STATEMENT OF ALBERT SHANKER
PRESIDENT, AMERICAN FEDERATION OF TEACHERS, AFL-CIO
to the SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON LABOR~-HEW APPROPRIATIONS
April 6, 1977



Mr. Chalrman and Members of the Committee. The American Federation of Teachers,

AFL-CIO, strongly urges that this Committee take dramatic steps to increase the
level of Federal support for education. As you know, Faderal support for education
has stagnated over the last eight years at an unacceptably low-level, in fact,
on a percentage basis it has actually declined.

Erosion due to inflation, cutbacks, impoundments and vetoes have taken their toll
and currently only about 7% of the cost of education comes from the Federal
government; a decline of approximately 1% point from the highest level mark of
fiscal year 1969.

The schools have been caught in an unusual combination of circumstances. On the
surface it seems that since enrollments are going through a period of decline,
the cost of education should also be reduced without damaging the level of
service. This is a fascile argument that cannot withstand even the most
perfunctory examination.

First, as with the cost of everything else, education has been hard hit by

the staggering inflation of the past six years. Federal dollars did not keep
pace_with the inflationary pressures. We are attaching a chart showing the
effects of inflation on ESEA Title I resulting in a 34% reduction in the number
of students served.

Other costs items have. increased even faster than the Consumer Price Index.

For example, books increased on the average of 157 a year, periodicals and other
material resources increased at the same staggering raté.

Energy has been an especially difficult item to deal with in school budgets.
Reports of the Federal Energy Agency shows that school budgets have had to
accomodate increases of more than $500 million per year since 1974 simply to

pay for increased energy costs. That figure at-the current national average

teacher salary could employ more than 40,000 needed professional educators.
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Interest Rates. In addition, schools like all governments from time to time are

required to go into the credit market to meet short-term cash flow needs. The
increase in interest rates have fallen on school districts with the same impact
that they have on the economy in general.

Secondly, the type of student now being educated in public schools has increasingly
costly needs.

Since Lau v. Nichols, it is the law of the land that children without skills in
English be provided with very costly programs that help teach English and maintain
educational achievement. Statistics show that one in every ten public school
students comes from a family where English is not the native language. It ig .
also the law of the land since Public Law;94-142 that all handicapped children

be provided with a "free, appropriate public education." Educating the handicapped
is expensive although we believe the investment saves money in the long-run compared
to the expense of doiﬁg nothing. Additionally, good sense and sound education
practices requires that disadvantaged students have educational programs supple-
mented with compensatory education. Education is gseen, and we believe this is
true, as one of the great equalizers for economically disadvantaged people that
allows full participation in our economic system.

In fact, our complex soclety requires that individuals possess mora educationgl

. 8kills dmply in order to maintain their place in this society and these con-

siderations do not deal with the intrinsic value of education for a free society.
Democracy has an intimate relationship with an educated citizenry.

In the past we have submitted statements to the Committee calling for amounts of
money far beyond what the Congress has seen fit to appropriate and certainly a
great deal more than could have survived the annual education veto of President's

Ford and Nixon.
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Those figures and the ones we are about to present reflect needs that we believe
must be addressed at this time. If the first step toward increasing Federal
support for education is not taken now,consequences with which we are already
familiar will continue and be aggravated. School closings for budgetary

reasons will accelerate and the educational opportunities that are lost will
become increasingly more expensive and difficult to recapture.

Title T of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. This program which is the

largest of all Federal aid to education programs ranks as one of our very highest
priorities. 1In 1968, Title I served 7.6 million children at an average per pupil
expenditure of $145; that $145 calculates at $378 in FY 1978 dollars after
adjustments for inflation. (See attached chart.)

Title I currently serves 5.2 million children at an average level of $377 per child;
simply to maintain the same level of services per child. The Title I population
has been reduced by 34XZ. To provide Title I support for the same number of
children that were served in 1968 requires $1 billion more than the gurrent

level of 2.285 billion. That would raise the percentage of eligible population
served by Title I from 52 to 82% and would have a dramatic impact on the education
of disadvantaged children in this country. President Carter's proposed increase
would only serve 62% of the eligible population. Title I would coptinue as a
program that does not serve enough of the children it was designed to help. Because
of forward funding, this money could not be received by local school districts

until July 1, 1978. Something must be daone in the meantime to help provide additional
services in the coming school year.

We recommend that Public Law 874, Impact Aid, be fully funded through Tier 3.

Impact aid which has been unjustly maligned in recent years is the only vehicle

in existence that can deliver additional Federal dollars for the next school year.
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The 1974 Education Amendments eliminated on a phased-downrbasgis impact payments
for Category B; children whose parents worked out of the county or out of state
included in their place children who reside in low-rent public housing,

I am attaching an article which appeared as an advertisement by our Union in the
NEW YORK TIMES which shows the extent to which cities now benefit from Impact Aid.
Increases above last year to fund Tier 3 would 80 to aid many of our largest
cities because of the fact that 50¢ out of every dollar in Impact Tier 3

goes to pay for education of public housing children. A second chart shows the
result for major cities of funding Tier 3.

Impact Aid has another feature that ig especially attractive in this time of
extreme financial pressures on school districts, Funds received from impact

aid can be used to prevent a financial closing or to pay part of the increases

in energy costs faced by school districts ever}where. This flexibility is absolutely
crucial for school districts. Funds from other education programs cannot

be so employed because of the restrictions on their use. We therefore recommend
an appropriation of $1.2 billion for impact aid in order to fully fund Tier 3.
Again, this is the only way school districfs can be helped this coming September.

A third area of concern for the AFT is Education for the Handicapped.

With the passage of Public Lay 94-142, Congress has mandated that all handicapped
children be provided with a free, appropriate public education. Given the

sorry state of school finances these days, this law must be fully funded in order
to prevent a difficult situation from developing into chaos. The Authqrization
committee has estimated that $740 million is required to fully fund the formula
which goes this year from 5% to 10Z of the national average per pupil expenditure
per child counted.

Other ESEA programs. ESFA 4B. We recommend an increase of $43 million over

the President's bringing that total up to $197,330,000. 4B which provides

funds for vital library, media and other hard goods to school districts has been
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neglected over the years despite the fact that the costs of these materials con-
tinues to rise sharply. Books, for example, have increased by 15Z per year. 4B

also provides funds for guidance and counseling -- a service hard hit by cutbacks

in local revenue., ESEA IV-C, we believe that an incregse comperableto the one

in IV-B is a necessity. This, again, is an area that has been neglected over

the last few years. Immovation in education should be encouraged tﬁrough this
consolidated program.

Bi-lingual education. The AFT recommends an appropriation of $150 million,

$15 million more than the administration proposes. With the impact of Lau v. Nichols
decision, funds from this program can be helpful both in terms of training for

badly needed personnel and operating grants for programs in districts with the
greatest need. With other increases needed in programs such as, gtate equalization
grants, right to read, drug abuse education and others, the AFT recommends $3.8 billion
for elementary and secondary education exclusive of Impact Aid and Education fqr

the Handicapped.

Occupational, Vocational, and Adglc Education. We recommend full funding of

this program for the discretionary program and for programs of national importance.
This year's Authorization is $880 million for the state grant program and $115 million
for the discretionary and programs of national importance. Clearly, vocational
training is of high importance in an economy with 7% or more unemployment.

For higher education and student agsistance -- the AFT recommends $2.8 billion for
BEOGs. This figure which has been estimated by the College Entrance Board as
necessary for fully funding the $1800 entitlement exceeds other estimates we have
seen regarding BEOGs funding. However, this source has traditionally been more
accurate regarding what hag ultimately been needed over the past few years. We

believe that the Committee should appropriate however much is necessary to fund

the $1800 maximum grant level.
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Other Student Assistance. We recommend $350 million for SEOGs, $500 million for

college work study, $338 million for direct loans, $100 million for state
scholarships incentive grants -~ for a total of $4,088,000,000 in student assistance.
These campus based student assistance programs must continue as a supplement to
BEOGs and to provide institutions of Higher education with the flexibility to

tailor an aid package for their students. |

For the remaining institutional asgistance program, we recommend funds be included

for the newly enacted "trigger" which went into law in the Educational Amendments

of 1976. Institutional assistance is a high priority item necessary to assure
that institutions of Higher education maintain their ability to provide quality
educational experiences. Student aid cannot provide enough support without

the continuation of institutional assistance.

New Initiatives, We hope the Committee will fund the new initiatives taken in the
Education Amendments of 1976. Our higheét priority is for Teacher Centers.

This program was developed to find new ways of improying in-service teacher education.
We in the AFT strongly believe that greater input by the teaching profession

can have a positive effect on the entire education process. We urge, therefore,
that the teacher center program be fully funded at the authorized $75 millton
level. Teacher center programs would require a collaboration between teachers,
administrators, schqol boards and institutions of Higher education that has

been virtually non-existent in teacher training. Teachers training has had

an unfortunate lack of relationship to what actually goes on in the classroom.

We also believe that funds should be provided for the new life-long learning
program. Education as a life-long pursuit will become increasingly common

and necessary in our complex society and attempts to examine models for this

reality should be encouraged.

Finally, we believe the time has come to meet one of the major problems of
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education head-on. I am referring to the lack of a solid research base that can
be used for education problem-solving. We, like much of the rest of the education
community, have in the past been critical of the National Institute of Education.
Now, however, we believe new circumstances will permit a major effort in educa-
tional research -—- a new administration which truly wants to help solve the
problems of education should be provided with as mych support as possible for
N.I.E. |

We therefore urge the Committee to appropriate the full $109 million requested
for this effort. Education research must go forward. In the long run, the
benefits will far out-weigh the costs.

In conclusion, there are many programs that we have not specifically mentjioned

in this testimony. We do believe that funding for these programs such as,
emergenéy school aid, Barrier removal for the handicapped and 815 school construction
is important as well.

We strongly urge that this Committee make the fiscal year 1978 Appropriations
Bill the first major step toward improving the percentage of Federal aid to
education. By our calculations, a total appropriation of more than $13 billion
would be justified or $4 billion more than President Carter requested. This is
well within the Aythorization's already enacted. This is a dramatic increase

but without it we fear that education will continue to stagger along with g
backlog of unmet needs and unfulfilled promises mortgaging its future. This bill
is the place to change that trend.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify. We will be happy to answer any

questions you may have.

/bdp
opeiuff2
aflcio
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IMPACT AID - PROPOSED
$455 MILLION CUT
ESTIMATED FY 1978 LOSS

TITLE I - $350 MILLION
INCREASE OVER FY 1978
CURRENT SERVICES

ESTIMATED FY 1979 GAIN

IMPACT ATD - $385 MIut
INCREASE OVER FY 1977
CURRENT SERVICES

ESTIMATED FY 1978 GAIN

BALTIMORE COUNTY (& cfn'r) 2,344,231 1,478,035
BALTIMORE ; 943,719 3,026,850 865,933
I}

SUFFOLK COUNTY . | 1,768,143 1,435,703
BOSTON 1,601,338 1,668,091 1,304,420
COOX COUNTY 6,674,334 18,167,064
CHICAGO 6,497,106k 9,709,945 18,056,442
CUYAHOGA COUNTY 1,616,848 2,377,428
CLEVELAND 957,896 1,587,206 2,100,887
DALLAS COUNTY 1,592,740 ' 2,065,173
DALLAS 843,022 1,321,815 1,752,007.
VAYNE COUNTY 918,216 1,780,784
DETROIT 866,771 4,709,279 1,646,314
HARRIS COUNTY 990,915 903,305
_ HOUSTON 467,665 1,842,126 - 683,592
MARION COUNTY 728,325 744,099
INDIANAPOLIS 395,072 717,856 $90,378

LOS ANGELES COUNTY 6,387,600 : . 6,465,327
L0S ANGELES 2,761,536 6,169,108 4,416,098
SHELEY COUNTY . 1,k45,124 1,861,038
MEMPHIS 912,938 1,700,367 1,593,925
MILWAUKEE COUNTY/CITY 428,588 1,464,482 934,341
ORLEANS COUNTY/NEW ORLEANS 9k} ,893 1,923,794 2,488,949
NEW YORK CITY 21,801,795 25,256,870 62,979,630
PHILADELPHIA COUNTY/CITY b,471,193 5,179,596 9,776,721



MARICOPA COUNTY 1,784,367 1,136,719
PHOENTIX 210,027 1,404,029 194,641
ST. LOUIS COUNTY (& CITY) 1,624,244 1,438,849
ST. LOUIS 479,417 1,477,972 915,251
BAXER COUNTY 8,119,899 5,056,033
SAN ANTONIO 1,631,501 1,072,727 2,077,684
SAN DIEGO COUNTY 14,263,730 6,388,271
SAN DIEGO 4,966,559 8L€,313 2,431,540
SAN FRANCISCO COUNTYy/CITY 448,732 969,111 936,219
WASHINGTON, D.C. 5,058,061 2,220,584 6,133,211

NOTE: THE IMPACT AID LOSS IS AN FY 1978 LOSS - THE TITLE I GAIN WOULD NOT OCCUR UNTIL A FULL YEAR LATER IN FY 1979.

NOTE: ESTIMATES MAKE NO ASSUMPTIONS ON INCREASE OR DECREASE IN ELIGIBLE STUDENTS. IN IMPACT AID A TEN PER CENT (10%)

INCREASE IN THE RATE OF PAYMENT FOR FY 1978 IS ASSUMED. IMPACT AID LOSSES INCLUDE THE LOSS OF HOLD HARMLESS EN‘%ITLBENTS.
IMPACT AID GAINS DO NOT INCLUDE ANY HOLD HARMLESS AMOUNTS.



i)

i
TITLE 1 APPRUPRIATIONS ADJUSTED
BY PER PUPIL. EXPENDITURES, FY 68-78

. ($ in billions)
TITLE I APPROPRIATIONS
Ratio of
: Per Pupil Dollars
Year of . ' In Current Expenditure: adjusted
Appropriation Dollars 68 _Expendi turel/ from FY 1968
FY 78 T 2.761 3.288
77 ' - 2.285 2.538 3.023
76 '2.050 2.322 2.766
75%  "1.900 © 2108 T 2s12
75 .1.876 1.907 2.271
74 ) | 11.720 1.834 2.184
73 1.810 . 1632 1,944
72 - 1.598 . 1.505 . 1.792
7 © "1.500 : 1.307 1.557
70 ~ . 1.339 ©1.240 . l.477
69 : 1123 1.058 ' 1.260
68 : "1.191 1.000 1.191

* First year of Advance Funding

1/ Based on CBO per pupil expenditure estimates

Methodology:

-=.Per pupil expenditure ratios: calculated by dividing specific FY (fiscal
year) by 1968 per pupil expenditure ($658).

-- Adjusted $=68: calculated by multiplying each per pupil expenditure ratio
by FY 1968 Title I appropriation for each fiscal year.
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) "n% Comparative Statement of j%w Budget Authority
O0ffice of Education
Naw BA New BA New EA House Bill House Bill
Enacted Estinates House coxpared with compared with

Fiscal Year 77 Fiscal Year 78 Fisczl Year 78 FY 77 enacted TFY 78 estinate

—-——-————_-—----—_——-——-—____—___—-~—--—_-—-———-.—-——————----——————————__——————-—--—————--—~—-——--——~-—____-——-

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION

srants for disadvantaged. . . .2,263,000,000 2,635,000,000 2,735,000,000 +450,000,000 +100,000,02"
children(Title I)
>upport & innovation grants . 194,000,000 194,000,000 194,000,000 —-——— -
3ilingual Education;:
Crants to school districts. . . 74,300,000 81,600,000 81,000,000 +6,700,000 ~—-
Training Grants | | « v v« . ., 29,700,000 . 36,973,600 36,975,000 +7,275,000 ——--
¥ererials | o« e v v 4w ., . 7,000,000 10,000,000 10,000,000 +3,000,000 -
Grants to State ageacies = .3,900,000 4,373,000 4,375,000 +475,000 -
Advisory councid =~ e .. ,100,000 150,000 150,000 +50,000 —--
Information ¢learinghouse | | ' ' 167,000 500,000 500,000 +333,000 -
replication and studies . .. —-——- 2,000,000 ’ 2,000,000 +2,000,000 - -
Subtotal, Bilingual E4. . . . 115,107,000 135,000,000 135,000,000 +19,833,000 ——
Rignt To Read. ., ., . . . <« . . 26,000,000 26,000,000 27,000,000 +1,000,000 +1,000,C00
Follow Through , . | © + « + . . 59,000,000 59,000,000 39,000,000 - —-—--
Jrug Abuse Education , , . .« - . .2,000,000 2,000,000 2,000,000 -—— ——-
invironmental Education, .« . .3,500,000 3,500,000 3,500,000 —-——— -
ducational Brozdcasting Fac., ., 15,000,000 15,000,000 15,000,000 -—— -
illender fellowships | e« v . . .750,000 750,000 750,000 ——— -—
‘tanic heritage studies, , | _ .2,300,000 2,300,000 2,300,000 ——— -
'tate equalization grants, ., . | 10,500,000 ~—- —-——— -10,500,000 - ..
.ndochiznese refugee assistance . 10,500,000 - —— -18,500,000 .-

Subtotal, Elem & Sec. Educ. .2,731,717,000 3,072,550,000 3,173,550,000 +441,833,000 +101,00¢/:, 000
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Budget Authority Page 14
§ew BA New BA New R4 House Bill House Eill
Enacted Estimates House compared with cempared with

Fiscal Year 77

~—-—_——-—_—.——————o——---..--——.—__-—-———--——_———-——_—_

Fiscal Year 78 Fiscal Year 78 FY 77 enacted

-——....---——-_-—--.-_....-—.-4——--—-—.----———-...—--_--_-_ -
—— = e

FY 78 estipatre

TR A e o — - — > - -

SCHOOL ASSISTANCE IN FEDERALLY AFFECTED AREAS

Maintenance and operations;:

Payments for 'A' Children, 271,000,000 295,700,000 295,700,000 +24,100,000 a——
Payments for 'B' Children 341,550,000 - 375,000,000 +33,450,000 +375,000,000
Special Provisions ) 3 15,350,000 16,600,000 16,600,000 +1,250,000 <=
Payments to other Federal
agencies, .52,500,000 57,700,000 57,700,000 +5,200,000 -
Savings provisions ) .87,000,000 : -—- 25,000,000 ~62,000,000 +25,00",000
Subtotal c e . 760,000,000 370,000,000 770,000,000 +2,000,000 +400,000,000
Coastruction .. 25,000,000 25,000,000 30,000,000 +5,000,000 +3,000,000
Subtotal - . . 793,000,000 395,000,000 800,000,000 +7,000,000 +405,000,000

R T
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'F@ Comparative Statement of :Ew Budget Authority Page 15
New BA ' New BA New BA House Bil} House Bill
Enacted Estimates House compared with compared with

Fiscal Year 77 Fiscal Year 78 Fiscal Year 78 FY 77 enacted Fy 78 estinmate

~-—————-n-—-—-—-—_-_-———-——————-——_—————--—--——--———-——----—...-——-————_———————-——_-——-—--——_-—————-——n——-—_--~~

EMERGENCY SCHOOL AID

National Competition Projects:

Bilingual Educ. projects . . .3,000,000 3,000,000 3,600,000 - -
Educational Television .« .« .6,450,000 6,450,000 6,450,000 -——- -—-
Special programs & projects, 45,750,000 50,750,000 48,250,000 +2,500,000 -2,500,000
Evalvation , . , ., | . « <« . .2,150,000 2,150,000 2,150,000 -—— -—
Magnet schools , , ., . -« . .7,500,000 5,000,000 7,500,000 - +2,500,r00
State appropriated pProjects;

Pilot programs . ., . . . . . 32,250,00 32,250,000 32,250,000 ——- -
Granis to non-profit org. , 17,200,000 17,200,000 17,200,000 —-—— ———
General grants to school

districts. .137,600,000 137,600,000 *137,600,000 ' ——— —-——-

Subtotal, Emergency
School aid (direct) . . . .257,500,000 260,000,000 260,000,000 +2,500,000 -

Civil Rights advisory services 34,700,000 34,700,000 34,700,000 : - .. ———

Subtotal, Emergency
School 4id . , ., . . . . - 292,200,000 294,700,000 294,00,000 +2,500,000 -
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Comparative Statement of 52w Budget Authority

N B New N 2w .
Enecred Estinaces Mouse capared with comouss,Bill
1 ) - compared with compared with
P (TIERLTRAT 77 Flscal Year 78 Fiscal Year 78 FY 77 emscreq pornerel Vith

EDUCATION FOR THE HANDICAPPED
State Assistance: .
State grant progranm , « « « .315,000,000 365,000,000 465,000,000 +150,000,000 +100,000, 000
Deaf-blind centers | |, N 16,000,000 16,000,000 16,000,000 ——— ' e
Preschool incentive grants, |, 12,500,000 12,500,000 12.500,000 ——— _———

Subtotal, State assistance 343,500,000 383,500,000 493,500,000 +150,000,000 - +100,000,000"
Special population programs:

Severely handicapped projects . 5,000,000 5,000,000 5,000,000 - -
Specific learning disabilities 9,000,000 9,000,000 9,000,000 ——— - -
Early Childhood projects . . 22,000,000 22,000,000 22,000,000 -—— . ———

Subtotal, Special population

programs, ., , , , 36,000,000 36,000,000 36,000,000 —— -

Regional vocational, adult and

postsecondary programs | . 2,000,000 2,000,000 2,000,000 ——— -
Innovation and devlopment « « 11,000,000 11,000.000 11,000,000 —— o
Media & resource services:

Media services and captioned

films ., |, , 19,000,000 19,000,000 19,000,000 ~—— ——

Regional resource centers , . 9,750,000 9,750,000 9,750,000 ——— -—-

Recruitment and information . 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 —— ———

Subtotal, Media and resource °

' services 29,750,000 29,750,000 29,750,000 —-—— -
Special education & manpower
development , , , . . ., . . 45,375,000 45,375,000 45,375,000 —~—— - -

Special studies , , , v+ o« « « 1,735,000 2,300,000 2,300,000 +565,000 .

Subtotal, Educ for Hand. . 469,360,000 - 519,925,000 619,925,000 +150,565,000 +100,000,900

. e eemtt———. —
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tiDn—?8-79..........

Adult Education.......... wig
Subtotal, Occupational

Voc. Education &
Adult Education......

(451,246,000)

412,719,000

103,130,000

20,000,000 -

40,994,000
5,066,000

581,959,000

27,153,000
2,800,000

611,912,000
90,750,000

393,719,000
98,430,000

20,000,000
40,994,000
5,066,000

558,209,000

25,903,000
2,800,000

586,912,000
80,500,000

. 1,153,908,000

667,412,000

430,640,000
107,500,000
20,000,000

40,994,000
5,066,000

(-451,246,000)

+17,;921,000

+4,320,000

604,200,000

28,000,000
2,800,000

+22,241,000

+847,000

635,000,000
90,750,000

725,750,000

+23,088,000

-428,158,000

+36,921,000

+9,070,000

+45,991,000

+2,097,000

+48,088,000
+10,250,000

+58,338,000
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Subtotal
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Institutional assist

1,903,900, 000

240,093,000
390,000,000

310,500,000
800,000
11,920,000

60,000,000

23927,213%, 60D

85,000,000

110,000,000
17,650,000
14,125,000
11,500,000

3,500,000

23,750,000
12,250,000

. 192,775,000

Fiscal Year 78

2,316,000,000  2,300,000,000

240,093,000
390,000,000

270,093,000
420,000,000

310,500,000
1,000,000
15,160,000

15,160,000

44,000,000

3,005,253,000

© 63,750,000

3,380,503,000

70,331,000 125,000,000
5,000,000

4,000,000 3,250,000

120,000,000 120,000,000

16,300,000
12,125,000
11,500,000

18,000,000
18,000,000
11,500,000

3,500,000
23,750,000
15,000,000

3,500,000
23,750,000
10,750,000

201,925,000 213,750,000

Page 18

BEouse Bil11
Compared with
FY 77 €nacted

._._.....-._.-_.-_-_.__-.-_....-—-

+396,100,000

+20,000,000
+30,000,000

+200,000
+3,240,000

+3,750,000

+453,290,000

+40,000,000
+5,000.000
+3,250,000
+10,000, 000

+350,000
+3,875,000

+20,975,000

House Bi11

Compared with
EY 78 éstimate

-16,000,000

+30,000, 000
+30,000,000

+310,500,000
+1,000, 000

+19,750,000

+375,250,000

+54,669,000
+5,000, 000
~ =750,000

+1,700,000
+5.,985. 000

+4,250,000

+11,825,000



.—......-_...._.___—.___.._.._-_._—.___

Personal development:
College teacher fellowships
Local training for dis-
advantaged (CLEO)........
Public service fellowships
Mining fellowships........
Law school clinical
experlence...cieerccancens

Subtotal, personnel
development VP et e e e

Subtotal Higher Education.

Comparative Statement of wew Budget Authority

New BA ' New BA New BA
] Enacted Estimates House
Fiscal Year 77 Fiscal Year 78 Fiscal Year 78

~.——-————————--—-———-——-—————--———————--—

100, 000 - -
750,000 ——- 1,000,000
4,000,000 4,000,000 4,000,000
4,500,000 3,000,000 4,500,000
S -— 1,000,000
9,350,000 7,000,000 10,500,000

O T e et s T sm e e e e s e T e et e e b e et e S e et o T et e e
R a1 1 & 1] SEEESsEsEExmmme=s A - § ¥ ¥4

3,214,338,000  3,233,509,000 3,738,008,000

——-————-——-———-—__—--—_-— -
———

/@ " is Ny

Page 18-a

House Bil} House Bill
compared with compared wich
FY 77 enacted FY 78 eéstimate

“-*-——-———--——-‘-

-100, 000 —
+250,000 +1,000, 000
m_— +1,500,000
+1,000,000 +1,000, 000
+1,150,000 +3,500, 000

o e e A e e e 2 o I S
EEESESEEsE=mxm 3§+ F ¥

+523,665,000 +449,494,000
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New BA New BA
Enacted Estimates House
Fiscal Year 77 Fiscal Year 78 Fiscal Year 78
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New BRA House Bill House Bill

compared with compared with
FY 77 enacted FY 78 estimate

O S A M SR v e e Y G S s S G " - G — -

LIBRARY RESOURCES

Public libraries....ececcvae
School libraries and in-
structional resources....
College library resources.
Research Libraries.....cee
Training and demon-
stration....cue..
Undergraduate instructional

.« s s ¢ 6 0 0 00

equipment...ccecersneroos
Guidance, counseling and
testing..... ceseessres e

Subtotal,Library resources

60,237,000

154,330,000

9,975,000

3,000,000
7,500,000
3,000,000

238,6 42,000

SPECIAL PROJECTS AND TRAINING

Special Projects:

Metric education projects
Gifced
Conmunity schoolse.ecesss

Carecer educatione.csecses

Consuner education...veee

Women's cducational equity
Arts in education program

Packaging and field testing

Educational TV programming

Subtotal..'.l.'.‘..'

and talented children

2,090,000
2,560,000
3,553,000

10,135,000
3,135,000
7,270,000
1,750,000

10,000,000
7,000,000

47,493,000

60,237,000

154,330,000
9,975,000

1,500,000

7,500,000

233,542,000

2,090,000
2,560,000
3,553,000
10,135,000
3,135,000
8,085,000
1,750,000
10,000,000
7,000,000

48,308,000

60,237,000

160,000,000
9,975,000
3,000,000

3,000,000

7,500,000

3,000,000

246,712,000

2,090,000
2,560,000
3,553,000

10,135,000
3,135,000
8,085,000
2,000,000

10,000,000
5,000,000

46,558,000

——— —

+815,000
+250,000

-2,000,000

-—— e e . ———— -

-935,000

+5,670,000
+3,000,000

+1,500,000

+13,170,000

+250,000

-2,000,000

-1,750,000
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Page 19-a
New BA New BA New BA House Bill House Bill
Enacted Estimates Eouse compared with compared with

riscal Year 77 Fiscal Year 78 Fiscal Year 78 FY 77 enacted

—_.._——._———_———-—-—_..——-.——-—-_——_.—-—_--..——-——--—-—

FY 78 estimate

-..—————_——-———-———-————‘—-——--—--——uu—-—»—-——-_ - . -~ —— o ——

Educational personnel training:

Teacher centersS.v.eeuerneos —-—— 5,000,000 5,000,000 +5,000,000 :::
Teacher COTPS. vt ennnnas 37,500,000 37,500,000 37,500,000 —— .~115 5on
Planning and evaluation,.... 7,085,000 7,200,000 7,085,000 500 888 -500,000
General Program disemination 500,000 500,000 ——— - 67,000 ,---
Information clearinghouse... 333,000 400,000 400,000 +67,

—— — > W e e - epn . ——
- - e bt — - — - - - - —— — - - e ae et —— s e - an
- s ey ey o —— —

Subtotal, Special
;rogect; and Training,,.... 92,911,000 98,908,000 90,543,000 +3,632,000 -2,365,000
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Page 20
e .
ien BA New BA New EA House Bill House Bill
Fi Enacted Estimates House compared with compared with
—-——--——-—---—------__--_---____,ffff_Efff_zz__ffffff_szr 78 Fiscal Year 78 FY 77 enacted FY 78 estimare
Guaranteed Student Loan Program: e
Interest subsidies........ 325,000,000 121,731,000 121,761,000 -203,219,000
Student Loan Insurance Fund. 32,312,000 133,943,000 133,943,000 +101,631,000 -
Contingency Borrowing . . -——
Authority (SLIF)....... —— 25,000,000 25,000,000 +25,000,000 ———
Subtotal, Guaranteed ——
student loan program .... 357,312,000 280,724,000 230,724,000 -76,583,000 —_——
Higher Education Facilities
Loan & Insurance Fund..,... 2,119,000 1,847,000 1,847,000 -272,000 ———
Educatcional Activities
Overs=as:
Special Foreign Currency Pg. 2,000,000 2,000,000 2,000,000 - -
Salaries & Expenses: '
Advisory Committees «.ca.. 2,281,000 2,041,000 02,261,000 -20,000 +220,000
Program Administration.... 112,976,000 127,018,000 123,128,000 +10,152,000 -3,890,000
Subtotal, Salaries
and EXpenseScccscccacsaas 115,257,000 129,059,000 125,389,000 +10,132,000 -3,670,000
Subtotal, Office of
Education....ceeeeeesesss 9,462,164,000 8,984,176,000 10,105,143,000 +642,979,000 +1,120,967,000
NATIONAL INSTITUTE
OF EDUCATORS
Research and development-- - 58,300,000 96,000,000 70,000,000 +18,300,060 -19,400,000
Program administration..... 12,065,000 13,000,000 13,000,000 4+915,000 -———
Subtotal, National Insti-
tute of Education......... 70,385,000 109,000,000 89,600,000 -19,400,000

+19,215,000
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Subtotal, Assistant

Secretary for Education...

Subtotal, Education
Division....

Comparative St

New BA
Enacted
Fiscal vear

11,500,000
9,062,000

13,120,000

9,566,231,000

i

dtement of Law

Budget Authoricy

New: BA New B4

' Estimates House
zz__fifffi_year 78 Fiscai Year 78
14,500,000 12,500,000
10,159,000 9,939,000
15,940,000 14,940,000
40,599,000 37,379,000

9,133,775,000

10,232,122,000

Page 20-a

House Biii
Compared with
FY 77 enacteaq

—— e -

+1,000,000
+377,000

+1,820,000

+665,891,000

House Bilz
Compared witn
FY 78 estinmate

——— e
e - ——

-2,000,000
*=-220,000

-1,000,000

+1,098,347,000



June 15, 1977

handicapped In the private sector. We
expect that & portion of these funds will
w\be used for continued support of projects

spo]i'lsored by labor organizations, as
well. :

Let me assure you, Mr. Chairman, that
the bill is not all increases. Many pro-
rrams are held at or below the 1977 level.
Many authorized programs- are not
funded at all. As T said at the beginning,
we have made reductions from the Presi-
dent's budget request totaling almost
$1.4 billlon.

Mr. Chairman, the recommendations
of our committee as usual will seem too
high to some and too Jow to others. It is
always like that. As usual, the bill repre-
sents a compromise, and that is the art
of legislation—compromise. I believe
that our recommendations are both fis-
cally responsible and responsive to hu-
man needs, and I urge the members of
the committee to suport the bill when it
is read for amendment.

Mr. Chairman, we have a very, very
detailed table here showing the amounts
of this bill in each of these hundreds of
programs that I have talked about, and
I intend to ask unanimous consent to
insert the table at the proper point in
the RECORD.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I yleld
myself such time as I may consume.

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

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, in view
of the fact that probably we will be

-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

just having general debate today and re-
serve the reading of the bill until to-
morrow, I would like to mak= some pre-
liminary remarks here so that some of
the Members who may be reading the
Recorp tomorrow moming may know at
the outset that I intend to offer a sig-
nificant amendment that will aggre-
gate some half billion dollars-plus in
savings, The reason I mention that is
to dispel if I might at the very outset the
fears that Members may have that we
are going to touch impacted aid. Let me
allay those fears, because not one dime
of impacted aid would be reduced in the
amendment I am going to offer.
Unfortunately the cducational com-
mun n CO as beel
out_and lobby

H 5949

this morning to set the record straight
with them because of the phony infor-
mation they had with respect to what I
propose to do with this hill.

I think next year when the approptia-
tion bill comes up I am going to offer o
Michel amendment and increase the
funding in the bill on 10 or 11 items and
see what kind of reaction we get from
the education community and see
whether they are reading.the amnendment
or whether, as the pattern has been, they
will just send out telegrams to oppose
this guy MicHeEL and to oppose his
amendment.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to
speak about the 11 items to which we will
address ourselves in the package of
amendments with the hope that every
Member who then has some reservations

e_ or doubts will realize what is in the

my amendmen

out_and JobbyIng and Maring trips to
Washington and malling and making
money ey are spen obbyin

t, ¥ would not be

amendment.
There is a reduction from the bill of

0
surprised but that we wou ave all- $563.5 million, and that will result, even
dhe monev we need _for some of these

ey are interested in.

But the thing that disturbs me most
is it is the educational community above
all where one would think their research
would be accurate and what they say to
Members would be accurate and well
reasoned and well thought out, but such
s not the case. )

They do not know what is involved
in my amehdment. The erroneous in-
formation that is being sent to the
Members is astonishing. I had, for ex-
ample, to write three college presidents

PACKAGE REDUCTION AMENDMENT

if the amendment is adopted, in our
spending just for these 11 items $819 mil-
lion over the funding level for 1977 and
$478 millfon over what President Car-
ter's budget has called for. So there
are not any cuts from the Carter budget
or cuts in last year’s spending. There are
reductions in increases, unconscionable
increases that ‘our subcommittee has
written into this bill.

I am {inserting at this point In the
Recorp a table showing the items in my
amendment and the appropriate dollar
comparisons:

Amendment Reduction Amendment Amendment
Items Committee bill funding level from bill vetsus 1977 versus Canter
$144, 000, 000 $134, 000, 000 $30, 000, 000 +-39. 000, 000 +$19, 560, 000
, 735, 000, 000 2,635, 000, 000 100, 000, 000 350,000,000 __...._. L .
619, 925, 000 569, 925, 000 50, 600, 0600 100, 565, 000 50, 000, 00C
, 200, 000, 000 2, 669, 000, 000 231, 069, 000 377, 000, 000 .. ceiel-
270, 093, 000 250, 633, €00 20,000,000 ... _............- -+ 10, (00, 00
310, 500, 000 288, 000, 000 22, 500, 000 ~22, 500. 000 288, 600, N0C
125, 060, 000 100, 000, 600 25, 0G0, 000 +15, 000, 000 + 30, 000, 00(
895, 000, 000 535, 000, 000 60, €00, 060 <+ 60, 600, 000 + 50, 000, 00C
Aging (s12a pisaning and services). 153, 000, 600 133, 000, 000 20, 000, 600 -1, 000, 000 +11, 000, 000
Aging (senicr centers)......... aeaee 40, 600, 000 25, 000, 660 15, 00, 000 45, 000, 000 +5, 000, 00¢
Corporation for Public Broadeasting. .. 145, 000, 000 135, 009, 060 10, 000, 000 +14, 800, 000 +4-14, 800, 00C
L 563, 500, 00 +-819, 865, 000 <478, 300, 60C

On the surface the $£61.3 billion in this
bill represents an increase of $917 mil-
lion over the Carter budget and a de-
crease of $10.8 billion from the 1977 level.
I say on the surface, because both of
these figures are totally misleading. The
appropriation for the current fiscal year
is artificially high because it includes
several large items included in the fis-
cal year 1977 supplemental which covers
fiscal year 1978 as well as 1977. These
include public service jobs, and the var-
lous youth training and employment

programs.

The effect of this not only makes the
current level appear artificially high but
also shows an artificially low level for
the year 1978.

In addition, the 1977 appropriation
contains such one shot items as that $200

fllion for fuel substdies, the $227 mil-

. n in initial advance funding for the
vorporation for Public Broadeasting, and
that $612 million in additional advance
funding for vocational education.

If we make adjustments for these var-
ious factors as well as unemployment
benefit moneys appropriated in 1977 but
projected for expenditure in fiscal year
1978, we find that the actual appropria-
tion level for 1978 provided for in.the
bill is in the neighborhood of $5 billion
above the spending level for 1977, not
$11 billion below it.

Similar adjustments are necessary in
order to get a true picture of the rela-
tionship of this bill to the Carter budget.
. The Carter budget provided $834 mil-~
ljon in advance 1979 funding for the new
youth training and employment pro-
gram. This amount is not included in
the bill because of delays in implement-
ing the programs and in enacting the
authorizing legislation and not because
of any Intention on our part not to pro-
vide the funds.

In addition, the medicald appropria-
tion has been reduced by $351 million
below the budget request, because of new
estimates as to what it will take to fund

the program. If these estimates prove
valid, then the budget request will be
revised downward. If they are not. we
will have to come up with additional
funds in a supplemental; but whatever
the case, the budget at the end will line
up with our allocation: so when we elim-
inate these two reductions, we end up
with a bill that is not $817 million over
the budget, but is $2.1 billion over. Of
this $2.1 billion by which it exceeds the
Carter budget, $1 billion of it is con-
centrated in five programs. ESEA, title
I, impact aid, education for the handi-
capped. direct student loans and Head-
start. The remainder is scattered among
the various other programs.

I suggest that & bill this much over
the President’s budget is not going to as-
sist him to redeem his pledge to balance
the budget by 1981,

I should also call attention to the re-
cent press reporis that the President
claims he may be forced to veto this bill
if it exceeds the budget by this large a
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3. ciaimo(D)
4. McKinney(R)
> Sarasin(R}

Moffett (D)

-

; DELAWARE
1. Evans(R)

FLORIDA
1. Sikes(D)
2. Fuqua(D)
3. Bennett(D)
. Chappell (D)
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HOUSE REJECTS EFFORTS TO CUT EDUCATION FUNDS
LABOR<HEW APPROPRIATIONS 1978 - H.K. 7955

Kelly(R)
Young(R)
Gibbons (D)
Ireland (D)
Frey(R)
Bafalis(R)
Rogers{D)
Burke(R)
Lehuman(D)
Pepper (D)
Fascell(D)

GEORGIA

Ginn(D)
Mathis(D)
Brinkley (D)}
Levitas (D)
Fowler (D)
Flynt (D)
McDonald (D)
Evans (D)
Jenking (D)
Bornard (D)

HAWAIL
Heftel (D)
Akaka(D)

IDARO

Syens (R)
Hansen(R)

1Lmvo1s
Motcalfe(D)
Murphy (D)
Rusaso{D)
Derwinaki(R)
Fary(D)
Hyde(R)
Collina (D)
Roatenkowskd (D)
Yates(D)
Mikva(D)
Annunzio(D)
Crane(R)
McClory(R)
Erlenborn(R)
Corcoran(R)
Anderson(R)
0'Brien{R)
Michel(R)
Railsback(R)
Findley(R)
Madigan(R)
Shipley(D)
Price(D)
Simon(D)

INDIANA
Benjamin(D)
Pithian(D)
Brademas (D)
Quayle(R)
Hillis(R)
Evans (D)
Myers(R)
Cornwell(D)
Hamilton(D)
Sharp(D)
Jacobs (D)

10WA
Leach(R)
Blouin(D)
Grassaley(R)
Smith(D)
Harkin(D)
Bedell(D)

KANSAS

Sebelius(R)

Keys(D)
Winn(R)
Glickman (D)
Skubitz(R)

KENTUCKY

Hubbard (R}

Natcher{D)
Mazzoll (D)
Snyder (R)
Carter(R)
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6.
7.

1.
2.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
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w
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17.

-
[
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19.

10.

Breckinridge(D)
Perkins (D)

LOUISIANA

Boggs (D)
Treen{R)
Waggonner(D)
Huckaby (D)
Moore(R)
Breaux(D)
Long(D)

MAINE

Emery (R)

Cohen(R)

MARYLAND
Bauman(R)
Long(D)
Mikulski(D)
Holr (R)
Spellman(D)
Byron (D)
Mitchell(D)
Steers(R)

MASSACHUSETTS
Conte (R)
Boland (D)
Early(D)
Drinan(D)
Tsongas (D)
Harrington(D)
Markey (D)
0'Neil(D)
Moakley (D)
Heckler(R)
Burke(D)
Studds (D)

MICHIGAN
Conyers (D)
Pursell(R)
Brown(R)}
Stockman(R)
Sawyer(R)
Carr(D)
Kildee (D)
Traxler(D)
VanderJagt (R}
Cederberg(R)
Ruppe(R)
Bonior (D)
Diggs(D)
Nedzi (D)

Ford (D)
Dingell(D)
Brodhead (D)
Blanchard (D)
Broomfield (R)

MINNESOTA
Quie(R)
Hagedorn(R)
Frenzel(R)
Vento (D)
Fraser (D)
Nolan(D)
Stangeland(R)
Oberstar(D)

MISSISSIPPL
Whitten(D)
Bowen (D)

Mont gomery (D)
Cochran(R)
Lote (R)

MISSOURI
Clay(D)
Young(D}
Gephardt (D)
Skelton(D)
Bolling(D)
Coleman(R)
Taylor(R)
Ichord (D)
Volkmer (D)
Burligon(D)
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1.
2.

1.
2.
3.

1.
2.
3.

5.

5.

7.

8.

9,

10.
11.
12,
13,
14,
15.
16.
17.
18,
19.
20.
21.
22.
23,
24,
25,
26.
27.
28,
29.
30,
1.
32.
33,
3.
3s.
36.
37,
38.
9.

10.
1.

MONTANA

Baucus(D) R
Marlenee(R) R

NEBRASKA
Thone (R) R
Cavanaugh(D)R

Smith(R) R

NEVADA
Santini(D) R

NEW HAMPSHIRE
D*Amours(D) R
Cleveland (R)NV

NEW_JERSEY
Florio(D) R
Hughes(D) R
Howard(D) R
Thompaon(D) R
Fenwick(R) W
Forsythe(R) R
Maguire(D) R
Roe(D) NY
Hollenbeck(R)R
Rodino(D) R
Minish(D) R
Rinaldo(D) NV
Meyner(D) NV
LeFante(D) R
Patten{D) R

NEW MEXICO
Lujan(R)
Runnels(D)

=W

NEW _YORK

Pike(D)
Downey (D)
Ambro(D)
Lent(R)
Wydler(R)
Wolff(D)
Addabbo (D)
Rosenthal (D)R
Delaney(D) R
Biaggi(D) R
Scheuer(D) R
Chisholm(D) R
Solarz(b) R
Richzond(D) R
2eferetti(D)R
Holtzman(D) R
Murphy (D}
Roch(D)
Rangel (D)
Weiss (D)
Badillo(D)
Bingham(D)
Caputo(R)
Ottinger(D)
Fish(R)
Gilman(R)
McHugh(D)
Stratton{(D)
Pattison(D)
McBwen(R)
Mitchell(R)
Hanley(D)
Walsh(R)
Horton(R)
Conable(R)
LaFalce(D)
Nowak (D)
Kemp (R)
Lundine(D)

FELELEEL
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NORTH CAROLINA

Jones (D)
Pountain(D) R
Whitley (D)
Andrews (D)
Neal(D)
Preyer(D)
Rose(D)
Hefner (D)
Martin(R)
Broyhi11(R)
Gudger (D)

TR/ D

1.
2.
3.
4,
5.

7.

9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14,
1s.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22,
23.
24,
25.

1.
2.

1.

3.
4.
3.

1.
2.

1.
2.
3.

5.
6.

. Stanton(R)

. Seiberling(D)

. Ashbrooke(R)
. Applezate(D)

. Mottl(D)

. Ullman(D)

« Gore(D)

NORTH DAKOTA

Andrews(R) R

OHIO
Gradinon(R)
Luken
Whale:{R)
Guyer ")
Latta{R)
Harsha (R)
Brown‘R)
Kindness (R)
Ashle~ (D)
M{llex(R) °

Devine (R)
Pease (D)

Wylie (R)
Regula(R)

Carney (D)
Oakar (D)
Stokes (D)
Vanik‘p)

wmwan:::uwzznzs:wnwwwwn”:

OKLAENMA
Jones (D) R

. Rigennoover(D)R

Watkina (D)
Steed (D)

Pdwar-s (R)
Engliah(D)

OREGOH
AuCoin(D)

Duncan (D)
Weave~ (D)

LR

PENNSVLVANIA
Myers(D)
Nix(D)
Lederer(D)
Eilberc(D)
Schul::e(R)
Yatron(D)
Edgar (D)
Kostwayer(D)
Shuster(R)
McDade (R)
Flood /D)
Murthe (D)
Coughlin(R)
Moorehead (D)
Rooney (D)
Walker (R}
Extel(D)
Walgren(D)
Goodling(R)
Gaydos (D)
Dent (D)
Murphv (D)
Aczernan(D)
Marks (R)
Myers(R)

zwzwﬁwxwxznzwunntwwwxﬁﬁwn

RHODE_ISLAND
St.Cermain(D)R
Beard (D) R

SOUT!. CAROLINA
Davis(D)
Spence(R)
Derrick(D)
Mann(D)
Holland (D)
Jenrette(D)

W R m

SOUTH DAKOTA
Pressler(R)
Abdnor (R)

o

TENNLSSEE
Quillen(R)
Duncan (R)
Lloyd (D)

Allen(D)
Beard(R)

DA/ X

o X m X

20.

24

1.
2,
3.
4.

Jones (D)
Ford(D)

TEXAS
Hall(D)
Wilson{D)
Collins(R)
Roberts(D)
Mattox(D)
Teague (D)
Archer (R)
Eckhardt (D)
Brooks (D)

. Pickle(D)

Poage (D)

. Wright(D)
. Hightower(D)

Young (D)
delaGarza(D)
White(D)

. Burleson(D)
. Jordan(D)

Mahon(D)
Gonzalez(D)

. Krueger(D)
. Cammage (D)

. Kazen(D)
Milford (D)

UTAH
McKay (D)
Marriott(R)

VERMONT
Jeffords(R)

VIRGINIA
Trible(R)
Whitehurst (R)
Satterfield(D)
Daniel(R)
Paniel D. (D)
Butler(R)
Robinson(R)
Harris (D)
Wazmpler(R)
Fisher(D)

WASHINGTON
Pritchard(R)
Meeds (D)
Bonker (D)
McCormack({D)
Foley (D)
Dicks (D)
Cunningham(R)

WEST VIRGINIA
Mollohan(D)
Staggers(D)
Slack(D)
Rahall (D)

WISCONSIN
Aspin(D)
Kastenpeier(D)
Baldus (D)
Zablocki (D)
Reuss(D)
Steiger(R)
Obey (D)
Cornell(D)
Kasten(R)

WYOMING

Roncalio(D)
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