to pursue.

In fact, we are opposed to official dis
crimination wherever it is found. Law
suits and enforcement proceedings have
been brought .throughout . this country,
and I think we are going to find more
and not less (>f this in the future.

It is not a regional problem. It is not
a regional policy. The policy of eliminat
ing official discrimination, if effectively
pursued, as it must be, is a national
policy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator's time has expired.

Mr. PELL. I yield to the Senator 5 ad
ditional minutes.

Mr. MONDALE. As I said earlier, of
ficial discrimination remains a national
problem. It is not virtuallycnded. A great
deal remains to be done. The Office for
Civil Rights and title VI enforcement are
fundamental and indispensable parts of
any solution, and it is terriblyimportant
that they remain important, fWlctioning

and on some of the other issues that bear
upon the vote that will take place
shortly.

The motion which is now pending to
recommit the conference report-which
will be accompanied by suggestions to the
conference about changes that should be
made-raises almost precisely the same
issues that were debated wIlen the orig
inal Stennis amendment was proposed.
This proposal would declare a national
policy to eliminate racial isolation-a
policy which I strongly favor-but no
remedy. Indeed. existing prOVisions in
law prohibit several of the remedies
available. ThUS, this proposal imperils the
elimination of official discrimination
wherever found, while doing nothing to
strike at racial isolation. It imposes a
new responsibility upon the HEW Office
for Civil Rights to treat all forms of
segregation the same, whether they arise
from official discrimination or not. Since
many forms of segregation, however un
desirable, are not now illegal, and since
present law prohibits the Office of Civil
Rights from requiring busing to over
come racial imbalance, the Office for
Civil Rights would be required to pursue
a policy which has never been defined
and for which remedies have not been
developed.

This new proposal, like the original
Stennis amendment. would do nothing to
eliminate racial isolation. It would only
arm those who wish further to paralyze
the Office for Civil Rights with the pow
erful argument to slow down their ac
tivities to eliminate official discrimina
tion wherever it is found. It would, as
the New York Times observed, "convert
Northern guilt into segregationist glee:'
Coupled with the firing of Mr. Panetta
because he 'enforced the law-and the
President's timid policy statement on de
segregation the other day, the adoption
of this proposal might destroy any
further functioning of any kind by HEW.

Mr. President, I think it is terribly im
portant that we understand the vital
nature of the Office for Civil Rights in
the enforcement of the law of the land
prohibiting official discrimination. This
office has been the principal force behind
progress toward the elimination of offi
cial discrimination where it has been
found.

Contrary to some reports, the HEW
school desegregation program is not ir
relevant. It is true that the Justice De
partment is assuming a greater burden
than in the past in relation to desegrega
tion efforts. However, HEW is now in
volved in 65 percent of the 436 south
ern and border school districts not in
compliance, while the Justice Depart
ment is involved in only 35 percent. And
HEW is involved in activities in the
North as well as the South. To eliminate
and imperil the functions of this effort
strikes a fundamental, Vital, and irrepa
rable blow against those forces which
wish to eliminate official discrimination
in the country.

One of the key arguments for those
who wish to take this step, as the Sen
ator from Connecticut will say, is that
official discrimination-de jure discrim
ination----':is virtually at an end."

In fact, there is still a profotmd, per-

EXTENSION OF PROGRAMS OF AS
SISTANCE FOR ELEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY EDUCATION-CON
FERENCE REPORT
The Senate resumed the consideration

of the report of the committee of confer
ence on disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendment of the Senate
to the bill (H.R. 514) to extend pro
grams of assistance for elementary and
secondary education, and for other pur
poses.

The PRESIDL"lG OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I suggest the
absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
wlll call the roll.

The bill clerk pl'oceeded to call the roll.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President. I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I ask
the senator from Rhode Island if he
would yield me 10 minutes.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I yield 10
minutes to the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I rise
in support of the elementary and second
ary education conference report. At the
outset I would like to tead a telegram
from the Leadership Conference on Civil
Rights signed by Clarence Mitchell, as
follows:

A crUcial civil rights vote comes tWs
Wednesday on the elementary secondary ed
ucation conferenc.e report (H.R. 514). Urge
you to be present to vote for the confer
encereport and against any attempt to re
store the Stennis amendment.

'!'his is the position of the Leadership
Conference on Civil Rights which has
worked so significantly not only in this
issue but all issues affecting human
rights that have come before the Con
gress in the recent years.

Mr. President, some of the remarks I
shall make will be in reference to a
speech shortly to be delivered by the dis
tinguished Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. RIBICOFF). Although that speech is
yet to be delivered the Senator was kind
enough to give me a copy which I have
read. I shall make some comments on it

open court. and in such contract to
t.erms and conditions under which

reporting services shall be performed.
including the terms and conditions under
which transcripts shall be supplied by the
contractor to the court and to other persons.
departments, and agencies."

(0) The analysis of chapter 51 of title 28.
United States Code. is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new item:
"796. Reporting of court proceedings,"

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate disagree to the amend
ment of the House and ask for a confer
ence with the House on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon, and
that the Chair be authorized to appoint
the conferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. EASTLAND.
Mr. MCCLELLAN, Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. HRUS
KA.and Mr. SCOTT conferees on the part
of the Senate.
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parts of this Nation's efforts to eliminate
discrimination.

Let me say one other thing, because
this seems to get lost: We are not talking
about social theories here. IVe are not
talking about what we would "rather do
or rather no"t do. We are talking about
pursuing the decisions of the U.S. Su
preme Court-issued over the past 16
years-which define and which prohibit
official discrimination wherever found.
Thi., is the de jure-de facto distinction,
and it is not just a figment of some
northern strategist's imagination. It is
the settled law of the land. When we
pursue a policy that eliminates the effec
tiveness of the executive arm, which has
been charged with the responsibility of
enforcing the law of the land, we are
saying that that particular law is one
which does not appeal to us.

If we believe in justice, if we believe
in a nation which pursues and supports
the law of the land, then we must pur
sue an enforcement policy that supports
the laws as determined by the U.S. Su
preme Court and as found in our Con
stitution. That is precisely why the pro
posal to restore the Stennis amendment
through recommital of the conference
l'eport holds such great peril for this
Nation's future commitment and policy
toward the elimination of discrimina
tion.

Mr. President, we do have a profound
responsibility, in my opinion, to deal
with the problem of racial isolation
found throughout this land. It is, as the
Senator from Connecticut rightly points
out, a national scandal. It is a problem
which, for the children who must suffer
from it, may be indistinguishable from
the problem arising through official poli
cies of discrimination. That is why I
fought so hard" for-and that is why I
3m so pleased that the Senate estab
lished-the Select Committee on Equal
Educational Opportunity.

I have spent the last month intensive
ly studying the literature dealing with
the problem of racial isolation. I have
talked with many of the experts in this
country and others who have dealt with
the problems of racial isolation. If one
wants to face a problem that causes him
to be humble, he should spend some time
seeking to focus on that issue. It is one
of the most difficult, profound, and
heartbreaking problems in America to
day. It is a national problem. But more
than that, it Is a problem we are going
to have to eliminate if we want to re
form a system which literally mangles
and destroys millions of American chil
dren before they have ever had a
chance.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired.

Mr. PELL. I yield 3 additional minutes
to the Senator.

Mr. MONDALE. That is the task which
this committee and the Senate and a
decent Nation have before them. It is as
complicated as anything can be. But if
we are against racial isolation, if we are
against unfairness in the schools, we
must have a real policy based upon
knowledge of what works and what does
not work, a policy which incorporates
the best thinking on this problem, and a

policy which puts us on a strong, sound
course which will attract the support of
the people of this Nation.

I think it would be wrong at this time,
when we seek to pursue that policy, to
say, "Yes, we have a problem with racial
isolation; but until we can solve that,let
us go slow or go backward on the elimi
nation of official discrimination."

In a sense, the policy which others
would have us declare is at war with the
remedy that has been proposed.

Finally, Mr. President, permit me to
comment on the timeliness of this pro
posal. We had months of hearings before
the Senate Education Subcommittee.
The committee held months of executive
sessions on this bill. We had nearly 2
weeks of debate on the floor of the Sen
ate. We had nearly 2 weeks of conference.
At any time we could have been pre
sented with the proposal which is now
suggested that the conferees adopt. At
no time were we presented with the pro
posal now suggested. It seems to me that
there is a problem of timeliness.

If the Senate is ever going to conclude
its business, there should be a time
when, in reason and in terms of the
practicability of the operation of the
Senate and of Congress, an issue must
be closed. The Senate conferees tried
very hard-and I think that has been
acknowledged by those who support the
Stennis amendment-to sustain the po
sition of the Senate in conference.

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

Mr. PELL. I yield 1 additional minute
to the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. MONDALE. It is no secret that
I, personally, strongly opposed the Sten
nis amendment during the Senate de
bate. But I tried to be true to the prin
ciples we must comply with in the
conference. For 2 weeks we tried to sus
tain the Stennis amendment. We were
unable to do it. The House simply would
not accept a principle which would in
volve the dismantling or the diminution
of the effectiveness of the title VI school
desegregation program.

Therefore, and for these reasons, I re
spectfully request my colleagues to join
with me in supporting the conference
report.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield, and will the Senator from
Rhode Island yield me 3 minutes?

Mr. PELL. I promised to yield 15 min
utes to the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me?

Mr. PELL. I yield.
Mr. ALLEN. I wanted to ask the Sen

ator from Rhode Island if he would yield
3 minutes of his time.

Mr. PELL. I had already promised to
yield 15 minutes to the Senator from
Mississippi, and I imagine the Senator
from Alabama will be speaking on his
time.

Mr. STENNIS. ::: had promised to yield
to the Senator from Kentucky, and I
yield to him at this time.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I appre
ciate very much the courtesy of the Sen
ator from Alabama, Senator ALLEN. I
have been in a meeting to which I must
return. I know every Senator has the

same problem, and I should not ask for
special privilege, so I am particularly
grateful to the Senator.

Mr. President, I voted for the amend
ment of tlle distinguished Senator from
Mississippi, Senator STENNIS, when it was
before the Senate during the considera
tion of H.R. 514, and I shall vote today
for the motion of the Senator from Con
necticut to recommit. Briefly, I should
like to explain my reasons for so doing.

I voted for the amendment of the Sen
ator from Mississippi because I believed
it had opened an inquiry in Congress and
in the country which might lead toward
a solution of some of the difficult prob
lems concerning school desegregation.

The amendment of the Senator from
Mississippi, as amended by the Senate
section 2 of H.R. 514-and section 2 of the
conference report are only statement of
the policy of Congress. Nevertheless, each
reflects and expresses a viewpoint of im
portance, and the intention of the Con
gress which would provide to the Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare
guidelines for reliance in the exercise of
its duty. Each would also submit to the
courts, for such importance as they might
deem fit, the viewpoints of Congress upon
questions which have not yet been deter
mined by the Supreme Court.

I think it will be agreed that the hold
ings of the courts thus far that the
courts have jurisdiction and, therefore,
HEW has responsibility, in all cases of
de jure segregation; that it also will be
agreed that the courts' holdings are that
the court has no jurisdiction and there
fore HEW no responsibility, in situa
tions of de facto segregation.

I think it is correct that in those
States whose governments had formerly
provided by law for a dual school sys
tem-a segregated system-the courts
will take jurisdiction in situations-situ
ations which would be termed de facto
in States where dual school systems had
not been ordered by law. Further, the
Federal courts have not yet ultimately
decided upon the requirements for
busing.

The debate on section 2 of H.R. 514, as
passed by the Senate, recognized that
Congress could 110t restrict the Supreme
Court in whatever decisions It might
render with respect to school desegrega
tion, when the decision was rendered
under the 14th amendment.

But the Stennis amendment-broad in
its purpose-proposed that Congress
should establish a policy, a goal of equal
treatment throughout the Nation. I be
lieve we are called upon to make a study
of these problems and provide to the De
partment of Health, Education, and Wel
fare rational guidelines, and to the Su
preme Court its judgment of ways that
educational quality may be achieved in
this country, and without derogation of
the mandate of the Brown case and the
cases that followed in its wake. It is my
position that the mandate of the Brown
case should not be diminished and could
not be by our act.

The Senate, as a result of the debate,
and its appeal to fairness, adopted the
Stennis amendment. It adopted also the
Mondale-Javits resolution, Senate Reso
lution 359, establishing a Select Com-
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mittee on Equal Educational Opportunity
to study and report to the Senate on or
before August 1, 1970, and finally not
later than. Januar:i 31, 1971, on. the very
issues we are discussing. Funds for tl1e
committee were provided in Senate Reso
lution. 366.

Section 2, as reported by the confer
ence, is well drawn and I consider it very
clear in its meaning. The difficulty I
find with it is that it accepts and writes
into H.R. 4l5-even though as an ex
pression of a policy-the very condi
tions-the status quo-as thus far de
veloped and expressed by the Depart
ment of Health. Education, and Wel
fare-conditions which the Senate
agreed should be made rational and
improved.

I do not object to its statement of law,
which Is a conect one at present, but if
the work of the select committee is re
quired, and Is to be of value, and if it
Is the purpose of the Senate to help de
velop a more W1iform application of law
throughout the Nation, without derogat
ing the constitutional requirement of the
equal protection of the laws in school
desegregation, I do not believe that the
senate should adopt the language re
ported by the conference, which in es
sence describes and frees the existing
situation, and contradicts the expressed
position of the Mondale-Javits amend
ment to seek the best and most rational
means of effecting both a clearer state
ment of law by the courts as to issues
connected with the desegregation of
schools and guidelines for HEW, fair to
the entire Nation.

Mr. PELL. MI'. President eMr.
SCHWEIKER), I yield 10 minutes to the
Senator from Mississippi.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Mississippi is recognized for
10 minutes.

MI'. ALLEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Mississippi yield me 3 min
utes?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield 3 minutes to the
Senator from Alabama.

Mr. ALLEN. I wish to inquire of the
distinguished Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. MONDALE), since de facto segrega
tion has not been ruled to be unconstitu
tional, and since the conference report
in section 2 (b) protects de facto segre
gation from the provisions of the Stennis
amendment. if all de jure segregated
schools in the country did become de
segregated so that they complied with
the mandate of the Supreme Court, and
after such compliance through no of
ficial action but through fortuitous pat
terns of residence, the desegregated
schools became segregated again and
claimed the benefits of de facto segrega
tion. is it not possible that in this coun
try we would have all segregated schools
and no integrated schools? Is that what
the distinguished Senator from ~Iinne

sota is seeking to accomplish?
Mr. MONDALE. As I mentioned in my

remarks earliel', I would favor that part
of the Ribicoff proposal which declares
a national policy to overcome racial iso
lation. I think that racial isolation is a
curse. I think that to separate people on
the basis of color or religion is a disas
trous policy for this country to follow.

But what I do not agree to is pursuing
a policy which does nothing about racial
isolation but which will only have the
effect of diminishing the effectiveness of
title 6 as it seeks to enforce the law of
the land prohibiting racial discrimina
tion wherever it is found. I feel strongly
about the issue of racial isolation. as I
think the Senator from Alabama knows.
which is why I fought so hard for the
creation of an Equal Education Commit
tee to deal with not illegal phenomena
but undesirable phenomena in Ameri
can life: namely, a racially isolated and
unequal education system in the coun
try. That is what I seek to deal with.

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator still has not
answered, though, as to how we would
obtain segregation if the segregated
schools first moved into a position of be
ing desegregated, then returned to the
position of being segregated, and then to
eliminate segregation we are not willing
t.o apply uniform rules at this time.

Mr. MONDALE. The first point is, I
personally do not think we have a choice
in upholding the law of the land as it
applies to racial discrimination. That is
point No. 1. We have to eliminate it
wherever it is found. It is found in the
North and in the South. We must devise
a policy, which is why I called for the
creation of this committee to deal with
racial isolation and to seek its elimin.. 
tion.

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

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the distinguished
Senator. Perhaps at a later date he will
see fit to answer the question of the
Senator from Alabama.

1\1.r. MONDALE. I tried very hard
to--

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I yield 1
minute to the Senator from Minnesota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Minnesota is recognized for 1
minute.

Mr. MONDALE. I have tried very hard,
time and again. to reply fully and ade
quately to the profound questions of my
Senator friend from Alabama. It seems
that I am still not capable of doing so,
so let me try again.

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President. I suggest the
ahsence of a quorum, with the time to
be taken out of both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SCHWEIKER). Without objection, it is so
ordered: and the clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll.
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unani

mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. PELL. Mr. President. I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Vermont (Mr. PROUTY), the rank
ing member of the Subcommittee en
Education.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Vermont is recog-nized for 5
minutes.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I wish
to reiterate the position of the Senate
conferees as summarized In the memo
randum prepared for the Senator from

Pennsylvania (Mr. SCOTT), To the best
of our ability, we sought to uphold the
will of the Senate as expressed by the
Stennis amendment. Time and again we
tried to make it clear how strongly the
Senate felt on ttis question. We asked
the House conferees to seek some form
of compromise that would not destroy
its i.ntent and of several proposals sug
gested, and this was the only one that
came close to the language or intent of
the Senate.

While we all knew that this language
might not be acceptable, we did feel it
was the best that could be devised and
that literally no other room for com
promise was left to us. To the best· of
my knowledge, each Senator present
when the vote to compromise was taken
recognized that the House would rather
je0pardize the whole bill than accept
any other language. In the bellef that the
highest priority must be attached to pas
sage of the education bill, I believe we
made the correct decision.

Nevertheless, I recognize that we have
done substantially what the Senator
from Mississippi (Mr, STENNIS) did not
want in creating two policies that per
tain to school desegregation. We have,
however, made it clear with regard to
both policies that they will be uniformly
enforced in all areas of the country. This
at least recognizes the wishes of Senator
STENNIS that In the future equal en
forcement and effort must be made to
end segregation.

Since the conference voted to accept
this compromise, there has been some
clarification from the President himself
that makes a part of this discussion
somewhat academic. The President has
noted that there are two forms of segre
g'ation and, further, that they cannot
be treated alike. But he, too, has stated
that for each type, we must treat all
parts of the country alike and this is
certainly in accord with one of the ma
jor tenets of the Stennis amendment.

I understand that the purpose of the
motion to recommit the bill to confer
ence is to establish a clearer policy with
regard to the confusion between. the two
types of segregation. This I believe is
unnecessary in view of the lengthy de
bate already devoted to the subject that
has exposed a wide variety of the rami
fications of present and future policy.

It would be difficult, if not impossible,
for the Senate and House conferees to
go beyond the debate that has already
taken place. As those of us who were in
the conference know, the House con
ferees are not at this time wllling to go
beyond support of policies of equal ef
fort and enforcement across the Nation.

But it is time for the courts and the
administration to examine specific sit
uations and make recommendations for
solution of remrJning problems. Only
through examination of particular
problems and circumstances can rea
sonable and equitable progress be raade.
The intent of the Senate and the
President are now known. It is time for
the courts and the administration to
work out the specific means of imple
menting the policies that exist or are
evolved. The proposal to return to con
ference for reconsideration of section 2
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would most likely produce no more than
a reaffirmation of the President's mes
sage and could jeopardize once again
the education bill itself.

For this reason, I shall vot,e against
a motion to recommi~, and I urge Sena
tors to do the same.

I yie~d back the remainder of my time.
lvlr. PELL. Mr. President, I suggest the

absence of a quorul11, the time of the
quorum call to be divided equally be
tween both sides.

The PR,ESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
28 minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Connecticut.

T:le PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Connecticut is recognized
for 28 minutes.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, the
Senate-House conferees on the Elemen
tary and Secondary Education Act have
missed a great opportunity to adopt a
policy opposing segregation no mattel'
what its origin and no matter where it
is found.

This is a h'agic failure, for it marks
another step toward the division of our
society into two camps, one white and
one black.

This is a national problem that de
mands a national solution. Unfortu
nately, the conferees have not met this
challenge.

I appreciate the long hours and the
good faith efforts by the Senate con
ferees supporting our earlier call for a
national policy of desegregation. Oppo
sition by the House conferees, however,
has led to a provision that puts us in a
worse position than ever before.

The House conferees agreed to retain
the full text of our amendment designed
to deal with the critical problem of race
and segregation facing this country.
Once again, however, the House has clung
to the fiction that segregation in the
South is evil while that in the North is
benign.

Language has been added stating that
there will be one policy for de jure seg
regation and another policy "as may be
provided pursuant to law" for de facto
segregation.

No policy is provided now. Thus, we
can continue to salve our consciences by
pointing a long finger at the South while
ducking the problem in the North.

Our unwillingness to deal with this
problem now, will haunt the cause of civil
rights for years to come.

We have all worked hard to see segre
gation end in the South. But, by refus
ing to move now with equal vigor against
the tremendous segregation in the North,
we may win the battle'ltnd lose the war.
We have talked so long about the diffi
culties of dealing with de facto segre
gation that we may have convinced blacks
as well as whites not to bother.

Moreover, we may also find that,

rather than ending segregation in the
South, our insistence on handling de
facto segregation separately may simply
encourage segregation everywhere.

ObViously, we must end immediately
all state inspired and State supported
segregation, no matter what name we
give it and no matter where it occurs.

But to continue to confine our enforce
ment policies to de jure situations alone
is to confine our commitment to an in
tegrated society to an increasingly small
and irrelevant role in American life.

Truly de jure segregation as we haye
defined it is virtually at an end. Over
90 percent of all school districts in the
South, for instance, have adopted ap
proved plans for desegregation. And yet,
segregation continues to exist and is in
creasing throughout this country.

This is not a new phenomenon. For
years we have witnessed the development
of two residentially segregated societies
in cities throughout the North. In the
last few years these same residential pat
terns have begun to appear in the major
cities of the South. We call this de facto
segregation, but it is segregation none
theless.

In many southern cities we are pres
ently dealing with de facto segregation
by labeling it de jure. We presume in
the South that dual schools inevitably
reflect State imposed segregation. In the
North, we rest comfortably with the pre
sumption that segregation occurred by
happenstance without our personal in
volvement.

We cannot continue this charade. Soon
we will have to recognize that the segre
gation we find in major cities in the
South is no different from that in the
North. Those willing to ignore de facto
segregation are in effect supporting
segregation on a national basis, South
as well as North.

The Supreme Court has not yet chosen
to .deal with the question of de facto
segregation in our society.

The President told us last week that
his administration will not act. De facto
segregation will be allowed to exist in the
South as well as in the North.

This is a popular decision politically.
It assures northern whites in their se
cluded suburbs that nothing will disturb
them. The problem of race is someone
else's problem.

The Congress must make its choice.
Shall we join in this posture of official
acquiescence or has the time come to
demonstrate a commitment to end racial
isolation nationally?

Shall we tell the South that if they will
just segregate their society as well as
their schools, the way we do in. the
North, we can all segregate together? Or,
will we call upon all Americans as a
country to move against segregation
everywhere?

Discussion of integration in the North
always evokes nods of understanding,
words of encouragement, and the promise
of further stUdy.

In the meantime, discrimination con
tilmes and our educational system
collapses.

"The problem is too complex in the
North. We must move slowly and care
fully," we are told.

These same arguments were unaccept
able when presented by the South. The
South's motives are evil, the North's pure.

We cannot move fast enough to in
tegrate the South. But the process slows
to a halt once we look toward the North.

We have had enough discussion of
integration as a goal for someone else.
No one has yet explained to me why a
child in a segregated school in the South
is irreparably harmed while a child in
the North is not.

A child in the third grade who goes to
an all-black or all-white school-wheth
er in Mississippi or New York CitY-has
not the slightest idea that there is a dif
ference between de jure and de facto
segrega tion.

If segregation is bad in Alabama, it is
bad in Connecticut.

It is time to see integrated, quality ed
ucation as a national goal-not simply as
a penalty imposed on the South for losing
the Civil War.

Arguments are offered why we cannot
make our policy clear at this time. None
of them is compelling.

Some maintain that. while they op
pose de facto segregation. nothing can
be accomplished until the Supreme Court
has spoken.

We have come full circle. The Supreme
Court once was expected to tackle polit
ical questions only when it was clear
that the political process was unable or
completely unwilling to act. The argu
ment now seems to be that Congress will
not act Wltil the Supreme Court has
taken a position.

Nothing in this area requires us to
wait for the Supreme Court to act. We
can declare de facto segregation un
lawfUl, at least for the purpose of receiv
ing Federal funds. We do not need some
one else to supply us with our courage.

Some have Justified their unwilling
ness to adopt a policy statement oppos
ing de facto segregation by arguing that
we don't know how to attack this prob
lem. Yet no one hesitates to support the
attempts to end school segregation in
southern cities that for all purposes look
exactly like Chicago, Ill., and Rochester,
N.Y. If we can end segregation in At
lanta, Ga., we can end it in Philadelphia,
Pa.

Moreover, we have established a select
committee specifically designed to tell
us how to implement a policy of equal
opportunity in education everywhere.
What is needed now is a policy statement
by the Congress that all forms of segre
gation are to end wherever they exist.

Others have argued that applying a
policy opposing segregation in the North
and the South will ineVitably lead only
to a slowdown in the South. Why is the
reverse result not equally possible? Why
would an evenhanded policy not increase
integration in the North?

The South is presently proceeding
under integration orders isued by the
Supreme Court pUl'suant to the 14th
amendment. Congress is powerless to
cllange these decisions.

In addition, the language of the con
ferees has specifically noted that nothing
in the amendment is to be construed to
"diminish the obligation of responsible
officials to enforce and comply with
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guidelines and criteria in order to elimi
nate discrimination."

Some opposition to a national policy
of integration at this time is based on
legislative obstacles that exist prohib
iting attempts at overcoming "racial
imbalance." Again, the operating as
sumption seems to be that we are im
potent to repeal prohibitions we our
selves enacted.

I disagree. If language in the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act, or appropri
ations bills must be modified to allow us
effectively to move against all forms of
segregation, we should be prepared to
introduce such legislation and work for
its passage. But this does not prevent us
now from making our policy clear.

Some have argued that a slowdO\vn in
the South will result because we \\Till
stretch our already thin resources across
the Nation. However, the Senate passed
a resolution overwhelmingly agreeing
that additional manpower and financial
resources would be provided.

The language of the conference report
supports this view. The report instructs
the Departments of Justice and Health,
Education, and Welfare to "request such
additional funds as may be necessary to
apply the policies set forth in this section
throughout the United States:'

Unfortunately, since the language of
the conferees does not require any sub
stantially increased activities in the
North, this reference to additional
money is now basically gratuitous.

I urge, therefore, that the conferees
be given another chance to set forth a
national policy for ending segregation.
The wording should not be difficult.

A number of possibilities exist. The
conferees could simply delete subsection
(b) of section 2. De facto segregation
would not then be singled out for sep
arate treatment. Subsection (c) would
still make it clear that the thrust of the
amendment is not to slow down integra
tion in the South, but to speed up in the
North.

If the actual wording of subsection
(a), the Stennis amendment, is to be
changed, subsection (a) could read:

It Is the policy of the United states that
racial Isolation In schools oe ended through
out the nation, regardless of Whether or not
that racial Isolation Is caused by laws or
other actions which, presently or In the past,
required or promoted the racial separation
of children In school.

Subsection (b) could then be worked
as a specific call for new guidelines as
follows:

The gUidelines and criteria established
pursuant to Title VI of the CIvil Rights Act
of 1964 and Section 182 of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Amendment of
1966 shall be rnodiftedto apply to conditions
of segregation by race, Whether de jure or
de facto, In the schools of the local educa
tional agencies of any state and shall be
applied uniformly In all regions of the United
States, whatever the orIgin or cause of such
segregation.

Another possibility would be to add
new language stating simply that no
Federal assistance would be provided to
any school system until that system had
established that all feasible efforts were
being made to end segregation promptly,

no matter what its form or what its
origin.

In any case, subsection (c) and (dl
should remain.

There may be other possibilitie.3 but I
cannot believe that we do not know how
to draft language clearly stating that
both de jure and de facto segregation In
this country are intolerable and should
be brought to an end.

We must be realistic as we look at the
problems we confront. In some situa
tions, perhaps in the South as well as the
North, true de facto situations will exist
that are not amenable to immediate
measures of redress. We have been too
willing to assume, in the North, however,
that supposedly de facto situations are
totally independent of State action.

In city after city, school lines have
been drawn to encourage the separation
of the races, to encourage the develop
ment of residentially segregated housing
patterns, and to encourage the improve
ment of some schools at the expense of
others. In cities like Los Angeles and
Chicago, schools are built and lines are
drawn to maximize the separation of the
races.

You can call this de jure segregation or
label it de facto segregation. In either
event it represents the same insidious
attempt at racial segregation.

1,Ve are also too willing to suppose that
de facto segregation in the North in
evitably cannot be overcome without
massive busing. In numerous cities, dis
trict lines could easlly be redrawn,
suburbs encouraged to participate in pro
grams with the central cities, and schools
built in locations designed to distribute
the population evenly. throughout the
city.

In some cases, no doubt, we will not
be able to end segregation in the imme
diate future. Nonetheless, we cannot
abandon children in these areas to the
miserable schools they presently attend.
We cannot continue to ignore schools
such as those in Washington, D.C., sim
ply because they are not integrated and
the possibilities for substantial integra
tion in the next year or two are limited.

Our objective must be to provide the
best education we can for all children,
black or white, North or South.

The President has recognized this in
his message and wisely recommended
that an additional $500 million be spent
in the next year on schools in racially
impacted areas. I supported such addi
tional funding earlier and I continue to
feel that it is of critical importance now.

We must also insure that States and
cities are not allowed to discriminate
in their own allocation of funds. Each
school must receive its fair share, and
receive it immediately. The conferees,
unfortunately, only require that "aver
age" expenditures for schools generally
be equal. And even this is put off until
1973. I hope both these decisions will be
reversed when the conferees consider this
bill again.

I also agree that financial assistance
should be provided to all schools for the
additional expenses involved in desegre
gation. As the courts have held, cost is no
longer a valid reason for continued denial
of human rights.

But money for central city schools is

not sUfficient. We cannot simply consign
black people forever to our rotting cen
tral cities, throw a few more dollars into
their educational process, and wash our
hands of their problems.

1,Ve must renew our commitment to
long-range programs designed to truly
integrate our society.

The problem of desegregating our
society is a national one. It involves more
than just our schools. In fact, segregation
in our schools only reflects the segrega
tion in our society. As a people we have
no national policy at the present time to
attack this problem, and we will not have
one until we involve whites and white
communities in the North.

The President's message briefly men
tioned the need for "a tree and open
society."

I support this general goal and the
President's discussion of the need for
equal opportunity for jobs and housing.
But the President has provided no pro
gram or money to meet this goal.

Guaranteeing the freedom and mobil
ity the President mentioned is not easy.
But simply talking about it is not
enough.

It is clear that we cannot solve the
problems of our central cities without in
volving the suburbs, It is there that new
jobs are being created and new land made
available for housing. But we continue to
foreclose the "new" America developing
in the suburbs to Americans simply on
the basis of the color of their skin. We
will continue to harbor the cancer of
racism throughout this society until we
change our policies.

We must begin to pursue a policy of
true integration in the North as well as
the South. I supported Senator STENNIS'
amendment because it offers us the chal
lenge to proceed together to solve this
problem. I continue to support this
amendment because it focusses our at
tention as a Nation on the need to de
velop a truly open society, But I will also
happily support other language I have
discussed designed to end segregation
across this country.

As a result of our recent debates here
in this Chamber, we have begun to con
sider throughout this country the entire
problem of education, race, and society.
The work of the Senate-House conferees,
however, has blunted the thrust of this
discussion.

If we remain unwilling to view the
problem of integration as a national
problem, we may find we have encouraged
a national acceptance of segregation. I
ur..;e the Senate, therefore, to recommit

. this conference report to allow the con
ferees to make it cl~ar that we support
integration asa national goal.

It is time for· discussion to end and
action to begin. For the blacks in the
North as well as the South have no more
patience with the good game we talk,
since they are the victims of the game we
actually play.

Mr. President, I am certainly sorry to
see the Senate conferees yield the way
they have to the House conferees, and
yield in such a way as to destroy every
good that came from the debate and the
Stennis amendment. May I say it would
have been much better for this Nation,
as well as the Congress, if the conferees
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had completely deleted the Stennis
amendment, instead of enacting subsec
tion'(b) •.

The conferees should have another op
portunity to go back and correct the mis
chief that they achieved in this confer
ence report. The conference report will
be here to haunt this Congress and haunt
this Nation for many years to come, be
cause the conferees have definitely taken·
a long step toward a dual, separate
society. Those who believe in the cause
of civil rights, believing they have acted
for civil rights, have done exactly the
opposite. They have made segregation
now and in the futme a national policy
for the United states.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. Pl'esident, will the
senator yield?

Mr. RIDICOFF. I yield.
Mr. STENNIS. :r.,:r. President, I think

the Senator from Connecticut has made
another speech that will live and will
be a landmark as well as a guideline for
future developments in this troublesome
field, I commend him again.

If the senator will allow me t-o ask
him a question, it has been argued that
the motion to refer it back to the con
ference committee opens up and jeopar
dizes all else in the bill. Technically,
evel'Ything will be open, but the way the
Senator's motion is worded makes it un
mistakably clear, does it not, what we
v.re voting on here, and that is the only
motion that has been made?

I wish the Senator would explain that
for Senators who have just come in.

Mr. RIDICOFF. That is essentially
correct. While it is true that there is no
way, once the conference report is re
committed, to prevent the conferees
from going into other matters in the
conference report, that certainly is not
the intention of this recommittal mo
tion. All I have in mind is to take an
other look at section 2 and to alter sec
tion 2 to comport with the objectives of
the senate. The debate was a thorough
one; it lasted 1 day. and then went
over a recess and we took another full
daY debating it. The Senate acted un
mistakably by a vote of 56 to 36.

As we have seen during this debate,
while the motives of those of us who
voted for this measure might have dif
fered, there was no question that what
we were trying to do was establish a
uniform policy. It was a great opportu
nity, it seemed to me, to take away some
of the deep-seated differences between
the North and the South. For 100 years
now, we have had this feeling of sepa
ration between the North and the South.
May I say to the Senator from Missis
sippi that I have been amazed recently. I
have been visited by many people and
have had voluminous correspondence.
People conclude their letters and con
versations with me by saying that what
I sought to accomplish is correct, but it
must be wrong because I supported an
amendment offered by the Senator from
Mississippi. It was tragic to see them im
mediately dismiss the value of the
amendment simply because it was of
fered by a Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. President, all 100 of us who serve
in this body from North, South, East,
and West have come to deeply respect
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the integrity of the Senator from Missis
sippi and his commitment to our Nation
and its laws, its objectives, and its pur
poses. Even though we might not vote
the same way on every issue, I do not
think that any Member of this body
would question his sincerity.

One can only imagine the depth of
the division in this Nation when criti
cism is leveled at an amendment because
it happens to be offered by a southerner.
If I were from a Southern state, I would
never apologize for being from the
South, just as I do not apologize for be
ing from the state of Connecticut. But
it is a tragic turn of events when those
who live in the North seek to establish
their good faith by lJUestioning the good
faith of the distinguished Senator from
Mississippi.

I have been proud to be associated
with the Senator from Mississippi in
this fight, because I believe that what
the Senator from Mississippi has tried
to achieve is basically sound, and good
for the unity of the United States of
America.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I cer
tainlY do thank the Senator from Con
necticut, and I say again that his con
tribution here will be of lasting impor
tance. It has been extraordinary, and
very wholesome, and his influence has
been felt throughout the Nation.

I believe the Senator's time has almost
expired. I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD certain figures.
The senator from Minnesota cited cer
tain comparative figmes, as I under
stood, between the North and the South,
with the impression that there is very
little integration in the South. There is
not time to answer him by stating these
figures; but the first time I got into fig
ures on this subject was occasioned by a
statement made in the annual report
of the Civil Rights Commission. That is
certainly not a segregationist booklet,
but it led me to the comparison about
how much segregation there was in the
North as compared with the South. So
I ask unanimous consent that these fig
ures be printed in the RECORD at this
point.

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

STATISTICS FuRNISHED BY MR. STENNIS

In the 17 southern and border States. ac
cording to HEW 1968 school survey figures,
86';" of the Negro stUdents are In districts
covered by court Order or HEW voluntary
441-B monitored plans (3,078,561 out of
3,579,107) and 67.3% of all students (white,
Negro, and other minority groups) are under
Court Order or voluntary 441-B monitored
plans (9,446,481 out of 14,773,802). In the
southern and border states, there are 405
Court Order districts and 1,056 vollmtary
plan HEW 441-B districts.

By comparison, in the 32 northern and
western States relatively nothing has been
done. There are no HEW 441-B monitored
plan districts; the Department of Justice
has been Involved in, or initiated, only 7
school desegregation cases; and the HEW has
initiated only 2 administrative proceedings,
the last one within the last 60 days. In the
32 northern and western States. the 2 HEW
cases and the 7 Department of Justice sull;s
involved districts where there are only 86,
725 Negro students or 3.2 c" of the total
Negro student enrollment of 2,703,056.

Only 1% of the total stUdent enrollment
in these 32 States (302,861 out of 28,579,766)
will b" affected by the action taken byHEW
and the Department of Justice,

This in the face of the fact that condi
tions of racial segregation in the North and
West today are much worse than In the
southel'n and border States and on the basis
of the relatively few school surveys that
have been made, (48) the HEW field staff
reportedly Is findIng more than 50%(){ these
districts in substantial violation of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, ..

In MississIppi as of now, federal funds
have been cut off to 30 school dIstrIcts con~

talnlng 30,500 Negro students. The remalli~

Ing 118 distrIcts contained 223,784 Negro stu
dents. Of these 223,784 students, 50.4% at_
tend either majorIty white schools in HEW
monItored "voluntary plan" dIstrIcts or
school dIstrIcts which have been Integrated
under Court Order, based upon HEW-ap
proved plans.

This compares with an average of 27.6%
for the 32 Northern and Western states. The
percentage of Illinois Is 13.6%-22.5% In
California, 32.3% in New York, 20.6% in
Michigan, 27.3% In Nebraska, 27.7% In Ohio,
27.5% In Pennsylvania and 30% In Indiana,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All· time
yielded to the Senator from Connecticut
has expired.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I. yield 4
minutes to the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, as
usual, I commend the Senator from Con
necticut for espousing a proposition with
which I wholeheartedly agree-the elim
ination of racial discrimination wherever
found in this country. Unfortunately, I
believe that the remedy endorsed in the
Senator's speech would do just the op
posite. It would impede the elimination
of official discrimination by impairing
the potential effectiveness of the title VI
office.

I favor a policy to eliminate racial
isolation and assure equality of educa
tional opportilllity throughout this Na
tion, and that is why I have supported
the creation of a permanent Committee
on Equal Educational Opportunity.

But what it is proposed be done here
has nothing to do with racial isolation.
It is designed to further dismantle and
impair the effectiveness of an already
seriously crippled title VI office.

This action is proposed to be taken on
several grounds. One I must challenge
immediately and fully, and that is the
statement that de jure segregation is vir
tually at an end. I must respectfully and
totally disagree. Despite what we have
heard, and despite the impressive prog
ress under title VI and court decisions,
the latest figures available show that
1.2 million of the 3 million black students
in the 17 Southern and border States
still attend totally segregated schools.

The second part is that all we seek to
do by this conference report is continue
apologetically to point a finger at the
South, ignoring the fact that increasingly
actions by the Justice Department, pri
vate actions, and actions by HEW are
being brought in school districts through
out this country. I earlier referred to
seven lawsuits being brought in the
North and the West by the Department
of Justice. I cited a list of 16 States in
which HEW activities are now being un
dertaken, and I have indicated, through
several speciflc references, the fact that
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this is a national problem; it is not found
just in the South. .

Finally, I wish to point out. that ~h1s
is not just a matter of offic1al pollcy.
It is not just a question of whether we
would prefer or not prefer to take a
certain step. When we talk about elimi
nating de jure segregation, and when we
talk about the functioning of the title
VI office to eliminate such discrimination,
we are talking about nothing less than
enforcing the law of the land as declared
for the past 16 years.

To say that the title VI office should
be dismantled, to say that it should be
weakened in this way, is simply to say
that this is one law, this is one objective
namely, the elimination of official ~is

crimination-that does not rate very h1gh
in the priorities of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Sen
ator's time has expired.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I hope
the Senate will resoundingly reject the
motion to recommit the conference re
port.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I yield an ad
ditional minute to the Senator from
Minnesota.

Mr. MONDALE. No; I have finished.
Mr. PELL. I yield whatever time he

wishes to the Senator from New York.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I, too, have

listened with very great interest to the
presentation of the Senator from Con
necticut. I think it is fair to say that the
speech of the Senator from Connecticut
touched off the vote which resulted in the
adoption of the Stennis amendment;
therefore what he says in developing his
theme is very important.

Mr. President, I think we now begin to
see what he is after. I did not see it when
we argued on the Stennis amendment
myself, though others apparently did;
but I think I begin to see it now.

The idea, Mr. President, as I see it, is
to set a goal for the country-to wit, to
eliminate all racial imbalance, because
that is all de facto segregation is-which
Is unattainable, at the same time that we
seek to eliminate the vestiges of de jure
segregation, but to slow up anything that
cannot be done consistent with that na
tional pattern, until that national pat
tern is attained.

Mr. President, this is impossible, and
the Senator admits it is impossible. But
we see the true purpose.

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.
Mr. RIBICOFF. Does the Senator,

then, believe that this is a goal that we
should not seek, as a nation, to attain?

Mr. JAVITS. Not at all. I think it is a
goal which we should as a nation seek to
attain. But I do nci; believe that it should
be set as a goal in such a way as to
cripple the effort to do something we can
do something about; and I say that is the
result of the effort to try to put it all on
the same basis. I do not believe it de
serves to be on the same basis. and I shall
explain why. I do not think it can be on
the same basis or should be.

The fact is that under the Constitu
tion now, de jure segregation-to wit,
segregation which is the heritage of a

dual school system enforced by State
law-is unlawful. We have not yet elim
inated it. We have a right to try to elim
inate that, at the same time that we
move to raise our national sights to deal
with other problems-to wit, segregation
attributable to racial patterns, and so
forth-knowing full well that it will take
a long time to change the latter; and
insofar as the latter is being used as an
excuse for unlawful segregation under
the Constitution, it is reachable under
the Constitution today.

When Senator RIBICOFF says-I think
this is the gravamen of his complaint
that, in city after city, lines ha':e been
drawn to encourage the separation of the
races, to encourage the development of
residentially segregated housing pat
terns, and to encourage the improvement
of some schools at the expense of others,
he states, in my judgment, the nonde
murrable cause of action under the laws
that exist today. The amendment we have
brought in, this policy, will require the
Department of Justice to go after those
practices just as hard in the North as
they do in the South, and I am all for it.

In short, Mr. President, there is no
use, in my jUdgment, in trying to pass an
education bill which will make the cri
terion of seeking desegregation to be an
unobtainable one and therefore put the
pace of any efforts at the pace of all
efforts.
. Another thing which is a matter of
good faith: The Senate ras written into
this-and it has gone in the conference,
and nobody challenges this-the state
ment-and I read 110W from the bill
passed by the Senate, page 153, lines 22 to
25-that money under this bill cannot
be used to require "the assignment 01'
transportation of stUdents or teachers in
order to overcome racial imbalance or
alter racial composition."

That is another way of saying "to cor
rect de facto segregation."

So here is one policy, and now what
is contended for is that the Stennis
amendment seeks to put into effect an
other policy-to wit, the policy of every
thing going together, and the money in
this bill to be used for the purpose of
making that happen.

I respectfully submit to every Sena
tor's conscience what would happen to
us if we had come in with these appro
priations and tried to stlike out that
section. We would have been beaten here
not 56 to 36, or whatever the vote was
on the Stennis amendment. We would
have been beaten here probably 82 to 10.

So let us be honest with ourselves. If
we are not going to be guilty of hypoc
risy, let us understand ourselves, that
we are trying to fix a goal we can at
tain. That is the way we view it in the
Stennis amendment, and that is the way
the President sees it. Indeed, we might
have been prescient in having written
this provision as we did, in the light of
exactly what the President said, almost
in the same words, in terms of meeting
this problem.

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.
Mr. MONDALE. Is the Senator from

New York saying that while we should
have a national policy to deal ~ith ra
cial isolation, the remedy that is pro
posed in the Stennis amendment does
nothing about seeking that policy, that
indeed many of the provisIons embedded
in the education act prohibit any
method?

Mr. JAVITS. Exactly.
Mr. MONDALE. But, on the other

hand, would provide a powerful argu
ment to further limit the effectiveness of
the title VI office.

May I further ask the Senator
whether it is not the case with respect
to the title VI office. that enforcement of
policy is still the key weapon in enforc
ing the law of the land in eliminating
official discrimination.

Mr. JAVITS. That is exactly what it
is, and that is what we have brought in
in this conference report.

Mr. MONDALE. So that in a sense the
objective declared, dealing with racial
isolation, is at war with the remedy that
is being supported?

Mr. JAVITS. That is exactly right, in
this provision, which, as I say, we would
have been shellacked if we had ever tried
to strike it from this bill.

(At this point Mr. GRIFFIN assumed
the chair,)

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I yield 2
minutes to the Senator from Pennsyl
vania.

Mr. SCHWEIKER, I thank the Sena
tor from Rhode Island for yielding to me.

Mr. President, I was one of those who
served as a member of the conference
committee, and I should like to say to
the Senator from Mississippi and the
Senator from Connecticut that the Sena
tor from Rhode Island and the Senator
from New York, the ranking leadership,
fought extremely hard to keep the Sen
ate position in conference.

I have had the privilege of serving on
four conferences in the last several
months, and I do not think any conferees
fought harder to maintain the Senate's
position than did the Senators from New
York and Rhode Island.

Unfortunately, we could not move the
House to accept the Senate amendment,
so this was a compromise.

I think it is only fair to point out that
there are certain elements that the Sena
tor from Mississippi and the Senator
from Connecticut won even in the com
promise.

First, they got the uniformity principle
established across the board. Whether
you are talking de facto segregation or
de jure, it is a uniform policy in the North
and in the South. I think this needed
doing. I think the compromise version
says it.

Second, I think it is the first time in
legislative record that we actually pin
point de facto segregation. I do not re
call any similar debate in which we ac
tually have pinpointed it in this way and
have enunciated it as something to be
concerned about. So they have gained a
second point-de facto segregation is a
matter of record.

Third, I think it also points out a prob
lem that no doubt has been occurring in
some Southern States, as the Senator
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from Mississippi has well pointed out-
that is. that·. some of the judges have
interpreted de facto to be de jure. and
vice versa; and they have issued some
l'ulings on the basis that de facto and de
jure are the same. To the extent that this
is not being followed in the North, it is
an unfair policy.

I think that one thing their suggestion
and the compromise produces is that
from now on if the courts are going to
look at It case in the North or in the
South, they are going to have to distin
guish between de facto and de jure, so
that each is treated equally. instead of
one way in the South and another way
in the North.

I think that these are three things
that are in the conference version that
were not there before the amendment of
the Senator from Mississippi and the
Senator from Connecticut prevailed.

The other point I should like to make
is that, by an odd coincidence, because
our conference worked actually prior to
President Nixon's message--

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

Mr. PELL. I yield a half minute to the
Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SCHWEIKER. I want to close with
the thought that although our confer
ence worked independently of President
Nixon's message, the formula we actually
came to was the very thing that the
President proposed as his way of solving
the de facto-de jure problem. I think
that is important to remember.

Also, if we would have to go back to
conference, I honestly am at a loss to
know where we would go. because the
House wanted to kick all the amendment
out. We fought that. There is little room
to negotiate between the two positions.
I think they have achieved something,
and this is the best we could do.

Mr. PELL. I thank the Senator from
Pennsylvania. I can assure the Senate.
as he just did, that we did our very best
to retain the Stennis language.

It would almost seem as if we had a
vision, because we in a sense brought
forth the gist of the President's message
before it was sent up by our recognition
of the fact that there are different types
of school segregation and that they must
be treated equally throughout the Na
tion. Until the law is changed this will
be the case.

The compromise language did, we felt,
express the will of the Senate in light
of applicable law. It in truth embodies
the most that could have been brought
back from conference, and I urge the
Senate to sustain our action by defeating
the motion to recommit.
PARTICIPATION OF NONPUBLIC SCHOOL CHILDREN

IN THE CONSOLIDATED PROGRAM OF SUPPLE
MENTARY CENTERS AND SERVICES AND GUID
ANCE AND COUNSELING

A question has been raised with respect
to the phrase. "if authorized by law, in
other elementary and secondary schools".
which appears in clause CD of subpara
graph (B) insection305(b) (1).

The question raised was: How would
this phrase affect the participation of
nonpublic school children in guidance
and counseling programs? This phrase

must be read with two other provisions of
the consolidation language. Section 304
(b) (2) (B) provides that all applications
for assistance under the consolidated
programs must, to the extent consistent
with the number of children enrolled in
nonpublic schools in the area to be served
whose educational needs are of the type
provided by the programs and projects,
make provision for the participation of
such children.

Moreover, section 305(b) (9) provides
that funds under the consolidated pro
gram may not be commingled with State
funds. Therefore, the phrase "if author
ized by law" does not indicate that par
ticipation of nonpublic school children
must be permitted by State law. That
phrase simply means that the law must
be taken into consideration in making
services available to children in schools
other than public schools. It was the in
tent of the conferees that nonpublic
school children participate in guidance
and counseling programs to the same ex
tent that they participate in title III pro
grams under present law.

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. PELL. I yield back the remainder

of my time, and I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SCHWEIKER). All time is yielded back.

The suggestion has been made of the
absence of a quorum, and the clerk will
call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRIFFIN). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. .7AVITS. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SCHWEIKER). The Senator from New
York will state it.

Mr. JAVITS. As I understand the pur
port of the motion, if the motion carries,
the conferees remain on the job and are
directed to go back into conference with
out instructions; is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SCHWEIKER). The Chair would state that
the report would be recommitted to the
sanle conferees but there are some in
structions to the conferees in this motion.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, would the
Chair state what those instructions are?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will read the instructions.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. The Senator
from Mississippi moves that the Senate
recommit the conference report on H.R.
514 for the purpose of reconsideling
amendment No. 463 as originally passed
upon by the Senate dealing with the
uniform application of laws relating to
school segregation and language added
thereto now appearing as section 2 of
subsections (a). (b), (c) and (d) of
H.R.514.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, a further
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York will state it.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, may I
interject there. first, that the clerk mis
stated. The mover of the motion to re
commit was the Senator from Connecti
cut not the Senator from Mississippi.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It was
moved by the senator from Connecticut
and the RECORD will so show.

Mr. JAVITS, Mr. President, my parlia
mentary inquiry is, Are the conferees
bound to negotiate only upon that mat
ter, or are they bound at all?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will state that under this motion
the whole conference report would ac
tually be open for reconsideration.

Mr. JAVITS. Any action?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Any

action.
Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Chair.
Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, was the

answer to the Senator from New York
that the conferees are not bound? Is that
what the question was?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will state that the conferees are
not bound by the instructions.

Mr. MURPHY. I thank the Senator.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas

and nays have been ordered--
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, a point

of order. The time for voting has arrived.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion Is on the motion of the Senator
from Connecticut to recommit with in
structions the conference report.

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

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. NELSON (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the junior Senator from Louisiana (Mr.
LONG). If he were present, he would
vote "yea." If I were at liberty to vote,
I would vote "nay." I withhold my vote.

The rollcall was concluded.
Mr. MANSFIELD (after having voted

in the affirmative). On this vote I have
a pair with the senior Senator from
Georgia (Mr. RUSSELL) . If he were pres
ent, he would vote "yea." I have already
voted in the affirmative. I withdraw my
vote and state that if I were at liberty
to vote in this instance, I would vote
"nay."

Mr. FULBRIGHT (after having voted
in the affirmative). On this vote I have a
pair with the senior Senator from Massa
chusetts (Mr. KENNEDY) . I have alreadY
voted in the affirmative. I withdraw my
vote and state that if I were at liberty
to vote, I would vote "yea." and the
Senator from Massachusetts would vote
"nay."

Mr. YARBOROUGH (after having
voted in the affirmative). On this vote I
have a pair with the junior Senator from
New Mexico (Mr. MONTOYA). If he were
present, he would vote "nay." I withdraw
my vote and state that if I were at lib
erty to vote, I would vote "~'ea."

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an
nounce that the Senator from New
Mexico (Mr. ANDERSON). the Senator
from Indiana (Mr. BAYH), the Senator
from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL). the Senat.or
from Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), the
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The result was announced-yeas 32,
nays 43, as follows:

[No. 110 Leg.]
YEAS-32

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that when the Sen
ate completes its business tonight, it
stand in adjournment until 11 o'clockto
morrow morning.

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

PROGRAM
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the

majority leader yield very briefiy?
Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, indeed.
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I take

this time to inquire of the majority lead
er if he can inform us of the program
for the rest of today and the rest of the
week, if possible.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it is
anticipated that when the Senate dis
poses of the pending business, there very
likely will be no business to conduct for
the remainder of the day unless Senators
wish to speak.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator suspend, so that there may be
order in the Senate?

The Senator may proceed.
Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, it is

intended to come in at 11 o'clock tomor
row morning.

EXTENSION OF PROGRAMS OF AS
SISTANCE FOR ELEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY EDUCATION-CON
FERENCE REPORT
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the report of the commit..
tee of conference on disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendment of
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 514) to ex
tend programs of assistance for elemen
tary and secondary education, and for
other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the unanimous consent agreement, 1
hour of debate remains on the adoption
of the conference report now before the
Senate.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
with this $25 billion measure, Congress
will assure continuing Federal support
to the elementary and secondary educa
tion of the Nation's children.

I am proud to be a cosponsor of this
bill.

Although there were over 100 sub
stantive dilIerences between the House
and Senate veI:sions, and over 1,000 mi
nor ones, the conferees on both sides
handled with dispateh the task of ad
justingthem. We have brought back
to our respective houses a good bill, one
that will serve well to meet education
needs.

MAJOR COMPROMISES-FORWARD FUNDING

A major modification in the Senate
measure was made when we adjusted the
duration of the extension. W11at emerged
is a 3-year authorization, with an addi
tional year available if the Congress
does not act in time to permit advance
funding the final year.

It is important to stress that with

PROGRAM
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it is

the intention of the joint leadership,
with the concurrence of the. Senate, to
take up some stockpile bills on which
there will be some debate and some vot
ing..

Following the disposal of the stock
pile bills-of which there are some 16
or 17 in number-it is anticipated that
we will tum to the Hill-Burton Medi
cal Construction Act, if possible.

Very likely that will be followed by the
Rural Electrification Act, as amended,
dealing with establishing a telephone
bank.

Whether we can finish all that busi
ness this week remains to be seen.

We will have a vote on the motion to
recommit the Carswell nomination on
Monday. I do not know whether the
nomination will be recommitted. The
outcome of that vote is still in great
doubt.

On Tuesday, we will proceed to the
consideration of the resolution olIered
by Senators BROOKE and COOPER.

If, however, there is a final vote on
the Carswell nomination on Wednesday,
all of the legislation mentioned which
has not been completed at that time
would be considered after the nomination
is disposed of.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I thank the majority
leader.

Pell
Prouty
Proxmlre
Randolph
Saxbe
Schweiker
Smith, Maine
Smith,IlI.
Stevens
Symington
Tydings
Williams, N.J.
Young,Ohlo

Hruska
McClellan
Murphy
Ribicotr
Spong
Stennis
Talmadge
Tower
Williams, Del.
Young, N. Dak.

Curtis
Dole
Eastland
Ellender
Ervin
Fannin
Gore
Gurney
Hansen
Holland
Hollings

NAYS-43
Allott Hughes
Boggs Inouye
Brooke Jackson
Burdick Javlts
Case Mathias
Church McGee
Cook McGovern
Cranston McIntyre
DominIck Metcalf
Eagleton Miller
Goodell Mondale
Griffin Muskie
H:urls Packwood
Hart Pastore
Hartke Pearson
PRESENT AND GIVING LIVE PAIRS, AS

PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-4
Fulbright, for.
Mansfield, against.
Nelson. against.
Yarborough, for.

NOT VOTING-2l
Anderson Jordan, N.C. Moss
Bayh Jordan, Idaho Mundt
Dodd Kennedy Percy
Fang Long Russell
Goldwater Magnuson Scott
Gravel McCarthy Sparkman
Hatfield Montoya Thurmond

So Mr. RIBICOFF'S motion to recommit
with instructions was rejected.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on agreeing to the
conference report.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Aiken
Allen
Baker
Bellmon
Bennett
Bible
Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W. Va.
Canllon
Cooper
Cotton

senator from Washington, Mr. MAGNU
SON), the Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
MCCARTHY) , the Senator from New
Mexico (Mr. MONTOYA), the Senator
from Utah (Mr. Moss), and the Senator
from Georgia (Mr. RUSSELL) are neces
sarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Connecticut (Mr. DODD), the Sen
ator from North Carolina (Mr. JORDAN),
the Senator from Louisiana (Mr. LONG),
and the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
SPARKMAN) are absent on official busi
ness.

On this vote, the Senator from Ala
bama (Mr. SPARKMAN) is paired with the
Senator from Indiana (Mr. BAYH). If
present and voting, the Senator from
Alabama would vote "yea" and the Sena
tor from Indiana would vote "nay".

On this vote, the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. JORDAN) is paired with the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. PERCY). If
present and voting, the Senator from
North Carolina would vote "yea" and the
Senator from Illinois would vote "nay".

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Washington
(Mr. MAGNUSON) and the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL) would each vote
"nay".

On this vote, the Senator from Utah
(Mr. Moss) is paired with the Senator
from Hawaii (Mr. FONG). If present and
voting, the Senator from Utah would
vote "nay" and the Senator from Hawaii
would vote "yea".

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Idaho (Mr. JORDAN), the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. PERCY), the
Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. SCOTT)
and the Senator from South Carolina
(Mr. THURMOND) are absent on official
business to attend the Interparliamen
tary Union meeting at Monaco.

The Senator from Hawaii (Mr. FONG) ,
the Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLD
WATER), and the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. HATFIELD) are necessarily absent.

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

If present and voting, the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD) would vote
"nay".

On this vote, the Senator from Illi
nois (Mr. PERCY) is paired with the Sen
ator from North Carolina (Mr. JORDAN).
If present and voting, the Senator from
illinois would vote "nay" and the Senator
from North Carolina would vote "yea".

On this vote, the Senator from Penn
sylvania (Mr. SCOTT) is paired with the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr. THUR
MOND). If present and voting, the Sena
tor from Pennsylvania would vote "nay"
and the Senator from South Carolina
would vote "yea".

On this vote, the Senator from Hawaii
(Mr: FONG) is paired with the Senator
from Utah (Mr. Moss). If present and
voting, the Senator from Hawaii would
vote "yea" and the Senator from Utah
would vote "nay".

Onthis vot~, the Senator from Arizona
(Mr. GOLDWATER) is paired with the Sen
ator from South Dakota (Mr. MUNDT).
If present and voting, the Senator from
Arizona would vote "yea" and the Sena
tor from South Dakota would vote "nay".
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DISPOSAL OF CORUl\i'T)UM
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,

there will be no further voting tonight.
I ask unanimous consent that the

Senate turn to the consideration of
Calendar No. 715, S. 3083. I do this so
that the bill will be the pending busi
ness tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
\\ill be stated by title.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 3083)

Stennis

Nelson
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Pell
Prouty
Proxmire
Randolph
Rlblcoff
Saxbe
Schwelker
Smltb, Maine
Smith. Ill.
Spong
Stevens
Symington
Talmadge
Tower
Trdlngs
Williams, N.J.
Wlillams, Del.
Yarborough
Young, N. Dak,
Young, Ohio

NOT VOTING-22
Anderson Jordan, N;C. Mundt
Bayh Jordan, Idaho Percy
Dodd Kennedy Russell
Fong Long Scott
Goldwater Magnuson Sparkman
Gravel McCarthy Thurmond
Hatfield Monto~'a

Hughes Moss

So the report was agreed to.
Mr. JAV1TS. Mr. President, I move to

reconsider the vote by which the con
ference report was agreed to.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Eastland
Holland

Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. SCOTT)
and the Senator from South Carolina
(Mr. THURMOND) are absent on official
business to attend the Interparlia
mentary Union meeting at Monaco.

The Senator from Hawaii (Mr. FONG) ,
the Senator from Arizona (Mr, GOLD
WATER), and the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. HATFIELD) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) is absent because of i11l1esS.

If present and yoting, the Senator from
Hawaii (Mr. FONG), the Senator from
Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER), the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD), the Sena
tor from South Dakota (Mr. MUNDT), and
the Senator from TIlinois (Mr. PERCY)
would each vote "yea".

On this Yote, the Senator from
Pennsylvania (Mr. SCOTT) is paired with
the Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
THURMOND). If present and voting, the
Senator from Pennsylvania would vote
"yea" and the Senator from South Caro
lina would vote "nay."

The result was announced-yeas 74,
nays 4, as follows:

INo. 111 Leg.)
YEAS-74

Fannin
FUlbright,
Goodell
Gore
GriIDn
Gurney
Hansen
Harris
Hart
Hartke
Hruskl<
Inou~re

Jackson
Javlts
Mansfield
Mathias
McClellan
McGee
McGovern
McIntyre
Metcalf
Miller
Mondale
Murphy
Muskle

NAYS-!/'
Hollings

Aiken
Allen
Allott
Baker
Bellmon
Bennett
Bible
Boggs
Brooke
Burdick
Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W. Va.
Cannon
Case

_Church
Cook
Cooper
Cotton
Cranston
Curtis
Dole
Dominick
Eagleton
Ellender
Ervin

level in the Senate bill for bilingual ed
ucation. This means $80 million for fiscal
year 1971, $100 million for 1972, and
$135 million for 1973. These sums are
a meaningful estimate of what should be
invested in education in the home lan
guage of the 1.7 million Spanish-speak
ing children in the southwest alone.

LEARNING DISABII.ITIES

I am also pleased that, the House con
ferees accepted my bill to add a cate
gorical program for children with learn
ing disabilities. This authorization is also
separate, to give educators an opportu
nity to establish the identity of this
specialty within the school system.

The amendment corresponds to my
bill, S. 1190.

This is an outstanding piece of legis
lation, for which the Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. PELL) and others on
the Education Subcommittee, deserve our
thanks. But passing this conference re
port is not enough. The Senate, and
Congress must see that it is adequately
financed. We must not pursue a course of
false promises to the children, parents,
teachers, and school administrators of
America.

They are counting on Congress to sup
port education in the manner this legis
lation outlines. That will be our next task
in meeting the national interest in
quality education.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I am pre
pared to yield back the remainder of my
time.

Mr. STENNIS. I yield back my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time

having been yielded back, the question
is on agreeing to the conference report.
On this question the yeas and nays have
been ordered, and the clerk will call the
roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an

nounce that the Senator from New
Mexico (Mr. ANDERSON), the Senator
from Indiana (Mr. BAYH), the Senator
from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL), the Senator
from Iowa (Mr. HUGHES), the Senator
from Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), the
Senator from Washington (Mr. MAGNU
SON), the Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
MCCARTHY) , the Senator from New
Mexico (Mr. MONTOYA), the Senator
from Utah (Mr. Moss), and the Senator
from Georgia (Mr. RUSSELL), are neces
sarilyabsent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Connecticut (Mr. DODD), the Sena
tor from North Carolina (Mr. JORDAN),
the Senator from Louisiana (Mr. LONG),
and the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
SPARKMAN), are absent on official busi
ness.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
BAYH). the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
GRAVEL), the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
HUGHEs), the Senator from Massachu
setts (Mr. KENNEDY), the Senator from
Washington (Mr. MAGNUSON) , the Sena
tor from New Mexico (Mr. MONTOYA),
the Senator from Utah (Mr. Moss) , and
the Senator from Louisiana (Mr. LoNG),
would each vote "yea."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Idaho (Mr. JORDAN), the
Senator from nlinois (Mr. PERCY), the

BILINGUAL EDUCATION

It is also a pleasure to point out that
the Howoe accepted the authorization

CONSOLIDATION

A third area of difference was in the
consolidation of programs sought by the
administration and carried in the House
bill.

The Senate rejected consolidation, be
cause we know that categorical programs
are established in order to give identity
and separate funding to the activities
we are trying to stimulate. Lumping ed
ucational activities into one authoriza
tion often means that one loses out to
others, in proportions Congress did not
intend.

The conference agreement consoli
dates only a part of those titles sought
for consolidation by the administration.
Title III of the Elementary and Second
ary Education Act is grouped with title
V-A of the National Defense Education
Act, and that is all. This means the sup
plementary education centers and guid
ance and counselling programs will be
merged.

The agreement is wise to leave out of
the consolidation title II of ESEA, the
school library section. School libraries
are so central to high quality elementary
and secondary education that they de
serve the emphasis of continued separate
funding.

EXPANSION OF ADULT B.\SIC EDUCATION

A fourth disagreement that deserves
mention is the Senate amendment en
larging adult basic education to permit
courses at the high school level. I am
delighted that the House accepted the
Senate amendment to this effect. It will
enable adult basic education courses to
go beyond the elementary subjects, and
enable many thousands of adults to gain
the equivalent of,~ a high school
education.

this version, we intend major education
programs to be appropriated for a year
in advance. Many educational programs
have suffered from insUfficient lead time.
Educators and administrators who do
not know what to expect from Congress
in terms of bUdget support cannot afford
to spend a lot of time organizing and
planning a course or progl'am whose
chances of being funded are slight, or
unknown.

Forward funding in education has
heretofore been carried out only under
title I of the Elementary and Secondary
Act. Now, it is provided for under all
titles, and I urge the Appropriations
Committee to follow through on the in
tent of the bill.

The authorization levels of the Sen
ate measure were accepted by the House.
They apply to the first 3 years of our
bill, with --;he third year sums also aIJply
ing to the contingency year.

INCREASE IN LOW-INCOME FACTOR

The House accepted the Senate
change in title I allotments, raising to
$4000 the family income counted in de
termining numbers of children for title
I grants. This change is effective in fis
cal year 1973, and brings the income fac
tor into line with changes in poverty
level income.
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