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We must discard the pld1llusory conthe people who would expect to be the
benficiaries of things that will be done cept that more spending and. more
for them, which will, in fact, not be done. categorical grants piled one upon anWe are being asked today to act upon' other necessarily result in greater good.
We are limited in what we can spend
a veto, well knowing that if the veto is
overridden, an appropriation bill will fol- for any given program, and, to that
low, and if it falls anywhere near the degree, every level of funding is arfo.rm of the authorization bill, then it bitrary. In the present case-vocational
WIll be vetoed and we '\ViII again have to rehabilitation-we are talking about a
field in which spending has been inface the same question.
Thus, Mr. President, I rise to urge the creased by 75 percent over a 5-year
Senate to sustain the President's veto period. I think that, given the other
of this bill. I urge the Senate to do so in obligations of the Federal Government,
the economic interest of the American this has been a very real gain. In the
present case, as in somany others, I think
ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL people.
Mr. President, I very much fear that that we need to be satisfied with the
11; 30 A.M. TOMORROW
Congress is preparing to indulge itself substantial progress we. are making,
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, in yet another spending binge-and we even if it falls short of what we would
I ask unanimous consent that when the all know by now that a spending binge have wished under ideal circumstances
Senate completes its business today, it means an economic hangover. It means and with unlimited resources.
stand in adjoUlument until 11:30 a.m. more inflation or higher taxes. That is
I, therefore, will vote to sustain the
tomorrow.
the price the Nation will have to pay on President's veto.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without "the morning after" if we persist in exI would like to note further that, unobjection, it is so ordered.
cessive spending beyond our ability to fortunatelY, this bill may be only the
first in a series of bills which we will
pay the bills.
Certainly, Mr. President, one drink will pass in excess of budgetary limits, and
VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION
not cause a hangover any more than en- that, consequently, it may mark only
ACT-VETO
actment of this bill WOUld, all by itself, the first in a series of Presidential vetoes
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. cause economic dislocation. But it is quite which we will be. called upon to overSTEVENSON). Under the previous unani- clear that we in Congress-in legislation ride or sustain. This process represents
mous-consent agreement, the hour of which has already been passed in bills something less than government operat12 o'clock having arrived, the Chair lays that are in conference and in 'commit- ing at its most efficient. Moreover, I bebefore the Senate the President's veto tee-have quite a bit more in the bottle. lieve that it tends to act as a social irmessage on S. 7, the Vocational Rehabili- I think that once we have finished off i-itant. It pits one group of potential
tation Act which the clerk will state.
that bottle, we will be headed for a mas- beneficiaries under a given program
The assistant legislative clerk read as sive hangover and major economic prob- against others. It raises expectations
follows:
lems. It is not going to be any easier to which cannot be realized. The one thing
A veto message on S. 7, the Vocational stop on the second, third, or fourth drink which it does accomplish is that it permits Members of Congress to say to any
Rehabilitation Act.
than it is to stop right now.
As with every Senator, I am certain, I given group of beneflciaries, "1 voted to
(The text of the President's veto mesyou more money," even though
sage is printed on page 9597 of the support vocational rehabilitation. I have give
those Members have known all along
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of March 27 introduced bills myself for aid to the that
the money would not be forth1973).
' handicapped and for vocational reThe Senate proceeded to reconsider habilitation generally. I suppor!; the goals coming.
This is a time-honored charade, but
of this legislation, and I would support
the bill.
it is one which we should bring to a
funding
it
at
an
even
higher
level
than
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The quesclose. We should stop passing bills which
tion is, Shall the bill pass, the objec- the one incorporated in the bill we sent are funded at excessive levels. We should
to
the
President-if
we
could
afford
it.
tions of the President of the United
stop the necessity of forcing Presidential
States to the contrary notwithstanding? And I will support alternative legisla- vetoes. We should stop having votes to
The time for debate on this question tion which has already been introduced sustain or override vetoes of excessively
will run until 2 p.m. and.is to be equally in this body at a higher spending level costly bills. We should stop pulling the
divided and controlled by the distin- than in previous fiscal years. But it is taxpayer's leg and start passing good,
guished Senator from California (Mr. quite clear that we cannot afford this constructive, social legislation that will
CRANSTON) and the distinguished Senator bill without raising taxes or precipitat- not break his back.
froJ? Pennsylvania (Mr. SCOTT), or his ing another round of inflation-which
Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
would be just as effective and burdendeSIgnees.
some as new taxes in depriving the tax- of the 10 minutes that were allotted to
Who yields time?
me.
Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. Mr. payer of his earnings.
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask
The
taxpayers,
too,
I
think
at
this
President, I yield myself 10 minutes.
unanimous consent that from this point
period,
when
April
15
is
approac'hing,
are
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senthroughout the consideration of the
ator from Pennsylvania is recognized fOl' extremely conscious of the tax burdens question on the override of the veto on
being placed on them and their families.
10 minutes.
There are a g.·eat many programs S. 7, and during the vote thereon, the folMr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. Mr. Preslowing staff members of the Committee
ident, this is a good bill, but that is not which we would all like to see expanded on Labor and Public Welfare· and Phil
just as there are a great many problem~
what is wrong with it.
McGance. of Senator RANDOLPH'S staff
What is wrong with it is that it is du- which could be dealt with better if we and Michael Francis of Senator STAFplicative, that notwithstanding the very had unlimited resources to devote to FORD'S staff be accorded the privileges of
large increase in the program plus an in- them. But we do not have these un- the floor:
crease in the administration's program limited resources. Despite the fact that
Jonathan Steinberg, Robert Humfor fiscal 1974, the bill undertakes to du- our dreams for a better world may be phries, Roy Millenson, Lisa Walker, and
plicate the actions of other agencies and infinite, tax dollars are not, and we must Patria Forsythe.
establish a large new group of categori- face that fact.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Witll0Ut
What is the good of spending more objection. it is so ordered.
cal grants. It enters into the medical
field and, thereby, preempts other pro- money on programs, a dozen or more s. 7: VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION ACT OF
1972: OVERRIDE AN UNWISE, IRRESPONSIBLE
programs, each good in themselves, but
grams of the administration.
VETO
Generally, it suffers from the fault each duplicative and excessively costly,
of offering to promise more than can be if the result of that spending is simply
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I am
delivered and to offer false assurances to to bust the budget and bump taxes up? saddened that the bill before us today-

QUORUM CALL
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorm.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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which offers sensible and humane programs to assist handicapped Americans
to become self-dependent-has become a
pawnin a much larger battle. The bill
itself, and the program it would authorize, on the merits deserve the overwhelming approbation of the Congress, the
American people, and the President.
Yet, here we are today locked head-tohead in apparently mortal combat with
the President over the very future of this
highly successful program which we seek
to improve substantially and expand
modestly.
What has happened to bring us to
this impasse, Mr. President? What has
happened is that someone downtown has
fed the President of the United states
some unmitigated balderdash.
What has happened is that the President of the United states-himself a
former distinguished legislator in both
Houses of Congress-sends us a veto
message which has no real relevance to
the substance of the legislation we are
considering. These quotes from the
President's message should sulIice to
demonstrate the temperament of those
downtown, those who want to continue
to spend $30 billion on foreign military
bases, $17 billion on the NATO Alliance
alone, and $10 billion more on foreign aid
and military assistance, but who think
we cannot afford to give aid and assistance inside our country to Americans to
help them to learn to take care of themselves finanLially.
Here are some choice catch phrases
from the veto message: "Bad legislation,"
"poor legislation," "badly constructed,"
"unwise legislation." Now, Mr. President,
this is just preposterous. This bill has
received about the most painstaking
scrutiny of any blll I know of since I have
been a Senator. Of course, it is not perfect. We in the Congress have never
pretended to be able to achieve perfection. Democracy does not really permit it,
with the give and take it fosters and the
spirit of accord and compromise which
Is so essential to our system of Government and democratic values.
But, I for one, would like to go on
record with our three volumes of hearing
record behind us, and assert that this is
a darn good piece of legislation-one I
would stack up against any we have
dealt with here over the last 4 years
on any standard of measurement anyone
would like to propose. It has passed the
Houses of Congress eight times within
the last year. I think if the President
ever stopped to read the bill, or even an
unbiased summary of it prepared by
someone other than this OMB adviser
who screen out the truth by screening
him off from the pUblic, he would
recognize this.
What is really bothering OMB? That is
not too hard to find out by filtering out
the rest of the rhetoric in the veto message: It refers to "a congressional spending spree," "a massive assault upon the
pocketbook of mlllions· • • in this
country," "throwing money at problems "
":fiscally irresponsible," "open the flood-

gates on the Federal bUdget," "extravagant price tags," "big spenders," "raising taxes substantially-perhaps as
much as 15 percent," "hefty boost in
consumer prices and interest rates," "big
spending bills," "inordinately expensive."
You see, Mr. President, I have read the
message very carefully. I just cannot
find any substance to it.
You would think this was a tax bill, or
an appropriation bill, or a pension bill.
But it is none of these.
I share President Nixon's desire for
fiscal responsibility, a ceiling on spending, no new taxes, and no broader deficits.
But none of these commendable concerns have any relevance to this bill.
The truth is that the epithets in the
message have absolutely nothing to do
with this bill, S. 7, the Rehabilitation Act.
As the Washington Post editorial so
correctly states this moming, this is an
"authorization measure-the bill does
not mandate the outlay of a nickel.';
That is the simple fact. No amount of
rhetoric can obscure it. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the full text
of the editorial be set forth in the RECORD
at this point.
There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
VOTING ON THE REHABILITATION ACT

The Senate is scheduled to vote this afternoon on whether to override or sustain President Nixon's veto of S. 7, the vocational rehabilltation act. If the Senate votes to override, the question wlll be taken up in the
House shortly thereafter. The issue has become much larger than the blll itself, for
this wlll be the first showdown between Congress and President this year in what the administration has styled "the battle of the
budget." As Caspar W. Weinberger, Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare, makes
clear in an article on the opposite page today,the executive branch is asking the legislators not just to uphold this veto, but to
make of it a test case in the developing confilet over the President's fiscal programlimiting spending, curbing inflation, rejecting tax increases, and all the rest.
It is unfortunate that the vote on S. 7
should be made to carry such freight, for the
legislation itself is hardly budget-busting
and the legitimate arguments over the substance of the blll are limited. The first and
all-important point is that, contrary to the
impression Mr. Nixon and Mr. Weinberger
have tried to create, S. 7 is not in itself a
spending bill. It is an authorization measure
which establishes certain vocational rehabllitation programs and sets ceilings for
subsequent appropriations. The blll does not
mandate the outlay of a nickel.
Nor are the authorizations in S. 7 as
extravagant as the administration claims.
To continue the 52-year-old program of
grants to the states for vocational rehab illtation programs, the blll authorizes $700
milllon for fiscal 1973 and $800 million for
fiscal 1974; the President's own bUdget contains about $600 million for this purpose for
fiscal 1973 and $610 million for fiscal 1974.
The difference, while debatable, is hardly
astronomical. Mr. Weinberger also objects to
new programs in S. 7 which are intended to
meet the particular needs of groups such
as the severely handicapped, older blind and
deaf persons, and those SUffering from spinal
cord injuries. But the amounts authorized
in these areas are qUite modest, given the
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undeniable human pain and anguish to be
relieved.
All In all, this appears to be a meritorious
bill which has become a pawn in the bitter
struggle between an obstinate Congress and
an equally stubborn President.
It is true that if such matters are decided
by reflex votes for or against Mr. Nixon, the
country wlll be in for a long season of rancor
and rhetorical excess. But the immediate
question is the merits of S. 7.
On those merits, the veto should be overturned.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, this
bill has no impact on the Federal budget,
on Federal outlaYs or, therefore, on the
need for any tax increase. The veto message in sum and substance is a red herring.
The fact is that even as a piece of
legislation authorizing certain appropriations levels, it is fiscally sound, moderate measure.
First, it authorizes for this fiscal year
$97 million less in total appropriations
than were in the law for fiscal year
1971-2 fiscal years ago. It is hard to find
the fiscal irresponsibility in that, Mr.
President.
Second, it authorize total appropriations of $881 million less than were COlltained in H.R. 8395, last Congress' vetoed
bill-a cut of more than 25 percent. The
Congress has met the President more
than half way. But our efforts at reasonable compromise did not satisfy an administration that is more obsessed with
confrontation with the Congress than it
is concerned about handieapped people.
Third, what the President wants is
open-ended authorizations of appropriations-that is, unlimited dollar authorizations. This bill sets dollar ceilings on
every program it authorizes. That hp,5
long been the policy of the Labor and .
Public Welfare Committee in setting appropriations authorizations levels: To fix
a dollar figure that represents an estimate of what could be spent effectively
to meet a given social or economic need,
so as to provide guidelines to the appropriations committees and the Congress
itself in the ensuing appropriations process.
Fourth, Mr. President, the President's
message describes the great increases in
funding for vocational rehabilitation
over the last 5 years. It is true there is
more money now than 4 years ago. But
the facts are that the growth rate of expenditures for vocational rehabilitation
programs has slowed down enormously.
The 4-year average before Mr. Nixon
prepared his first budget-for fiscal veal'
1971-was 29.5 percent. Under his rour
bUdgets-fiscal years 1971 through
1974-it would be an 8.5-percent increase, and the bill proposes an increase
in the authorization levels exactly in between these two figures-19 percent.
Finally, 1\'fr. President, and most significantly, this program is actualIy a
revenue raiser not spender. As the material Senator RANDOLPH and I have
placed on each desk states, the Qenefits
of tile national rehabilitation program
relative to costs are conceded by all to
be extremely high. Over 3 million handicapped Americans have been returned
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to productive and meaningful lives because of assistance from the program. In
fiscal year 1972 alone, the estimated annual earnings of the 326,138 individuals
rehabilitated total $1 billion-a net increase of $750 million in earnings from
the time these individuals entered the
rehabilitation system.
The Rehabilitation Services Administration estimates that. in addition to this
contribution to the GNP. these individuals, at a minimum, will be contributing
approximately 5 percent of their income-or $58 million each year-in taxes
to Federal, State, and local governments.
And these figures do not reflect the approximately $33 million in savings to
Federal and State governments in 1972
caused by removal of many rehabilitated
persons from the public assistance rolls.
This $91 million figure over 20 years
would return more than $3 for every $1
of the $560 million spent in fiscal year
1972.

So, Mr. President, the veto message
insofar as it tries to make this bill out
as a grab at the taxpayer's pocketbook
is pure nonsense. What this blll aims to
do is increase revenues by getting handicapped individuals off welfare rather
than keep them on, and to help handicapped individuals earn their own way
and pay their own taxes-as they fervently wish to do-rather than to consume the tax dollars of others.
So let us put all of this budget busting talk to bed once and for all. This is
not a tax bill, not an appropriations bill,
not in any way a spending bill. The programs it would authorize, if they are
subsequently funded later in the legislative process in an appropriations billare themeslves enormously cost effective.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that there be set forth in the RECORD
at this point material we have placed on
each Senator's desk, inclUding compara:"
tive authorization charts and a chart
showing the numbers of handicapped
persons served and rehabilitated and the
dollars spent in each State in fiscal year
1972 and the total number of persons requiring services and the dollars which
could be spent in each State if the basic
program were fully funded at $700 million for this fiscal year-just $90 million

more than the President requested in his local governments. And these figures do not
reflect the aproximately $33 million In savoriginal fiscal year 1973 budget.
to Federal and state governments in
There being no objection, the material ings
1972 •caused by removal of many rehabiliwas ordered to be printed in the RECORD, tated . persons from the public assistance
as follows:
rolls. This $91 million figure over 20 years
RE.'SONS CONGRESS SHOULD OVERRIDE THE
woUld return more than $3 for every $1 of
PRESIDENT'S VETO OF S. 7, THE REHABILITAthe $560 million spent in fiscal year 1972.
TION ACT OF 1972
Need fOT Rehabilitation Bill.-There are
support for the Bill.-For over 50 years, an estimated seven to twelve million handithe Vocational Rehabilitation program has capped individuals In the nation who have
had broad bipartisan support. In 1972, both not realized their vocational potential. With
the House and Senate passed the Rehab1ll- the level of funding authorized in S. 7, rehabilitation services could be provided to a
tation bill unanimously.
In 1973, the Senate (by a vote of 86-2) total of approximately 2.8 million handiand the House (by a vote of 318-57) passed capped Individuals over the next. two fiscal
S. 7. The appropriations authorization Is years using today's per case cost. This would
nearly $900 mlllion below the amount In the leave at least four million handicapped per1972 vetoed bill. (The House Education and sons who, at today's spending level, would
Labor Committee had reported the 1973 bill not be served.
The Simple fact Is that we have a long way
by a 33-1 vote; the Senate Labor and Public
to go to meet the needs of our disabled felWelfare Committee by a 16-0 vote).
Bill Summary.-The Rehabilitation Act low citizens.
(S. 7) revises, extends and Improves proADMINISTRATION OBJECTIONS AND ANSWERS
grams for the handicapped preViously auObjection.-The veto message argues S. 7
thorized under the Vocational Rehabilitation Is "fiscally irresponsible."
Act. Established by Congress In 1920 and exAnswer.-In order to meet Administration
tended six times since, the vocational re- objections, the authorization was reduced
habilitation program provides a variety of nearly $900 million-from $3,481 billion to
services as needed to physically and mentally
handicapped persons to prepare them for $2.6 bllllon-a cut of more than 25 percent.
employment. These continuing services In- Furthermore, the authorization for fiscal
clude, among others: hospital diagnosis and year 1973 ($913 million), Is almost $100 milcare for the handicapped; placement services lion LOWER than the authorizations for Fisto assist handicapped Individuals to secure cal Years 1971 and 1972 ($1.010 billion each).
Objection.-The veto message argues that
and maintain employment; maintenance
and transportation as appropriate during it diverts rehabilitation from Its basically
vocational objective.
rehabilitation.
Answer.-The basic Vocational RehabiliTitle III of the Rehabilitation Act of 1972
creates new programs to assist States In tation program Is changed in no way. The
bill
merely makes explicit a commitment to
establishing programs for blind and deaf
persons and those suffering from spinal cord persons With severe handicaps that the AdInjury and kidney disease. Title II provides ministration itself expressed during Comfor services to Individuals with the most mittee hearings.
Many people covered by the new programs
severe handicaps to assist them In living
are today refused assistance under the presn,ore independent lives.
ent
program because they are difficult to reBenefits of Vocational Rehabilitation.Benefits of the national rehabilitation pro- habilitate for employment. It should be made
gram relative to costs are conceded by all to clear that the vocational goal for these peobe extremely high. Over three million handi- ple has not been eliminated by the modest
capped Americans have been returned to program for the severely handicapped. If a
productive and meaningful lives because of vocational goal is found possible, these Indlassistance from the program. In fiscal year ·vlduals will be prOVided services under the
1972 alone, the estimated annual earnings of regular state program. For the few who Rre
the 326,138 individuals rellabilitated total $1 incapable of employment, the new program
billion-a net Increase of $750 million In will hopefully assist them In becoming more
earnings from the time the IndiViduals self-SUfficient, often enabling other members
entered the rehabilitation system.
The Rehabilitation Services Administra- of the family to re-enter the work force.
This new program Is authorized separatetion estimates that, In addition to this contribution to the GNP, these Individuals, at a ly and the appropriation authorization
minimum, will be contributing apprOXI- amounts are less than 5 percent of the total
mately 5 percent of their Income, or $58 mil- for the basic Vocational Rehabilitation prolion each year, In taxes to Federal, state and gram

APpROPRIATIONS AUTHORIZATIONS, REHABILITATION ACT OF 1973, S. 7(930 CONG.) COMPARED TO H.R. 8395 (920 CONG.), FISCAL YEAR 1972 EXPENDITURES, AND LUDGEl REQUESTS
(In millions of dollarsI

Fiscal year
1972
aulhori·
zations
------,_.'-------_.-_. __ .

Actual
fiscal ye"
1972
spending
levels

fiscal year

1973
budget
request

Revised
fiscalWii
budget
request

13:£

S.7
fiscal r3~ii

1590
I 35.86
.. _

800.0
50.0
30.0

700
50
10

1.55)
[10.3 I
.. __ . __ .
.
_
112.2 I

35.0
30.0

_.---------_._--_._---

Title I-Vocational rehabilitation services:
Part B-Basicservices ._.
.. __
700
1560 I
1610
1
PMt C-Innovative and experimental grants.
10
(41. 8 I
149.35 I
Title II~Comprehensive rehabilitation services
._
__
_..
Tille III-Special Federal responsibility:
Conslructiongrants(301)..
.. __ .. _.... .. _. •
1.551
155)
30
(12.85J
(12.30 J
Vocationaltrainillgservices(302)_.
.
Mortgage insurance (303)_..
.
...
... _. -_.
-_Annual interest grants (304)
... ... _.
.--_ ..
Special project and demonslrations (305).
..
••
13. 21
112.2 I
Center for deaf-blind (306):
Construction... _. .
...
........ _
[.6 J
1.6 J

I

1.6 J

cent~fsei~~i~~~i-i'ridusirjeS(307)::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::
~~::~l'di:~~:f~~~9)~~~_i.n!~~~~s.~~~~~:::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::: ::::::::: :::: :::::::

Older blind individuals (310)

...

.

.......•.••.• __ . _. _. _.

. _... _._ •.•.•.•.••

~t~~~~~vf~~~"c'tu~~~r;(~fW~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
1"ootnotes at end of article.

H.R.8395
fiscal

(I>

1.0

'50.0

5.0
.8

2.0
15.0
25.0
10.0
.1
2.0

Fiscal year
1974
budge!
request

H.R.8395
fiscal r3~~

S.7
fiscal W~

H.R.8395
fiscal year
1975

975
60
50

800
60
25

75
80

(610
130

10
. 1.5 (
15
(8.3 (
1 (1) ::::::::::::
, 22. 5
113.7 I

40
35
3 (1)
' 125

5
(.6 1._..
.5 •.•.. _......
2

8.5
8.5
5
.05

.15

••••••••••••

.•.••••.•.• _
_""""."
_._ •.••••. ,.
_•.••..•... _

.15

4

25
25
20

.15
2.

o

o

10
25
2 (I)
'50

.........
1.2

S.7
fiscal year
1975

45
40
7 (1)
, 150

... __ ..
.6
3

25
20
15
.10

.5

75
50

10

30
4 (I)
, 75

.. _.. _._ ...
2
7

30
25
30
.15
2.

.
.7
5

30
25
30
.15
.75
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APPROPRIATIONS AUTHORIZATIONS, REHABILITATION ACT OF 1973, S. 7 (930 CONG.) COMPARED TO H.R. 8395 (920 CONG.), FISCAL YEAR 1972 EXPENDITURES, AND BUDGET REQUESTS-Con.

II n millions 01 dollars}
Actual

Fiscal year
1972
authorizations
Title IV-Research and training: (4)___________
Research (402)_.
..
..
Training(403)
•
~

spending
levels

Fiscalr::3
budget
request

Revised
fisca'rm
budget
request

" _..
(35.26)
)22.26)

....
131.69)
127.7 I

120.346)
)27.7 I

fiscalm~

140

H.R.8395
liscalm3

Fiscalr::l
budget
request

S.7
fiscal year
1973

H.R.8395
fiscal year
1974

..

~::i: ~~~ffi'~~in~a:~~nh~~~i~~~I~:j~O-n------:::::::::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
Title VII-Miscellaneous:

.

75.0
50.0

40
32.5

119.996)

'i: g

, I ::::::::::::

117

S.7
fiscal m~
..

100
75

I

3

75
50

~

'l. 5

H.R.8395
fiscal year
1975
..
150
100

'~

S.7
fiscal year
1975
..

_
100
75

'k 5

~~~~1~f~~jgi~!~y':;;~i~~e~~~~~~~~~::::::::~ig:~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~::::: ::: ~~L::::::~: ~::~~~~~~~~~~~~:::::}~~::: :::}~~:;;;;;;;~~~;:;;;;;;;:~~~ ;
Yearlytola!..

•

._________

1,010

1676.52)

(744.390)

1697.556)

I Such sums; limit 01 $250,000,000 on loIal morlgages insured.
'Plus amounts lor migranls.
'Or !<i percenl of appropriations under titles 110 IV, whichever is grealer.
• Ineludes demonslration and expansion granls.

1,185.9

Grand tolal:
H.R. 8395
S. 7

913.2

1700.096)

1,546.85

1,171.45

748.65

515.60

NOTES
..

•

•
..

3·year difference

3,481. 40
2,600.25

..

881. 25

The figures in brackels represenl expenditures or budget requesls.

TOTAL DISABLED POPULATION VERSUS NUMBER SERVED AND REHABILITATED IN FISCAL YEAR 1972, BY STATE
Number
served by

Fiscalr:7~

(fisca~~m
Tolal
number
disabled

Siale or terrilory.

TotaL ___________ • 9,778,942
Connecticut'_____________
Maine ' ________ ._. ______
Massachusetts , __________
New Hampshire__________
Rhode Island , ___________
Vermont' __ • ___ •________
New Jersey ' .. ___________
New York' ______________
Puerto Rico •_____________
Virgin Islands •___________
Delaware , _______________
Qj'trict 01 Columbia , ______
Maryland ________________
Pennsyl~ania ' __ • ________
VirginIa ________________
Wesl Virginia ____________
Alabama ________________
Florida ,_________________
Georgia _________________
Kent~ckY -'i-- -- ------ -M,SSISSIPP,
_____________
North Carolina , __________
South Carolina ,__________
Tennessee t~ __ ~. ________ .:.

lilinois__________________
Indiana '. ________ •• _____

Number
vocational
vocalional rehabilitated,
rehabilitation
reht~~i~i~ fiscal
dollars spenl

mI

1,111,045

110,000
35,245
lBO,325
33,719
36,450
15,757
569,000
816,930
135,600
8,000
51,444
158,000
205,000
858,000
355,135
88,208
210,000
245,200
111,546
284,410
97,717
185,863
143,214
94,372
383,500
508,000

9,319
3,201
16,934
3,158
6,653
2,394
26,729
53,316
20,518
370
3,371
10,261
26,353
74,138
35,039
17,271
26,898
46,284
37,058
24,838
18,340
45,512
34,855
26,080
39,443
13,588

Number
served by

Amount
available
1973
under S. 7

326,138 $547,782,565 $700,000,000
4,419,988
2,438
2,131,468
829
5,148
11,360,714
765
1,886,846
2,095,214
1,622
655
1,388,272
9,900
13,105,065
30,770,834
13,717
16,124,320
4,289
340,557
121
734
1,148,032
4,318,323
3,638
8,788
8,288,376
21,145 - 31,966,879
12,782
15,163,406
7,297
7,667,121
15,750, B09
7,770
20,668,031
13,253
16,971,584
12,592
10,534
11,107,798
11,520,065
6,353
19,184,417
14,605
11,002
11,250,405
7,265
11,045,036
20,704,483
14,315
3,140
5,408,043

5,879,651
4,568,820
14,819,711
2,845,044
3,078,035
2, ODD, 000
16,41'6,386
36,706,857
19,246,119
442,349
2, DOD, 000
5,308,295
10,705,890
37,730,293
17,398,097
8,539, 513
17,815,743
26,135,217
19,455,633
15,306,676
12,865,653
23,039,218
13,230, 108
18,773,664
25,774,125
17,452,187

• Including District 01 Columbia, Guam, Puerto Rico, and Virgin Islands.
ANNUAL TOTALS COMPARISON: H.R. 8395, S. 7, FISCAL
YEAR 1972 AUTHORIZATION, FISCAL YEAR 1972 APPRO·
PRIATIONS, AND FISCAL YEARS 1973 AND 1974 BUDGET
REQUESTS

/I n millions of dollars)

Fiscal year1972

Authori-

Actual
expend-

zaUon

itures

.1,010.0

676.52

S.7 H.R.8395

Budget
requesl

bUdget
request

1973____________ 913.2 1,IB5.9
1974
1,171.45 1,546.85
1975____________ 515.60
748.65

744.390
700.096

697.556
_
•

t.Yn~t~~~~:::: 2, 600:!:81~i~81. 40 ::::::::::::::::::::

Siale or territory'
Michigan ,_______________
Minnesota ,______________
Ohio , ________ .... _______
Wisconsin_ ~ _____________

Arkansas ,_______________
Louisiana 2______________
New Mexico' ____________
Oklahoma _______________
Texas ,__________________
Iowa 2___________________
Kansas , _________________
Missouri 2_______________

Nebraska _______________
Colorado ________________
Montana 2_____ •• ________

Norlh Dakota ____________
Soulh Dakota ,___________
Utah ____________________

~iJ~~;~::::::::::::::::
California.. ______________
~~~~ii'
__:::::::::::::::::
Nevada , ________________

Alaska __________________
Idaho ' __________________
Oregon ,_________________
Washington ' ____________

ANNUAL VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION APPROPRIATIONS
PERCENTAGE INCREASES FROM FISCAL YEAR 1967
THROUGH FISCAL YEAR 1973 AND FISCAL YEAR 1974
BUDGET REQUESTS AND AUTHORIZATION PERCENTAGE
INCREASES IN S. 7 FOR FISCAL YEARS 1973-75

1967
1968
1969
1970
1971.
1972_.
1973 (budgel request)..
1974 (budget request)
1973,1974, 1975: 1 S. 7
authorization increases.

Tolal
number
disabled

Fiscalm'i
Number
vocational
vocalional rehabilitaled,
rehabililiscalr::~ rehabilitation
dollars spent
talion

312,758
128,540
370,000
332,000
73,085
223,922
12,000
215,349
539,206
144,890
98,845
197,370
126,891
62,138
43,500
50,000
12,525
35,700
21,011
68,425
370,922
8,219
56,335
27,465
63,376
60,920
58,763
144, 152

38,657
25,552
34,256
32,379
17,945
29,047
5,078
30,471
80, 505
18,680
6,516
19,321
7,839
11,895
6,783
5,405
4,882
11,666
2,067
6,658
56,708
332
3,987
2,435
2,045
4,385
9,557
15,093

10,642
6,072
10,092
9,896
5,850
5,737
1,498
7,560
24,735
4,143
2,305
7,299
1,917
3,287
1,265
1,363
913
2,486
573
1,932
12,990
116
873
738
390
1,030
2,297
3,460

Amounl
available
1973
under S. 7

$19,809,266 $24,697,820
10,673,096 12,953,299
23,990,307 32,963,240
12,270,770 15,942, 314
9,023,266 10,132,556
14,629,484 17,536, 186
4,056,540
4,928,953
9,337,877 11,134, 334
37,677,025 44,432. 830
8,152,485 10,100, 156
4,459,331
7,179,962
13,357,605 16,731,881
4,137,523
5, 125, 685
6,300,698
7,809,327
2,440,247
2,904,644
2,410,718
2,799,838
2,415,917
3,017,098
4, Oil, 796
4,969,069
1,045,873
2,000,000
5,688,546
7, 156, 951
35,287,323 49, 148,065
533,927
603,215
1,864, 125
2, ODD, 000
1, ODD, 000
2,000,000
I, ODD, 000
2,000,000
2,609,470
3,301, 906
5,918,251
7, 589,068
7,895,103 10,416,648

'Separate blind agency.

Fiscal year-

-----------Authorizations
Revised

(liScam~)

Percent increase or decrease

__
_
__
•
__
_
_
.. _

46.0 Average 4 yrs=29.5.
22.0
21.G
29.0
15.0 Average 4 yrs= 8.5.
11.0
5.0
3.0
-9.6 Average 3 yrs= 19.
+28.1
+39.0

• Where comparable authorizations exisl

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, the
veto message reiterates the tired old saw
of "medical services," "categorical,"
"overlapping" programs, "rigid organizational structures," and accuses the Congress of "cruelly" raising "the hopes of
the handicapped." Mr. President, I need
not dwell 011 these playbacks of the specious reasons asserted in last year's memorandum of disapproval. Our committee
report carefully considered each of these
points, and I explained our analysis r,t
length on the floor when the Senate
passed S. 7 the first time on February 28.
I ask unanimous consent, Mr. President,
that appropriate excerpts from my floor
statement be set forth at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the excerpts
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opportunity to benefit from the services the
program provides.
S. 7 places a priority for services on those
VETO REBUTTAL: DISCUSSION
with the most severe handicaps to ensure
The committee carefully considered the that those individuals who are most in need
memorandum of disapproval on H.R. 8395. of services receive these services. The comIt llas reviewed 1,732 pages of testimony mittee realizes that It is easier to serve
from the more than 40 groups who testlfied those individuals with mild or moderate disill hearings in the 92d Congress. It asked abilities. But with the range ot knowledgp.
each of the witnesses who appeared in pre- and technology which Is presently available
vious hearings in the 92d Congress for his to this society, It stronglY believes that those
view'3 concerning the reasoning in the Presi- individuals with severe handicaps have an
dent's memorandum.
equal right to services and to live prodUCIn statements that were submitted to t;le tive lives. Testimony from witnesses who
committee in a Januarv 10, 1973, hearing, have worked with severely handicapped infrom more than 30 of these groups, the r\l- dividuals all of their lives Indicate that
sponse has been of one mind on three points: these individuals can be extremely prodUCFirst. support and endorsement of the bill as tive if given the opportunity. The history of
passed in the 92d Congress; second, the this program has shown that for every $1
need for early action in the 93d Congress spent on rehabilitation programs, the Fedin view of the expiration on June 30, 1972 eral Treasury gets back from $3 to $5 by
of appropriations authorization for the pro- decreasing the welfare rolls and adding to
gram; and third, rejection of the grounds tax revenue through income earned by refor the veto as stated in the memorandum of habilitated clients. S. 7 will provide this opdisapproval. TIle administration reiterated portunity.
its opposition to the blll at a February 6
Furtllermore, the authorizations orighearing. and transmitted a draft blll for in- inally included in S. 7 are not large extroduction on February 16.
pansions ot authority for the Vocational
In view of this response and the bipartisan Rehabilitation program. In most areas, what
support for the bill as passed in the 92d Con- were previously separate programs and repgres.,. the subcommittee and the full com- resent modest Increases have been comhlned
mittze, both acting on February 19, 1973, Into one authorization; In other cases, relunanimousiy approved S. 7 with certain atively modest Increases have been prOVided.
amendments, The bill as reported except for
Second. The bill's provisions would dia toLal reduction of $351.7 mmion in the vert this program from its basic vocational
level of appropriations authorization for fis- objectives into actiVities that have no vocal years 1973. 1974. and 1975 and the addi- cational element whatsoever or are essention of authorizations for fiscal year 1976 tially medical In character.
for all programs other than the basic title I,
Mr. President, the primary focus of the
part B, State allotments programs, is virtually existing program is vocational rehabilitation.
identical to the conference report on S. 7 retains and reinforces this focus. S. 7
does create a new program for the provision
H,R, 8395 as passed by the Congress.
Amendments were offered in subcommittee of comprehensive rehabilitation services deon behalf of the administration to delete signed to prQmote Independent living, and
programs and authorizations from the bill, provides project grant authority for rehabilitation services for older blind individuals.
They were unanimously rejected.
In the strict sense, these programs might
Th'~ committee's reasons for disagreeing
Witll the objections set forth in the Presi- be construed as not haVing vocational goals.
dent's Memorandum of Disapproval, are as However, both these programs have separate
authorizations, and were included in the bill
follows:
First, The bill would seriously jeopardize to meet specific unmet needs. As SUCh, they
the goals of the vocational rehabilltation wlll not affect the basic program or divert it
program and is another example ot fiscal ir- from its vocational objectives.
But most important, title II of S. 7, comresponsibility.
Mr. President, the goal of the vocational prehensive rehabilitation services, was derehabilitation program has been, since its signed to assist Individuals Who may not
inception in 1920, to provide vocational serv- presently have a vocational goal. The Inices to handicapped individuals in order that clusion of tMs title in S. 7 marks an explicit
they might seek and maiiltain gainfUl em- resolve on the part of the congress to build
ployment. Toward this end, medical, surgi- a fiexible program which can provide a concal, and psychological services and counsel- tinuum of services for handicapped indiing, training. and placement have been pro- viduals. Recognizing that individual condivided. As passed by the 92d Congress, this tions are not static and that training can be
blll continues to provide such services, and progressive, this new program Is promised on
insures that the wide range of services are the reallzation that an individual Who first
available to all individuals who can bene- approaches a rehabilitation program may
fit from them. By providing increased empha- not appear to have a vocational goal. Yet,
sis on research into rehabilitation, S. 7 at- following training and assistance, this inditempts to insure that the best knOWledge vidual may be brought to a point where he
att" new breakthroughs in technology and may be readily accepted In the basic vocascie,'tific research can be brought to bear tional rehabilitation program. Rather than
on the problems of handicapped individuals condemn this Individual to no services, and
so that their disabilities will no longer block dependence on his family and society, this
their potential for a productive and self- program has been Included In order to bUild
toward the fleXibility that is needed If this
supporting life.
S. 7 also expands the services which can service program is to be truly responsive to
be provided under vocational rehabllltation human needs. Further, individuals served
programs so that tllese new Innovations can may achieve a more independent life, which
be used at the field level and that handi- will in turn decrease their dependence on
capped individuals can share more fUlly In other family members, thus freeing those
the benefits of our society. While this legis- individuals to seek work and not ollly raise
lation alters the definition of handicapped the standard of living of the entire family
but also produce additional tax revenues.
Indi vidual, this bas been done so that many
The President's memorandum also cites
more individuals can benefit from the pro- the diversion of the program to programs
gram, and can enjoy the benefits of voca- WlJich are essentially "medical" in charactional training and self sustaining llves. This ter. Presumably. this refers to provisions for
change in definition may be the most impor- services to individuals with end-stage renal
tHnt provision of the bill, for it insures that disease and spinal cord injuries. This "medan individual's capacity Is not judged pre- ical" characterization is much too sinlple to
m3turely. and that all individnals have tlie describe the import of these two programs.

were ordered to be printed in the RECO~D,
as follows:

Once again, bothtb.e progr~for services
for individuals With end-stage renal disease
and the centers for spinal cord injuries
authorized in the bill are separate from the
basic program, are project grant authorities,
and have separate authorizations. To construe these provisions as medical service programs misses their direction and the underlying congressional intent. In the case of
the end-stage renal program, the vocational
rehabilitation program has been supporting
programs of this type since 1968 and Is currently serving apprOXimately 2,800.indiViduals under the present Vocational Rehabilitation Act as part of the process of preparing
an individual for employment.
Furthermore, medical rehabilitatIon Is not
aU that is needed for such renal patients. Expert testimony from committee hearings indicate that many renal patients need retraining and vocational rehabilitation In a variety
of more traditional ways as well. In the past,
expansion grant authority under the Vocational Rehabilitation Act has been used to
support renal dialysis, for this was the only
way a renal patient could get the comprehensive services and retraining he needed without becoming totally dependent-because
other authorities required him to be Indigent
before he could get assistance. Finally, despite
new authority under the recently passed
social security leglslatlon-H.R. 1-that new
authority will not provide support for the
first 90 days of treatment and it wll! not
cover those who are not covered by social
security.
In the case of centers for spinal cord injury, medical therapy for this injury is only
a. small part of the total program of services
for the patient. Testimony from rehabllltation medicine experts, such as Dr. Howard
Rusk, Dr. Edward Lowman, Dr. John Young,
and Dr. Henry Betts, Indicate that emotional
psychOlogical, and vocational services for the
patient must start from the time of Injury
if the patient is to recover as much of his
ability as possible. In this case, medical services and other therapy must go 11and in hand
even In a.cute phases if the patient is to survive this enormous trauma. To separate these
processes is a counterproductive categorization of services. Further, testimony before the
committee indicated that present acute eare
facilities seldom provide this comprehensive
service for this type of injury, and that this
lack of knowledge and awareness of treatment methods has reSUlted in permanent
damage to the patient Which was not necessary. In recognition ot the importance of a
mUltidiscIpline service team in early stages
of spinal cord injury, this program has been
Included In S. 7.
Third. The bill would proliferate a host of
narrow categorical programs which duplicate
and overlap existing authorities and programs.
Mr. President, It Is true that S. 7 does contain categorical programs they include: rehabllltation services to older blind persons;
rehabilltation centers for deaf and the deafblind indIviduals, and centers for spinal cord
injuries.
But not all categorical programs are bad.
These programs have been singled out for
special treatment because of the dearth of
adequate services in these areas. Each program is a project grant authority, and carries
With it a direction to demonstrate and examine the best way to provide exemplary
programs of services to these unique populations. In each case, the affected popUlations are presently being Inadequately
served. In each case, they continue to be inadequately served because of problems peculiar to their rehabilitation, and lack of broad
understanding among l'ehabll1tation counselors as to their particular needs for treatment and training. It is the intent of the
congress that attention be focused on these
unique problems so that progress can be
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made in Innovative methods of rehabilita- Interagency Committee on the Employment serving 2,800 persons with end-stage
tion for these individuals.
of the Handicapped, an Architectural and renal disease, and HEW has itself alloThe automatic rejection of categorical Transportation Barriers Compliance Board, a
programs is as unresponsive as the opposite National Commission on Transportation and cated funds to begin support of spinal
approach: special needs are generally ignored Housing, and an Office for the Handicapped. cord injury centers around the country,
by generic service programs, and when These commissions as such would have no just as we have provided for in the bill.
knowledge concerning certain special needs direct connection to the vocational rehabili- The administration bill also proposed
is not possessed within those programs it is tation program. They were created to span special grant authority for assistance to
important that priority and emphasis be all programs which affect the handicapped, certain deaf individuals and spinal cord
given elsewhere, for a time at least, in order to deal with serious problems that presently injured persons.
to demonstrate the appropriate sklIls and exist, and to escape the narrowing perspective
These are branded by the administraapproaches for these disablllties.
that comes with control by a single program.
Fourth. Such provisions serve only to diIn examining the vocational rehabilita- tion as "medical" or "categorical" when
lute the resources of the vocational rehabiIl- tion program during hearings, testimony the Congress takes the initiative and
tation program· and impair its continued of many witnesses surfaced criticisms which lauded as brilliant new directions when
valuable achievements in restoring deserv- could not be handled simply by amending the President does it.
ing American citizens to meaningful the Vocational Rehabilitation Act Itself. Such
That is really the heart of the nonemployment.
problems as unfounded discrimination in budgetary objections, Mr. President:
Mr. President, I have already pointed out, employment al1d In housing, difficulties of This is not the administration's bill, and
the categorical programs have individual ap- access to places of work and treatment cen- that is why they really are against it.
propriations authorizations. They serve as a ters, and duplication and fragmentation of
The philosophy of the executive
focus for special projects and demonstrations services across program lines were voiced
and a vehicle for translating new knowledge repeatedly to the committee. Despite efforts branch is, "Go away Congress and let us
and methods to the field. There can be no on the part of the Civll Service Commission alone; we'll call you when we want you,
question that the vocational rehabiIltation and personnel of the vocational rehabilita- and then pass our bill exactly as we say,
program has made great achievements in its tion programs, discrimination in placement, when we say, and accept all of our pro53-year history. But these achievements have hiring and advancement continue to Ilmit gram and spending priorities."
always been the result of its flexiblllty and the vocational rehabilitation program's
This attitude makes a mockery of the
its responsiveness to problems of individuals, ability to effect successful rehabiIltatIons. Constitution, of our 536 congressional
and changes made in the legislation by the
Despite an explicit law enacted in 1968
Congress. The committee would not wish to regarding ellminatIon of architectural bar- and senatorial elections, and of the hisimpair these achievements. To suggest that riers-PubIlc Law 90-480-accessiblIity re- toric separation of powers. I do not bethose persons without immediate, and I mains a problem because of lack of enforce- lieve the American people want a rubberstamp Congress. In any event, I
stress immediate, vocational goals are not ment of this statute.
deserving of service flies in the face of every
The Subcommittee on the Handicapped, cannot believe that this is the way our
value that this Nation stands for. It im- when it was created In the 92d Congress, democracy can effectively serve the
poses an infiexiblIlty on the program and on was charged with the examination of all needs of our people.
the changeablllty of the human condition problems which affect the handicapped. The
I am all for fiscal responsibility. I
which violates the individual's right to equal provisions in question were included as an
opportunity and equal protection of the law. important beginning to carrying out that know all of my colleagues are. I want us
to set a budget ceiling and stick to it
And it is an abrupt violation of the adminis- charge.
But beyond the need for compliance and just as much as the President does.
tration's stated objective for reduction of
But I also fervently believe we in the
coordinating mechanisms, the committee
dependency.
Fifth. The blll also would create orga- questioned the impIlcation in the President's Congress would be abdicating our hismemorandum
that
such
mechanisms
would
nizational rigidities in the vocational reh:atoric responsibility of the purse if we do
blI1ta.tion program which would undermine waste the taxpayer's dollar. The expenditure not set our own program and spending
the ablI1ty of the Secretary of HEW to man- of money on vocational rehabilitation pro- priorities within an overall annual
grams is not well spent if we do not at the
age the program effectively.
bUdget figure.
Mr. President, the committee assumes that same time take meaningful steps to eliminate
Mr. President, this bill is designed to
this objection refers to the statutory au- architectural barriers and provide substantial
thority for the RSA and the creation within accomplishments in employment for handi- give millions of severely handicapped
that Administration of a Division of Research, capped individuals. The fallure to cooperate Americans a decent chance for a job and
Training, and Evaluation. The committee be- and coordinate across program lines for serv- for a dignified, more independent way of
lieves that the clear lines of authority for ices to handicapped individuals results in life than dependence on Government
the vocational rehabilltatlon program wlll fractionated programs with wasteful overlap handouts.
encourage more effective management of this and duplication of service and expenditure.
If the President meant to include peoprogram for the purposes for which it was For those mUlions of handicapped individuals
intended by the Congress, and will insure who pay taxes and have the right to expect ple who are crippled, paralyzed, or blind
that the program wlIl not be diverted from that their.tax money wlll go toward making when he admonished the American peoits primary goal of provision of rehablIlta- their environment more accessible to them ple to ask not what the Government can
tion services to handicapped indiViduals, and and their lives and employment easier, the do for them but rather what they can do
the concomitant research and development creation of a compI1ance mechanism to elimi- for themselves, then the President was
which is needed to provide a. dynamic pro- nate architectural and transportation bar- not only heartless, but has shown himriers and an affirmative action program to en- self to be budgetarily blind. I cannot begram.
The Congress has found that, in recent sure that they have the right to employment
years, emphasis on other social rehabilita- which complements their abilities represent lieve that to be the case-but I can most
tion programs within the Department has overdue avenues of restitution for preVious certainly believe it of some of his faceless
advisers in OMB.
resulted in the deempbasls of vocational re- societal neglect.
For those individuals who have handihabllltation for handicapped individuals.
Mr. President, even with the modest
From the strong force of 400 personnel In capped chlIdren, the expenditure of dollars increases in appropriations authorizapast years, the Rehabilitation Services Ad- for programs Which meet their needs and the tions for fiscal year 1973 and fiscal year
ministration has In recent years become an needs of their chlldren is a simple return 1974, we could provide services in the
appendage to the Social and Rehab1I1tation on the equity from their taxes which has
Services Administration-and has been cut long since been warranted. For those in- next 18 months to only approximately
back to a. work force of 160. Its research and dividuals and their families who are well 680,000 more than the 1 million being
development function has been diffused and trained or have the hopes of becoming well served annually now.
directed toward programs oriented to the trained so that their dependence on tax
Figures provided to us yesterday by rereduction of pUblic assistance. The commit- revenues may be lessened, such proposals of- habilitation services administration in
tee does not disagree With this goal of re- fer the possiblIlty for action to make more HEW show an estimated 9.8 million
ducing dependency on pUbI1c assistance. effective utilization of their talents.
handicapped individuals who would be
However, the vocational rehabllltation proThe committee does not believe such pro- eligible and who would benefit from vocagram was created for the rehabilitation of visions are a waste of tax money.
tional rehabilitation services provided
handicapped indiViduals; until that task is
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I wish under the basi~ State grant program.
completed, it should not take on a. wider
to note at this point only that the so- Thus, Mr. President, even ~ we were able
function.
Sixth. The blll also would establish nu- called new programs in S. 7 are-bY and to achieve full appropriations of the aumerous committees and independent com- large-not new at all but merely exten- thorization amounts for fiscal years 1973
missions Which are unnecessary, would waste sions and refinements of what vocational and 1974, at a minimum, more than 6
the taxpayer's dollars, and would compIlcate rehabilitation programs are doing right million disabled persons would continue
and contuse the direction of this program. now. For example, right now State vo- to be without services that they need in
Mr. President, S. 7 would create a Federal cational rehabilitation programs are order to prepare themselves for work and
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to end their dependence on friends, families, and Federal welfare or social security payments.
Mr. President, in closing I would like
to make a personal note about my great
interest in this legislation. Unfortunately, I have lived with the problem of
serious disability for the last 3 years.
In December of 1969, my wife, Geneva,
was stricken with a paralyzing stroke
which seriously incapacitated the motor
faculties of one side of her body. She has
strived mightily toward her rehabilitation and has made much, much progress, with a great deal of help,.
Thus, Mr. President, I have seen firsthand the effect of a serious disability
striking in the midst of an active and
productive life and the struggle of one
person to carry out the most basic
everyday activities. And I know how
much it has meant to her to achieve
greater and greater self-sufficiency in
all of her daily activities.
In addition, Mr. President, for the
last year I have worked intimately with
a young Vietnam Navy pilot who, as a
result of a service-connected Injury, is
a quadraplegic confined to a wheelchair.
I think many of you have seen Michael
Burns with me on the floor when I was
managing this bill and its predecessor,
H.R. 8395, the four previous times.
I wish Mr. Burns could be here today
for this bill truly is a tribute to his enormous courage, insight, and perseverance.
I regret to say, however, that his great
efforts on this legislation over the past
year have been such that at present he
is hospitalized recovering from the effects of too great a strain he imposed
on himself in working to perfect and
ILvve through the legislative process
this measure and to overcome the obstacles raised by the OMB decisionmakers.
I hope, Mr. President, that we can
send him the get well card that he and
10 million other handicapped Americans
deserve by voting to override the unconscionable veto of S. 7.
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I yield myself 10 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Ohio is recognized.
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, the issue
before the Senate today is a very difficult one. It was intended to be a difficult one from the very outset.
As I said before, when the bill came
up for initial consideration by the Senate in this session, this bill, unfortunately, was chosen because it presented
a confrontation between the President's
budget and a specifically authorized program which the President vetoed at the
end of the last session.
There was a hurried attempt to get
this measure on the desk of the President to make it the key issue. It was only
because I objected to some procedures
that it was not here several weeks before the present date.
The issue is a difficult one because I
think all Americans and certainly all
Members of this body recognize the validity of an Important ongoing vocational
rehabilitation program and recognize it

has a cost-benefit ratio which is extremely favorable, not merely in conjecture but actual experience at both the
state and the Federal level.
I have offered and worked for sound
rehabilitation legislation. I am sure all
of us have had some personal connection so far as rehabilitation legislation
is concerned, and that we all recognize
the importance and the validity of a
sound vocational rehabilitation program.
I had a parent who was incapacitated
for 8 :rears as a stroke victim. Rehabilitation helped much and was extremely
valuable in that case. I had a wife who
was an amputee and received a great deal
of rehabilitation, so far as that handicap was concerned.
But that is not the issue today. There
are things about this bill which should
be pointed out so far as rehabilitation is
concerned. There could be no doubt it
does much in the direction of bringing
additional medical services under general
authorizing legislation in the rehabilitation field in aiding end stage renal disease
and spinal cord centers, both of which
need additional facilities.
It will turn the program away from its
concept of providing vocational rehabilitation rather than becoming another
means for providing the type treatment
that is needed in some medical situations.
We should clarify the issue to begin
with. I do not believe passage of this
bill in its present form, in the long run,
would be the best interest of a sound vocational rehabilitation program in this
country, nor do I think portraying this
bill and the sustaining of the veto as an
effort to cut off vocational rehabilitation
will succeed.
I wish to quote from the President's
message:
Through past Increases in funding and by
our efforts to find more effective means of
prOViding serVices, this AdmInistration has
demonstrated Its strong commitment to vocatlonai rehabilitation. FundIng for the Vocational Rehab1l1tation program will reach $650
million under my bUdget for the coming
fiscal year, an Increase of 75 percent over the
level of support when I took office.

So, to those who cry for more funds for
vocational rehabilitation, we may well
look back and say, "Where were they
when this same need, to a great extent,
existed and was being funded at a lower
level just 4 years ago?"
The President continued:
Two other sources of funding for rehabilitation of the handicapped, the Disability Insurance Trust Fund and the new Supplemental Security Income program, wlll provide another $100 million. Altogether during
the coming fiscal year, the Vocational Rehabilitation programs Should proVide services
for about 1.2 million people-an increase of
more than 50 percent over the figure of 4
years ago.

I turn to an article which was printed
in today's Washington Post containing
remarks by Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, Casper W. Weinberger, in which he replied to charges being
made in tIns regard.
I ask unanimou3 consent that the article be printed in full.
There being no objection, the article

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows;
.
[From the Washington Post, Apr. 4, 1973)
THE REHABILITATION. VETo:ANADMINISTltA-

TION VIEW
(By Caspar W. Weinberger)
Two facts are obvious from President Nixon's veto of the Rehabllltatlon Act of 1972
in what Is Shaping up as a major battle over
the budget and the prospect of higher taxes.
The first fact Is that many in the Congress
are wUling to play political football with the
hopes and aspirations of less-fortunate
Americans as they prosecute partisan raids
on the President's budget, ignoring the
threats of higher taxes and assuming that
every bill with a good label Is a good bill.
And the second is that President Nixon Is
committed, whatever the short-term political
implications, to preserve a bUdget that will
fight infiatlon and hold taxes in check, while
keeping the nation's economy and social
progress moving steadily forward.
The struggle over the Rehabllltation Act
of 1972 provides a scenario likely to be repeated often in the weeks and months ahead.
First, the President proposes a responsible
and responsive program budget. In the case
of vocational rehabilitation, he asked $650
mllllon-75 per cent more than was being
spent for this purpose when he took omce.
Next, the Congre5S--Qperatlng through a.
committee system that never considers the
budget as a. whole-<lecides to double or
triple the funds asked by the President, hoping the bill's humanItarian subject will hide
theIr fiscal irresponsibility. This bill, vetoed
by the President, would cost an additional
$1 blllion over the next three years, above
the very large amount asked by the President.
Furthermore, this partiCUlar bill has serious deficiencies which would weaken the
nation's successful vocational rehabilitatIon
program.
InevItably, the President is forced-in the
Interests of economic sanity and of the taxpayers-to veto such a bill. And the stage
thus Is set for Congress falsely to accuse the
President of callOUS disregard of the needs
of our less fortunate citizens.
In truth, it is the big spenders in Congress
who are purSUing a heartless strategy. They
are the ones raising hopes that are doomed
to be dashed. They make promises which no
federal government can afford to keep.
A bUdget that feeds infiation ends by hurting the poor most of all. A budget that requires a tax increase hurts every AmerIcan.
A budget that ignores economIc reality also
courts economic calamity.
Beyond its exorbitant price tag, the Rehabilitation Act of 1972 is bad legislation in
its basic structure.
It would add medical and other services
already available under eXisting laws, and
thereby divert vocational rehabllltation from
its primary goal: Training the handicapped
to become self-sufficient.
It would create new categorical grant programs, many of them duplicating or overlapping existing programs.
It would add new layers of bureaucracy,
and new mountains of red tape, in the face
of clear evIdence that such snarls impede,
rather than speed, the efficient delivery of
services to those in need.
The Vocational Act of 1972 was, In short, a
prime example of iIl-conceived,irresponsible
legislation. It is to be hoped that the Congress,given additional time to consider the
bill, wiil allow it to rest in peace-and will
enact Instead .the generous and responsible
program contained ill President Nixon's
bUdget so that the high cause of vocational
rehabilitation can continue ~to serve the pUblic interest With high effectiveness as in the
past,
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Mr. TAFT. I would like to read just
brtefly from it as a part of my argument.
Mr. Weinbergersaid:
First, the President proposes a responsible
and responsive program budget. In the case
of vocational- rehabilitation he asked $650
million-75 percent more than was being
spent for this purpose when he took office.

Then further in the articleThis bill, vetoed by the President, would
cost an additional $1 billion over the next
three years, above the very large amount
asked by the President.

Then at a later point:
Beyond its exorbitant price tag, the Rehabilitation Act of 1972 is bad legislation in
its basic structure.
It would add medical and other services
already available under existing laws, and
thereby divert vocational rehabilitation from
its primary goal: Training the handicapped
to become self-sufficient.
It would create new categorical grant programs, many of them duplicating or overlapping existing programs.
It would add new layers of bureaucracy,
and new mountains of red t"pe, in the face
of clear evidence that such snarls impede.
rather than speed, the efficient delivery of
services to those in need.
The Vocational Act of 1972 was, in short,
a pI'ime example of ill-conceived, irresponsible legislation. It is to be hoped that the
congress, given additional time to consider
the bill will allow it to rest in peace-and
will enact instead the generous and responsible program contained in PI'esldent Nixon's
bUdget so that the high cause of vocational
rehabilitation can continue to serve the public interest wIth high effectiveness as in the
past.

Mr. President, as I said before when:
the bill was before us on the floor, the
vocational rehabilitation programs in
which we have been engaged have been
a very good investment, and one to which
I think we are well merited in applying
further resources. There is an extremely
good beneflt-cost ratio. However, I can
see no good being done for the handicapped by enacting a blll that has twice
been vetoed.
_
I had hoped, when I voted for the bill
and it was sent to the House, that the
House would take a look at it.
The distinguished Senator from Callfornia mentioned in his remarks a few
moments ago that it was a confrontation
chosen by the White House to present itself to the Congress. I think just the
opposite has taken place. Congress has
chosen to make a confrontation on this
issue. What happened is that amendment after amendment was offered to
the bill, trying to make a _compromise,
trying to keep it on a sound legislative
track, but they were turned down flat on
partisan lines on both sides. My hopes
for reaching some compromise in the
House were not fUlfilled. There were no
substantive change. It came back quite
similar to version passed by the Senate.
It was desired to put this piece of legislation on the desk of the President
early in the session, a piece of legislation which Is in a field generally regarded with sympathy, and cause the
President· to veto it, in an attempt to
break down the President's responsible
attempts to bring about some fiscal reSpOnsibility on the part of the Congress
and the administration.
CXIX--682-Part 9

This bill has become a political football and a veto override would only constitute a power play. I do not believe that
we as responsible Members of the Senate can afford to play political games
with the well-being of many. I for one
will not be a party to such procedures,
and therefore will vote to sustain the
President's veto of S. 7, the Rehabilitation Act of 1972, in hopes that it will
carry and we can get a bill that can be
supported by the administration as well
as by the Senate to benefit the handicapped.
I would like to point out that the argument for S. 7 is also something of a
hoax. The impression has been created
around it that for the handicapped of
the Nation, there is S. 7 or nothing.
President Nixon, in vetoing this legislation, has been portrayed as a man callously drawing a line through programs
for the handicapped with the heartless
pen of parsimony.
That, Mr. President, is simply not
true.
The fact of the matter is that the
administration has already proposed a
very generous and improved continuation of vocational rehabilitation programs.
His proposals call for an authorization level over the next 3 years of $650
million a year, which is 75 percent higher
than was authorized when he took office
in 1969. I have indicated that there will
be another $100 million under the disability insurance trust fund and the new
supplemental security income programs
for the disabled.
This level will provide assistance for
approximately 1.2 million handicapped
persons, 50 percent more than were
reached 4 years ago, all of which seems
hardly parismonious.
Therefore, I urge my colleagues to vote
to sustain the veto and protect the
American pocketbook without hardening
the American heart.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, HASKELL). Who yields time?
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I yield
to my distinguished colleague from West
Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH), the chairman
of the Handicapped Subcommittee who
has done so much work on this bill, such
tin,e as he needs for his purposes.
Mr. RANDOLPH. I would like to ask a
question of the Senator fmm Ohio.
Mr. TAFT. I am sorry. I did not know
the Senator was going to ask a question.
I am glad to yield for a question.
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, the
Senator from Ohio gave very careful attention to the provisions of this legislation last year, and again this year. I find
it difficult, knowing his sense of fairness,
to understand whether he means to tell
the Senate and the country that the vote
this afternoon will be cast to embarrass
the President of the United States when
those Members who have conviction and
commitment will, on both sides of the
aisle, whether successful in overriding or
not, set their stamp of approval on what
they believe to be right in this important
matter. Would a clarification be in
order?
Mr. TAFT. Of course. I would say to
the distinguished Senator from West
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Virginia that I am sure every Senator
here votes, in the last analysis, for what
he believes right. He does it in his own
conscience. Certainly I did not mean to
imply anything to the contrary.
However, I do feel the mistaken impression has been arrived at that, somehow, this bill must be passed, under these
circumstances, at this time, or the assistance to our handicapped is going to be
cut off. That is a false impression. I also
think it would be a false impression not
to recognize that the program has had
built into it considerable increases, and
I am sure will have built into it additional increases.
At the same time, that does not mean
that a confrontation is not being presented. The public press generally recognizes this as a bill on which the confrontation is being presented. I think we
would be unrealistic from a poUtical
point of view in not recognizing that
that is what has occuned. Unfortunately,
it is tied to this particular label.
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?
Mr. TAFT. I am glad to yield.
Mr. RANDOLPH. I disagree-however,
very respectfully but very earnestlywith the Senator. The confrontation, if it
arises, arises in the mind of a Senator.
Is it not right that it arises in the mind
of an individual Senator?
Mr. TAFT. It may arise in the minds
of certain Senators and not in the minds
of others, but in the minds of the press
generally and the country generally,
this bill-along with a package of other
bills of similar nature which have possibly been vetoed because of fiscal aspects-has been chosen to present this confrontation. I think that is a fact whether
we recognize it or not. The Senator may
not be convinced of that, but I am convinced of it.
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield fw'ther?
Mr. TAFT. I yield.
Mr. RANDOLPH. I will be deeply disappointed if votes this afternoon beginning at 2 o'clock are cast for or against
on the basis of confmntation, on the
basis of partisanship, as the Senator has
indicated in his remarks. I have confidence in the individual responsibility of
a Member of the Senate to vote on what
he thinks is right 01' wrong on this matter.
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I would say
to the Senator that I do not consider
that whether a Senator thinks he is doing right or wrong should void the question of the confrontation. For those of us
who see this confrontation, ow' consciences may dictate that it is a very difficult decision to vote against a program
for which we have stood for many years.
However, in our consciences we feel that
we have to vote to sustain the veto.
Mr. RANDOLPH. It is difficult for me
to assess the thinking of the Senator
and his constant raising of confrontation
and partisanship. We are attempting to
cope here with the specific problem, and
to approach it in any other degree, I
think, lowers, very frankly, the level of
the debate on this matter. That is my
feeling deep inside.
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I thank the
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Senator for his remarks. I simply point
out that the Senator from North Carolina (Mr. HELMS) and others have introduced legislation to extend the present
program based upon the recommendation contained in the President's budget.
That alternative could be pursued and
could be pursued very qUickly if the veto
is sustained.
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I
yield 7 minutes to the Senator from Vermont (Mr. STAFFORD), the ranking minority member of the Handicapped Subcommittee, who has been a tower of
strength in this matter.
Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I
thank the chairman of the subcommittee, the Senator from California (Mr.
CRANSTON), for yielding.
As a Republican and one who supported the reelection of President Nixon,
I certainly will bend over backwards to
support the President's policies wherever possible.
For example, I support his proposal
that total Federal spending should be
held within a ceiling of $268 billion. At
the same time, as an elected Member of
the Congress, it is my responsibility to
arrive at my own decisions along with
my colleagues, as to how we believe
funds should be appropriated within that
ceiling for this is the constitutional prerogative of the Congress.
It is my own belief that we can afford
to spend $600 million per year and more
for rehabilitation of handicapped citizens, especially when experience shows
us that for every dollar we spend, we
will get $5 in return through actual dollars earned by these citizens, not to mention the satisfaction they and we derive
from their ability to live as useful and
productive citizens.
I am quite prepared to vote for reductions of spending in other areas to make
up for offsetting any additional funds
that I vote for which exceed a specific
item in the President's budget.
There are an estimated 7 to 12 million
handicapped indiV1dUltls in our Nation
who have not realized their full potential
in performing at some job. In the most
recent fiscal year, more than 1.1 million
disabled persons were served by State
vocational rehabilitation agencies and
more than 300,000 of those individuals
were reported to be rehabilitated.
It is clear that we still have a long
way to go, just as it is clear that S. 7
and the funds authorized by it wlll not
meet all of our national needs. But, this
new law can guarantee that many more
individuals with severe handicaps will
be served than at present. It will also
insure that no one will be excluded from
the program simply because his or her
handicap is too severe.
I realize that there may be some severely handicapped individuals who may
not be able to achieve the capacity to
hold down a job. But, I firmly believe
that the opportunity to work toward
that goal must be made available to the
handicapped person as is the case with
the Rehabilitation Act of 1972.
S. 7 gives our handicapped citizens the
power to help shape their own future
by participating in the formulation of
their rehabilitation program, a practice
which, I am convinced, will noticeably

improve the effectiveness of the whole vocational rehabilitation effort in our Nation. This new approach will bring more
dignity and greater achievement to our
handicapped citizens.
Aside from the humanitarian aspect
of the program, it is also one of the most
cost effective programs in operation by
Government. A disabled individual may
receive up to $100,000 in welfare payments during his lifetime. Yet, if he has
been rehabilitated by the vocational rehabilitation program and earns an annual average income of $8,000 over his
lifetime, then as the head of a family of
four, he would pay taxes totaling $42,000
for the same period of time. Thus, the
resources that we invest today in our
handicapped citizens bring large returns
to the Federal Treasury.
Mr. President, the Senate must match
its word about wanting to help these
handicapped citizens with deeds. The
Senate should do its part in voting S. 7
into law.
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a quorum and ask
unanimous consent that the time be
equally divided.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.
The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.
Mr. CRANSTON. 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. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I yield
such time as he may require to the distinguished Senator from West Virginia,
who has done such tremendous work on
this legislation over so many years.
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, one of
the thrusts of this legislation which I believe many people have overlooked is
services to the severely handicapped.
Who are these people who are severely
handicapped? They are those persons
who suffer a combination of handicaps,
or have what I frankly call devastating
degrees of disability.
Yet, if we would give to those people,
not a pat on the shoulder-this is not the
hour for the Senate to do that-but a
helping hand-and that is necessary, and
can be done through the overriding of
the Presidential veto--we could do much
for them through providing them the
necessary highly specialized training by
highly trained personnel. But this can
only be done if we provide the proper emphasis, the strength, and, yes, the
money-the money for this program
which has such a high cost-benefit ratio,
which has been acknowledged by the able
Senator from Ohio (Mr. TAFT), and I believe must be acknowledged by every Senator who appears on this floor during the
debate to argue for sustaining the President's position.
Of whom do we speak when we speak
of the severely handicapped? We speak
of the deaf-blind. We speak of the paraplegics and quadriplegics. We speak of
the mentally retarded. We speak of the
cerebral palsied.
Mr. President, these are men and
women who desire very much to participate as productive members of the Amer-
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ican system of work, and of contribution
through taxes-in other words, to be
participants in the body politic to the
fullest degree.
Do we have many such people, or are
they few in number? Mr. President, their
number in our population is increasing.
That is why we have given the thrust in
this legislation, for the flrst time, to
helping such people, so that they, in
turn, may help themselves and the country will benefit.
We all know of the progress that has
been made in the medical profession. We
know of the improvements which have
been made from the standpoint of prenatal and postnatal care, resulting in
higher rates of survival among our multiple handicapped infants. The changing
concept of the right to treatment, the
advent of new drugs and new surgical
techniques, permits lives previously lost
to be saved. But patients are often left
with physical or mental handicaps.
Once we thought the lives of such people were a loss, that we could not return
them to active levels of society where
they would be productive citizens. Now,
however, we know that that.can be done.
We know it has been done. But very
frankly, if we do not move, as I believe
we must move, we will have a patient
here and a patient there in increasing
numbers left with physical and mental
handicaps, that we ourselves could help
by commitment, not by just saying, "I
want to do something," not just by conception but by conviction, when we can
really move forward these programs in
a way to reflect credit upon this body
and the individuals who will be involved.
by voting, not as a whole, knowing that
we at least in this instance Will be re.
sponsive toneed, arid.I think, Mr. President, responsive to the thinking of thA
American people. There are 2% millionI reemphasize thefigure-2% million
severely handicapped men, women, and
children. They include the paraplegics
that I mentioned and the quadriplegics
of whom I have spoken. These people,
Mr. President, need and deserve from
this Congress the services that we can
give them.
'
.
This legislation was passed with only
two votes against it in this body on a
rollcall vote. What has changed the situation? I do not believe it is confrontation. I do not believe it is partisanship.
I somehow cling to the hope that the
membership of this body will rise at this
high hour and do what it should do and
do it because it is right.
We must think of these people of
whom I speak, and in a sense for whom
I speak, these handicapped people of
the country. It is the desire of their
hearts that although they are handicapped, they want to move forward. They
want to do the job. They may not be
wage earners and taxpayers now, but
that is what they want to be. That is
what we want them to be. They are
citizens of this country. They have the
same right as every Member of this
Senate to live in what has been expressed often as dignity.
Accordingly, Mr. President, until the
tally is announced, I am continuing to
believe that Senators will not be swayed

April 3,1973

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE

into feeling that here we must stand
for the President. That should not be
involved.
Here we are with well-considered
legislation, reported with unanimity
from the Labor and Public Welfare Subcommittee on the Handicapped, which
I have the responsibility to chair,
brought from the committee itself, the
parent body, to the floor of the Senate
and on two occasions, in 1972 and now
again in 1973, with the stamp of approval after testimony and testimony
and testimony, not a lack of analysis of
the bill as has been indicated, but by a
careful screening and evaluation of
every point.
Mr. President, at this moment we are
within 55 minutes of the decision. I still
continue to have the hope and the belief
that the membership of this body will
not do other than what it should do and
that is, on the basis of the facts-that
is all-not confrontation and not partisanship-know that this is the high hour
for commitment and conviction.
The President of the United States
has announced that he believes in full
funding for cancer, in full funding for
heart and lung diseases. I only wish that
he and his advisers had realized that the
one need which is just as compellingand perhaps even more so for this bodyis that the physically handicapped men,
women, and children of this country have
a right to the assistance that we can
provide them. It is not a handout but
a helping hand, that they may help
themselves as participants and as active
men, women, and children in our country
in the day-by-day development of a nation where we believe, when we talk of
dignity, that it really means participation and being a part of what is done.
That is why I stand here today. That
is why others stand here today in an
effort not to become involved in too much
detail in this matter-all of that has
been demonstrated in the debate this
year on the bill and last year on the bill,
when substantial reductions were made
in the various programs-but that we
might approach the President and say
to him, "There has been an attempt, a
very honest attempt, to meet your thinking in a matter of this magnitUde."
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ABOUREZK). Who yields time?
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a quorum and ask
unanimous consent that the time be
equally divided.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
the clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.
Mr. TAFT. 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. TAFT. Mr. President, I yield 4
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND) .
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from South Carolina is recognized
for 4 minutes.
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, last
week, President Nixon vetoed the "Vo-

cational Rehabilitation Act of 1972" because of its excessive cost and its creation of additional categorical grant programs.
\Vhen this measure was considered in
the Senate last year, I worked diligently
to persuade the managers of the bill to
accept an amendment which would retain the allotment formula used in previous years. This formula was adopted
by the conference committee last year
and again this year. I have consistently
favored the vocational rehabilitation
program, and feel that its accomplishments speak for themselves. Since 1920,
more than 3 million Americans have
been rehabilitated and are now working
as useful citizens.
In the past, the vocational rehabilitation program's success has stemmed
from its employment-oriented mission.
S. 7, as submitted to the President, would
have included in the program a medical
and social services mission which is already encompassed in numerous existing HEW prograrr.s. I was hopeful that
the conference committee would have
reestablished the employment-oriented
direction, and was disappointed that this
was not done.
Mr. President, this afternoon the Senate will be asked to override the President's veto, thereby adding over $1 billion to the deficit bUdget over the next
3 years.
My long advocacy of the position that
Federal spending must be controlled requires that I vote to uphold the President's judgment. The good work being
accomplished by the vocational rehabilitation programs as presently constituted
on the State and National level is most
worthy. However, we should only extend
these programs at a level the Nation can
provide without increasing taxes and
producing inflationary effects.
By voting to uphold the President's
veto of S. 7, we will leave a void in the
authorizations for vocational rehabilitation programs. Therefore, I have joined
Senator HELMS and others as a cosponsor
of a more fiscally responsible proposal.
This bill, S. 1431, authorizes the continuation and expansion of existing programs at a level responsive to the needs
of the handicapped without overburdening the taxpayers.
Mr. President, the administration and
Congress are not ignoring the needs of
the handicapped. On the contrary, the
President I.as indicated his full support
of S. 1431 and will sign it into law when
it is passed by Congress.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the
Senator Yield?
Mr. CRANSTON. I yield 5 minutes to
the Senator from Minnesota.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I rise
to urge that the Senate override the
President's veto of S. 7, the so-called Rehabilitation Act of 1972, one of the most
important, carefully developed, and humane measures that has been before the
Senate since I came here almost 7 years
ago.
The program authorized by this bill
has indisputably proved its success in
terms of both social and economic goals.
More than 3 million handicapped cit-
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izens have been rehabilitated since the
vocational rehabilitation program started
in 1920. \Ve can never measure adequately what successful rehabilitation
can mean in personal terms to the handicapped and their families. We can only
imagine the great pride and sense of
security which developed when a handicapped person knows that he is selfsufficient.
We can, however, measure the economic value of a program like this, and
we have. The committee report on this
legislation describes the dramatic economic gains achieved by this program:
In addition, the cost/benefit ratio clearly
indicates the value of making a greater Federal investment. A number of cost/benefit
analyses of the rehabilitation program have
been completed. Although they differ with
respec~ to methods and assumptions, they all
. agree on one crudal fact-the benefits of the
rehabilitation program are many times its
cost. Conservative estimates of the ratio of
benefits to costs range between 3 to 1 and
5 to 1. (Emphasis added.) For Instance, the
aggregate'increase in annual earnings for
the 291,272 persons rehabilitated in FY 1971
was $729,000,000. These first year earnings for
rehabilitated persons compare to a total Federal cost of $552,800,000 (inclUding service
projects and Social Security Trust Funds) for
that year for all persons served. including
those cases closed as not rehabilitated. Total
benefits for what is'essentially a one-time expenditure depends on the number of years
the individual is able to work following rehabilttatlon, whether his disability worsens,
whatever Increases in earnings come about
because of experience and more proficiency,
and many other factors. In addition to the
contribution to the GNP, the RSA estimates
that these individuals, at a minimum, will be
contributing approXimately 5 percent of their
total income or $58 million to Federal, State
and local governments for taxes. This con.·
trlbutlon Is in addition to the estimated
savings to the program by the government
through either the removal of clients from
the Public Assistance rolls ($32 million annually with respect to FY 1972 rehabilit~
tlons) or by reducing clients' dependency."

In other words. we know that the
vocational rehabiiitation program works.
We know that, in addition to what
ought to be the sense of humanity justifying the override of this veto, just in
terms of cold bookkeeping and cold
economics, for every dollar we invest in
this program there is a return of at least
3 to 1 and possibly up to 5 to 1. This
return takes the form of personal income and of Federal, State, and local
revenues.
This does not refer to the humanitv
of it at all. We know that when handi'..
capped persons are able to find w0rk.
they prove to be excellent employees who
constitute a fine part of the Nation's
labor market. We know that they are
able to care for their families and take
them off welfare and other forms of
assistance. They are able to pay their
taxes once again, and all the pride that
goes with that status is also there for
that employee and for his family.
If there is one program in which we
know what we are doing and in which
we know that every investment we make
will be returned in a very real sense, it
is this program.
It is not a new idea. It is an idea that
goes back 52 years, It is one in which
we have a deep range of experience.
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This bill reflects what we have learned
from these years of experience; and it
would also support hopeful, new
approaches.
For example, in Minnesota, at the
University of Minnesota, we have one
of the finest schools in the country for
the physically handicapped. They are
doing absolutely remarkable work in the
field of spinal cord injury. They have
found that with early and sophisticated
aid to spinal cord injured persons, there
is a fantastic rate of repair and a fantastic rate of financial aid. This bill,
among other things, incorporates work
in this field, bringing desperately needed
help to people who want it. This help
provides returns in employment, increased taxes, and all the rest.
The issue is not spending. The Senate
is prepared to set a spending ceiling, I
think, is below the President's. The issue
is not taxes or inflation. We are prepared
to make clear that we will live. with an
overall spending ceiling beneath that of
the President. The issue is whether this
country is going to turn its back on compelling human problems for which we
have a solution; and in no field of human problems are we more experienced
and better able to prove that we can
save money and help human beings at
the same time than this one.
An estimated 7 to 12 million handicapped Americans have not reached their
vocational potential. If this bill is enacted, some 2 million of these persons
would be able to benefit from the program-but that would still leave a huge
backlog of deserving handicapped persons unserved.
There are few programs which have
so consistently retained the strong bipartisan support of the Congress. I hope
that our vote today and that of the House
will demonstrate that this bipartisan
commitment is as strong as ever.
If we cannot override this veto, I do
not see how we can override any of the
others, and the President will be an
emperor.
.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished
junior Senator from Minnesota.
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I, of
course, am going to join what-I hope is
an overwhelming majority of the Members of this body to override the President's veto of the Rehabilitation Act, S.
7. I should like to direct my attention,
for a moment, to what this act means.
How many Members of this body have
a retarded child? How many Senators
have somebody in their families who is
physically or mentally or emotionally
handicapped? How many Senators have
tried to raise money privately to keep
a school open for the mentally retarded?
President Nixon, how many of these
schools have you visited? How 'many of
these sheltered workshops, Mr. Nixon,
have YOU visited?
I want the President of the United
States to come to Minnesota and go out
to 78th and Bloomington and see a sheltered workshop where the kids who are
mentally retarded are going to be out because of this pennypinching, Scroogelike government that decides we do not

have enough money to take care of the
handicapped.
I was in Abilene, Tex., last night,
speaking at the Christian College of
Abilene. Whatever may be our religious
faith, how we can turn our backs on the
handicapped, as a government of the
people, by the people, for the people, a
government that says, "One nation under God, indivisible, with liberty and
justice for all," is beyond me.
This veto is the worst, the most cruel,
and the most inhumane veto the President has ever handed down.
I am the grandfather of a mentally
retarded granddaughter. Our family can
afford to take care of that child. Some
families cannot. Many of these youngsters and adults can be trained to be selfsustaining. Many of them are SUbject,
by intensive training, to become what we
call educated or educable individuals.
As my colleague has said, many of
them can become productive citizens,
paying their way, earning, living, contributing to this society. Twice within a
year this President has vetoed this act.
I ask every Senator here to search his
conscience. I do not believe the President knew what he was doing, and if he
did, he ought to be ashamed of himself.
Mr. President, I will vote to override
President Nixon's veto of S. 7, the Rehabilitation Act of 1972, because I believe it is essential to sustain hope for
millions of handicapped and retarded
American children and adults who would
otherwise be denied essential services
and training that can enable so many to
enjoy independent, self-sufficient, and
productive lives.
Already, many rehabilitation facilities
are being forced to release handicapped
clients, because the Nixon administration is refusing to release moneys under
supplemental appropriations enacted by
Congress for these programs. Already,
programs for the mentally retarded face
the cutoff of vital financial support,
should new regUlations on social services
proposed by the Nixon administration
be implemented.
The time has come for Congress to insist that the needs of handicapped persons are a vital national concern that
must no longer be ignored.
The Rehabilitation Act of 1972, as sent
to the President, is fiscally responsible
legislation-the authorization for the
current fiscal year is actually $100 million lower than the fiscal 1972 authorization for the existing Vocational Rehabilitation Act.
The Rehabilitation Act of 1972 will not
divert the vocational rehabilitation program away from its original purposes of
encouraging and enabling handicapped
persons to obtain meaningful and gainful
employment. Instead, and in addition,
this legislation authorizes the initiation
of comprehensive services for the thousands upon thousands of severely handicapped persons whose needs have been
ignored, but who could now be helped to
lead self-sufficient and independent
lives. The President notes with pride that
the vocational rehabilitation program he
has in mind would provide services for
some 1.2 million people. But he should
note with shame the harsh fact that up
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to 11 million handicapped persons who
could be helped will receive no services
under the administration's program.
These are only some of the clarifications that must be made in correcting a
Presidential veto message that is seriously misleading. If the President's veto is
allowed to stand, thousands of people
who might have been helped to remain
in their communities will instead be confined to institutions, and untold numbers
of handicapped children will continue to
be denied the right to public education
services. Federal programs would continue to be diffuse and disorganized and
at a reduced level of effort--conditions
which the Rehabilitation Act of 1972 can
correct through launching fundamental
reorganization measures.
The President sees a diversion, under
this legislation, in the authorization of
new medical services, and he is critical
of the special-purpose programs which
it authorizes. But this position represents
a complete about-face, for his own administration originally requested special
programs for the blind, for people with
spinal cord injuries, and for the treatment of end-stage renal disease--all of
which were included in this bill. And hl.-.
administration initially supported a sep .
arate program for nonvocational servicP'11
to the severely disabled.
The President's veto rejects the opportunity to seize hold of dramatic advances
underway in research and technology for
the rehabilitation of the mentally and
physically handicapped. And it rejects
the strong economic argument for vocational rehabilitation services-that for
every dollar spent on rehabilitation programs, the Federal Treasury gets back
from $3 to $5 by decreasing the welfare
rolls and adding to tax revenue through
income earned by rehah.!litated clients.
The President has contended that the
promise of increased Federal spending
would cruelly raise the hopes of the handicapped. Then let his administration
agree to carry through that promise,
rather than deny outright any hope to
people in need, by cruelly cutting back
on Federal expenditures for human resources. And let this administration support the Rehabilitation Act of 1972,
rather than call for enactment of substitute legislation that has been frankly
evaluated as working havoc on vocational rehabilitation programs.
It is incumbent upon Congress now to
be the spokesman for millions of handicapped Americans. It must insist that
the responsibilities of national leadership include responsibilities of compassion and of respect for human dignity.
I urge the Senate to give voice to this demand through rejecting the President's
veto of the Rehabilitation Act of 1972.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator's time has expired.
Mr. HUMPHREY. I do not need any
more time.
QUORUM CALL

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a quorum and the
time to be charged equally.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.
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Mr. TAFT. 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. TAFT. Mr. President, I yield the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER)
5 minutes.
. Mr. GOLDWATER. I think I can complete my remarks in that time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Arizona is recognized for 5
minutes.
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, as
[ said in a statement to the press yesterday, I intend to vote to sustain all of the
vetoes that the President will make on
bills that he thinks, and with which I
agree, would contribute to further inflation in this country.
I want to make it clear that by this
vote to sustain I do not indicate opposition to the basic idea of the programs,
but I think we have reached a point in
our history where we have begun to think
that dollars alone are going to solve the
problems that these various programs are
aimed at.
I think it should be perfectly clear to
everyone that billions and billions of dollars have not solved the problems with
which we are faced. So to me it does not
make sense to appropriate more money
when we have not been able to spend well
the money that we have appropriated.
I would like to state at this point that
another reason for my position is that
I feel probably the most dangerous problem facing the American people today is
the very rapidly deteriorating dollar. I
do not think many Americans realize, I
do not think many Members of Congress
realize, the great extent to which inflation has been flred and kept growing by
continued deflcit spending.
The other day I reminded a group of
my time in college in 1928 when a professor of German extraction kept telling
his class that unless Austria changed its
ways, we could be in trouble in the world.
This was in 1928. Austria was then engaged in doing precisely the same things
we are engaged in doing now-spending
money it did not have-and, sure enough,
in late 1928, the Kredit Anstalt, which
was their great banking house-and mark
you, Mr. President, the Austrian krone
was a very important part of world currency then-collapsed and went bankrupt, and the world was plunged Into a
depression from which the United States
did not emerge until the end of World
War II.
I lived through those days, and I
never want to see my country or our
people suffer as the people in this country suffered during those nearly 10
years of depression in the 1930's.
I remind my colleagues and remind
the country that we are engaged in precisely the same things that Austria was
engaged in in the 1920's, only we are doing it to a greater extent. We are further
in debt. We are appropriating money at
a faster rate than they in Austria appropriated then.
So my attitude is that if the Congress
cannot be responsible, if we cannot realize that spending money we do not have
adds to the inflationary problems of this

country and the economic problems of
the world, then I think we are lucky to
have a man in the White House who will
use his power to veto, so that the spending has to end-not the programs, but
the spending. stop it, slow it down, ·so
that we can take another look at what we
are trying to do.
The field covered by this bill is an excellent one. It has done good. I think we
have only scratched the surface. We have
not had any new ideas in it for years. to
my knowledge.
Mr. President, we are faced today with
the situation of the chickens coming
home to roost. Ever since the days of
Franklin Roosevelt we have been engaged
in deficit spending, and I will not defend
Republican administrations which during that time did not seem to be able to
control it any better than the Democrats.
Now we are faced in this country with a
problem of fast rising food costs. This is
not due to anything the President has
done or not done. It is due to inflation.
It is due mainly to the fact that we have
about 90 billion-I rcpeat, about 90 billion-American dollars floating around
this world in the possession of almost
all countries. These American dollars at
the present time are buying 10 percent
more than they were a year ago because
of our decision to cut the value of the
dollar. So these dollars of our country,
owned by other people, are now in this
country buying the things that our
housewives would like to buy-namely,
meat. I know the meat producers of this
country feel under no obligation to cut
their prices, because they can sell meat
abroad at better prices than our markets
are able to pay them.
The other day when I was down in
Mexico I learned of the sale of 100,000
pounds of pork to Japan. We had been
buying this pork, but Japan was willing
to pay a greater price.
I mention this only to point out the
fact that all the boycotting our housewives do is not going to solve this problem. Because we will have grocers who
will get a little "chickenish," as long as
we are talking about eating, or who may
be fearful and reduce the price of meat, it
will be grabbed up immediately, and
there will be no meat available to us. So
we are going to go on a fish diet, or a
chicken or turkey diet, whether we like
it or not.
This is one of the chickens that has
come back to roost as a result of all the
birds we have let go through congressional action and refusal to do anything
about it through the years since Franklin
Roosevelt. The chickens are coming back
to roost now and we are paying the price.
Therefore, cven though we are not
really doing much by sustaining the veto
of the President on the 12 or 14 or 15
bills that he will probablY veto, we are
doing a little bit, and I think by doing
this we are reassuring the American people and the American taxpayers, who are
now about as angry at this Congress as
they have ever been.
That is my explanation of why I am
going to vote to sustain this veto, and
it will apply to every veto the President
makes which I feel he is justified in doing, because a reduction in spending

10805

would help thc American people, not
hurt them.
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President; I yield the
distinguished Senator from New York
(Mr. JAVITS) 3 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New York is recognized for 3
minutes .
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, in my view,
the vetoes of the President, in respect
to his efforts, which we join in, to hold
down expenditures, need to be taken up
one by one and each veto examined individually. The fact that he has taken
this bill as the first one does not make it
holy. That is the way it fell. I hope I can
be with him on some of them, but I am
not with him on this one.
A vote to override the veto of S. 7, the
Rehabilitation Act of 1972, would not
be contrary to the terms of the Policy
Statement on Fiscal Responsibility
adopted by the Senate Republican Conference on March 20, 1973.
First. This is not legislation which will
add to the tax burden. As a matter of
fact, as the administration witness, Assistant HEW Secretary Stephen Kurzman, in his February 6 testimony before
the Subcommittee on Handicapped
Workers-Po 408 of the hearing recordpointed out it will decrease that tax
burden. He testifled as follows:
Second. the program is not only humanitarian, it is also cost-effective. Resources invested today in preventing or reducing dependency can yield major long-term economies in the application of society's resources. One disabled individual may. durIng his lifetime, receive anywhere from $30,000 to $100,000 In public assistance payments.
But If he were not dependent and had an
average annual income of $8,000. the same
individual In a famlly of four would pay
taxes totaIlllg $42,000 over his lifetime. Thus,
when a handicapped person is helped to become a contributing member of society, he
is transformed from a charge on the public
into a productive person able to contribute
his taxes to helping others.

Also, his earlier testimony was to the
same effect during the 92d Congress on
May 15, 1972.
The Senate committee report Senate
Report No. 93-48, pages 8 and 9-also
stressed this aspect noting that conservative estimates of the ratio of benefits to
costs range between 3 to 1 and 5 to 1.
The report, for example, noted that with
respect to 46 special training service
projects in 30 States there was an estimated savings in public assistance payments of $32,000,000 for the first year
alone, the first year being fiscal year
1972.
Emphasizing this point is the study of
9,600 individuals in the State of New
York who were helped to achieve gainful
employment through the vocational rehabilitation program in 1972. Approximately 16 percent of those rehabilitated
were employed when they applied for
services, but their positions were in jeopardy or unsuitable because of their disabilities. Since all were employed at closure, it is possible to measure the economic gains attributable to their successful rehabilitation.
At the time of application. this group
of 9,600 persons were earning from work
an estimated $5.4 million a year. At the

10806

April 3, 1973

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE

conclusion of their rehabilitation program, they were earning an estimated
$30.9 million amlUally, an increase of 576
percent.
In addition, 13 percent of the group
had been receiving $2.05 million annually
in public assistance at the time they
\yere accepted intQ the service program.
Although some were not earning enough
a~ the time of closure to remove their
families from the public a.ssistance rolls,
only 5 percent were receiving public asEistance at the time of closure, at the rate
of $735,000 annually, a reduction of
$1.315 million, or 65 percent, from the
amount of benefit payments received before the rehabilitation.
Second. This bill is not an appropriation; it is an authorization. Moreover,
the principal authorization provisionState programs, at $700 million for fiscal
year 1973 and $800 million for fiscal year
1974-is unique and singular in one particUlar respect, differing from authorizations found in other grant-in-aid programs-in addition to being a ceiling for
appropriations, it also serves as the basis
for computing the allotment of funds to
the States.
Usually, in grant-in-aid programs, the
allotment is based on actual appropriations. Not so in vocational rehabilitation.
Because the States' share of the matching-20 percent-is appropriated either
annually or biennially by each State, the
authorization serves as a plalming figure
for the States to receive Federal funds.
The history of tIllS program shows that
state governments have negotiated with
State legislatures based on this authorization figure and this has had the effect
of many States actually putting more of
their own funds into vocational rehabilitation than would have been the case
if actual appropriations had been used
for the basis of allotment.
Thus, what we are dealing with here
is an authorization figure which is not
only a spending ceiling-and the Congress can, as it has always done, set its
own level of spending under that ceiling-but an authorization which is also
an allocation base for planning, a feature which has been in the law since
1965.
This legislation, as it originally passed
the Senate late last year, would have
changed this procedure so that allotments to the States would have been
based on actual appropriations, but the
House view to the contrary prevailed.
We are dealing here, then, with a fact
of life. The Congress can support the
authoiization figures for State programs
without the same time committing itself
to appropriate the full amounts authorized. Appropriations for vocational rehabilitation have traditionallY been less
than authorizations. ThUS, we approve
here a computation base-not solely a
flillding-appropriations-base. Hence
we are not promising unrealizable 1ncreased Federal spending for this program necessarily, or a net increase in
Federal outlays, but we are laying the
foundation for allocation based on the
extent to which States are willing to
match whatever the Federal Government
does appropriate and we leave the Congress free to establish its own priorities.

Third. TIlis bill is accommodating to
the President. When pocket vetoed last
year, the Rehabilitation Act of 1972 authorized $3,481,400,000 through fiscal
year 1975. As presented to the President
this year, the authorization is $2,600,250,000, a reduction of $881,250,000. That
is a 25-percent reduction.
Furthermore, the autllorization for fiscal year 1973 in S. 7 is almost $100 million less than the authorizations now in
law for fiscal year 1971 and fiscal year
1972-$1.01 billion each.
Fourth. This is not a partisan issue.
Since its enactment in 1920 and through
its major expansions in 1943, 1954 and
1960 it has enjoyed great bipartisan support. S. 7 passed the Senate only a few
weeks ago on February 28 by a vote of
86 to 2, consistent with this overwhelming bipartisan support. The vocational
l'ehabilitation organizations, in urging
support for an override, have stressed
the bipartisan aspects of this measure.
The leadership in the House and Senate
in the effort to override is shared by both
Republicans and Democrats. In the
House Committee on Education and Labor, there was only one vote for the administration substitute. The bill was reported 36 to 1 and passed the House 318
to 57. In the Senate Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare, the bill was reported
unanimouslY, with my cosponsorship as
the ranking minority member of the full
committee and with the cosponsorship of
the ranking minority member of the
Subcommittee on the Handicapped (Mr.
STAFFORD) .
The above arguments lead me to believe I must vote to override.
I thank the Senator for yielding time
tome.
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I yield 3
minutes to the minority whip.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Michigan is recognized for 3
minutes.
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, this is
not a vote for or against vocational rehabilitation. It is a vote for or against
fiscal responsibility.
While it is true that the bill now before the Senate would authorize $1 billion less than an earlier committee bill,
as the distinguished Senator from New
York has pointed out, it is also true that
it would authorize $1 billion of spending
over and above bUdget levels projected
for a 3-year period.
In the background it should be recoglllzed that spending for vocational rehabilitation has been going up at a rapid
rate every year. It has risen from $371
million in fiscal year 1969 to $650 million
in fiscal year 1974.
In other words, dUling the petiod that
President Nixon has been in office, the
funding for vocational rehabilitation has
lisen by 75 percent.
The vote we are about to cast is not
just a vote on the merits of this particular legislation. In many respects, the
purpose of this bill is worthy and meritorious. But we are voting on a fiscal
policy. Make no mistake about it, if the
President's veto is overridden in this instance, the spending dam will be broken.
In other words, we are, in effect, voting
not just to add $1 billion of spending over

and above the budget to thisPluticular
program, we would be signaling approval
of excessive spending under other programs. As well, indeed, spending could
be increased by as much as $50 billion
if authorization bills already passed were
fully funded. That is not just theoretical
speculation.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that tabulation showing authorizations versus appropriations for fiscal year
1973 be printed in the RECORD.
There being no objection, the tabulation was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
AUTHORIZATION VERSUS ,ApPROPRIATIONSFISCAL YEAR 1973
More than $50 bUlion In additional appropriations would be required In 1973 to fuBy

fund in that year all the legislation that
authorizes specific projects or provides specific doBar amounts. The major differences
are In the following areas:
[In billions]
Public Works
_ 25.8
Corps of Engilleers
_ (19.8)
Bureau of Reclamatlon
_ (6.0)
AgriCUlture
_ 12.3
Public Law 480
_ (11. 8)
Other
_
~~

~

~

(.5)

HEW:
Education
Health
Commerce
HUD:
Model citien
Water/sewer facilities
Urban renewaL
Rehabilitation loans

_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_

EPA

_

LElU\

_

Total

6.0
1.8

.9
1.2
(.4)
(.6)
(. 1)
(. 1)
.9

3.0
51.9

Mr. GRIFFIN. There are responsible
predictions that if we do not hold the
line on spending-if this additional $1
billion is approved-and triggers approval of other spending bills coming
along-the average taxpayer in this
country can expect to be met with a tax
increase of 15 percent. This, again, Is not
idle speculation. I ask unanimous consent that a supporting table be printed
in the RECORD.
There being no objection, the tabulation was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
THE 15 PERCENT STORY IN 'FIGURES (FISCAL YEARS 1973-75)

Budget

proC~if~
(billions)
1973 __ ._
1974
_
1975
_

Tola!..

250
269
288

Budgel
without
RN cuts

Savings
under RN

Required
tax increase
wilhoul
savings
(percent)

261
288
312

11
19
24

18
19

55

15

_

11

Nole Ihallhe required lax increase is a surcharge.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Prssident, a statement was made earlier by the distinguished majority leader and by others
to the effect that Congress has actually
cut President Nixon's budget every year
he has been in office. Such statements
have been made as an answer to the
argument that we must hold the line
on spending. But it must be pointed out
that such a statement does not really
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make a case because it refers only to
appropriations bills passed.
It ignores the fact that Congress has,
with increasing frequency, been bypassing its own Appropriations Committee
by approving backdoor spending bills
which require expenditures to be made
from the Treasury witl:out going through
the appropriations process.
Taking fiscal year 1973 as an example, Congress did reduce appropriations, as the distinguished majority
leader and others have pointed out.
However-The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ~:f)n
ator's time has expired.
Mr. TAFT.. Mr. President, I yield the
Senator an additional 2 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ~,en
ator from Michigan is recognized for an
additional 2 minutes.
Mr. GRIFFIN. By passing backdoor
and mandatory spending bills, in addition to appropriation bills, Congress has
added in the same year $15 billion to
the spending level requested by the President. As a result, ever_ though there were
some cuts in appropriations in 1973, the
action of the last Congress resulted in a
net spending increase of about $9 billion.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that a document showing a breakdown of the fiscal year 1973 figure be
printed in the RECORD.
There being no objection, the document was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
SUMMARY OF EFFECT OF CONGRESSIONAL
ACTION ON 1973 BUDGET AUTHORITY

(Change from budget estimate in plUS and
minus)
[In millions 01 dollars]

Appropriations bllls:
Agriculture-EPA
JDefense
Foreign asslstance
Labor-HEW
Other (net changes)
Subtotal

_
_
_
_
_
_

Mandatory spending bUls:
Equallzatlon
of retired mUltary_
pay
Black lung benefits
_
Social security benefits
_
Veterans benefits
_
Other (net changes)
_

+482
-5,221
-1,510
+1,032
-844
-6,061
-269
+969
-159
+265
+58

S\lbtotal
+864
Backdoor spending bills:
Higher education
Indefinite
Housing-temporary extension__
+ 150
Highway emergency relieL____
-50
General revenue sharing_______
+2,995
Water pollution controL_______ +11,050
Subtotal
_ +14,145
Inaction on proposed legislation:
Student loan program revlsion_
+288
Stockpile sales
_
+301
Volunteer army
_
-360
Armed forces retirement
_
-145
Education revenue sharing
_
-224
Other (net changes)
_
-140
S\lbtotal

_

-280

Total, congressional impact

+8,667

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, it is true,
as the distinguished ranking minority
Member, the Senator from New York
(Mr. JAVITS) has pointed out, that the

bill before us-which has been vetoed by
the President-is an authorization bill
and not an l1ppropriation bill. However.
Mr. President, let us not delude ourselves
or mislead others. Too often in the past
Congress has raised expectations too
high by passing authorization bills which
could not, or should not, be funded. Such
actions lead people, however, to expect
appropriations in a certain amount. This
in turn puts pressure on Congress to fund
to the level of authorization.
An authorization bill creates not only
expectations, it sets a benchmark from
which potential beneficiaries of a program can say that they have been cut.
I submit that it would be far better and
more responsible to hold authorizations
to a figure which is likely to, and can be,
funded.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I yield
3 minutes to the distinguished majority
leader.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Montana is recognized.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on
the desk of every Senator is a tabulation
showing the total disabled population in
the United States and its outlying areas.
The figure is approximately 10 million
Americans.
The money requested by this bill, I
think, is more meritorious and serves a
far better purpose than is money asked
to buy the bombs dropped on Cambodia
and other places.
The statement made that this is a
spending Congress is totally false, although that seems to be the emphasis
which the administration is endeavoring
to place on it in its arguments against
what we attempt to do here.
The assistant minority leader would
not deny the fact that this Congress in
the past 4 years was able to reduce the
President's bUdget request by $20.2 billion. That is what the Congress cut from
money asked for by the President. Every
year of this administration Congress
provided funds below the President's request. And what the Congress will do this
year is to continue that pattern and that
policy and further reduce the $268.7 billion budget request which the President
has made.
A tax increase of 15 percent, it is
alleged, will be occasioned by our helping
the handicapped, the helpless, and the
retarded, the ones who are in need of
help and assistance, the ones who are
our fellow citizens, who have for all too
many years been kept at home or locked
up in institutions and are now being
given here the opportunity to become
rehabilitated, to become worthwhile citizens, and to eain incomes and pay taxes.
That is the real issue.
Mr. President, what about the revenuesharing bill? Talk about backdoor financing and handing out money with
nothing in the way of a return. This
administration passed a 5-year revenuesharing bill which cost taxpa~'ers $32.5
billion over that period.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 86
Members of the Senate voted for this

10807

bill, and two voted against it. Are we
going to march up one hill and down the
other? Do we have no principle?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, may
I ask that the time be charged to the
other side?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator does not have enough time to suggest the absence of a quorum.
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, how
much time remains?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Ohio has 7 minutes remaining.
The Senator from California has 3 minutes remaining.
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. On whose
time?
Mr. TAFT. I ask that the time be
equally divided.
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, may
I ask that the time for the quorum call
be charged to the other side?
Mr. TAFT. I think the time should be
charged equally.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. That requires unanimous consent. Is there objection?
Mr. GOLDWATER. I object.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection
is heard.
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I yield
to the Senator from West Virginia, who
has been the leader in this field for so
long.
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, the
argument has been made by several Senators that if S. 7 becomes law, it will
cost too much.
That is a statement that cannot be
substantiated by facts. We would authorize, by this legislation, I remind my
colleagues, a total of $2.6 billion over a
period of 3 years, from 1973 to 1975.
The existing law, the Vocational Rehabilitation Act, over the most recent
3 years, 1970 to 1972, authorized a total
of $2.856 billion. That is nearly $300 million more than is provided in S. 7-nearly $300 million more than in the present
bill.
So I regret that the issue of fiscal irresponsibility rears its ugly head, because if we override the Presidential
veto, we shall be returning to the Senate a rebirth of individual responsibility. That is what is called for when the
vote begins at 2 o'clock.
And when we speak of authorization
l€.vels. we must i~member that we are not
speaking of appropria tions, we are speaking of what the Washington Post, I think
correctly, said this morning:
S. 7 is not in itself a spending bill. It is
an authorization measure which establishes certain vocational rehabilitation
programs and set.:> ceilings for subsequent
appropria tlons.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the majority has expired.
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I shall be
glad to yield the Senator an additi.')nal
2 minutes, if he so desires.
Mr. RANDOLPH. I am grateful to my
colleague.
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S. 7 will have no effect whatever on the
bUdget. We must recognize that as a fact.
I said earlier today that the President of
the United States, whom I lespect, and I
certainly respect the office he holds, has
begun to think in terms of what I believe
is the responsibility of the country. Thus
the full funding for heart and lung
diseases and the full funding for cancer
have been provided. Now, we need the
inclusion of this vocational rehabilitation
program if we are to do the job.
Closely associated with the charge that
S. 7 is fiscally irresponsible is the question of cost compared to benefit. I want
to make this clear unequivocal statement: the more we spend on rehabilitating handicapped people, the more the
economy, the Federal budget, and State
and local budgets will benefit.
S. 7 is not only just, and humanitarian,
and compassionate legislation. It is also
one of the best investments that 'can be
made.
A philosopher has said that a civilization-a society-is judged by the way it
treats its handicapped and its poor. Let
history record that our American society
is a good and compassionate society. Let
it not be said that we, the 93d Congress,
failed those who need our help the
most-the blind, the deaf, the crippled,
the mentally retarded.
Thomas Wolfe said:
To every man his chance. To every man,
regardless of his birth, his shining golden
opportunity. To every man the right to JIve,
to work, to be 11lmself, and to become whatever his manhood and vision can combine to
make him. This, seeker, Is the promise of
America.

I conclude with this personal comment: I remember the effort that I made
with Senator Sheppard many years ago,
when I was in the House of Representatives, to provide for the blind of this
country an opportunity to be productive
citizens by operating vending services in
public bUildings, and how the Post Office
Department came before us, through the
Assistant Postmaster General, and spoke
against that effort.
I say that the costs of that program
have been very little-only administrative costs. And as we stand here this
afternoon, let us remember that there
are approximately 3,850 blind men and
women who, in this city and all over
America, are vendors under the Randolph-Sheppard Vending Facilities Act.
They are entrepreneurs, they are producers, and they are earning today an
average personal return of $7,000 a year.
That, in a bigger and broader measure, is what we are talking about in this
bill today-the opportunity for people
who want to help themselves to be able
to do the job.
I cannot conceive, Mr. President, that
the Senate will fail in its individual responsibility, Senator by Senator, to do
what is necessary here today.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired. The minority
has 4 minutes remaining.
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I yield myself 2 minutes.
Earlier in the debate, I made several
points, and I think one of two of them

would be appropriate to repeat at this
time before we close the debate.
The first is that the funding of this
program over the last 4 years has gone
up by 75 percent, so that those who say
the President is so niggardly in his proposed financing of vocational rehabilitation should recognize that apparently
that is an accusation which should go
back a number of years.
I am a strong advocate of vocational
rehabilitation programs, but I wonder
if we can really expand at the rate that
it is proposed to expand by the majority
of this committee. I wonder what the
proper level of spending should be.
The committee in this case did cut
back somewhat on last year's proposals
and the amount arrived at in last year's
hearings, it is true. And I believe the
administration is committed to support,
at an increasing rate, present vocational
rehabilitation programs. But I also believe there are some things that ought
to be noted about this particular bill.
One thing is the addition of two vocational rehabilitation programs: The
end state renal disease program and the
spinal cord injury program. While these
programs have some fringe effects, it is
true, and so'me of those who have suffered disease and injury in these areas,
it is true, are subject to rehabilitation,
the basic effect of these two programs
is that they are medical programs; and
if we are to make any real impact in
these areas added on to this bill, I believe we are going to have to make it in
the consideration of overall health activities and administration of the Department of Health, Education, .and
Welfare, and programs financed through
the health programs ratller than
through vocational rehabilitation programs.
This I think has been overlooked, but
it is one of the reasons pointed out for
the veto.
I believe in the long run if we keep
the vocational rehabilitation program
just that, stUdy it carefUlly, see to it
that the expansion is effective, see to it
that the States share in the program,
and try to stimulate activities throughout the Nation, we will do a far better
job, rather than by trying to pass a bill
which has imposed upon it the Senate's
approach.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator's time has expired. Who yields time?
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, do we
have any time remaining on our side?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
on the majority side has expired. The
Senator from Ohio controls the remainder of the time. There are 2 minutes
remaining.
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Ohio yield for a question?
Mr. TAFT. I am glad to yield for a
question, and I will take a minute myself.
Mr. RANDOLPH. I thank my able colleague.
I hold in my hand a study by the Wisconsin Vocational Rehabilitation Organization, which indicates that for every
dollar spent on the disabled, $25 will be
returned in increased lifetime earnings.

Would my colleague care to comment
on that statement?
Mr. TAFT. I might say to the distinguished senator that I have no knowledge of the Wisconsin study. However,
asI have stated earlier, I firmly believe
that the cost-benefit ratio for vocational
rehabilitation programs is extremely
good and extremely important. That is
one of the reasons why we ought to continue to try to develop and strengthen
this program.
.
I would point out that diverting funds
tmder a vocational rehabilitation bill
from the primary purpose of vocational
rehabilitatiton, which I am sure from the
figures the distinguished Senator states
from the Wisconsin study must be the
case in Wisconsin, to other basicallY
medical programs, may have the effect
of running down to the benefit-to-cost
ratio and diverting it, really, away from
the vocational rehabilitation concept and
motive from the funds that might otherwise go in that direction.
Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. Presdent, a week
ago today, President Nixon cast his veto
of S. 7,the Rehabilitation Act of 1972.
This afternoon it will be our responsibility to cast our votes of disapproval
of that insensitive action.
This is the second time in 6 months
that the President has vetoed this legislation which provides' a variety of services to physically and mentally handicapped individuals so that they may be
prepared for employment and thus to
assume their rightful place as productive
members of American society. The basic
rehabilitation program offers such continuing services as hospital diagnosis
and care for the handicapped and placement services to assist handicapped individuals to secure and maintain jobs,
as well as protections to insure that no
person is denied these services. In addition, this legislation creates a new program, the intent of which is to provide
services to enable those individuals unable to have a vocational goal at the
present time to become more independent and self-reliant. The Rehabilitation
Act also establishes new initiatives to
assist States in developing programs for
blind and deaf persons and those suffering from spinal cord injury and kidney disease.
Finally, the legislation provides for the
establishment of a Federal Interagency
Committee on Employment of Handicapped Indviduals, an Architectural
Barriers and Compliance Board, and ineludes my proposal to create an Ofiice of
the Handicapped in the Department of
,Health, Education, and Welfare to coordinate all Federal programs for the
handicapped and prepare a 5-year planning document for the provision of comprehensive services to handicapped individuals.
Mr. President, for over 50 years the
vocational rehabilitation program has
had broad and enthusiastic bipartisan
support. In 1972, both the Senate and
the House passed this legislation by a
unanimous vote, only to see these efforts
unfeelingly vetoed without an opportunity to act to override that action.
This year, the Senate and the House
again passed this legislation by ovel'-

April 3, 1973

10809

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE

whelming majorities in both bodies; and,
in order to accommodate certain objections which were raised by the administration, the authorizations for the
1973 bill were set at nearly $900,000,000
below the amount in the 1972 vetoed bill.
EstabUshed by Congress in 1920 and
extended 6 tirries thereafter, the benefits
of the Federal-State rehabilitation program relative to its costs are conceded
by everyone to be remarkably high. More
than 3 million handicapped Americans
have been returned to productive and
meaningful lives a.s a direct result of assistance· offered· by this program. In fiscal year 1972 alone, the estimated annual earnings of the more than 325,000
individuals who have been rehabilitated
total more tha.n $1 billion. And this represents a threefold increase in earnings
from the time these individuals first entered the rehabilitation system.
In 1972, haIldicaI>ped individuals who
received benefits under the rehabilitation program contributed $58 million in
taxes to Federal, state, and local government. And these figures do not reflect
th2 additional $33 million in savings to
Federal and State Governments in 1972
resulting from a removal of many rehabilitated persons from public assistance roles; This total figure of $91 million when multiplied over 20 years will
mean a return of more than $3 for every
$1 of the $560 million spent on the rehabilitation program in fiscal year 1972.
Mr. President, as I stated last week
upon first learning of the President's
veto of this bill.
He has chosen as the first victim of his
unfeeling priorities the least powerfUl members of our 'soclety-those with physical and
mental handicaps. With this veto, he has
signalled· With overwhelming clarity that
those whose needs are greatest cannot look
to their GoverDlnent for help.

In his veto message, the President attempts to conjw'e up the argument that
this legislation would result in a massive
assault on the pocketbooks of the ArneriCaIl people, and that it would require a
large tax: increase and result in inflated
consumer prices rlnd Interest rates. He
said that only by vetoing this and other
legislation would we be able to hold down
inflation and taxes. And he harked back
to his oldaIld discredited lament that
the Members of Congress who voted for
this measure are irresponsible "big
spenders" whose actions have served to
jeopardize economic stability at home.
But, Mr. President, one only need look
at the record of this administration to
see what irresponsibility really is.
It Is irrespon,sible to encourage policies which have resulted in massive unemployment· and the highest prices in
our history: .
It is irresponsible to seek to increase
the Federal defense budget by more than
$5 billion over last year's level, at a time
when the Vietnam war has ended.
It is irresponsible to encourage policies which' result in grain deals, milk
deals, and who know what other deals.
And It is irresponsible to support unwarranted.tax loopholes for only the
very, very rIch.
It isdl1llcult.to believe that the President of the United States would veto this

legislation unless he did not have a clear
understanding of what it has done and
what it must do in the futw·e. The millions of disabled Americans who have
benefited from this initiative are testimony enough to its success. And the millions of dollars which this Nation has
saved as a direct result of this program
reinforces the need for its continuation
and improvement. Because of these facts
I can only conclude that the President
has not been adequately or responsibly
informed about the nature of this measure. And if that is so, as I must conclude
it is, it makes the tragedy of his veto
even greater.
It is my hope that my colleagues in
the Senate are fully aware of the vital
importance of the vote they will be casting today. Whenever this Nation has
been confronted with a crisis, we have
always forthrightlY responded with understanding and compassion. That is one
of the great traditions of this country,
and I know that it is a tradition Which
we must and will continue to follow.
Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, for the
past 50 years the Congress has given its
support to both the concept of vocational
rehabilitation and to the hard realities
of programs and funding. Rehabilitation
has become one of the few true bipartisan issues to regularly come before the
Congress. I think this is so because the
value of the services rendered is great,
and the need for those services so apparent.
Last year, the Congress, again recognizing the need for comprehensive vocational rehabilitation services to continue,
passed a new act which enlarged the
scope of rehabilitation and which accepted the challenge to rehabilitation
presented by such different kinds of cases
as spinal injUl1es and renal disease.
Although the Congress agrt:ed to lower
levels of funding than might be optimal,
the administration still refuses to accept
the need for this legislation. The Senate
reduced funding levels from $3.481 billion-not l'eally enough-to $2.6 billion,
a cut of 25 percent. After this $900 million reduction, the auth0l1zation is still
$100 million less than authorizations for
fiscal years 1971 and 1972-$1.010 billion
each.
But the President still calls this severely underfunded and inadequate bill
to be "fiscally irresponsible." I feel that
rather than being fiscally irresponsible,
this bill would be humanly irresponsible
if it were reduced any more.
For even with the level of funding that
the Senate has approved there will still
be mOre people not receiving necessary
rehabilitation services than receiving
them. The S.7 funding level would provide services for about 2.8 million handicapped persons over the next 2 fiscal
years. Unfortunately, that will leave
about 4 million who, at today's costs,
could be served.
But the word "service" is misleading
I think, and should be explored further.
What we are really talking about is getting people on welfare rolls off of them,
of taking people who are dependent and
working to make them independent.
The Rehabilitation Services Administration estimates that the total income

of the 326,138 persons who were rehabilitated in 1972 reached $1 billion. Instead of being a drain on the tax rolls
through welfare these people paid $58
million in taxes to different Government
agencies. In addition, about $33 million
was saved by removing these people from
the public assistance rolls, Over 20 years,
this annual savings of $91 million would
mean a return of $3 for every $1 spent
on rehabilitation in 1972.
What we, in the Senate, produced in
S. 7 was legislation that barely met the
need and which admitted that even in
the difficult area of rehabilitation there
are more difficult problems such as spinal
and renal disease.
This is not an especially spectacular
piece of legislation, it is solid, it is aimed
at solving particular problems and it is
well drafted.
For all these reasons; that this is necessary, that it is fiscally responsible and
humanly responsible and that it deals
with real and pressing problems for millions of Americans, I urge the Senate to
pass once again the Rehabilitation Act
of 1972.
VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION
PRIORITIES

AND

BUDGET

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, what value
does the Nation ,place on rehabilitating
those who have physical and mental
handicaps? What burden must people in
this group carry in President Nixon's
fight against inflation? These are the
two key questions facing the Senate as
we vote today on the President's veto of
the Rehabilltation Act of 1972.
The President claims that we can only
afford tiny increases in funds to aid the
handicapped who wish to enter the work
force and make a meaningful contribution to society. He says that nowhere in
the budget is there money to meet their
needs. Yet clearly, this is not the case.
Non-Vietnam funds in the defense
budget are scheduled for an $8 billion increase in fiscal year 1974. Surely there
are funds which could be shifted from
that increase to cover the $190 million
this bill authorizes above the President's
budget request for fiscal year 1974. Vocational rehabilitation programs have
been in existence for 52 years and have
met only a small fraction of the need of
the handicapped. A modest increase in
activity is long overdue.
This bill has not been examined on its
merits by the President or his staff. Instead, it has been sacrificed falsely and
unnecessarily on the altar of the administration's misdirected anti-inflation
policies. Instead of a tough wage-price
policy, which is what is needed to control inflation, the administration has
asked the handicapped of America to
forego their futw'e so that inflation
might be checked.
Let me share a letter with yoU that
demonstrates what these programs
really do to help the handicapped, One
of my constituents recently sent me a
copy of his letter to President Nixon:
President RICHARD M.

NLXON.

The White House,
Washington. D.C.
DEAR l\!R. NIXON: I hRd polio when I WlIS

fourteen months of age, and I wear braces
and walk with crutches. I was able to attend the Uni"ersity of Utah. with the help of
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the Vocational Rehabllltatlon Program. and
graduated with an LLB in 1938. I was admitted to the Utah Bar in January of 1940.
In the first five years of my law practice
I paid enough state and Federal Income taxes
to more than pay for the costs which rehabilitation had expended for my benefit.
By reason of my legal training I was able
to serve the people of my community and of
this state for eight years as a member of the
Utah House of Representatives. For the past
six years, as Family Court Commissioner, I
have assisted approximately one thousand
women In securing support for their chlldren
after they had been awarded a divorce. Eome
of them thereby avoided going on the welfare
rolls, some of them were able to leave the
welfare rolls, and in many cases I was able
to secure reimbursement for the welfare department from the fathers of these chlldren.
I am advised that your recent budget proposal would either completely eliminate Federal funds from >'he Vocational Rehablllta-tion Program or would severely diminish
those funds. That seems to me to be very
Short-sighted economy. I frequently see. and
I expect that I wlll continue to see, the slogan. "Hire the Handicapped-It's good business". I do not see how you can ask employers to hire the handicapped In the future unless such handicapped persons can continue
to receive the training which has been avallable under the Rehabllltation Program.
For four years I was president of a statewide association whose members had been
or were being trained under the Rehabllltatlon Program. It Is my experience that 95%
of them became self-SUfficient. and In a very
short time they returned to the state of
Utah and the Federal government considerably more In taxes than had been the cost of
their training. For two years I was a member
of the Executive Committee of the StateWide
Comprehensive Planning Project For Vocational Rehabllltation for Utah. The report
which we published In November 1968. affirmatively established not only the worth of
the Rehabilitation Program In making disabled people contributing members of society,
but also establlshed the economic justification for expansion of the Rehabilitation Program.
Under all those circumstances I submIt
that It would be far more in the interest of
the people of Utah and of the nation as a
whole to fully fund the Rehabllltation Program than It would be. for. Instance. to pour
many mlllions of dollars Into the corporate
treasuries of Boeing or Lockheed for a very
questionable renewal of the SST Program.
Yours very trUly,

Instead of restricting such worthwhile
programs, why could not the administration close some of the approximately
2.000 bases the United states has on
foreign soil and bring home some of the
600.000 U.S. military personnel used to
man these bases? Could not some of the
$17 billion used to support the 300.000
U.S. military men in Europe be shifted
to aid handicapped men and women who
seek job training?
The passage of this act means a new
life for thousands of handicapped Americans. It also means more goods and services for America in general. produced by
workers who go through rehabilitation
and into the labor force. In addition. the
revenues of the U.S. Treasury will be increased by the taxes paid by such workers once they gain employment, and
these tax revenues more than offset the
costs of the rehabilitation program.
A vote to override the President's veto
is necessary in order to reestablish the
priority of human needs, reverse the ad-

ministration's attempt at one-man rule,
and restore the proper role of the people, acting through their legislative
representatives, in determining the direction of their country. I shall vote to override the President's veto today and I am
confident that a two-thirds majority of
the Senate will do likewise.
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I want to
make clear to my colleagues and constituents my position on vocational
rehabilitation.
First, I want to say that I wholeheartedly support the existing program
which has aided thousands of men and
women. And I look with pride on the
determination of those maimed or crippled participants who will not let their
handicaps prevent them from making
a valuable contribution to their families
and communities. I believe this is a
program that should be continued and
strengthened.
But this afternoon, I will vote to sustain the President's veto for two major
reasons:
First. It exceeds the Presidential request for spending authority by $440
million this fiscal year, and $1.3 billion
by fiscal year 1975.
Second. It further fragments the
funding process by establishing additional categorical programs.
THE NEED FOR RESPONSIBLE SPENDING

Mr. President, nobody needs to be
reminded of the still rampant infiation
our country faces. Anyone who buys
food, rents a house or apartment, or
has need for medical services knows full
well the impact of rising prices. I personally feel phase II did not clamp down
hard enough, and was lifted too soon,
but unless the Federal Government
exercises its fiscal responsibilities, the
deficits Congress creates will continue
to haunt everyone, with higher prices
and unquestionablY higher taxes.
Let me stress that my vote against
this pending bill is not in opposition to
the programs, or the many thousands of
needy citizens who have benefited from
them. I supported the original legislation last year and its counterpart (S. 7)
this year. I have also been a consistent
spokesman during my 6 years in Congress for programs that help individuals
to help themselves, and I fully realize
the rehabilitation efforts eventually provide jobs and the opportunity for people
to become self-sustaining.
Yet at the time I voted for S. 7 last
month, I indicated that I felt some accommodation was necessary between
Congress and the White House relative
to funding levels for this and other programs. We face a multitude of social and
economic problems and Congress cannot help to cure them aU simply by
adding more dollars to an endless stream
of outlays. This program has grown
more than 75 percent, from $371 million
in fiscal year 1969 to $650 million requested by the President in fiscal year
1974. That alone is up $10 million from
last year's request. S. 7 would boost that
to some $1.1 billion, 68 percent over the
amount proposed in the administration's request.
Mr. President, I ask my colleagues
here, can we honestly expect to increase

our Federal participationbysuchenormous proportions When the swelling deficit we now iJ:lcur merely adds to the economic ills of everyone? Can we expect
the appropriating committees to neglect
their responsibilities and fund 100 percent of this authorization request? To do
so would be to neglect the realities of
economic life. And so then, why promise
help with one hand, knowing full well we
shall have to retract it with another?
I would call on the people of Delaware
to show their support for a reasoned approach, not only to rehabilitation services, but to the entire budget as well. We
are not asking anyone to forgo benefits
preViously authorized. Delaware's allotment will rise from $l.lmlllion to $1.2
million .under the President's. request,
hardly the Draconian picture painted by
opponents of responsible spending.
Mr. President, we must accept our
roles as representatives of the people,
not just members of a political party. We
do no service to those we speak for in
deliberately creating a confrontation atmosphere betweenCongress and the Executive. Our roles are different, but our
responsibilities are the same-to govern
in the interests of those that sent us
here to Washington.
The longer we stall on developing an
accord with the President, the longer
valuable programs such as this remain in
limbo without new authorizing language.
We should look on all spending bills as
an opportunity to do the maximum good
with the money our tax laws will generate.
We would be foolish to neglect the everpresent inflation and the threat of higher
taxes. A budget that fuels inflation ends
in hurting the handicapped, poor, and
elderly most of all. I have heard many
cries to curb the former, but few requests from my constituents to up the
ante they send to the Treasury every
year.
Mr. President, we need important efforts such as vocational rehabilitation to
bring hope and help to those in need. But,
in this year of severe economic stress, we
must exercise some restraint in our
spending habits.
I hope Congress will immediately enact legislation which I have cosponsored
and which will maintain vocational rehabilitation at its current levels.
Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I am
today voting to override the President's
veto of the Rehabilitation Act of 1972. I
do this not because the act has an alluring label, but ;because it is .an important piece of legislation which provides necessary assistance to deserving
recipients. Vocational rehabilitation does
not have a massive constituency in the
United States. There are far more individuals who are healthy than handicapped. There are far more people who
fear tax increases than support additional expenditures. To. claim, as does
the administration, that support for this
bill is merely an attractive or popular
course is curious logic at best.
Rehabilitation .services are, in my
mind, neither Great Society nor service
programs. They are an outgrowth· of
America's interest in aiding the handicapped. The historic background of the
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bill, beginning in 1920 with the SmithFess Act, indicates that efforts to provide adequate rehabilitation are not the
result of some morally righteous social
conscience. Rather they are the continuation of· a philosollhy which permits
handicapped individuals to become more
productive members of society. Because
the primary goal of rehabilitation services is to reintegrate the individual into
a meaningful participation in society, it
cannot be viewed as a welfare or service
program. Its goal is not sustenance, but
"rehabilitation" in the fullest sense of
the word.
Given this philosophy, I want to examine some of the major issues outlined
by the President in his veto message. I
do not deny that some valid questions are
raised. Nevertheless, I cannot help but
conclude that weighing what the bill does
against what it does not do compels my
continued and active support.
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ORGANIZATION OF REHABILITATION EFFORTS
that. To ask them to ventura out alone
would be the cruelest expectation. The
A third criticism of the bill is that it
fact is that these individuals do seek duplicates eXisting programs and creates
responsibility, and that they do become an administrative nightmare. The creataxpayers instead of tax users. In Kan- tion of additional categorical programs,
sas during fiscal year 1972, the total if indeed the bill does that, should cause
estimated weekly earnings of 2,187 par- careful evaluation. I share the adminticipants entering vocational rehabilita- istration's concern about the duplication
tion was $24,040. After training these of Government structures.
same individuals totaled earnings of
Advocates of this bill, inclUding the
$178,740. The dramatic nature of this im- National Rehabilitation Association,
provement is also seen in the yearly earn- however claim the sections haVing to
ings, totaling $1,250,000 at acceptance, do with 'the older blind, spinal cord inand $9,294,480 after training.
jured, renal disease victims, and ~he deaf
Finally, let us dispel the myth of using are special project programs aimed at
public aid. The same 2,187 recipients in stimulating State and loca~ efforts. No
Kansas received $913,344 annually in current program does this effectively.
public assistance at acceptance. After At a later date, it is hoped, these will be
completion, they received $204,912, a net absorbed into the basic program. If we
benefit to the public of more than $700,- in Congress are not careful, however,
000. If any other Federal program has these project grants could well become
this kind of pay back, I am not familiar entrenched. Supporters will expect Fedwith it.
eral assistance as a matter of course.
There are legitimate budgetary presI merely warn against this eventuality
BUDGET IMPACT
sures with which we must be concerned
I believe that the need for speThe President stated in his veto mes- during this session of Congress. The Re- because
cial treatment in these areas is worthy
sage that "all of our economic progress- habilitation Act, however, is not one of of
support on a project and demonstraand all of our hopes-will be washed them.
tion
basis. If the administration's goal is
away if we open the floodgates on the
AID FOR THE SEVERELY HANDICAPPED
to make the Federal Government an inFederal budget." It is difficult to disagree
A second major criticism of the bill
rather than a provider of servwith his statement. The issue is, however, is that it unduly expands the definition novator
this is an appropriate mechanism.
whether this bill opens the floodgates, of handicapped, and dilutes the resources ices,
committee report adequately states
whether it is budget busting, and wheth- of the program or distorts its objective by The
the intent of Congress, "that attention be
er it will destroy "all our hopes." I be- turning it toward welfare or medical focused
on these unique problems so that
lieve it does not.
goals. This philosophy implicitly states progress can be made in innovative
S.7 amends the Vocational Rehabilita- that vocational aid for the severely han- methods of rehabilitation."
tion Act,. revises the authorization of dicapped would be nonproductive. This
CONCLUSION
grants, and authorizes funds for a varie- is a narrow approach which dictates that
Mr.
President,
although there are other
ty of rehabilitation services. It does not we accept the plight of the severely hanappropriate funds. When I examine t~e dicapped without making strenuous ef- issues, I believe that on balance, the
level of authorization, in fact, I find It fects toward making them, too, partici- major questions I have discussed compel my support for the bill. In my mind,
one of the most reasonable we have had in pants in our economy.
the question is whether we in Congress
some time. The administration's bUdget
Title II of S. 7 dispels the notion that will support a social program which in
request for fiscal year 1973 is 87 percent the severely handicapped cannot be reof the appropriation authority under S. trained at any future date. It assists in- no way practices a "condescending policy
7. For 1974, it is 80 percent of the au- dividuals who may not presently have a of paternalism." Vocational Rehabilitathority under this bill. There are rela- vocational goal. By this measure, Con- tion is one of the Federal Government's
tively few pieces of legislation in which gress can indicate its explicit resolve that original means of fostering the seeking of
the actual availability of funds is more people who do not appear to have a voca- responsibility rather than the shirking
closely related to appropriation author- tional goal may be brought along to a of it. I trust that the Senate will reject
ity. Labeling tllis bill "budget busting" is point where they later can be retrained. the false argument that this is a financially irresponsible piece of legislatio!1,
a "strawman" argument.
Even if training is not possible, this bill
continue our full support of AmerMr. President, I can understand the can help a handicapped individual im- and
handicapped by voting to override
concern voiced about the cumulative ef- prove his ability to live independently or ica's
fect of Federal expenditures. It is true function normally with his family and the veto of the Rehabilitation Act of
that this is but one of several bilis which community. Again, he can become a re- 1972.
Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, from
provide for increased expenditures. I, for sponsible member of society-only if we
time to time the Congress is asked to vote
one, however, believe that the vehicles help him achieve that goal.
on matters which are not only important
for reducing Federal expenditures in ;.0
More importantly, Mr. President, the
time of peace should not be programs severely handicapped, through the re- in thelllSelves but which also symbolize
designed to aid individuals with crippling search provisions of this bill, might well fundamental issues affecting all aspects
of public policy. The 93d Congress is
physical handicaps.
be on the threshold of more active emMore important than actual expendi- ployment opportunities. Research break- faced with just such a matter in the case
tures, however, is the type of legislation throughs in engineering can be the first of the forthcoming vote on whether 01'
with which we are dealing. It is not a step. The Kansas Cerebral Palsy Founda- not to sustain the Presidential veto of the
program to provide subsistence, but one tion and Wichita State University are Rehabilitation Act of 1972. What is at
designed to foster independence and self- currentlY involved in a research project stake is not the fate of a single program.
reliance. To borrow a line from the Presi- to develop comprehensive competitive but the willingness of the Congress to
come to grips with the single overriding
dent's Inaugural Address:
employment services for the physically
A person can be expected to act responsibly handicapped. It will develop a new classi- fiscal problem of our time. I speak of the
only if he has responsibility•••. Let us re- fication system for the sevel'ely handi- necessity to cut Federal spending in
member that America was built not by gov- capped based on their remaining capa- order to halt inflation, put our Nation
on a sound fiscal basis and avoid the evil
ernment but by people--not by welfare, but
by work-not by shirking responsibllltr. but bilities. It combines individual instruc- of inevitable tax increases.
tion with the development of mechanical
With this in mind I am going to vote
br seeking responsib11lty.
hardware to provide employment op- to sustain the Presidential veto for two
Mr. President, the handicapped and portunities. I am enthused about these reasons. First. I believe that the time
the severely handicapped are among the prospects, and believe that they can yield has come to put an end to fiscal irresponmost responsible people I know. They successful results if we support the au- sibility in the Congress and that sustainseek responsibility whenever possible, but thorizations for research and the severe- ing the veto is the only way to demonthey must have the necessary tools to do ly handicapped.
strate the seriousness of this matter. Sec-
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ond-and perhaps more importantlY-I
believe the overriding of this veto can
become not simply a "small crack in the
dam" but the beginning of a deluge
which will destroy the last remnants of
fiscal prudence in this Nation.
Let it be made abundantly clear, Mr.
President, that the issue before us is not
whether we are tor or against vocational
rehabilitation; it is not whether we are
for or against helping those in need. All
hands are agreed, both in the White
House and in Congress, that vocational
training and other programs for the
handicapped ought to be continued and,
indeed, funded at higher levels than at
present. That is why I and many of my
colleagues are joining Senator HELMS
in sponsoring a measure to extend and
expand the Vocational Rehabilitation
Act for another 3 years. The Helms
proposal, which I enthusiastically support, represents an effective and realistic
effort to aid the handicapped. It intentionally avoids the cruel deception which
characterizes S. 7, a deception by virtue
of which those in need are encouraged
to expect hundreds of millions in assistance in excess or what we can realistically expect to see appropriate. Thus a vote
to sustain the President's veto is not only
a vote for fiscal responsibility; it is a vote
for honesty in Government.
The President has said:
My decision to disapprove S. 7 should be
seen by the Congress as more than just an
isolated rejection of a single piece of unwise legislation. If Is part of my overall commitment to hold down taxes and prices. I
remind the Congress of that determination,
I ask the Congress to consider carefully the
Impllcatlons of spendthrift actions, and I
urge the Congress to be more reasonable and
responsible In the legislation It passes In
the future.

I find the President's concern all the
more convincing in light of remarks
made by the distinguished Senator JOHN
L. MCCLELLAN, chairman of the Senate
Committee on Appropriations. Senator
MCCLELLAN said, in part:.
Since fiscal 1969 alone, the gross Federal
debt has been Increased by more than $106
bllllon, and the current budget for fiscal
1974 projects another $32 blllion being added
to this swollen national Iiablllty. How long
can this continue? I do not know, and I
doubt very much if the collective judgment
of the Congress can supply the answer. But,
good sense tellS us that It cannot continue
Indefinitely, and the better part of wisdom
suggests the compelling necessity for ending
the reckless practice of spending beyond our
means.
I am sure we all share a common Interest
in bringing Federal spending Into better balance with revenues and in funding our commitments more nearly on a pay as you go
basis. Our current efforts to achieve this goal
are not SUfficient; they are wholly deficient.
And we, the elected representatives of the
people, whose duty It is to adopt and pursue
sound fiscal policies, have woefully failed to
meet that responsiblllty.
Mr. President, we must now begin meeting
that responslblllty. As Thomas Jefferson said,
'We must make our electlon'-the choice
is ours. Indifference, procrastination, or lack
of courage to act-lack of courage to do what
must be done-will surely doom us to the fate
of 'profusion and servitude' about which Jefferson so profotmdly warned us more than
157 years ago.

I believe Senator MCCLELLAN has eloquently put the case for fiscal responsibility and has incisively analyzed the
three evils which have brought us to this
sorry state-"IndifIerence, procrastination or lack of courage to act".
We can no longer afford the luxury of
indifference, for now is a time to care,
and to care passionately about what inflation is doing to millions of Americans.
We can no longer afford to procrastinate,
for the time is now. Not next month. Not
until some other bill comes along, but
now. And surely we should not lack the
courage to act. Sustaining this veto may
be politically unpopular. But do we want
it said that fear of political unpopularity
can override not only a veto but the conscience of the Congress?
I urge all those who share with me the
concern that this l>ingle vote is among
the most important to come before this
session, to vote to sustain the veto. If
we sustain the veto, now, in this session,
at this moment of history, the momentum will be on the side of those who, with
Senator MCCLELLAN, want to cast aside
the triple evil of indifference, procrastination, and lack of courage. If, however,
the Senate decides to override the veto,
we will, in effect, be turning our backs
on millions of our fellow Americans. I
am convinced the choice is one that is
as obvious as it is necessary. Sustain the
President's veto on S. 7 and we sustain
the faith of the American people in the
ability of the Congress to exercise true
fiscal responsibility.
In closing, Mr. President, I would like
to add one final thought. With all due
respect for my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle, I find it necessary to
comment on the extent to which partisan interest has dominated discussion
of this issue. The Democratic leadership
has, I believe, purposely selected this
measure as the first in what is fully expected to be a series of confrontations
on the question of spending. They have
sought the most popular measure as the
first, the one that is probably most difficult to approve. If they can divide those
most concerned with the need for fiscal
responsibility on this one, they believe
that all the rest will fall their way as
well. It was selected, obviously, because
it is widely believed that on an issue such
as this, few Senators will dare to line up
against aid to the handicapped. Thus,
every effort has been made to describe
this vote in terms of how one feels about
aiding the handicapped. But, as I have
suggested, that is not the issue at all. If
the veto is sustained, a substitute along
the lines submitted by the Senator from
New Hampshire, will be adopted. The
handicapped will not suffer. The issue
rather, is whether this Congress will stop
promising what it cannot possibly deliver; the issue is whether this Congress
will assert it constitutional prerogatives
over spending in order to bring a halt to
inflation; the issue is whether this Congress has sufficient courage to stop passing the buck to the White House.
Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I rise today
to urge my colleagues to join me in voting to override the President's veto of
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. This leg-
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islation has twice received overwhelming
bipartisan support in both the SenatP.
and the House-,.in 1972 and again in
1973. It is shocking that the President
has once more chosen to veto a measure
designed to improve the Federal effort
to rehabilitate the physically and mentally handicapped and to prepare them
for productive, useful lives. The Rehabilitation Act will extend rehabilitation
programs previously authorized and
place special emphasis on helping severely handicapped individuals. In addition,
the act provides for prosthetic and orthotic devices, training services, adjustment
centers, reader services for the blind and
the deaf, as well as recruitment and
training programs to provide new careel'l~
for handicapped people, construction o(
rehabilitation facilities and other services necessary to render a handicappen
person employable.
The President's veto of this critical
measure is a tragic example of mistaken priorities-priorities which make
increased defense spending and the continued bombing of Cambodia more important than the rehabilitation of the
Nation's handicapped citizens. The President defended his veto on the grounds
that we must hold Federal spending
within limits. I share his concern, but J
do not believe that withholding assist
ance to disabled Americans is the WI'\'
to accomplish this goal.
The Rehabilitation Act we are consid..
ering today is a modification of the rehabilitation program passed last year
and calls for a reduction of approximately $900 million from the bill which the
President pocket vetoed last October. It
provides $2.6 billion over the next 3
years-expenditures which are richly repaid by.the increased productivity of the
handicapped persons receiving training
and rehabilitation assistance under the
act. In its 50-year history, the vocational
rehabilitation program has proven to be
perhaps the most cost-beneficial effort
in the Federal Government. For every
dollar invested in rehabilitating a handicapped indiVidual, at least $3, and as
much as $70, is returned to the economy
in reduced welfare payments, increased
income, and increased tax revenues for
Federal, State, and local governments.
The President· cannot disguise the
merits of this program behind a smokescreen of fiscal responsibility. I agree
that we must hold Federal spending
within reasonable limits; indeed, I recently introduced an amendment setting
a spending ceiling of $268.7 billion for
fiscal year 1974__the level of spending
which the President has requested. But
I believe that there better ways of controlling Federal expenditures than by
cutting off assistance to our Nation's
handicapped citizens. There are many
areas in the Federal budget where reductions would be appropriate and necessary. Irresponsible spending on new
weapons systems, for example, is one area
where I would like to see greater caution. In the 92d Congress, I voted for an
amendment to the defense procurement
authorization which cut $508.4 million
of the requested $906.4 million for accelerated development of the Navy's Tri-
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dent submarine-missile system. I believe
our primary concern should be to protect
the health and welfare of our citizens,
particularly those citizens who suffer
from severe handicaps. We have a duty
to insure that they receive the kind of
assistance they need to allow them to
lead useful, productive lives.
The President has criticized the Rehabilitation Act for duplicating services
already available under medicare or
medicaid. This is simply not true. Medical services vary from state to State and
usually do not include the specific help
which the disabled person needs. Nor
does medicaid offer a full range of rehabilitation services, such as counseling
and training, which are vital in moving
handicapped people back into the work
force. With our present population of
206 million people, 71 percent of whom
live in urban areas, the pressures for rehabilitation services are heavy. Many
needy handicapped individuals are being
denied service or are required to wait for
service because of the inadequate financial resources of the vocational rehabilitation agen~ies.
The President has also attacked the
Rehabilitation Act for providing new
programs that would divert the program
from its original emphasis. This is not
true.· New programs added to the bill
amount to less than 5 percent of the total
authorization. These programs, which
aid patients suffering from kidney disease, spinal cord injuries, and other severe handicaps, provide vocational services not offered by any other Govemment program.
Since the inception of the vocational
rehabilitation program, over 3 million
handicapped people have been rehabilitated. In my own State of Indiana, the
benefits of this program have been great.
Last year, more than 3,000 handicapped
Hoosiers were totally rehabilitated. 'rhe
annual rate of earning of these rehabilitated citizens rose from $1,800 to $10,050.
The number of man-hours worked by this
group increased from 850,000 to 4,100,000
annually. And by rehabilitating those
citizens who were entirely supported by
welfare assistance, the Indiana welfare
expenditure was reduced by $72,000.
What better evidence could there be that
the vocational rehabilitation program
provides enormous benefits to our country? Not only does it save the taxpayer's
money but it also allows our handicapped
citizens to lead self-supporting lives of
dignity.
I urge my colleagues to join me in voting to override the President's veto of
the Rehabilitation Act. We calIDot turn
our backs on the handicapped people of
this country; helping them to become
employable, productive citizens must be
our first priority.
Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, during President Nixon's term in office,
spending for vocational rehabilitation
programs has risen from $371 million to
$650 million a year, an increase of 75
percent. I have and will continue to support reasonable efforts in this area.
I am a cosponsor of a very sound and
reasonable approach-So 1431-which
has l:~en offered in the form of a 2-year
extension to provide $697 million for

fiscal 1973, and $700 million in fiscal
1974, a total of $139 billion for these
vital and necessary vocational rehabilitation programs.
TIllS proposal would be quickly signed
into law by the President and the vital
vocational
rehabilitation
programs
would receive increased funding at a
reasonable and fiscally responsible rate.
Because of this, I am suspicious that
Congress may be more interested in
promoting an executive-legislative confrontation than in promoting vocational
rehabilitation programs.
The vocational rehabilitation programs are, therefore, not in jeopardy;
and my support for the President's veto
of S. 7, the "Vocational Rehabilitation
Act", is not a vote against these vital
programs, but rather a vote against inflation, rising prices, and irresponsibly
burgeoning Federal spending.
Americans have a right to demand
and expect responsible Federal spending, and I intend to serve my constituents.
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, we all are
well aware that the economy in this
country is SUffering from inflationary
pressures. Food prices are rising, the cost
of housing, the cost of transportation
and every other necessary expenditure
has significantly increased for the American familY. The purchasing power of
the American dollar has seen one setback
after another in both foreign and domestic markets.
All of this has transpired within an
economic setting which saw this Nation
fight a war, while we increased the standard of living for all Americans, and retained a relatively full employment economy. As a result, Federal spending grew
significantly in excess of our Federal revenue during the past decade. This excess
was financed with substantial Federal
borrowing which in no small measure has
been the cause of our current fiscal predicament.
The President has committed himself
to hold the Federal budget during this
and future fiscal years to a level which
is within our national means. Under his
direction, we are gradually progressing
from a regulated economy with wage and
price controls toward our objective of a
stable free market economy.
There are those in this Congress who
want to see the mandatory controls continue and be expanded. They prefer to
deal with the symptoms rather than the
disease.
Here, we are given the opportunity to
draw the line on inflation. This administration has a sound record in supporting
vocational rehabilitation for the handicapped. Since the President has come in
office the program level has risen approximately 75 percent.
I believe that there is a more responsible and constructive way to legislate
than through the confrontation politics
being exercised in this effort to override
the President's veto.
Yesterday, I introduced S. 1431 for
the purpose of providing a reasonable
alternative to the excessive spending and
duplicative programs contained in S. 7.
My bill would provide authorization
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levels which are in accord with the President's budget requests.
I can understand how difficult the
choice will be for many Senators on this
question of sustaining the President's
veto. Few programs are as meritorious
as this rehabilitation program which
provides an opportunity for many of the
handicapped to become self-sufficient
and productive members of society. But
the difficult choices are the most meaningful. The American people are earnestly looking to the President and to the
Congress for leadership in stabilizing our
economy. The President has committed
himself to control Federal spending to a
level within the bUdget. Now it is up to
the Congress to make or to break that
budget, to do something about inflation
or to do nothing. The handicapped feel
the sting of inflation as strongly as any
other citizen. They do not want to be deceived by great promises for Federal
funds which do not exist.
I hope that my colleagues who will
vote to override the veto on this bill are
also prepared to vote for the substantial
tax increase to pay for the excess Federal spending.
Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, on
March 22, I addressed the Senate concerning the fiscal responsibility of Congress. In that 'speech, I noted that the
92d Congress authorized additional
spending over the next 5 years of more
than $320 billion. Moreover, in the first
2 months of the 93d Congress, bills have
been introduced which, if enacted and
fUlly funded, would increase the budget
by $20.4 billion immediately following
their enactment. And, several more such
measures were introduced in the Senate
during the month of March.
Today, we have before us a bill, S. 7,
which would authorize expenditures for
vocational rehabilitation of some $1 billion over budget recommendations for
fiscal years 1973, 1974, and 1975.
Vocational rehabilitation is not a new
program. It began several years ago. I.
have consistently supported the objectives of vocational rehabilitation and increased appropriations therefor. Indeed,
appropriations for the basic grant portions of this program have risen from
$370 million in fiscal year 1969 to a proposed $650 million for fiscal year 1974. I
am hopeful that Congress will fund this
$650 million request, and I shall vote for
an appropriation in that amount.
S. 7, as reported by the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, provides for
some desirable new progmms. I commend the chairman of that committee,
the junior Senator from New Jersey; and
the ranking majority member of that
committee, the able senior Senator from
'Vest Virginia; for the dedication and
effort which they have put into the development and processing of this legislation.
Under more favorable conditions, 1
might well support this bill-support its
ultimate objective to further expand vocational rehabilitation. But, the realities of our fiscal situation compel the
conclusion that the increase in Federal
spending which this bill will obligate. together with the additional cost of many
other measures which we are asked to
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are wIDing to play polltlea1foOtb8.nwtth
the hopes and aspira~ns of less-fortunate
Americans·as they prosecute partisan. raids
on the President's bUdget, ignoring.· the
threats of h.l,gher taxes and assuming that
every bill With a good label is a good bill.
And the second is that President Nixon is
committed, whatever the sbot1;-term political implications, to preserve a budget that
",,;n fight intiation and hold taxes in check,
while keeping the nation's economy and
social progress moving steadily· forward.
The struggle over the Rehabilitation Act
of 1972 provides a scenario likely to be repeated oft~nin the weeks and months ahead.
First, the President proposes a responsible
and responsive program budget. In the ease
of vocational rehabUitatlon, he asked $650
rnlllion-75 per cent more than was being
spent for this purpose when he took office.
Next, the Congress-operating through a
committee system that never considers the
budget as a whole--decides to double or
triple the funds asked by the President, hoping the bm's humanitarian subject will hide
their fiscal irresponsibility. This bill, vetoed
by the President would cost an additional
$1 billion over the next three years, above
the very large amount asked by the President.
Furthermore, this particular bill has serious deftc1enc1es which would weaken the
nation's successful vocational rehabilitation
program
IneVitably, the President is forced-in the
A budget that feeds inflation ends by hurting the poor most of all. A budget that re- interests of economic sanity and of the taxquires a tax increase hurts every American. payers-to veto such a bill. And the stage
A budget that ignores economic reality also thus 1s set for Congress falsely to accuse the
President of callous disregard of the needs of
courts economic calamity.
our less fortunate citizens.
Mr. President, I share those views. It
In truth, it is the big spenders in Congress
is the poor who sulIer most from infla- who are pursuing a heartless .strategy. They
tion, unemployment, and the rising cost are the ones raising hopes that are doomed
of living. Habitual deficit spending sim": to be dashed. They make promises which
ply adds to the distress of the poor and 110 federal government can atrord to keep.
A budget that feeds inflation ends by hurtprolongs their sulIering. Today, deficit ing
the poor moot of aU. A budget that respending is hurting severely those who quires a tax increase hUrts every American.
are on a fixed income, those who are on A budge!> that ignores economic reality also
a pension, those who are drawing social courts economic calamity.
security, those who are trying to live on
Beyond its exorbitant. price tag, theReThat the Appropriations, Armed Services their retirement checks, and those who habll1tation Act of 1972 is bad legislation in
its
basic structure.
and Foreign Relations Committees consider are receiving public assistance. To alleviIt would add medical and other services
substantial reductions in authorizations and ate their distress, we must bring to an
expenditures for military and foreign aid end this irresponsible and perilous prac- already avaUable under existing laws, 1l.nd
purposes abroad and that all other commit- tice of spending heavily beyond our reve- thereby divert vocational rehab1lltation
from its primary goal: Training the handitees Of tne Senate act to restrain the authornues. There will be no convenient or capped to become self-sufficient.
izing of expenditures of federal funds;
pleasant
time-neither
now
nor
tomorIt would create .new categorical grant proThat the Senate Members of the Joint
Study Committee on Budget Control con- row-to begin a return to sound fiscal grams, many of them duplicating or overlapping
existing programs.
sider with the House Members establishing a policies. But, prudence dictates that we
It would add new layers I;>f bureaucracy,
specifiC ceiling on bUdgeted expenditures should begin now; the necessity for us to
and new mountai!lS of red tape, in iohe face of
substantially below that of the Administrado so is compelling.
clear evidence that such snarls impede,
tion's proposed ceiling and report to the
Mr. President, under the realities of rather than speed, the efficient delivery of
Senate thereon as soon as possible.
the conditions and circumstances that services to those in need.
Mr. President, if I correctlY interpret now confront us, I have reluctantly conThe Vocational Act of 1972 was, in short,
these provisions of that resolution, then cluded that it is my duty to sustain the a prime example of l1l-conceived, irrespona vote to sustain the President's veto of President's veto. I shall, therefore, vote sible legislation. It is to be hoped that the
Congress, given additional time. to consider
this measure is .positively in keeping with accordingly.
bill, will allow it to rest In peace-and
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- the
the announced policy and "urging" of
Will enact instead the generous and responthe Majority Policy Comn1ittee to "act to sent that the aritcle by Mr. Weinberger, sible program contained In President Nixon's
restrain the authorizh'lg of expenditures to which I have referred, and a memo- budget so that the high cause of vocational
randum of "Background Material" be rehabUitatlon can continue to .serve the pub":
of Federal funds."
If we are to hold down appropriations inserted in the RECORD as a part of my lic interest with high e1fectivenessas in the
past.
and the expenditure of public funds, remarks.

enact at this session of the Congress,
will further greatly enlarge the alreadyswollen deficit that is anticipated for
fiSCal year 1974. The expansion of existlng programs and the enactment of new
cnes at this session of Congress calling
for heavy increased expenditures, I believe, in most instances if not in all,
ohould be deferred, temporarily at least,
until we get our fiscal affairs under better control.
This is a time of fiscal crisis. The
heavy annual deficits we are incurring
further augment that crisis; they intEnsify and make more acute and probable the dangers they portend. Federal
deficit spending is fueling the flames of
raging inflation. Inflation is rapidly
eroding the purchasing power of the dollar, increasing prices, and making
higher and higher the cost of living. It is
aggravating the imbalance of payments
and weakening our financial strength
internationally. In recent years, we have
so recklessly and heavily engaged in deftcit spending that a large increase in
Federal taxes is rapidly becoming imperative and inevitable.
Witl1in the past 5 years, Congress has
increased appropriations for the basic
grant portions of vocational rehabilitation by more than 75 percent. We are
now asked in this bill to authorize appropriations of $I,I71,OOO,OOO-a figure
which is more than 50 percent above the
President's total budget request of $700
million for all vocational rehabilitation
for fiscal year 1974.
If the Senate passes this bill, it will
reject the urgent recommendations of
and run cOlmter to the resolution
adopted by the Senate Democrtic Policy
Committee on March 29 dealing with
the budget. In that resolution, the Senate Majority Policy Committee "urges":

Mr. President, I share the views of the
Senate Democratic Policy Committee
that we should undertake to establish a
"ceiling on budgeted expenditures substantially below that of the administration's proposed ceiling"-the President's
bUdget.
As chairman of the senate Appropriations Comn1ittee, I am glad to report that
seme progress is being made in that direction. The chairman of the Foreign
Operations Subcommittee of the Senate
Appropriations Committee has advised
me that he hopes to reduce appropriations in foreign spending by $1.33 billion
below the President's bUdget. You will
recall that Defense appropriations last
year were cut by some $5 billion below the
President's budget request. As chairman
of the Defense Appropriations Subcommittee, it is my expectation that we ""ill
again this year be successful in making
substantial reductions in the President's
defense budget without adversely alIecting national security.
Mr. President, the news media today
carries a statement by the Honorable
Caspar W. Weinberger, Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare, in
which he states:

then authorizations must also be reThere beL.'1g no objection, the material
strained and kept in line with anticipated was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
revenues and appropriation expectations. 3S follows:
Authorizations engender expenditures. [From the Washington Post, April 3, 1973]
'Without authorizations, appropriations THE REHABILITATION VETO: AN ADMINISTRAcannot be made. Thus, authorization
TION VIEW
measures, when enacted, present to the
(By Caspar W. Weinberger)
Appropriations Committees and to the
Two facts are obvious from President
Congress a bill-a demand for pay- Nixon's veto of the Rehabilitation Act of 1972
ment. This demand for payment must be in what is shaping up as a major battle over
paid in full or in part by appropriations the budget and the prospect of higher taxes.
The first fact is that many in the Congress
or be wholly rejected by the Congress.

BACKGROUND MATERIAL--REHAsn.rrArION

ACT OF

1972--8. 7

PROGRAM LEVEL 'l'I1END

The Vocational Rehab1l1tation (VR) program has grown dramaticaUyin recent years.
The program level has risen from $371 mUllon in fiscal year 1969 to $650 million (President's 1974 BUdget) in 1974, an increase of
75% in only .5 years.
The program level will :rise from $641
million in 1973 to $650 million in 1974.

Apl'il 3, 197'3

In addition, there are other major HEW
programs which will significantly assist many
of the clientel covered by S, 7 in fiscal year
1974:

(1) Rehabilitation services under the Disability Insurance Trust Fund ($66 million)
(2) Rehabilitation services under the Supplemental Security Income Program ($40
million, half-year)
(3) Treatment for end-stage kidney disease under Medicare ($93 million)
(4) Services for mentally retarded under
Medicaid, Intermediate Care Facilities ($300
milllon)
(5) Benefits for disabled under Medicare
$1.6 bllllon)
BASIC OBJECTIONS TO 5, 7

Is fiscally irresponsible

Authorizations in S. 7 exceed the bUdget
for fiscal years 1973~75 by $1.3 billion; assuming":UlJl.t the basic Title I grant program
w()ulit'be funded In 1975 at the same level as
authorized by S. 7 for 1974. If these authorizations were fully funded and spent, outlays would be increased by $1 billion over the
bUdget in this period.
The authorization levels in S. 7 would feed
the fires of infiation.
They are a gross overpromise since no responsible Congress and President would proVide such levels of funding. Moreover, they
are unwarranted in the light of the other
sources of financlal assistance noted above.
Distorts the objectives
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0/ the VR program

This program has had a long and successful
history because its objectiVes have been clear
and undiluted. S. 7 woUld undermine that
success story by
Establishing new service programs for
handicapped persons for whom a vocational
objective is not possible or feasible, thus
diluting the successful vocational emphasis
of the program.
Fostering fragmentation of elIort through
prollferatlon of categorical programs, which
duplicate existing authority and also weaken
the program's vocational focus.
Prevents elJective management

S. 7 would establish a hOdge-podge of
narrow categorical grant activities.
It would fix authority and responsibility
tor the VR program not in the Secretary but
in a subordinate omcia!.
It would create undesirable organizational
rigidities.
It would set up numerous unnecl'ssary
committees and stUdy commissions.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, today
Members of the Senate are faced with
a difficult decision. No one wants to be
against vocational rehabilitation. Every
American is deserving of the right to
lead a decent life-a life filled with dignity and the opportunity for fulfillment.
For the physically and mentally handicapped, such words have added meaning.
The vocational rehabilitation program was designed to help our handicapped citizens by giving them a chance
to develop their individual potential to
the fullest possible extent. Federally
funded programs operating through the
States offered vocational training, counseling, and job placement services to the
handicapped. None of us deny the value
of such programs. We wish to see
them continued.
Mr. President, it is imperative at this
point to recognize that the Nixon administration is also committed to vocational rehabilitation. It submitted recommendations to both the 92d and 93d
Congresses for these purposes. The level
of funding for vocational rehabilitation

programs has increased from $371 million in fiscal year 1969 to a recommended
level of $650 million in fiscal year 1974.
This represents a 75-percent increase in
only 5 years. It is also important to note
that the President is requesting a $9
million increase in funding over last
year's level. This says nothing of the
other major HEW programs which assist
many of the same people: rehabilitation
services under the disability insurance
trust fund, rehabilitation services under
the supplemental security income program, treatment for end-stage kidney
disease under medicare, services for the
mentally retarded under medicaid, and
benefits for the disabled under medicare.
Mr. President, I supported S. 7 on its
final passage with full knowledge that
President Nixon might veto the bill.
I wished to convey to my constituents
that I do care about vocational rehabilitation; that I want the program extended; that in short, I am not against
the handicapped. However, I did not
believe that S. 7 was the best bill the
Congress should pass. It has defects
which I will shortly list. But, we were
given little choice in the Senate. It was
abundantly clear that the bill was going to pass by a wide margin. I wished
to be recorded in favor so as to show my
concern for the continuation of the program.
Those of us who were aware of the
administration's feelings were hopefUl
that the House of Representatives would
pass a modified version of the bill, a
version that was more in line with the
administration's fiscal policies. If this
had been the case, a conference committee would have been called to iron
out the differences and perhaps we could
have had a bill which would have been
acceptable to the administration. That
was not the case. The President has
vetoed the bill, and we are called upon
today to judge the merits of that veto.
Mr. President, after careful thought,
I have decided to vote to sustain the
President's veto. I would like to take
this opportunity to explain my reasons
for doing so. I should like to single out
two of those reasons.
First, S. 7 would create a hodge-podge
of seven new categorical grant programs.
Many of these overlap and duplicate existing services. Consider this example:
S. 7 would set up a new program to assist victims of end-stage kidney disease.
I do not question the value of such an
effort. But, the fact remains that the
Congress has already acted on this matter. An amendment to H.R. 1 is designed
to accomplish the same purposes. The
President has requested $93 million for
the program. Why should we create a
second program?
Mr. President, we must look at the
whole picture. This administration is
committed to eliminating wasteful duplication at the Federal level, I fully support that effort. The American people
will not tolerate the bureaucratic nightmare that they face when trying to secure Federal funds. If we are really going to bring goverlUnent back to the
people, then we must begin now. We
must halt the trend of channeling Fed-

eral funds through narrow categorical
programs. Revenue sharing is a beginning. We must expand upon that concept.
This leads me to my second point. All
of us realize that there are many government programs which possess merit.
I have been receiving many letters each
week which describe in detail the man:\-'
fine projects operating in Nebraska beca'use of Federal funds. It would be wonderful if all projects could be continued.
If money were no object, this would be
the case.
Mr. President, money is an object:
There is a limit to the total amount of
money available for all government activities. Whatever amount is spent should
be used wisely and efficiently.
Authorizations in S. 7 exceed the budget for fiscal years 1973-75 by $1.3 billion.
That in itself may not be alarming to
come Members of Congress. But, if we
continue to pass similar bills. always
adding just a little bit more to what the
President has requested, we are going to
eventually face that time when we have
to determine where the total amount of
money is going to come from. Surely, we
can adjust the ceiling a little higher. But.
then what? Do we increase taxes? Most
of my constituents oppose that course. Do
we feed the fires of inflation? Again, I
think most Americans reject that course.
An over-obligated, over-spent nation
must exercise discipline and restraint.
I, therefore. believe it would be better
for the Congress to return to the drawing boards and draft new legislation for
the continuation of the vocational rehabilitation program. The administration has suggested its policy. Together
we can try to develop a vocational rehabilitation bill that will give the most
to those who will benefit from the programs and assurances to those who pay
for the programs the consumers-who
clamor for checking inflation-and the
taxpayers-who stoutly resist and resent
increase of taxes.
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, somewhat
surprisingly, I find myself In agreement
with an editorial point in today's Washington Post. It is indeed unfortunate, as
the Post says, that S. 7, the Vocational
Rehabilitation Act, has been made the
focus of the conflict between Congress
and the President over the Federal Government·s budget and spending priorities.
CRUCIAL UNDERTAKING

Restoration of handicapped Americans to meaningful, productive lives is
one of the most crucial, important, and
noble undertakings of our society. Our
Nation's human potential is its most
valuable national resource, and any suppression of this potential or the erection
of barriers to its fullest expression inflict
great damage on the IndIviduals concerned and on our entire societv. It
makes no difference whether these impediments to full human development
can be traced to racial prejudice, religious persecution, economic oppression
or handicaps of the mind and body. The
effects are the same regardless of the
cause: personal anguish. frustration and
despair and a generally diminished social
and economic structure. And, likewise,
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elimination of any of these impediments tility to the needs of handicapped Amerproduces enormous benefits: personal icans. But a look at the record of the
pride, self-respect, and independence-- last 4 years reveals, not only a firm comas well as a vast enrichment of the over- mitment to the longstanding basic goals
of vocational rehabilitation, but generous
all quality of American life.
and increasing support for a wide variety
UNFORTUNATE CONVERSION
It is clear that programs providing of programs cperated under the Vocaassistance for the handicapped have one tional Rehabilitation Act, and other auof the broadest bases of support of any thorities. In fact, as the President pointsubject considered in Congress and Gov- ed out in his veto message, with his proernment. Over the years legislative and posals for the coming year, the number
administrative initiatives have estab- of individuals served by vocational relished a commendable record of prog- habilitation will have increased more
ress and accomplishment on behalf of than 50 percent over the past 4 years to
a total of 1.2 million people. This is hardhandicapped Americans.
Thus, I agree with the Post's assess- ly the mark of indifference or hostility to
ment of the unfortunate conversion of these citizens.
The following additional points are
the Vocational Rehabilitation Act--with
its broad, general support, but legitimate also persuasive:
Funding for title I of the Vocational
differences of opinion as to specific approaches-into the centerpiece of a ma- Rehabilitation Act, the basic VR projor controversy on a fundamentally dif- grams, has increased 75 percent from fiscal year 1969 to the $650 budget request
ferent issue.
for fiscal year 1974.
REAL ISSUE
The President's bUdget includes $40
That is not to say that this other issue
is unimportant. On the contrary, it is million under the supplemental security
one of the most important and basic income program enacted in last year's
questions of the day. And let the issue H.R. 1 (Public Law 92-603) for the cost
be clearly understood. We are not of vocational rehabilitation services for
talking about aiding the handicapped needy blind and disabled persons.
For fiscal year 1974 payments from
today. We are not debating the strength
or depth of commitment to the handi- the disability insurance trust fund will
capped by any Senator or by the Pres- provide $66 million for vocational rehaident or the Congress. We are talking bilitation services, a fourfold increase
about prudent Government spending and over fiscal year 1969.
OTHER PROGRAMS
about the types of actions which will
lead to or avoid increasing the tax burWhen one looks beyond vocational redens of the American people.
habilitation, the current support for the
disabled is even more substantial:
CYNICAL MANEUVER
$18.6 billion is the overall fiscal year
And I believe the action of transforming the Vocational Rehabilitation Act 1974 estimate for income security beneinto the battleground upon which the fits for disabled persons. This· is more
first round of the budget issue dispute than a one-third increase over the fiscal
will be fought is a cynical maneuver. Let year 1974 figure of $13.1 billion.
Specifically, the new Federal floor for
us be candid and recognize that the
Vocational Rehabilitation Act did not the needy aged, blind, and disabled
just "happen" to be the first test of the which was written into the law by PubPresident's determination to hold the lic Law 92-603 will go into effect Januline on spending and the Congress' ary I, 1974. The President's fiscal year
standard procedure of wmy-nilly spend- 1974 budget request includes $1.7 billion
ing with no overall idea of the total pic- for these needy persons.
Medicare coverage was also extended
ture. Today with this vote on overriding
the veto, we are seeing the end result of to the disabled by Public Law 92-603 and
is included in the $18.6 billion for in~ome
a well-orchestrated plan.
The actual bill, however, is really a security for the disabled. The new coverTrojan horse containing the seeds of a age will go into effect on July 1 of this
runaway congressional spending spree to year, will add $1.7 million disabled perthe tune of a $10 billion increase in the sons to the medicare program and will
fiscal year 1974 bUdget and a $50 billion increase benefit outlays by $1.5 billion in
total increase over the next 3 years. This fiscal year 1974 alone.
DEFECTS OF S. '7
is only the first of more than a dozen bills
So it is against this record that the
which will detennine ability of Government to manage spending, avoid increas- faults of S. '1 must be considered-not
ing taxes and hold the lid on inflation. against some artificial and unrealistic
So let the real issue be recognized, and controversy over commitment to the
let us acknowledge that the President handicapped. And it would emphasize
who neither set the timing for this bill'~ that S. 7 is marred by several serious
aside from spending consideraconsideration or its impact on his budg- faults
tions.
etary policies, did not set this shell game
The first point I want to make is my
in motion.
dissatisfaction with the fact that S. 7
RECORD OF SUPPORT FOR REHABILITATION
dilutes the traditional and highly sucOf course, the issue of vocational re- cessful orientation of the program tohabilitation would be an entirely differ- ward employability for disabled persons.
ent matter if today were facing a ques- This vocational emphasis 15 one of the
tion of Congress attempting to overcome most significant reasons why the VR proan administration's indifference or hos- gram has been so successful and so cost-

effective. 'But title n of S. '1 would change
the act's focus--especially in the ease of
the severely disabled-to provide medical
and social services, not vocationally oriented services. The severely disabled can
and are being given increased attention
tmder existing authority in the Vocational Rehabilitation Act. Increased medical services and other income security
for the disabled will soon be avallable.
In view of these facts, I believe it would
be a grave mistake to set up new authority which would blur the clear vocational
focus of the existing program and possibly dilute the impact of the entire VR
effort.
UNREALISTIC PROMISES

I am also greatly concerned at the
vast overpromise implied by the authorization levels in S. 7. They total $2.1
billion for fiscal year 1973 and fiscal year
1974, $700 million over the President's
budget requests. S. 7'5 authorization
levels are higher than any President
could in good conscience request and
higher than any Congress could responsibly appropriate. They are nothing more
than a hollow symbol to the Nation's
handicapped. I would have hoped we
might have learned something from the
disappointing and discouraging experience of bigger and better Government
promises, followed by shortcomin~, defaulted commitments and disillusion
which we saw with the so-called war on
pOverty and model cities efforts to aid
the victims of economic and racial barriers. I would count it a sad and sorrowful day that such an empty and deceptive policy was initiated with respect to
the physically and mentallY handicapped in America.
Another implied promise is represented
by the special categorical programs
which S. 7 would establish. All have
worthy sounding titles. Yet each special
program will call into existence its own
bureaucracy, its own guidelines and regulations, its own redtape, its own inefficiencies. Each will add another element
of complexity to the already virtually
impenetrable jungle of Federal programs.
Is this the way truly to serve the
special groupS for whom these programs
are designed? I think not.· Each of the
problems for which S. 7 would establish
a special, categorical program can be
addressed under existing statutory authority through existing programs. And I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the RECORD at the conclusion of my remarks a table showing these overlapping
provisions.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
(See exhibit 1.)
ORGANIZATIONAL DIFFICULTIES

Mr. DOLE. Still another example of
the bill's inefficiency, as well as its lack
of accountability, is the !'ange of special
organizational units which it would
erect-with all the added bureaucratic
confusion that more boxes in the organizational chart can create. They include
an Office of the Handicapped in the Office of the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare; a National Commis-
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sion on Transportation and Housing for formula grant program to American SaHandicapped Individuals, also in HEW; moa and the Trust Territories. It would
an Architectural Barriers Compliance provide authority to reallot unmatched
Board, apparently independent of HEW; section 2 funds. It would authorize joint
and a Federal Interagency Committee on funding and administration with other
Handicapped Employees. All these new public agencies. It would provide for inentities would further complicate the creased evaluation funds and for conalready confusing administrative maze sultation with consumers in program deof Federal activities I mentioned earlier. velopment at the State level.
Many of these and other, more techOne final defect of S. 7 deserves mention. Under the guise of giving inel'eased nical improvements in the VR program
importance to rehabilitation activities, have been twice proposed by the adminS. 7 would give an existing administrative istration and adopted by the Congress.
unit of HEW, the Rehabilitative Services They represent a solid, workmanlike imAdministration, statutory status, and provement of that program. They repreassign it, not the HEW Secretary, statu- sent changes that will work to the real
tory authority for the VR program. In benefit of the Nation's disabled persons.
my opinion,· by reducing the effective- I believe tWs measure deserves support
ness with which the Secretary could as a sound extension of the program that
manage all HEW programs benefiting the has meant so much to the vocational betdisabled, tWs change would impede the terment of the disabled.
DIFFICULT DECISION
provision of services and benefits to disabled people.
As one who has maintained an active
BETTER APPROACH
and detailed interest in the problems of
In contrast, Mr. President, a bill sup- the handicapped, it is not a casual matter
ported by the administration has been to cast a vote in opposition to passage of
introduced by the Senator from North legislation in this field. If the history of
Carolina (Mr. HELMS). It builds on the this bill could be rewritten, I would prestrengths of the existing program and fer having had the alternative proposal
its proved record of success in rehabilitat- of the Senator from North Carolina to
ing individuals for employment. Had it support at an earlier date. However, that
been introduced early in the session, it bill was not prepared at that time, so S. 7
would have readily received my support was the only alternative to those of us
who wished to see vocational rehabilitain preference to S. 7.
This bill wouId extend· the VR pro- tion continued and supported.
MOST IMPORTANT CONSIDERATION
gram for 3 years. It would increase
the trahling allowances for VR clients
But now we have this alternative, and
being trained for employment through we also have the question of controlling
special projects in rehabilitation facili- spending. And over the long run, I beties. It would extend the basic State lieve a vote for a sound budgetary policy

ExHmIT I-CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS IN

S.

to avoid increasing taxes and fueling inflation is more important to the handicapped than any vote on a specific program. For the handicapped-along with
the elderly, the poor, and the chonically
ill-who live on fixed or very low incomes
and have only the most meager resources
are the earliest and most vulnerable victims of Federal economic irresPol1Sibility.
Inflation, rising costs, increased taxes all
strike hard on them. They are the first
to feel the cost-price squeeze, and they
can do the least to fight it.
UNQUESTIONED COM1\IITl\JENT TO HANDICAPPED

There is no doubt about America's commitment to supporting programs for the
handicapped. If this veto stands, another
bill-hopefully the proposal introduced
yesterday-will receive full approval by
Congress and the Presiden t.
DOUBT ON SPENDING

There is, however, real doubt about
this Nation's commitment to sound
spending policies. And today's vote is
the first clear watershed on that question. And, I for one, do not wish to allow
my deep concern for enhancing the expression of the abilities and talents of
the handicapped to inadvertently add
even more formidable economic barriers
to the physical and mental obstacles
which now impede their course toward
human fulfillment.
Mr. President, I cast my vote to sustain
the Presi(ent's veto in the hope that his
decision will be upheld and in the expectation that Congress will soon pass
a sound, generous, and responsible vocational rehabilitation bill.

7-AND PRESENT AUTHORITIES WHICH ARE SIMILAR

S. 7 AND H.R. 17

SIMILAR AUTHORITIES

Title II
A formula grant program to provIde "comprehensIve rehabllltation
servIces" to individuals for whom a vocatIonal goal Is not Indicated,
or for whom a vocational goal Is unrealistic.
"Comprehensive rehabilitatIon services" are defined as services
that wlll make a substantial contribution in helping a handicapped
IndividUal. to Improve his ab1lity to live independently or function
normally With his family and communIty.

Service programs for families and children and for aged, blind,
or disabled individuals are authorized under Titles I, IV (Parts A
an B), X, XIV, and XVI of the Social Security Act. Under prop05ed
rule making issued February 16, 1973, eliglbllity for these services
would be limited to Individuals who are current applicants for or
recipients of public assistance, or Individuals who are likely to become recipients within six months unless services are given.
Medicaid eligibles (Title XIX of the Social Security Act) may
receive specified services of a purely medical nature, depending on
the extent of coverage under Medicaid In each State.
An IndiVidual who has been receiving monthly benefits on the basis
of being under a disability under Title II of the Social Security Act
for 24 consecutive months has been made eligible for Medicare under
Title XVIU of the Social Security Act. Medicare coverage will continue through the month following the month In which notice of the
termination of his monthly disability benefits Is mailed to him, or
if earlier, through the month In which he attains age 65.
A prototype of such centers has been developed partially with Federal funding under Section 4(a) (I) of the Vocational Rehabilitation
Act.
The Administration has proposed that emphasis on these centers
be achieved by including reference to centers for low achieving deaf
in Section 4(a) (I) of the Act (Special Projects) rather than by proViding a separate section with a special authorization. '
Prototypes of these centers have been developed with partial
Federal funding under Section 4(a) (I) of the Vocational Rehabilitation Act.
The Administration has proposed that emphasis on these type
centers be achieved by Including reference to spinal cord injury
centers In section 4(a) (1) of the Act (Special Projects) rather than
a separate section, with Its own authorizatlons. l
Also, the National Institutes on Neurological Diseases and Stroke
has funded five planning projects for research Into acute spinal
cord Injury, under Its general authority to conduct research Into
neurological problems.

Section 307
RehabilItation Centers for Deaf IndIvIduals.

Section 308
National Centers for Spinal Cord InJul'1es.

Footnote at end or table.
CXlX~Pan'
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EXHIBIT I-CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS IN S. 7-AND PRESENT AUTHORITIES WHICH ARE SUIILAR-Continued
S. 7 AND

H.B.

17-eontinued

Section 309

Grants for End-Stage Renal Disease.

Section 310

Rehabllltatlon services for older blind individuals.

snULAR AUTHORITIEs-eontinued
The Social Security Amendments of 1972 (PL. 92-603). extend
Medicare coverage to individuals under age 65 who are currently or
fully insured or entitled to monthly social security benefits and to
spouses and dependent children of such individuals, who require
hemodialysis or renal transplanatlon for chronic renal disease. Entitlement begins with the third month follOWing the month in which
a course of dialysis is initiated and extends through the 12th month
after the month in which an individual had a transplant or dialysis
terminates. Benefits are parts A and B of Medicare with the usual
deductibles and coinsurance.
Renal services are provided to eligible persons in some States under
Medicaid (Title XIX of the Social Security Act). (A survey conducted
in May, 1972 by Smlrnow Associates indicated that 45 States prOVided
dialysis to "categorically needy" and 24 States provided services to
the "medically needy."
A survey conducted In 1971 indicated that 40 State vocational
rehabilitation agencies had some experience in providing services
to handicapped individuals With end stage renal disease, principally
through transplants. Ellglblllty Is the same as for other disablllties.
There Is Wide 1Iariatlon In services covered and in llmltatlons on
these services.
Title XVI of the Social Security Act contains authority to provide
social services for the blind.
Proposed rule making issued February 18, 1972, would define these
services as services which would alleviate the handicapping effects of
blindness through training In mobility, personal care, home management, and communication skills; special aids and appliances; special
counseling for caretakers of blind children and adults; and help in
securing talking book machines.
The above proposed rulps would also limit such services to individuals who were applicants for or recipients of assistance payments
or medical assistance, or indiViduals who would be probable recipients
of assistance within six months in the absence of such services.

1 Administration amendments were Introduced into the House of
Representatives on Fe·bruary 21, 1973, by Representative Earl
Landgrebe.
SENATOR RANDOLPH URGES OVERRIDE OF REHA- that S. 7 Is fiscally sound; that it will bring for both fiscal year 1971 and 1972 undp.r
BILITATION ACT VETO
great benefits to the handicapped; that it the act S. 7 replaces.
reduce the rolls of welfare recipients
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, the wlll
increase the number of taxpayers; and , There are many other compelling rea..:.
distinguished Members of this body have and
that it represents an effective program which sons to adopt S. 7 over· the President'lt
listened on a number of occasions to dis- in reality w1l1 be an Investment rather than veto. In my opinion 'the President's adcussions on the need for new legislation an expenditure of Federal funds.
visers were extremely shortsighted in
to aid handicapped individuals. On each
With esteem and best wishes, I am
their failure to assess the positive budgTrUly,
of those occasions you have, almost to a
etary impact of this legislation. More
JENNINGS RANDOLPH,
man, supported the Rehabilitation Act
than a half century of expelience in Fed-

of 1972.
In October of last year you supported
this measure by a vote of 70 to O. You
unanimously supported the conference
bill that was sent to the White House.
On February 28, 1973, you agreed to
adopt a similar measure with reduced authorizations in an effort to meet some
of the President's objections to it. The
recorded vote at that tilne was 86 for, 2
against.
Today, my colleagues, you have another
opportunity to express your support for
this very necessary Rehabilitation Act of
1972 and to keep alive the hopes of millions of handicapped Americans across
our land.
The President has, to my very sincere
and deep regret, expressed his disapproval of this act. About the time the Rehabilitation Act was delivered to the
President I sent the following telegram to
the White House;

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: As chairman of the
Senate Subcommittee on the handicapped,
and aa principal sponsor of S. 7, and the
Senate version of this measure In the 92d
Congress. I appeal to yon. as a humanitarian
and friend of the handicapped in America, to
approve S. 7. the Rehabilitation Act passed
overwhelmingly by Congress last Thursday.
Tllis measure differs substantially in anthorization levels from the blll you diaapproved last October. We have made a sincere
attempt to send to you realistic legislation
which will help meet the urgent needs of
the handicapped and which you can sign into
law.
I urge you to give pcrsonal and careful
study to the provisions and purpose of this
legislation. I am confident you will agree

U.S. Senate.

The President has in his veto message,
charged Congress with fiscal irresponsibility in the adoption of S. 7. In doing
so he has lumped together a dozen or
more measures which he anticipates will
reach his desk. If all these measures became law, the President argues, the
budget would be increased by $50 billion.'
Certainly this is a fearsome figure, and
one which Congress should view with
concern. Both the President and the Congress, however, should consider each enactment on its own merits. The Rehabilitation Act of 1972 bears no closer relationship to the other measures the President has cited than does, for example,
authorization for foreign aid, or the space
program.
The Congress, mindful of the President's desire to hold Federal spending
down, reduced the authorization levels
of S. 7 nearly $900 million below the levels
of the measure vetoed by the President
last fall. Although there is no question
that the need exists for higher spending
levels for vocational rehabilitation of
handicapped individuals, we made a
sincere effort to meet the President's objections.
It must be stressed that S. 7 is authorizing legislation, and not an appropriation. As such it provides a framework for
the appropriations process; it does not
reflect spending levels. It must also be
kept in mind that the level of spending
authorized in the Rehabilitation Act for
fiscal year 1973 is actually lower by nearly $100 million than the authorization

eral vocational rehabilitation programs
has clearly demonstrated that the rehabilitation dollar produces a higher ratio
of benefits to costs than most other Federal programs. A recent economic studY
states categorically that "for every dollar spent on the medically disabled, $25
will be returned in increased lifetime
earnings." The lowest ratio of benefits as
compared to costs is estimated at 3 to 1.
In some cases, studies show, the ratio is
an astounding 70 to 1. This means that
for every dollar spelit on the rehabilitation of a handicapped indiVidual, at least
$3 is returned in the form of reduced welfare costs and increased income taxes.
This ratio does not even talce into account the beneficial effects on the national economy which are realized
through dramatically increased income
for rehabilitated individuals and the indirect economic benefits which accrue to
the Nation from the purchase of goods
and services by self-sustaining, independent handicapped persons.
S. 7 would provide rehabilitation services to some 2.8 million handicapped individuals over the next 2 fiscal· years.
What a great relief it would be to the
American taxpayer if even half this number were removed from the welfare rolls
through vocational rehabilitation.
To this point I have limited my remarks to the economic benefit and fiscal
soundness of the Rehabilitation Act of
1972. The measure involves far more than
mere figures on a balance sheet. S. 7 is
a bill that shows the handicapped citizens of America that the Congress really
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cares about their future. It demonstrates
that a civilized society is, as it must be,
compassionate and humanitarian and
just toward segments of that society
which, through an accident of birth, or
disease, or traumatic injury, need help
in achieving the hope and freedom from
despair, the dignity and independence,
that rehabilitation can bring.
I appeal to you, my colleagues. Do not
let the handicapped of America become
the victims of a budgetary squabble over
which they have no control or influence.
Let us set· spending priorities, but let
us not set them at the expense of the
deaf, the blind, the mentally retarded
and those with spinal cord injuries. Lift
up the hearts and souls of those who need
your help. Cast your vote in support of
S. 7, the Rehabilitation Act of 1972. Millions of people less fortunate than we will
be eternally grateful.
Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President. in vetoing S. 7, President Nixon made his position quite clear. First, he feels that S. 7
will jeopardize the very effective vocational rehabilitation program because it
diverts funds into activities that have no
vocational element whatsoever. S. 7
should not bea welfare bill. Its objectives should. be purely vocational in
nature, since this is the primary goal of
the vocational rehabilitation program. If
we are to pass a welfare program, let us
do that-but let us not call it vocational
rehabilitation and confuse the issue.
Second, the. President feels that authorization levels in S. 7 are too high. We
are simply raising the hopes of our disabled citizens, but are not delivering
what we promise. If we are not going to
appropriate a particular sum, then why
authorize it?
Third, the President feels-and I
agree-that numerous boards, commissions, and committees provided in the bill
would serve as a detriment to the
delivery of services to the handicapped. I
submit that we cannot solve our unemployment problem by appointing everyone to some commission or other. These
commissions will only waste the taxpayers money.
Fourth, S. 7 provides for several new
categorical aid programs already provided for by the Social Security Act. Here
again, the bill duplicates existing programs. This will divert attention and
money from vocational rehabilitation
which this bill is supposed to provide for.
This is a classical case of throwing
money at a problem instead of trying to
solve it.
I voted for this legislation the first
time it came before the Senate. Even
at that time I believed that certain of
the authorized funding levels were too
high and that certain portions of the
bill went too far. But there was no
alternative measure for which I could
vote and still support vocational rehabilitation programs. I believed those programs were vital; I still do.
Now the administration has come up
with an alternative to S. 7. It was introduced in the Senate yesterday by my distinguIshedcolleague from North Carolina (Mr. HELMS), and I have joined as a
cosponsor. This is a responsible bill which
is targeted to the goal of increasing funding for vOCational rehabilitation pro-

grams. It results neither in excessive
funding nor in the setting up of other
duplicating programs and bureaucracies.
I wish to emphasize that the vocational rehabilitation program is under no
duress if we sustain the President's veto.
The current authority does not expire
until June 30, the end of the current
fiscal 3·ear. I have noticed many of my
colleagues indicating that we have no
choice in this matter. The fact is, we
have 3 more months during which we
can draw up and consider a more suitable
alternative, such as the Mr. HELM'S proposal which I have cosponsored.
I wish to emphasize that the main reason we are faced with an uncontrolled
inflation in this country has been the
year after year excessive funding by
Congress. The dollar is in trouble at
home, and it is in trouble abroad. The
tax of inflation is the cruelest tax of all,
especially for the handicapped.
We in Congress must put our own
House in order. We cannot go back to
our constituents and talk about excessive
Federal spending unless we do something
about it here in Congress. This bill provides for funding way in excess of our
tax income abilities.
Mr. President, those who vote to override the President's veto will, in the face
of all of the facts, be acting most irresponsibly.
I intend to vote to sustain the President's veto. Again and again I have said
Congress should practice the fiscal responsibility it preaches and my vote does
exactly that.
AN ILL-CONSIDERED VETO

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President. I rise at
this time to protest the President's decision to veto S. 7, the Rehabilitation Act
of 1973. The President's action means
that he intends to deny thousands of
handicapped Americans the opportunity
to rise up from the dependency of their
handicaps to lives of independence and
self-sufliciency.
The President's veto. if the Congress
does not override it, will cause the most
serious slowdown in the growth and expansion of the vocational rehabilitation
program since its inception 52 years ago.
The vocational rehabilitation program,
since it was first passed in 1921, has had
strong bipartisan support in the Congress and strong popular support across
the country. For this reason the program
shows a record of unbroken success in
fulfilling its basic purpose-to combine
all resources in a coordinated way, to
help the disabled or handicapped person
help himself. This basic concept has remained largely unchanged for the more
than half century of the program's existence. The Vocational Rehabilitation
Act has been amended many times since
the original enactment, new provisions
have been added, and new disability
groups have been made eligible for assistance, but the basic goal of the program has remained the same.
The success of the program has been
evident from the start. Since the inception of the program, over 3 million handicapped men and women have been rehabilitated. In fiscal year 1971, over a
million persons were provided vocational
rehabilitation services and nearly 300
thousand persons completed their re-
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habilitation. Of that number, over 51
thousand had been receiving public assistance before their rehabilitation. For
this group alone the total savings in
public assistance payments was over $33
million for the first year following rehabilitation.
I could go on and on citing example after example of how successful the
program has been, but that is not really
necessary. No one denies the success of
the program. That is why the President·s
veto is so inexplicable. The reason he
gives for his action is that the bill is
"fiscally irresponsible," citing the authorizations, which the Congress had already
reduced by $900 million from the bill
the President vetoed last fall. And these
are just authorizations, not actual appropriations.
The President also mentions the various new programs created by the bill in
his veto message, saying that they create
overlap and duplication with other existing programs. He also says that the program for the severely handicapped 'liill
divert the program from Its traditional
vocational goal. He does not seem concerned for the fate of the millions of
handicapped persons who can be helped
by these new programs. I think the importance of serving those people whose
needs have been neglected for so long
far outweighs the President's reservations concerning these programs.
I mentioned earlier the strong bipartisan support the vocational rehabilitation program has received over the years.
Nothing proves this better than the votes
by which the bills passed both last fall
and this year to amend and extend the
act, both of which were vetoed by the
President. I am convinced that if the
92d Congress had been given the chance
last year, it would have voted overwhelmingly to override the veto of H.R.
8395. I hope the 93d Congress will take
the opportunity It has and vote to pass
this legislation over the veto of the President. It is essential that we do this to
continue the fine work of the vocational
rehabilitation program. On behalf of the
millions of handicapped Americans who
will benefit from the expanded services
of this program, I urge the Senate to
vote to override.
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I rise
to speak in strong support of a vote to
override the President's veto of the Vocational Rehabilitation Act. S. 7.
This legislation should not be held
hostage to the administration's efforts to
blame its economic failures on Federal
spending. The sky-high price of food,
the first trade deficits in a century, the
steady level of 5 million unemployedthose failw'es cam10t be blamed on congressional spending. And they particuIarly cannot be blamed on passage on
the Vocational Rehabilitation bill.
I see no reason why 12 million handicapped should be forced to do without
the programs contained in this legislation because the President has decided to
use this bill as a symbol of his opposition
to congressional spending priorities.
This is particuIarly disturbing when
one recognizes that the legislatiQn before
us is an authorization bill which does not
mandate the expenditure of one thin
dime. Even if it were to be fully funded,
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it still would not represent an inflatIonary threat. Because Instead of slnklng
our mone:" into foreign military aid and
military bases overseas and gold-plated
defense s~'stems, we will be cutting those
programs in favor of programs such as
the Vocational Rehabilitation Act-in
favor of changing the status of hundreds
of thousands of handicapped persons
from welfare recipients to productive
and taxpaying members of society.
For when this bill is judged on its
merits it clearly deserves approval-and
the C~ngJ.·ess has said so twice before.
This bill was passed unanimously in
1972. This year, the Senate approved it
86 to 2. The House approved it 318 to 57.
And it has the support 01 the National
Rehabilitation Association, the Intemational Association of Rehabilitation Facilities, the National Easter Seal Society
for Crippled Children and Adults, the
American Foundation for the Blind, and
the Council of Organizatior-s Serving the
Deaf.
There are millions of blind, deaf, and
physically disabled individuals in the
country, some severely handicapped,
some less so. Over the past 52 years,
some 3 million have become productive
members of society. But seme 12 million
still require assistance. And all of them
have a right to the chance to develop
their full potential.
The veto message says to them: You
are expendable. It says the programs
designed to help you become productive
members of society are expendable.
When the President proposes to cut research and development for vocational
rehabilitation by 40 percent, as he is
doing this year; when the President proposes to cut back on services to 300,000
persons over the next 3 years, as his
veto statement implies; and when the
President proposes to kill a bill providing rehabilitation engineering centers, which he himself originally requested, then one must question the
commitment of the administration.
As a member of the Subcommittee on
the Handicapped, I believe that the legislation now before us opens up new avenues of opportunity to millions of handicapped Americans. It means that over
the next 3 years, an estimated 2.4 million
persons will be served under this program and will be given the chance to become productive workers, teachers and
professionals. The handicapped can and
do participate in all fields-if we give
them the chance. This legislation gives
them that chance.
It removes unnecessary obstacles from
their path; obstacles such as discrimination in Federal employment, obstacles
such as architectural barriers, obstacles
such as informational roadblocks. All of
these barriers have prevented the handicapped from obtaining employment,
from attending school, even from voting.
Finally, the legislation takes a major
step toward easing the burden of groups
which have been ignored too often-persons suffering from spinal cord injuries,
persons suffering from end-stage renal
disease, severely handicapped deaf, deafblind individuals, older blind individuals
and handicapped migrants.
There was testimony recently by a

young deaf woman, Miss Barbara Sachs,
which I believe most eloquently describes
what legislatIon such as the Vocational
Rehabilitation Act means to the handicapped. Miss sachs told the Subcommittee:
I have been deaf from the day I was born.
In my lifetime, I have done enough travellng
outside of the United States to be able to say
that . . . this country has served me well.
I think I can say the same In speaking for my
deaf countrymen. We would like to return the
favor. There are two million of us who pay
taxes. There are two million of us who vote
for you. There are two million of us who are
depending on you to help us to do more.

Miss Sachs was speaking on behalf of
the deaf in the United States, but I am
sure she speaks for the approximately
12-million handicapped people in this
country. The Vocational Rehabilitation
Act will give them the chance to do more
and that is why it is so important that
this legislation be enacted into law. I urge
my colleagues to vote to override the
veto.
Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, the
Rehabilitation Act, S. 7, revises, extends,
and improves rehabilitation programs
for the handicapped authorized under
the Vocational Rehabilitation Act originally passed by the Congress in 1920.
These programs provide a variety of
services to the physically and mentally
handicapped in order to prepare them
for employment. The services include
hospital diagnosis and care for the
handicapped, placement services to assist
handicapped individuals to secure and
maintain employment and maintenance
and transportation during rehabilitation.
The rehabilitation program is not an
experimental program of the late sixties.
It is an established program which in
over 50 years has clearly succeeded.
For every $1 invested in a rehabilitation program, at least $3 are saved by the
Government in taxes paid by rehabilitated workers and through savings in
reduced unemployment compensation,
reduced medicaid and social security
payments, and reduced public assistance.
In addition, it should be pointed out that
this is an authOl1.Zation bill and not an
appropriation bill. It will not in Itself
cost the taxpayers one cent. Mr. Nixon
would like an authorization of $600 million in fiscal year 1973 for the basic title
I program and $630 in fiscal year 1974.
But Congress has seen fit to set the authorization for those 2 years at $';00 million and $800 million, respectively-just
in case we see the error of our priorities
and spend more on humans and less on
space shuttles; and just in case the Congress decides to appropriate more than
the $590 million Mr. Nixon has requested
for fiscal year 1973 or the $610 million
he has requested in his 1974 bUdget. Most
authorizations give the President and
Congress just such discretion. Even so,
the authorization in S. 7 is more than
$900 million below the authorization in
H.R. 8395, the bill Mr. Nixon pocketvetoed last autumn. Congress has come
more than halfway to meet Mr. Nixon's
objections. Indeed, the authorization for
fiscal year 1973-a total of $913 million
for all programs-beyond the basic $700
million for the basic title I program-is
almost $100 million below the $1.01 bil-

lion authorizations for fiscal years 1971
and 1972.
President Nixon'!! objectlons to the
substance of S. 7 are without merit. In
his veto message Mr. NIxon argued that
S. 7 "would further divert the Vocational
Rehabilitation program from Its original
purposes by requiring that it provide new
medical services." S. 7 would change the
basic rehabilitation program in no way.
It would merely make a more explicit
commitment to persons with severe
handicaps. Many people who would be
covered under S. 7 are today refused assistance under the ongoing program because they appear to be too difficult to
rehabilitate for employment. S. 7 would
make clear that vocational rehabilitation
for these unfortunate people is not to be
abandoned simply because it Is easier to
rehabilitate for employment others less
unfortunate. If a vocational rehabilitation is found possible, the severely handicapped will be provided services. The few
who are incapable of employment will be
assisted by S. 7 to become more self-sufficient, often-times enabling other members of their families to work.
.
Mr. Nixon also claims that S. 7 "would
create a hodgepodge of seven new categorical grant programs" and that it
would distort the objective of the rehabilitation program by "turning it toward welfare or medical goals."
The sections dealing with the blind,
the spinal cord injured, renal disease victims and the deaf are special project pro~
grams having the specific aim of stimulating State and local effort, with the expectation that they will be absorbed into
the basic program later.
The real reason Mr. Nixon vetoed this
bill is that he disagrees with the priorities of the Congress. He talks about the
work ethic, but is prepared to spend ellOr,.
mous sums on foreign military aid, not on
helping the handicapped to work. The
Congress would put Federal dollars to
work making taxpayers out of citizens
who through no fault of their own cannot work and pay taxes.
Mr. Nixon has told the American people to ask not what the Govemment can
do for them but rather what they can do
for themselves. By vetoingS. 7, he has
sought to deny thousands of citizens the
chance to help themselves. The handicapped are not asking for a handout.
They are asking for a hand uP. Theyintend to repay us all in full-and then
some. Let us give them a chance.
I urge my COlleagues to override Mr.
Nixon's arbitrary and capricious veto of
S.7.
.
.
Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, this is
a vote on structure, not on money. It is
a decision to establish a policy, not to
apprOpl1.ate funds. It is an assessment of
need, not a judgment on the adequacy of
the budget request.
The difficulty of this decision is compounded by the lack of confidence exhibited by laymen and professionals in
the administration's alternative proposal.
The administration program was not
spelled out in debate or thoroughly e?Camined in hearings and its coverage is
not fully understood either by the Congress or the public.
As the current program expires there
is no assurance that any new program
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can be adopted by June 30. The prospect
of chaos is a very real one for our states
and many people directly affe.cted as
government flounders in its effort to
make the transition frOIn the past to the
future. Another "continuing resolution"
will only prolong the uncertainty and increase the anxiety.
I submitted a suggestion for bridging
the gap between the committee position
and the proposal made yesterday by the
Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
HELMS) which seems to have Executive
support. The lack of response to my effort
indicates' an absence of that spirit of
compromise that will make the enactment of any new bill very difficult.
We are then left with a decision between an existing congressional policy
that may have some flaws and one that
does not yet exist. It is a choice between
a policy that is subject to criticism and
one that is subject to still-birth. It is
not a happy choice.
This program, like every other one, depends on the health of our economy. The
recurrent issue of how much spending is
too little or enough or too much is going
to be a vital question as we face the next
fiscal year. But that question is not before us now. That question is raised by
the appropriation process and I will respond to it at the proper time.
At the moment I am faced with voting
for something or for nothing, and I am
forced by the imperatives of the situation to choose the continuation of a program that can be modifled later rather
than to risk its dismantlement as the end
of the flscal year approaches.
Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I
rise today to express some very mixed
emotions. The vocational rehabilitation
bill before us deals with programs which
have unparalleled support here in Congress and around the Nation. Every
penny spent in assisting Americans less
fortunate than ourselves is a penny well
spent. What better, investment is possible than one which permits mentally
and physically handicapped individuals
to achieve self-sUfficiency, to gain a sense
of independence, to know that they are
taking an active role in directing their
own lives, not just a passive one, and to
have the satisfaction to know that they
are contributing to society.
Mr. President, I have been an ardent
supporter of vocational rehabilitation
programs since before I entered the Oregon State Legislature, and have consistently maintained that support through
the years. Though a member of the Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee
during the 92d Congress, I did not have
the opportunity to serve on the Committee's Handicapped Subcommittee during
the time that the Vocational Rehabilitation extension was being considered.
Based upon full committee consideration
of the measure reported out by the subcommittee, however, I felt and expressed
some serious reservations about the impact of the bill on both the handicapped
individuals the bill was intended to help,
and on the program administrators responsible for providing services in the
most effective and efficient way.
However, with the time factors involved, and the program operating without an authorization since July I, 1972, I

felt it necessary to put aside my own
questions for the sake of getting a new
bill written into law without further
delay.
The President apparently shared some
of my own reservations as to impact on
the handicapped and in addition expressed grave misgivings over the dollar
levels authorized in the bill. As a result
the bill was vetoed.
This year, although no longer a member of the Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee, I assumed that the
problems of overlap, duplication and dilution of the vocational function would
be dealt with squarely in the new bill.
Sadly, Mr. President, the biII approved
and sent to the Senate floor met neither
my objections regarding effectiveness
and efficiency, nor apparently the President's objections regarding authorization
levels. Once again, however, in the interest of time, and the urgency of getting
a new authorization, I put aside my own
differences with the reported bill, and
felt that an imperfect bill was better
than no biII at all.
Tragically, however, Mr. President, we
are once again faced with the prospect of
furthe-r delays, which once again must be
weighed against the defects in the approved bill. Clearly, this is not an easy
decision. Although twice I have come
down on the side of time, overriding my
very deep concerns over the defects in
the bill presented by the committee, after
long and difficult debate within myself, I
have concluded that our mentally and
physically handicapped Americans must
unequivocally receive the best, most effective and most efficIent assistance this
body can possibly provide, regardless of
the additional few weeks it may take us
to draft legislation and reach agreement.
Our handicapped are least able of all to
defend themselves from gimmickry at
the hands of Congress, and to sort out
the confusing mish-mash of Federal and
state programs designed to assist them
but sometimes more successful in ham~
stringing them and preventing their effective rehabilitation. We owe it to our
handicapped Americans, and to those
who have responsibility for administering the programs we authorize, to come
up with a good, not just a showy, bill.
Mr. President, S. 7 has been described
by its supporters as a flawless bill one
which will provide new and better a;sistance for our handicapped. I beg to differ.
Were the issues as simple as that, ": fear
the President would have few defenders.
Without attempting to speak for my colleagues, I myself would find it difficult if
not impossible to defend any effort to
curtail services for our handicapped
merely on the basis of saving Federal
dollars. At this point, perhaps it is appropriate to clarify a frequently repeated
allegation about the administration's
commitments to rehabilitation programs.
F'irst, it should be pointed out that the
administration strongly supports a bill
which I have cosponsored to extend the
program at increased levels. Second, the
President's proposed bUdget requests
over $700 million for vocational rehabilitation programs in 1974, an increase
of 75 percent above the funding level
when he took office. I might add that few

programs have grown as fast or as successfully as this one.
In 1969, the vocational rehabilitation
program served 781,000 persons and rehabilitated about 241,000. The fiscal year
1974 budget makes possible rehabilitation services for about 1,225,000 in fiscal
year 1974, which will result in the rehabilitation of 350,000 persons. These figures include 263,000 public assistance
recipients who will receive services70,000 of whom will be rehabilitated.
Mr. President, I believe there is unanimous agreement here in Congress that we
all-inclUding the administration-want
what is best for the handicapped, but the
difficulty arises because what looks best
is not, under closer scrutiny, always the
best in fact. Since some will question the
wisdom of my vote to push for a better
bill at this point, let me give some specifics on the reasons for my objections.
Mr. President, in my judgment, S. 7 establishes new categorical programs
which duplicate numerous existing programs, it will make Federal, State, and
local administration of the program
more complex and difficult, and it will
seriously disrupt the present successful
emphasis on vocational training. The details of organization and administration
are such that the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare is impeded from
effective management of vocational rehabilitation programs and successful coordination of vocational rehabilitation
with related program activities in the department.
I am particularly concerned about the
duplicative programs which S. 7 would
create, each leading to their own competing bureaucracies, their own red tape,
their own administrative procedures, and
numerous inefficiencies which would
result.
For example, title II would create a
new formula grant program for severely
disabled persons for whom a vocational
goal is, in the committee's words, "not
possible or feasible." Such a program
would emphasize medical and social
services. While I fully support the provision of such services, I am concerned
that the VR programs, with its traditional and successful focus on employability, is not the proper or most effective
vehicle. It should be further mentioned
that other program channels have been
established through HEW to meet these
needs.
SIMILAR AUTHORITIES

Service programs for families and
children and for aged, blind, or disabled
individuals are authorized under titles
I, IV-parts A and B--X, XIV, and XVI
of the Social Security Act. Under pro, posed rulemaking issued February 16,
1973, eligibility for these services would
be limited to individuals who are current
applicants for or recipients of public assistance, or individuals who are likely to
become recipients within 6 months unless
services are given.
Medicaid eligibles-title XIX of the
Social Security Act-may receive specified services of a purely medical nature,
depending on the extent of coverage
under medicaid in each State.
An individual who has been receiving
monthly benefits on the basis of being
under a disability under title II of the
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Social Security Act for 24 consecutive
months has been made eligible for medicare under title XVIII of the Social Security Act. Medicare coverage will continue through the month following the
month in which notice of the termination of his monthly disability benefits is
mailed to him, or if earlier, through the
month in which he attains age 65.
Section 307 would authorize rehabilitation centers for deaf individuals.
SIMILAR AUTHORITIES

A prototype of such centers has been
developed, partially with Federal funding
lUlder section 4(a) (1) of the Vocational
Rehabilitation Act.
The administration has proposed that
emphasis on these centers be achieved
by inclUding reference to centers for low
achieving deaf in section 4(a) (1) of the
act--special projects-rather than by
providing a separate section with a special authorization.
Section 308 would establish national
centers for spinal cord injuries.
SIl\tULAR AUTHoar.rn:s

Prototype of these centers have been
developed with partial Federal funding
under section 4(a) (1) of the Vocational
Rehabilitation Act.
The administration has proposed that
emphasis on these type centers be
achieved by inclUding reference to spinal
cord injury centers in Section 4(a) (1) of
the Act--Special Projects-rather than a
separate section, with its own authorizations.
Also, the National Institute on Neurological Diseases and Stroke has funded
five planning projects for research into
acute spinal cord injury, under its general authority to conduct research into
neurological problems.
Section 309 would provide grants fOl'
end-stage renal disease.
SIMILAR AUTHORITIES

The Social Security Amendments of
1972-Public Law 92-603---extend medicare coverage to individuals under age 65
who are currently 01' tully insured or
entitled to monthly social security benefits and to spouses and dependent children of such individuals, who require
hemodialysis or renal transplantation
for chronic renal disease. Entitlement
begins with the third month following
the month in which a course of dialysis
is initiated and extends through the
12th month after the month III which
an individual had a transplant or dialysis
terminates. Benefits are parts A and B
of medicare with the usual deductibles
and coinsurance.
Renal services are provided to eligible
persons in some states under medicaidtitle XIX of the Social Security Act.
A survey conducted in May 1972, by
Smimow Associates indicated that 45
states provided dialysis to "categorically
needy" and 24 States provided services
to the "medically needy."
A Survey conducted indirected that
40 State vocational rehabilitation agencies had some experience in providing services to handicapped individuals
with end stage renal disease, principally
through transplants. Eligibility is the
same as for other disabilities. There is
wide valiation in services covered and in
limitations on these services.

Section 310 would establish rehabilitation services for older blind individuals.
SIMILAR AUTHORITIES

Title XVI of the Social Security Act
contains authority to provide social
services for the blind.
Proposed rulemaking issued February 18, 1972, would define these services
as services which would alleviate
the handicapping effects of blindness
through training in mobility, personal
care, horne management, and communication skills; special aids and appliances; special counseling for caretakers of blind children and adults; and
help in securing talking book machines.
The above proposed rules would also
limit such services to individuals who
were applicants for or recipients of assistance payments or medical assistance
or individuals who would be probabl~
recipients of assistance within 6 months
in the absence of such services.
Let me emphasize, Mr. President, that
it is with a great deal of reluctance that
I am today casting a vote which may
have the effect of further delaying enactment of a continuing authorization
fo:' the vocational rehabilitation program. But for the above reasons, I am
forced to this conclusion, that delay is
preferable to enactment of an ineffective
and inefficient program, which may not
s~rve the best interests of those we are
trying to assist to self-SUfficiency.
As a constructive alternative, I have
cosponsored a bill proposed by the administration and designed to meet most
of my objections. For example, this bill
would simplify grants administration by
combining special project authorities,
and merging funding arrangements for
categories of projects and groups of activities. While strengthening administration of the program, the bill provides for
greater flexibility in the actual delivery
of services through joint project capability with any local public agency. It
provides for greater sensitivity to public
interest through advisory groups on the
State level, which must include disabled
persons as well as professionals, and
other citizens groups. Further, when the
program is administered on the local
level, an advisory committee will be
formed to participate at that level.
Other amendments are technical and
are directed to aspects of the program
that can make it more effective aIld responsive to individuals served. Special
emphasis is directed to developing resources for special needs by explicitly
citing, within the special projects section, projects for the spinal cord injured
and the low achieving deaf.
While I am not wedded to every approach outlined in the bill, S. 1431, and
would provide greater flexibility for increasing appropriations authorizations,
I feel it is imperative that we provide
alternatives and move forward speedily
to consider new legislation. May I finally
take tllis opportunity to urge my colleagues, especially those who have the
privilege to serve on the Labor and Public
welfare Committees, to make this legislation their first priority, so tI1at we may
fill the legislative void at the earliest
possible date.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a quorwn.
'
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.
The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call tI1e roll.
Mr. CRANSTON.,Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent tha.tthe order for the
quorum call be rescinded.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. WitI10ut
objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, what
is the issue now before the Senate?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the
previous unanimous-consent agreement,
the time for debate having expired, and
the time of 2 p.m. haVing arrived, the
question is, Shall tI1e bill pass, the objections of the President of the United
states to the contrary notwithstanding?
Under article I, section 5 of the Constitution, the yeas and nays are required,
and the clerk will call the roll.
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Michigan will state it.
Mr. GRIFFIN. Then a vote to override
the President's veto would be "yea" and
a vote to sustain the President's veto
would be "nay"; is that correct?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct. A "yea" vote would be to pass
the bill, the objections of the President
notwithstanding, and a "nay" vote would
bE; not to pass the bill.
The clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Mississippi (Mr.
EASTLAND), is necessarily absent.
I also announce that the Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS), is absent because of illness.
Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Massachusetts
(Mr.
BROOKE) is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business, and, if present and
voting, would vote "yea."
The Senator from Arizona (Mr. FANNIN) is absent on Official committee
business.
The yeas and nays resulted-yeas GO,
nays 36, as follows:
[No. 77 Leg.)
YEAS-60
Abourezk
Hartke
Aiken
Haskell
Allen
Hatfield
Bayh
Hathaway
Bentsen
Hollings
Bible
Huddleston
Biden
Hughes
Burdick
Humphrey
Byrd, Robel·t C. Inouye
Cannon
Jackson
Case
Javits
Chiles
Kennedy
Churcll
Long
Clark
Magnuson
Cranston
Mansfield
Eagleton
Mathias
Ervin
McGee
Fulbright
McGovern
Gravel
McIntyre
Hart
Metcalf
NAYS-36
Byrd,
Baker
HarryF.,Jr.
Bartlett
Cook
Beall
Cotton
Bellmon
Bennett
Curtis
Brock
Dole
Buckley
Domenicl

Mondale
Montoya
Moss
Muskie
Nelson
Pastore
Pearson
Pell
Percy
Proxmlre
Randolph
Riblcoff
Schweiker
Sparkman
Stafford
Stevenson
Symington
Tunney
Weicker
Williams
Dominick
Fong
Goldwater
Griffin
Gurney
Hansen
Helms
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Johnston
McClellan
McClure
Nunn
Packwood
Brooke
Eastland
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Talmadge
ROth·
Thurmond
Saxbe
Tower
Scott, Pa.
Young
SCott, Va.
Stevens
Taft
NOT VOTING-4
Fannin
Stennis

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HELMS). On this vote the yeas are 60
and .the nays are 36. Two-thirds of the
Senators present and voting not having
voted in the' affirmative, on reconsideration, the pill fails of passage.
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the R.ECORD. the text of the statement
of the Senate Republican leadership on
sustaining the presidential veto of S. 7,
the Vocational' Rehabilitation Act of
1973. .
.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
SENATE REPUBLICAN LEADERSHIP STATEMENT
ON SUSTAINING PRESIDENTIAL VETO OF S. 7,
VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION ACT OF 1972
Our support of the President's veto is not
a vote aaginst the' disadvantaged and the
handicapped. It is a vote for an orderly expansion of generous Federal rehabllltation
programs, already SUbstantially increased
over previous years.
President Nixon is requesting an increase
in spending on vocational rehabilitation
from $641 million to $650 mUlion this year,
an increase of more than seventy-five percent over the amount spent for this purpose
during the last year of the Johnson Administration. By vetoing S. 7, the President thus
did not, as partisan propaganda would have
it, terminate Federal vocational rehabilitation programs in the United States.
S. 7 is fiscally irresponsible. It promises
an increase 'of more than $1 bUllon during
the next two years-when spending beyond
the proposed budget celling threatens either
higher taxes or renewed inflation. With Federal and State income taxes coming due at
this time, this point should have. special
significance .to every taxpayer in the United
StateS.
As the PresIdent said, this bill would create a hodge~podge of seven new categorical
grant programs, many of which would overlap and duplicate existing servIces.
Europe and Japan have experIenced rates
of infiation ranging from sIx to ten percent
during the past year. Because of President
NIxon's fiscal policIes, our rate of inflation
has been reduced to less than three percent.
Americans living on fixed Incomes should not
be forced to pay, by loss of purchasing power,
for bUdget-busting fiscal adventures of the
Federal Government.
The bUl offers promises whIch cannot be
kept because the bill is technically unworkable. It takes no account of the means to
perform. This is demagoguery at Its worst.
We strongly support the alternative proposed by Senators Helms and Beall, and approved by the AdminIstration. This bUl
wouid increase expenditures by apprOXimately $200 mUlion over a two-year period,
Within the framework of eXisting programs.
The above statement was signed by the Republican Leadership on AprU 3, 1973:
Hugh Scott, (Pa.) , MInority Leader, Norris
Cotton; Chairman, Republican Conference,
John Tower, Chairman, Republlcan Polley
Committee, Robert P. GrUlin, Assistant MInority Leader. Wallace F. Bennett, Secretary
of the RepUblican Conference.

VICTIMS OF CRIME ACT OF 1973
The PRESIDING . OFFICER (Mr.
J1ELMs). Under the previous unanimous-

consent agreement, at the conclusion of
the vote on the reconsideration of S. 7,
the Senate will now proceed to the consideration of S. 800, which the clerk will
report.
The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:
Calendar No. 25, S. 800, a bill to amend
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets
Act of 1968 to provide for the compensation
of innocent victims of violent crime in financial stress; to make grants to the States for
the payment of such compensation; to authorize an insurance program and death
benefits to dependent survivors of public
safety officers; to strengthen the civil remedies avallable to victims of racketeering actiVity and theft; and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. While
the Chair welcomes visitors to the galleries, we must request that they be in
order.
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Dan Tate and
William Talmadge, of my staff, be granted the privilege of the floor during the
consideration of my amendment.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
yield to the floor manager of the bill.
Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Mr. Blakey and
other members of the professional staff
of the Subcommittee on Criminal Laws
and Procedures may be admitted to the
Chamber once again during consideration of the bill.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that my amendment
be withdrawn at this point, and I submit a modified version in lieu thereof
which I ask the clerk to report.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears no objection,
and it is so ordered. The clerk will report.
The assistant legislative clerk proceeded to read the amendment.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection. the amendment will be
printed in the RECORD.
The amendment is as follows:
On page 65. immediately preceding line
5, insert the following new titles:
"TITLE V-ADDITIONAL SENTENCES FOR
COMMISSION OF A FELONY WITH USE
OF FIREARM
"SEC. 501. Subsection (c) of section 924
of title 18 of the United States Code, is
amended to read as follows:
.. '(c) (1) Whoever.. '(A) uses a firearm to commit any felony
for which he may be prosecuted in a court
of the United States, or
.. '(B) carries a firearm unlawfully during the commission of any felony which
threatens life or property for which he
may be prosecuted in a court of the United
States,
may. in addition to the punishment provided for the commission of such felony, be
sentenced to a term of imprisonment for
not less than five years or more than fifteen
years. In any case in which such additionai
sentence is not imposed, the court shall
state in writing its reasons for so deciding.
The imposition or execution of such additional sentence if imposed shall not be
suspended nor probation granted.
.. '(2) Whoever, after having been convicted of any such felony whlle so using

or unlawfUlly carrying a firearm as prOVided
in paragraph (1) of this subsection and
is again convicted of a second or subsequent
offense involving the commission of a felony
for which he may be prosecuted In a court
of the United States while so using or unlawfully carrying a firearm as provided in
paragraph (1) shall, in addition to the punishment prOVided for the commission of such
felony, be sentenced to a term of imprisonment for not less than ten or more than 30
years. The imposition or execution of such
additional sentence shall not be suspended
and probation shall not be granted.
" '(3) In no case shall any additional term
of imprisonment imposed pursuant to this
subsection run concurrently with any tenn
of imprisonment imposed for the commission of any such felony.
.. '(4) A conviction shown on direct or
collateral review to l'e invalld, or for which
the defendant has been pardoned on the
ground of innocence shall be disregarded for
purposes of paragraph (2) of this subsection.
"TITLE VI-CONTROLLED SUBSTANCES
ACT AMENDMENTS
"SEC. 601. The Controlled Substances Act,
approved October 27, 1970 (84 Stat. 1242),
is amended by adding immediateiy after section 405 thereof the following new section:
H

'PUBLIC MENACE

"'SEC. 405A. (a) Notwithstanding any
other provisions of this Act or of any other
law, any person who violates section 401 (a)
(1) shall. if such person is a publ1c menace.
be sentenced, in addition to the punishment
provided for such violation, to a term of
imprisonment for not less than ten years or
more than thirty-years; except that if such
person has preViously been convicted of such
a violation and sentenced as a publ1c menace,
such person shall be sentenced, In addition,
to life imprisonment. The imposition or execution of any such additional sentence shall
not be suspended, probation shall not be
granted, and section 4202 and chapter 309
of title 18, United States Code, shall not be
applicable; except that any person so sentenced to life imprisonment may be released
on parole after serving not less than thirty
years of his life sentence (but In no event
shall any period of imprisonment served by
him in connection with his punishment for
such violation be Included within or considered as a part of the thirty-year period
which he is required to serve prior to his
el1gibillty for consideration for parole). In
no case shall any such additional term of
imprisonment (inclUding l1fe imprisonment)
imposed pursuant to this section run concurrently with any term of imprisonment
Imposed for such violation.
.. '(b) For purposes of this section, the
term "publ1c menace" means any person,
convicted on or after the effective date of
this section of a violation of section 401 (a)
(1) of this Act by illegally manufacturing,
distributing or dispensing, in an amount
equal to or in excess of one-tenth (1/10) of
an ounce of, or the equivaient of one-tenth
(1/10) of an ounce of pure heroin or morphine and Who, at the time he committed
such violation, was not an addict.
.. '(c) This section shall not be applicable
to any person under 18 years of age at the
time the offense was committed, provided,
however, that the Attorney General may expressly direct, that any person over 16 years
of age and under 18 years of age who is for
the second or subsequent time convicted as
an adult for Violating this section by illegallY
manUfacturing, distributing or dispensing,
1n an amount equal to or in excess of onetenth (1/10) of an ounce of, or the eqUivalent of one-tenth (1/10) of an ounce of, pure
heroin or morphine and who, at the time he
committed such vioiation, was not an addict,
be treated as if he were a first offender under the provisions of this section, and sentenced accordingly.

