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SENATE 
TUESDAY, October 18, 1977. 

The Senate met at 1:00 p.m., Eastern Daylight Saving Time. 

The PRESIDENT (Lieutenant Governor Ernest P. Kline) in 
the Chair. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, Reverend Father JOSEPH DESANTIS, Pastor 

of Holy Rosary Roman Catholic Church, Reading, offered the 
following prayer: 

Let us pray: 
Almighty and everliving God, we humbly thank You for this 

good land which You have given us for our inheritance. We 
pray that we may always prove to be a people mindful of Your 
love and kindness. Bless this land with honest labor; save us 
from violence, discord and confusion, from pride and arro
gance. Grant us the strength and courage to fearlessly contend 
against evil that we might rightfully use our freedom and have 
strong convictions to be counted when we are put to the test. 
Help us to preserve and increase our liberties and fashion us 
into one united people of many races and tongues. 

Fill all lawful authority with the spirit of wisdom, a source of 
wisdom whose statutes are good and gracious and whose law is 
truth. Guide and direct our Senators in Pennsylvania that by 
just and prudent laws they will promote the well-being of all 
our people. May they constantly seek justice and peace. In time 
of prosperity, fill all our hearts with thankfulness and iri time 
of trouble, do not allow our trust and hope to fail. Direct us in 
everything that we do with Your most gracious fervor and con
tinual help. Teach us to always begin, continue and end all our 
work under Your guidance so that we constantly glorify Your 
Name and finally come to eternal life. Amen. 

JOURNAL APPROVED 
The PRESIDENT. A quorum of the Senate being present, the 

Clerk will read the Journal of the preceding Session. 
The Clerk proceeded to read the Journal of the preceding Ses

sion, when, on motion of Senator MESSINGER, further read
ing was dispensed with, and the Journal was approved. 

it is my sad honor and duty to present a condolence resolution 
commemorating the passing of Senator William B. Lentz, for
merly the State Senator from the Fifteenth District. I will read 
the resolution and then ask for its adoption after a few re
marks. 

"Whereas, retired State Senator William B. Lentz of Millers
burg, passed away Sunday, September 18, 1977, at the age of 
fifty-seven; 

"Whereas, Senator Lentz was the Senator from Dauphin 
County for twelve years having created the biggest political up
set in Dauphin County history and one of the most remarkable 
in the annals of Pennsylvania politics when he defeated the in
comparable Senator M. Harvey Taylor in 1964 for whom Sena
tor Lentz always retained deep respect. A former real estate 
broker and a Millersburg Councilman, Senator Lentz was a vet
eran of World War II and a member of Grace United Methodist 
Church. He was a charter member of the Millersburg Rotary 
Club and a member of the Susquehanna Lodge 364, Tall Cedars 
of Lebanon, Forest No. 125, VFW Post 5507, American Legion 
Post 326 and Dauphin County Anglers and Conservationists, 
all of Millersburg. In addition, he was a member of the Harris
burg Consistory, the BPO Elks Lodge 12 and the Historical 
Society of Dauphin County; Dauphin County Young Repub
licans; the Republican Party of Pennsylvania's Century Club; 
Dauphin County Volunteer Firemen's Association and the Na
tional Grange. He is survived by his wife, Ruth J. Lentz," who 
is present with us today; "three sons, James Edward," who is 
here; "Andrew E.," who is here; "and William C.," who could 
not be here with us today. "He is also survived by three 
brothers and one grandson." 

"Now therefore be it resolved, That the Senate of the Com
monwealth of Pennsylvania pauses in its deliberations to 
mourn the passing of Senator William B. Lentz, who will long 
be remembered and loved by his many friends, and associates 
as well as his family; and extends heartfelt condolences to his 
wife, Ruth and to his children; and be it further 

"Resolved, That a copy of this document be transmitted to 
Mrs. Lentz," all of which will be done in due course. 

Mr. President, the several hundred words of this resolution 
are very accurate in describing Senator Lentz in his civic and 
political involvements. It is very accurate in giving a back
ground of the man whose condolence resolution will find its 
way into the Journal of this Senate. However, it barely 
touches-I say barely touches-upon the description of Senator 
Lentz in the total humanity, the total person that was em
bodied in Senator Bill Lentz. 

SPECIAL ORDER OF BUSINESS 

IN MEMORIAM 
WILLIAM B. LENTZ 

You who served with him on both sides of the aisle can attest 
Senator GEKAS. Mr. President and Members of the Senate, to that as he was your colleague even more than I. But over the 
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years he has demonstrated to all who knew him that down-to
earthness, that ability to talk with and be happy with almost 
everyone with whom he came in contact that the condolence 
resolution, as formal and appropriate as it is, is not adequate to 
express what the people of our community feel about Senator 
Lentz. 

The condolence resolution, for instance, does not even indi
cate the high, almost overwhelming, respect that Senator Lentz 
had for his colleagues, you who are listening to this resolution 
today, and a respect, I might add, for the institution of the Sen
ate of Pennsylvania. He was proud, deeply proud, of being a 
Senator and of being among you, working with you and debat
ing with you and performing the obligations of his office. 

The condolence resolution does not at all speak about his 
sense of humor, a sense of humor that touched all of us and I 
must proffer one example of it which gives you a type-and 
those of you who chatted with him over the years will know 
that type of humor. In 1976 when he had decided not to run 
again and when this Senator was on the campaign trail, he 
joined me for one large dinner. There he made remarks. In one 
of his remarks he said, "I just got a call from Middletown where 
they said they want me to come down to help because they are 
lying about Gekas down there." Senator Lentz then said, "But I 
told the people from Middletown, I cannot come down to help 
Gekas down there because I have got to go up to Gratz. They 
are telling the truth about him up there." That was Bill Lentz. 
You know other startling examples of his sense of humor. I do 
not think it was inappropriate of me to mention that as part of 
a condolence resolution because this resolution, Mrs. Lentz, 
does not bring out the full flavor of the Bill Lentz we knew. 

Lastly, as I mentioned many times while he was living, and as 
I mentioned since his passing, neither this resolution nor any 
other words spoken by any Senator or by any member of the 
community can truly describe and picture the deep love that 
Senator Lentz exhibited in all he did, in all he said, in all he 
was, and especially the deep love he had for his family. 

With that, Mr. President, I offer the resolution and ask for 
its unanimous adoption. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 

Senator GEKAS offered the following resolution (Serial No. 
58), which was read as follows: 

In the Senate, October 18, 1977. 

WHEREAS, Retired State Senator William B. Lentz, of Mil
lersburg, passed away Sunday, September 18, 1977, at the age 
of fifty-seven; and 

WHEREAS, Senator Lentz was the ·Senator from Dauphin 
County for twelve years. He pulled the biggest political upset in 
Dauphin County history and one of the most remarkable in the 
annals of Pennsylvania politics when he defeated the incompar
able Senator M. Harvey Taylor in 1964. Over the years Senator 
Lentz retained a deep respect for Senator Taylor. A former real 
estate broker and Millersburg Councilman, Senator Lentz was a 
veteran of World War II and a member of Grace United Metho
dist Church. He was a charter member of the Millersburg Ro
tary Club and a member of Susquehanna Lodge 364, Tall 
Cedars of Lebanon, Forest No. 125, LOOM Lodge 59, VFW 
Post 5507, American Legion Post 326 and Dauphin County 
Anglers and Conservationists, all of Millersburg. In addition, 
he was a member of the Harrisburg Consistory, BPO Elks 

Lodge 12 and the Historical Society of Dauphin County; 
Dauphin County Young Republicans; the Republican Party of 
Pennsylvania's Century Club; Dauphin County Volunteer Fire
men's Association and the National Grange, Pleasant Hill 
Grange 1358. He is survived by his wife, Ruth J., three sons, 
James Edward, Andrew E. and William C; three brothers and 
one grandson; now therefore be it 

RESOLVED, That the Senate of the Commonwealth of Penn
sylvania pauses in its deliberations to mourn the passing of 
Senator William B. Lentz, who will long be remembered and 
loved by his many friends, and associates as well as his family; 
and extends heartfelt condolences to his wife, Ruth and his 
children; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That a copy of this document, sponsored by 
Senator George W. Gekas, be transmitted to Mrs. Ruth J. 
Lentz, R. D. 1, Millersburg, Pennsylvania 17061. 

On the question, 
Will the Senate adopt the resolution? 

Senator STAUFFER. Mr. President, in speaking on this reso
lution, it points out that Senator Lentz was but fifty-seven 
years of age when he left us. This was, of course, a relatively 
short period of time but Bill Lentz will not be forgotten. 

He arrived in the State Senate the same year that I arrived in 
the Pennsylvania House of Representatives. Because of the fact 
that we both came into State government at the same time, I 
remember the event very well, except, of course, that Bill Lentz 
came into the Senate of Pennsylvania with, literally, a bang be
cause, as we all know, he had probably the greatest victory, the 
greatest upset victory, that any politician has had in the his
tory of Pennsylvania. 

I think many of us felt a common bond with Bill because, like 
many of us, Bill was a common man with common interests. He 
was a deeply religious man, a veteran, a man of varied business 
and professional interests, a member of many civic, agricultur
al, historic and patriotic groups and an ardent politician. In 
total, he was involved. As politicians, we so often tell our con
stituency they should become involved and Bill was involved. 
For this he deserves great credit. 

I like to think that Bill reflected the best of us in many ways, 
too. He was a true and faithful representative of his constituen
cy whether they were Republican or Democrat. If you contacted 
Bill Lentz for information or help, he tried his best for you; he 
never forgot his people; and he spent as much time with his 
people as possible whether at a Grange dinner, a service club 
meeting or a political rally. I think many of us can recall the 
innumerable times that Bill would mention that he had met 
with a group the preceding night at such-and-such a type of 
meeting, or that he wanted to hurry away from the Session in 
order to attend a meeting that night. 

Bill Lentz was his own man and although it was frequently 
difficult, he was consistent philosophically. I know many of you 
can remember with me another year and another budget and 
tax battle when Bill was under tremendous pressure to vote for 
a tax increase, but he never wavered. Bill maintained that 
his people could not bear the burden and Bill represented his 
people and he voted for his people. 

Bill always jokingly described himself as a statesman. Per
haps he was closer to the truth than he, himself, would have ac
knowledged in pointing out that he was a statesman. However, 
I think the thing that we will most remember about Bill, al-
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though it is not one of the loftier or nobler things he did, was 
his kindness and his thoughtfulness, his warmth and sense of 
fairness and above all, his friendly smile. No matter the se
riousness of the situation, the heat of a debate, no matter how 
nerve tingling or emotional things became, Bill Lentz always 
had a smile. That is what we shall miss, the smile, the warmth 
and the kindness. That was Bill Lentz. 

Senator KURY. Mr. President, I would like to join in support
ing this resolution in honor of a fellow I like to call my neighbor 
across the aisle and across the Mahantango Creek. We shared a 
lot of friends on both sides of the Mahantango Creek and in the 
northern Dauphin County area and southern Northumberland 
County area. In my four years in the Senate with Senator 
Lentz, I had the pleasure of getting to know him rather well 
and I considered him a good friend. I remember Senator Lentz 
as one who genuinely spoke for rural interests in Pennsylvania. 

I think Bill really enjoyed the rural way of life. He was born 
that way; he was raised that way; he was close to farming, close 
to land and close to people all of his life. I think he spoke with a 
great deal of sincerity on these matters. I shall also remember 
his sense of humor which greatly belied his real concern for the 
problems of this State. 

I will never forget the time when we had a Governor's nomi
nation for the Secretary of Agriculture before us. I made a 
speech against the nominee and Senator Lentz stood up and 
said he was glad to hear me talking because my speech proved 
that great minds run in the same channel. I always thought 
that he had that kind of a sense of humor that made friends 
easily. 

I shall, therefore, remember him with a great deal of affec
tion and respect. I want to join his colleagues here today in sa
luting his memory and in paying respects to his family. We 
shall surely miss him. 

Senator COPPERSMITH. Mr. President, as I listened to the 
gentleman from Dauphin, Senator Gekas, read the condolence 
resolution, I recalled the last time that Senator Lentz spoke in 
this Chamber. It was at the end of the 1976 Session. He pointed 
out to us-and I think we will remember-that over one-fifth of 
his life had been spent in this Chamber and he spoke of his re
spect for the Senate. His voice cracked as he thanked everybody 
for the kindness they had shown to him and he spoke of his af
fection for all the Members of the Senate. 

Bill Lentz loved people, he really enjoyed politics. He was a 
kindly man with whom I spent many pleasant hours. He lived 
life to the fullest. He enjoyed every moment he was in this 
Chamber and I know that all of us here will miss him very 
much. 

Senator KELLEY. Mr. President, I should like to address my
self affirmatively to the pending condolence resolution. I 
believe it is a question of reputation in reality. 

I was a bit younger and I hope just as zealous as each of us 
was a few years ago when we first heard of that great reference 
in the condolence resolution about the upset victory. I remem
ber being beyond the hills in the western part of the Common
wealth and wondering what kind of a man could fell one with 
such a strong political stature. I did not know until I could come 
and meet this man and know the reality of his qualities. 

The condolence resolution indicates a lot; like I suppose many 
of us have done, we have all been active, we have participated 
in the community. However, I suppose the most outstanding 
and unique characteristic of Bill Lentz, which was also referred 
to, was his sense of humor. He had the ability to look lightly to 
the heavy burden, look broadly to the narrow questions and 
precisely to the general issues; all was in a manner which 
taught each of us not to take ourselves too seriously, that the 
sun was going to come up tomorrow no matter who and which 
ones of us were here, and preserving that with the institution 
to make us all realize we were human beings with frailties. 

I believe the gentleman from Chester, Senator Stauffer, said 
it well, Mr. President, when he said he was philosophically con
sistent. May we add: He was also intellectually honest. He was 
one who was a teacher among us, to teach us about being true 
human beings with those consistent and moral standards of 
honesty. 

Senator SNYDER. Mr. President, when I think of Bill Lentz I 
think the most striking element in his personality was the fact 
that he had so many friends, tens of thousands I am sure, and I 
believe that was due to the fact that he liked people. He liked 
them; he knew a lot about them; he could tell you their charac
teristics, their background and nobody has a memory like that 
unless they genuinely have a liking for the common man they 
are dealing with. 

I am so happy that some of my colleagues remembered Bill's 
humor because it did lighten the day very often and it was 
always a point of happy personal contact. When Bill first came 
here we had adjoining Districts and he took to the habit of 
calling me "Adjacent;" "Hello, Adjacent." And I would greet 
him in the same way. We had a creek in common, not the 
unpronounceable name by which the gentleman from Northum
berland, Senator Kury, had a creek at the other end of Bill's 
District, but the Conewago Creek separated mine and his. We 
had plans for building a tremendous bridge-named for our
selves of course. The Conewago, I should mention, is about six 
feet wide. We had elaborate plans for its dedication and having 
the Governor there. We found some difficulty with respect to 
who would introduce the Governor because at that time neither 
of us cared to do it. The bridge, happily, was never built. 

Bill did, as the gentleman from Dauphin, Senator Gekas, 
mentioned, score a very startling political upset in his election. 
I think, without doubt, it was the most surprising and most 
conspicuous State Senate race in, at least, the past fifty years. 
However, I think we are entitled to remember that Bill was re
elected twice after that, three times in fact, with a short term, 
but twice to full terms by overwhelming majorities; things he 
scored as Bill Lentz and not as the result of any fluke or hap
penstance. 

Bill was a man of very deep loyalties. He was loyal to his fam
ily, in which he took great pride and of whom he had a right to 
be proud. He was a man of deep loyalties to the Senate here, to 
his friends and to the Commonwealth. 

Senator BELL. Mr. President, I sat here and listened to some 
of the stories about Bill Lentz. I was in the Senate of Pennsyl
vania when Bill upset Harve Taylor. Bill always chuckled as to 
why he even ran for the Senate. Bill told us that he went in to 
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see Harve about running for the House of Representatives and 
Harve would not talk to him. Therefore, Bill ran against Harve. 
Harve did not even know that Bill was running against him un
til the returns came in. I know Mrs. Lentz can remember that 
night. Harve was so surprised he was no longer going to be the 
Senator. 

You have to realize that in those days Harve ran this Senate 
with an iron hand. He was the iron man of the Senate. Then Bill 
took his seat. 

Of course, all the people up in the northern end of Dauphin 
County thought he was going to be President pro tempore 
because he defeated Harve. 

Bill then contacted Harvey Taylor, who was hurt, who could 
have been very bitter, but I noticed they were always very good 
friends and respected each other. 

About two years later I was on duty at Indiantown Gap and 
Bill got in touch with me and said, "There is going to be a polit
ical rally down in Hershey. Come on down and get some of the 
free food." So I went down. There we had a man by the name of 
Ray Broderick, who knew nothing about Pennsylvania but was 
running for Lieutenant Governor. 

Senator Lentz, Senator Taylor and I were standing together 
and along comes Broderick, flashing a big smile. Harve Taylor 
says to Broderick, "You know Senator Bell, don't you?" 
Broderick says, "Oh, yes, Senator, it is so good to be in your 
county, in Hershey." 

Harve Taylor turned to Broderick and says, "You damn fool, 
this is Senator Lentz' District." Of course, Bill got a terrific 
chuckle out of that. 

Mr. President, I think the type of stories we remember Bill by 
are those that truly show what a great man he was. I am going 
back to the tax fight. I forget what year it was. You know we 
Republicans used to have to vote for taxes and they would 
really pull your arms out of your shoulders. I remember when 
Dick Green, who was from out in Johnstown, Cambria County, 
would not come into Session. Well, everybody that was here, 
the Republican powers, put the pressure on him and finally we 
voted him by telephone. I think it was the first time they ever 
voted anybody by telephone, but we voted him. Then they put 
the pressure on Bill and Bill would not come down from Millers
burg. He would not come in. He would not vote for the taxes. 

I just checked this story with the gentleman from Lebanon, 
Senator Manbeck, to make sure that it is exactly correct. Bill 
told us he was in his garden cultivating the potatoes, tomatoes 
and corn. He was worried about this tax. He did not want to put 
more taxes on his people. He looked up into the mountains and 
he saw a vision and the vision said, "Bill, don't vote for those 
taxes." This is why, for years, we would always kid Bill Lentz 
about, as Clarence Manbeck says, "the wision." 

There are other stories that all of us know about this fine 
man and I would like to put into the record something that is 
not generally known. Bill Lentz was the father of the Common
wealth Court of Pennsylvania. This is not generally known. 
When he was up in the garden, and would not come down to 
vote, I made mention to one of the Republican leaders-I forget 
who it was-"1 know how to bring him down." I said, "We will 
put in a bill to create a Commonwealth Court." At that time 

there was a Commonwealth Court docket of Dauphin County 
and to take a case involving the Commonwealth you had to be a 
Dauphin County lawyer. We put in the bill for a Common
wealth Court in which any lawyer could practice, figuring that 
the Dauphin County lawyers will put the pressure on Bill 
Lentz. I guess they did not read the Journals because the Dau
phin County lawyers were making so much money they could 
care less. This is the true story of why there is a Common
wealth Court, because when they had the Constitutional 
Convention, they were reading back the minutes of the Senate 
and they ran across this bill for Commonwealth Court and 
thought it was a good idea. Actually, Bill was the cause of the 
Commonwealth Court. 

I could go on and talk a long time about my friend. He was a 
full-time Senator. He worked sixty, seventy hours a week. He 
was proud of his family. He loved his county and especially, he 
loved Millersburg. 

He was a friendly man. He knew thousands and thousands of 
people by their first names and, what I think is the most im
portant thing, he was an honest and honorable man. 

Senator FLEMING. Mr. President, much has been said about 
our friend, Bill Lentz. However, I think, in summary, it could 
be said that he had the unique ability to laugh at himself. That 
is a unique ability, to be able to see the foibles of human nature, 
what makes people tick, what makes us do what we do each 
day. I took particular pleasure in his friendship because, as 
caucus chairman, he always reminded me, again in very unique 
ways, of my responsibilities and what had happened to those 
who preceded me. He had an interesting way of doing this. It 
was always somewhat different. 

I certainly treasured his friendship. I remember long discus
sions we had about gardens and vegetables, the seemingly mun
dane things of life and yet things that are important to life, the 
basics. 

I remember sitting right here on the Senate floor and talking 
to him about raising potatoes, never having raised any pota
toes-I do raise some other things but not potatoes. He had a 
great interest in growing things. After all, growing things is a 
pretty basic quality of life. You put a seed in the ground and 
you watch it grow and mature and become what it is supposed 
to become. 

I believe the only, I guess, thought that I would like to 
remember Bill for is the fact that he, himself, grew in stature, 
in interest and in service to the people he represented. After 
all, I think, it could be said that that is what life is all about. 

Senator HOPPER. Mr. President, as I sat here and listened, it 
occurred to me that probably I knew Bill Lentz as long as any
one here. I first met him back in the spring of 1952. I had 
graduated from law school and had decided to join the P. B. 
Rice Agency. P. B. Rice was a Member of the House some years 
ago. Bill, at that point, was involved in financial planning, as 
they call it today, but basically he sold life insurance to people 
of his valley, to his friends and neighbors. He evidenced a great 
concern for their ability to save money. 

As a recent law graduate I had all sorts of fancy ideas about 
estate planning and all that sort of thing. Bill and I had a 
chance to talk many times and he told me as far as life insur-
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ance was concerned, "My favorite policy is the endowment pol
icy." 

I said, "Bill, why do you say that?" 
He said, "The people are sure to get their money back and 

their family is protected while they are saving that money they 
will need some day because I find that people do have difficulty 
saving money." 

I think Bill learned a lot of his philosophy from his folks and 
from his Uncle Jimmy. He used to travel with Jim because he, 
too, sold life insurance for P. B. Rice up and down the valley. 
When Jim became incapacitated, Bill used to help him get 
around. Bill was truly a man by the side of the road with a real 
heart and a real concern for his fellowman. 

Even though I am a freshman, Ruth, Andy and Jim, I think I 
speak for all of us when I say that he will be sorely missed .. 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate adopt the resolution? 

The PRESIDENT. All those in favor of the resolution will 
please rise. 

(Whereupon, the Senate en bane stood in a mo
ment of silence in solemn respect to the memory 
of Senator WILLIAM B. LENTZ.) 

scribe the duties and functions of the board of myomassolog
ists; to require licensing of myomassologists and massage 
establishments and provide for the disposition of license fees; 
and to prescribe penalties. 

Which was committed to the Committee on State Govern
ment. 

He also presented to the Chair SB 1165, entitled: 

An Act amending the act of April 9, 1929 (P. L. 177, No. 
175), entitled "The Administrative Code of 1929," creating a 
new board within the Department of State and providing for its 
selection, organization and operation. 

Which was committed to the Committee on State Govern
ment. 

Senators REIBMAN, HILL and MELLOW presented to the 
Chair SB 1166, entitled: 

An Act amending the act of July 19, 1974 (P. L. 489, No. 
176), entitled "Pennsylvania No-fault Motor Vehicle Insurance 
Act," providing additional limitations on premium increases. 

Which was committed to the Committee on Insurance. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 

WEEKLY ADJOURNMENT 

Senator MESSINGER offered the following resolution, which 
imously adopted and thanks the family of Senator Lentz for 

was read, considered and adopted: 
joining us on this very important occasion. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair declares the resolution unan-

REPORTS FROM COMMITTEE 

Senator MELLOW, from the Committee on Environmental 
Resources, reported, as committed, SB 180, 953, 994, 1093 
and HB 748; as amended, SB 179. 

RESOLUTION REREPORTED FROM COMMITTEE 

Senator MELLOW, from the Committee on Environmental 
Resources, rereported without amendment, Senate Resolution, 
Serial No. 50, entitled: 

Senate Committee to investigate practices involving the sale, 
removal and destruction of state-owned buildings or property 
by the Department of Environmental Resources. 

The PRESIDENT. The resolution will be placed on the Calen
dar. 

BILLS INTRODUCED AND REFERRED 

Senators COPPERSMITH, O'PAKE and DOUGHERTY pre
sented to the Chair SB 1163, entitled: 

An Act amending the act of August 20, 1977 (No. 11-A), en
titled "General Appropriation Act of 1977," authorizing the use 
of funds for the nursing home ombudsman project. 

Which was committed to the Committee on Appropriations. 

In the Senate, October 18, 1977. 

RESOLVED, (the House of Representatives concurring), That 
when the Senate adjourns this week it reconvene on Tuesday, 
October 25, 1977, and when the House of Representatives 
adjourns this week it reconvene on Tuesday, October 25, 1977. 

Ordered, That the Clerk present the same to the House of 
Representatives for concurrence. 

GUESTS OF SENATOR HENRY C. MESSINGER 
PRESENTED TO SENATE 

Senator MESSINGER. Mr. President, there are a number of 
my guests in the gallery and I would like to have you extend the 
welcome of the Senate to them. They are Claire Cramsey, Mar
cel Cramsey, Peggy Cramsey and Frances Cramsey, accompa
nied by my wife, Ruth. Frances Cramsey is the wife of a Demo
cratic County Commissioner in Lehigh County. This is like in
troducing the Cramsey "freindschaft." 

The PRESIDENT. If those special guests of Senator Mes
singer, who I think are in the gallery, will please rise, we would 
like to welcome them to the Senate of Pennsylvania. Thank you 
for coming. 

(Applause.) 

RECESS 

Senator MESSINGER. Mr. President, at this time I request a 
Senator SWEENEY presented to the Chair SB 1164, 

recess of the Senate for the purpose of a Democratic caucus to 
entitled: 

begin promptly at 2:00 o'clock, with the expectation of return-
An Act to define and regulate the practice of massage; to pre- ing to the floor at 4:00 o'clock. 
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Senator STAUFFER. Mr. President, I would ask all the 
Republican Senators to come to their caucus room immediately 
for a very short, but important, caucus prior to having the nom
inee for the Horse Racing Commission, Mr. Johnson, appear, 
and then of course, followed by our consideration of the Calen
dar. 

The PRESIDENT. Senator Messinger has asked the Demo
cratic Members to report to the caucus room promptly at 2:00 
p.m. Senator Stauffer has asked the Republicans to report im
mediately to the Republican caucus room. 

This Senate will stand in recess until 4:00 p.m. 

AFTER RECESS 

The PRESIDENT. The time of recess having elapsed, the Sen
ate will be in order. 

REPORT FROM COMMITTEE 

Senator HILL, by unanimous consent, from the Committee 
on Judiciary, reported, as amended, SB 964. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE GOVERNOR 

NOMINATION BY THE GOVERNOR 
REFERRED TO COMMITTEE 

The Secretary to the Governor being introduced presented 
communication in writing from His Excellency, the Governor 
of the Commonwealth, which was read as follows, and referred 
to the Committee on Rules and Executive Nominations: 

MEMBER OF THE PENNSYLVANIA HOUSING 
FINANCE AGENCY 

October 18, 1977. 

To the Honorable, the Senate of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania: 

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate 
for the advice and consent of the Senate Herman Silverman, R. 
D. #4, Doylestown 18901, Bucks County, Tenth Senatorial Dis
trict, for appointment as a member of the Pennsylvania Hous
ing Finance Agency, to serve until July 20, 1983, and until his 
successor is appointed and qualified, vice John M. O'Brien, 
Elysburg, whose term expired. 

MILTON J. SHAPP. 

CALENDAR 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES OF CONFERENCE 
BILLS OVER IN ORDER 

SB 354 and 355 Without objection, the bills were passed 
over in their order at the request of Senator MESSINGER. 

BILLS ON CONCURRENCE IN HOUSE AMENDMENTS 

BILLS OVER IN ORDER 

SB 250 and 630 - Without objection, the bills were passed 
over in their order at the request of Senator MESSINGER. 

THIRD CONSIDERATION CALENDAR 

NONPREFERRED APPROPRIATION 
BILLS ON THIRD CONSIDERATION AND FINAL PASSAGE 

HB 1252 (Pr. No. 2030) - Considered the third time and 
agreed to, 

On the question, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

Senator TILGHMAN. Mr. President, I would like to make a 
few remarks relative to some amendments which I have pre
pared. If I may beg the latitude of the Chair to speak on House 
Bill No. 1252, House Bill No. 1253, House Bill No. 1254, House 
Bill No. 1255 and House Bill No. 1262, these are bills that 
would have taken the funding of certain of these institutions 
back to last year's level and then cut the appropriation by the 
amount of money for the four institutions shown on the sheet 
of paper that you have on your desk. You will notice if they in
crease one student of the average class size at Penn State Uni
versity, they would save $2.1 million. 

That page comes from a study made by the Joint State 
Government Commission in March, 1977. The booklet is 
entitled, "Faculty Output and Salary Costs to State-related 
Universities." They suggest that this is one way that these in
stitutions could save some State funds. 

I offered my amendments in the Committee on Appropia
tions where we discussed these bills. When they were released 
from committee, the amendments failed. The amendments 
which I have before me are the exact same amendments. 

I have spoken with the gentleman from Lehigh, Senator 
Messinger, and it is a most complicated study and it is a compli
cated concept on which to compile all the facts. He has agreed 
with me that the proper people in the Senate and the proper 
committees should study this report closely to see if, indeed, 
the figures from the Joint State Government Commission can 
be substantiated and then see if we can implement some 
changes in the appropriations to these institutions to effect the 
savings suggested by the Joint State Government Commission. 

There is no question that for the next year or two we are 
going to be struggling to find funds for any program. I think if 
it is possible to save some money, I think if it is possible to tell 
these institutions, "You had better sharpen up,.look at all the 
figures because you are not going to continue to get every bit of 
money you want from the State," then it behooves us to make a 
serious study of this. 

For these reasons, Mr. President, I am not going to offer 
my amendments at the present time. As I said, the amend
ments relate to the institutions on this piece of paper. I would 
hope that all of us in the Senate would direct ourselves to this 
study with the hopes that we can help these institutions in sav
ing some State funds. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, I move that House Bill No. 
1252 be recommitted to the Committee on Appropriations. 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the motion? 
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Senator FLEMING. Mr. President, I desire to interrogate the 
gentleman from Lackawanna, Senator Mellow. 

The PRESIDENT. Will the gentleman from Lackawanna, 
Senator Mellow, permit himself to be interrogated? 

Senator MELLOW. I will, Mr. President. 
Senator FLEMING. Mr. President, may I ask the reason for 

the gentleman's motion of recommittal? 
Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, it is one of basic eco

nomics, dollars and cents. The money is just not available and I 
do not think it is good government to appropriate money 
through a nonpreferred appropriations bill which is not avail
able in the revenues. 

Senator FLEMING. Mr. President, I thank the gentleman. I 
would, however, conclude that there seems to be a difference of 
opinion on this point. 

Mr. President, I would object to the recommittal of this bill 
and ask for a roll call vote. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, I have one additional 
response to the interrogation. It is my understanding that we 
must live within the certified revenues of the Secretary of 
Revenue. It is my further understanding that those moneys 
which have been certified have been committed through the 
General Appropriations bill. 

Mr. President, I ask for a roll call vote. 
Senator HAGER. Mr. President, if debate on this point is per

missible, I would really like to say that our view of this 
situation is that there is a General Appropriations bill which 
has been passed. A number of us voted against it. As I recall the 
vote was 26 to 24. It also passed in the House of Representa
tives, as I recall, with no votes to spare. 

As I understand it, the Governor is under no charge to spend 
$5.1 billion immediately, nor is he under any charge-

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, I rise to a question of 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT. The gentleman from Lackawanna, Senator 
Mellow, will state it. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, I would like a ruling from 
the Chair. Are we going to be allowed to discuss the merits of 
this bill? I purposely limited my comments because I did not 
want to become involved in discussing the merits of the bill. If 
we are going to be allowed to discuss the merits, fine. 

The PRESIDENT. I would ask Senator Hager not to get into 
the merits of the bill. In my judgment he is only addressing the 
issue which you raised as to the availability of funds. Is that 
correct, Senator? 

Senator HAGER. That is correct, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDENT. With that caution, Senator Hager, you 

may proceed. 
Senator HAGER. Mr. President, my point was that not all of 

us agreed to what went before. As I understand it, what we 
really have is an appropriations bill which calls for the expend
iture of approximately $5.1 billion. This would add an ad
ditional $300 million which would take us to about $5.4 billion. 

However, if this group of bills passes and would be consid
ered together with the General Appropriations bill, then we 

would at that point be some $300 million shy, but it would be 
up to the Governor to spend the money as he sees fit which may 
mean that he might find himself in the position where he might 
have to hand out some money to the colleges and universities
which the people might like-and handle the problem of, where 
do you come up with some additional funds, how do you face 
the problem of maybe something should be done to cut down 
the General Appropriations bill in the future. It would not have 
to be done in a crisis situation as it was this summer. It seems 
to me a very reasonable thing and something which I believe 
most of the people on this side of the aisle could approve, that 
we pass the nonpreferreds-of which this bill is number one, at 
least in point of its place on the Calendar-and then allow the 
Governor the luxury of that choice, which ones he agrees to 
fund, and see then whether or not the Governor puts the money 
on the colleges and universities, medical schools, dental 
schools, the only veterinary school and takes it away from gen
eral government or does it the other way. I think that is a 
perfect solution. 

Mr. President, I would ask for a vote against the motion of 
the gentleman from Lackawanna, Senator Mellow. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, in trying to live within the 
Rules of the Senate, it is my understanding there is a relevant 
court decision which has been handed down. If we could put the 
bill over or recommit the bill until tomorrow, I am sure we will 
have an opportunity to discuss it here on the floor, since I do 
not have the court decision in my possession. However, there is 
a court decision that tells us that the Governor must address 
himself first to the General Appropriations bill and if there is 
any money left over, he then can address himself to the nonpre
ferred appropriations. It is my understanding all of that money 
has been committed through the General Appropriations bill 
and passing this would be in violation of that court decision. 
Therefore, I would be only too happy to rescind my motion of 
recommittal if we could get an agreement to put the bill over in 
its order. 

May we be at ease, Mr. President? 
The PRESIDENT. We will be at ease for just a minute, 

certainly. 
(The Senate was at ease.) 
Senator MESSINGER. Mr. President, I would urge all my col-

leagues to vote against the motion to recommit. 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the motion? 

The yeas and nays were required by Senators FLEMING and 
MELLOW and were as follows, viz: 

YEAS-8 

Early, Mellow, Orlando, Stapleton, 
Kelley, Nolan, Schaefer, Sweeney, 

NAYS-40 

Andrews, Gurzenda, Kusse, Romanelli, 
Arlene, Hager, Lewis, Ross, 
Bell, Hankins, Lynch, Scanlon, 
Coppersmith, Hess, Manbeck, Smith, 
Corman, Hill, McKinney, Snyder, 
Dougherty, Holl, Messinger, Stauffer, 
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Duffield, Hopper, Moore, Stout, 
Dwyer, Howard, Murray, Tilghman, 
Fleming, Jubelirer, Noszka, Wood, 
Gekas, Kury, O'Pake, Zemprelli, 

So the question was determined in the negative, and the mo
tion was defeated. 

And the question recurring, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

MOTION FOR BILL OVER IN ORDER 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, for the purpose of having 
the opportunity to offer amendments which have been ordered 
from the Reference Bureau, I would ask both the Minority and 
Majority Leaders to agree to put the bill over until tomorrow 
for the sole purpose of being able to offer amendments. 

Mr. President, I move that the bill go over in its order. 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the motion? 

Senator FLEMING. Mr. President, I would rise to oppose the 
motion for the bill to go over in its order. I again ask for a roll 
call vote. 

Senator MESSINGER. Mr. President, I again urge my col
leagues to vote against the motion for the bill to go over in its 
order. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, once again I am at a loss 
for words, as I might have been a few times during the sum
mer, when I find that I am asking for a bill to be put over for 
the sole purpose of offering amendments tomorrow. I am being 
denied that right when none of the nonpreferred 
appropriation bills that are currently before us provide any 
money to the institutions because the Governor does not have 
any money available to him, according to the General' 
Appropriations bill, to provide these particular schools with 
money. 

Mr. President, what I am asking is to put the bill over for one 
day to have an opportunity to offer amendments to the nonpre
ferreds since some of these nonpreferreds are receiving both 
nonpreferred appropriations and IAG grants and it is just not 
fair. To me it is inconceivable that a Member of the Senate is 
being denied the opportunity to try to save up to $1.5 million in 
taxpayers' dollars because they will not allow a bill to go over 
for one day. 

Mr. President, I ask for a roll call vote. 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the motion? 

The yeas and nays were required by Senators FLEMING and 
MELLOW and were as follows, viz: 

Early, Mellow, 
Kelley, Nolan, 
Kury, Orlando, 

Andrews, Gurzenda, 
Arlene, Hager, 
Bell, Hankins, 

YEAS-11 

Schaefer, 
Stapleton, 
Stout, 

NAYS-37 

Kusse, 
Lewis, 
Lynch, 

Sweeney, 
Tilghman, 

O'Pake, 
Romanelli, 
Ross, 

Coppersmith, 
Corman, 
Dougherty, 
Duffield, 
Dwyer, 
Fleming, 
Gekas, 

Hess, 
Hill, 
Holl, 
Hopper, 
Howard, 
Jubelirer, 

Manbeck, 
McKinney, 
Messinger, 
Moore, 
Murray, 
Noszka, 

Scanlon, 
Smith, 
Snyder, 
Stauffer, 
Wood, 
Zemprelli, 

So the question was determined in the negative, and the 
motion was defeated. 

And the question recurring, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

The yeas and nays were taken agreeably to the provisions of 
the Constitution and were as follows, viz; 

Andrews, 
Arlene, 
Bell, 
Coppersmith, 
Corman, 
Dougherty, 
Duffield, 
Dwyer, 
Fleming, 
Gekas, 
Gurzenda, 

Early, 

Hager, 
Hankins, 
Hess, 
Hill, 
Holl, 
Hopper, 
Howard, 
Jubelirer, 
Kelley, 
Kury, 
Kusse, 

Mellow, 

YEAS-44 

Lewis, 
Lynch, 
Manbeck, 
McKinney, 
Messinger, 
Moore, 
Murray, 
Noszka, 
O'Pake, 
Orlando, 
Romanelli, 

NAYS-4 

Nolan, 

Ross, 
Scanlon, 
Smith, 
Snyder, 
Stapleton, 
Stauffer, 
Stout, 
Sweeney, 
Tilghman, 
Wood, 
Zemprelli, 

Schaefer, 

A constitutional two-thirds majority of all the Senators hav
ing voted "aye," the question was determined in the af
firmative. 

Ordered, That the Clerk return said bill to the House of Rep
resentatives with information that the Senate has passed the 
same without amendments. 

HB 1253 (Pr. No. 2018) - Considered the third time and 
agreed to, 

On the question, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

Senator GEKAS. Mr. President, the remarks I make for the 
bill now in question will pertain, through ditto marks, to each 
one of the nonpreferred appropriations and I want these re
marks to pertain to the last bill as well. 

I had always anticipated that the nonpreferred appropria
tions would come to the Senate in their entirety, as a package 
of bills, which would include one that would provide $100,000 
for the City of Harrisburg as an ongoing, nonpreferred ap
propriation, now traditional. 

At first, I was constrained to vote against all these nonpre
f erred appropriations on the basis of a protest that that bill was 
not included among them. Since then I have received the 
assurances of the Speaker of the House, K. Leroy Irvis, that 
there will be no problem with the eventual passage by that 
Chamber of that special appropriation in the nonpreferreds for 
the City of Harrisburg, although he cannot guarantee passage, 
I know well. Nevertheless, his assurances that it is a priority in 
the House gives me enough of a basis on which to cast my af-
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firmative vote for this and other nonpreferred appropriations. 
Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, I would like to make the 

same motion for both recommittal and to put this particular 
bill over in order, but I realize the die may already have been 
cast and I would be only too happy to accept the same roll call 
on the motion to recommit. 

Senator ROMANELLI. Mr. President, I must take this op
portunity to remind the Members of the Senate that the Uni
versity of Pittsburgh authorized a $5 million loan, and it is now 
costing $4,000 a day in interest for that loan. Therefore, any 
more lolly gagging by the Senate and the Members of the Legis
lature will just detract from that appropriation. 

Mr. President, I would ask passage of this bill. 
Senator NOLAN. Mr. President, I think it would be well to 

point out to the Members of this Senate that the only reason we 
are sitting here today with the nonpreferreds before us is be
cause, at a meeting between the leadership of both the House 
and Senate, when Dr. Oswald from Pennsylvania State Univer
sity, Dr. Posvar from the University of Pittsburgh and a repre
sentative from Temple University, were t;old the game plan at 
the time that all the moneys available to the State that had 
been certified by the Treasurer were going to be spent on the 
General Appropriations bill and they would have to wait in the 
wings until this time. In the meantime, they were to put the 
blast on the Legislature and have the students of these univer
sities put the pressures on the Legislature in order t;o get these 
appropriations passed and also in order to get a tax program to 
pay for them. They agreed to the plan. I was present at the 
meeting. At that meeting, all they had to do was voice an objec
tion and the General Appropriations bill that was passed in this 
Chamber would not have been passed, had they objected to it. 

Therefore, Mr. President, do not let anyone get up here and 
tell you that they now had to borrow money and it is costing 
"X" amount of dollars for interest. This was the route they 
chose to take, so let us not feel sorry about the amount of in
terest they are paying. They could very well have objected to 
the General Appropriations bill and they would not be in the 
position they are in today. 

Senator FLEMING. Mr. President, I would want it very 
clearly stated that the meeting to which the gentleman from 
Allegheny, Senator Nolan, refers took place with the Demo
cratic leadership of the House and Senate with the presidents 
of said universities. There was no Republican leadership from 
either house present at that meeting. 

MOTION FOR BILL OVER IN ORDER 

Senator EARLY. Mr. President, I also would like to bring to 
light here that there was a meeting held last week in the office 
of the gentleman from Lackawanna, Senator Mellow. The 
gentleman from Montgomery, Senator Tilghman, came to that 
meeting and indicated that he was going to offer some amend
ments to these particular bills. On Monday of this week I 
checked with the gentleman from Montgomery, Senator Tilgh
man, to verify the fact that he was going to offer these amend
ments and he assured me that he would do that. I checked with 
him as recently as today as to whether he was going to offer 

these amendments and he said, yes, the amendments were 
going to be offered. 

Because of that, a few of my Democratic colleagues and my
self did not have these amendments prepared. I think what the 
Chair is doing is taking an opportunity away from us t;o offer 
amendments that were agreed to be offered by the other side of 
the aisle. Even though the gentleman from Lackawanna, Sen
ator Mellow, has consented to the same roll call, in view of 
what I have pointed out, I would like to have an opportunity to 
offer the amendments that the Republican side said they were 
going to offer. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I would like to move that House 
Bill No. 1253 and the other nonpreferred appropriations bills 
go over in order until we have an opportunity to put in the 
amendments that were supposed to be offered by the Re
publican side. 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the motion? 

Senator HAGER. Mr. President, I yield to the gentleman 
from Montgomery, Senator Tilghman. 

Senator TILGHMAN. Mr. President, I have the amendments 
for these bills here relative to the study made in the Joint State 
Government Commission. As I stated earlier-and I do not 
know whether the gentleman from Allegheny, Senator Early, 
was here or not-I spoke with the gentleman from Lehigh, 
Senator Messinger, relative to these and it was decided be
tween him and me, I must say unilaterally-although we also 
discussed this in the Committee on Appropriations and he 
made the same statement there-that we would get the proper 
committee people in the Senate-I do not know quite who I 
mean when I say the proper committee, perhaps the Committee 
on Education-to dig into this very closely. 

I have the amendments relative to the reductions in the 
amounts and combinations on a sheet which is on the desks of 
the Senators. I am sure we can stand in recess for a moment. If 
the gentleman would like these amendments, all he would have 
to do would be to scratch out my name and introduce the 
amendments. I think that would expedite the matter. 

I, personally, think it is a very complicated thing. I will join 
the gentleman in voting for the amendments but, on the other 
hand, I think it is a complicated procedure. I respect the word 
of the Majority Leader who said we would get into this in the 
months ahead, certainly by the time of the next General Appro
priations bill. However, I would be happy to deliver these 
amendments to the gentleman. 

Senator EARLY. Mr. President, I desire to interrogate the 
gentleman from Montgomery, Senator Tilghman. 

The PRESIDENT. Will the gentleman from Montgomery, 
Senator Tilghman, permit himself to be interrogated? 

Senator TILGHMAN. I will, Mr. President. 
Senator EARLY. Mr. President, once these bills are passed, 

when is the appropriate time going to be? Can the gentleman 
tell me what he is going to do with the amendments after the 
appropriation has already passed? 

Senator TILGHMAN. Mr. President, I think probably the ap
propriate time to cut an appropriation is immediately, what-
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ever the appropriation might be. It was brought up in the Com
mittee on Appropriations that these institutions relative to 
class size and teachers' hours to be taught are in process, they 
have been set. It might be difficult for them to go back to when
ever the institution set these class sizes and the teachers' hours. 
It may be July; it may be August; it may be September; I do not 
know. I recognize that as a problem. That is the reason I think 
we should take the approach suggested by the gentleman from 
Lehigh, Senator Messinger, and myself, to study this for next 
year. 

When I offered these amendments in the Committee on Ap
propriations, some of the people said that we might be in a 
situation which we cannot correct this year. I recognize that as 
a valid argument. I would be perfectly happy to vote for amend
ments that would do this, but I really do not think they could be 
implemented this year. 

Mr. President, I will deliver the amendments to the gentle
man. 

Senator ROMANELLI. Mr. President, I also feel compelled to 
make a statement in defense of Chancellor Posvar of the 
University of Pittsburgh. I heard the rumor of the leadership 
meeting. At the time, not being in leadership, I certainly was 
not a part of that meeting. I called Dr. Posvar and spoke with 
him personally. At no time did Chancellor Posvar ever agree to 
me that it was okay to separate the appropriations for the 
university from the General Appropriations bill. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, I would like to make one 

moneys will be lapsed come June of 1978. 

Senator EARLY. Mr. President, may we be at ease for one 
minute? 

The PRESIDENT. We will be at ease for just a moment. 
(The Senate was at ease.) 
Senator EARLY. Mr. President, may we please have a roll 

call vote on the motion for the bill to go over in its order? 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the motion? 

The yeas and nays were required by Senator EARLY and 
were as follows, viz: 

Early, Kury, 
Hess, Mellow, 
Kelley, Nolan, 

Andrews, Gurzenda, 
Arlene, Hager, 
Bell, Hankins, 
Coppersmith, Hill, 
Corman, Holl, 
Dougherty, Hopper, 
Duffield, Howard, 
Dwyer, Jubelirer, 
Fleming, Kusse, 
Gekas, 

YEAS-11 

Orlando, 
Schaefer, 
Stapleton, 

NAYS-37 

Lewis, 
Lynch, 
Manbeck, 
McKinney, 
Messinger, 
Moore, 
Murray, 
Noszka, 
O'Pake, 

Sweeney, 
Tilghman, 

Romanelli, 
Ross, 
Scanlon, 
Smith, 
Snyder, 
Stauffer, 
Stout, 
Wood, 
Zemprelli, 

additional observation to what I stated before when I requested So the question was determined in the negative, and the 
that House Bill No. 1252 be either recommitted to the Commit- motion was defeated. 
tee on Appropriations or go over in its order for the purpose of 
offering amendments. 

There was a court case in 1932, Commonwealth versus Live
right. The outcome of that court case was, if the budget was not 
balanced by the Governor, then all appropriations must suffer 
proportionately except those in a preferred class. Therefore, I 
think the answer in rebuttal to what the gentleman from 
Lycoming, Senator Hager, stated before where the Governor 
might have funds that he can divert into that area, is clearly 
stated in the court case where the only appropriations that will 
suffer are those which are in a nonpreferred class. He cannot 
cut funds in a preferred class without passage of implementing 
legislation by the Legislature. In citing this particular case 
alone, I feel this series of bills should be recommitted. 

Senator HAGER. Mr. President, after consultation with legal 
counsel, I understand that is what the case holds. However, 
what the case does not hold is that the Governor may not lapse 
funds at any time during the year. 

As a matter of fact, what we are doing by this is giving the 
Governor a chance to reassess his priorities. That is something 
which I think the majority of the people feel he should do. 

Senator MELWW. Mr. President, we all know that it is vir
tually impossible to know what kind of lapsed funds you are 
going to have at the end of fiscal 1977-1978, when we are al
ready four months into a new budget, into a new fiscal year, 
when those preferred appropriations have already been as
signed and set up. Therefore, that argument really is not very 
valid since it is almost impossible to realize what kind of 

And the question recurring, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED 

Senator EARLY. Mr. President, I do not think there is any 
secret to the fact that this is not my amendment. 

Mr. President, I rise to offer an amendment to House Bill No. 
1253. 

CHAIR REVERSES DECISION 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair reverses its decision by which 
this bill was agreed to for the third time. 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the bill on third consideration? 
Senator EARLY, by unanimous consent, offered the follow-

ing amendment: 

Amend Sec. 1, page 1, line 25 by striking out 
"$54,105,000" and inserting: $48,258,000 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the amendment? 

Senator EARLY. Mr. President, there is no secret to the fact 
that we are voting on legislation today for which we have no 
money. There is no secret to the fact that there are many ways 
we can obtain sufficient money to vote these various nonpre
ferred appropriations. 

I could allude to the news releases which I have seen and the 
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Members on the other side of the aisle have seen that. Number 
one, the Governor has overestimated the anticipated revenues. 
Number two, that we should eliminate various spending pro
grams and so forth and so on. 

I am under the assumption this all is going to be resolved by a 
compromise of practically all sides. I am firmly convinced that 
the only way the universities will get their money will be if the 
existing budget which was passed is amended and, perhaps, tax 
increases for the various corporations are added, along with 
some relief for the corporations to, in turn, pay their taxes 
quarterly instead of yearly. I think a compromise of this nature 
is probably the only way this will eventually be resolved. How
ever, I think in doing this, Mr. President, we have to reduce the 
spending on the nonpreferreds. I think it is foolhardy to spend 
everything we have and spend everything we do not have. 

Therefore, in the gesture of compromise, I see no reason why 
the universities cannot also take a cut in the appropriations 
that they anticipate. If we find that the compromise which I 
believe will come eventually is more than sufficient, there is no 
reason why the amendment which I am proposing could not be 
added at a later date. 

Mr. President, with that in mind, the amendment I am pro
posing would do two things. We would be saving approximately 
$4.6 million with the University of Pittsburgh. The amend
ment would require that every professor at the university 
would have to be in a classroom one additional hour per week. 
At the present time, they spend between twelve and thirteen 
hours in the classroom per week. If every professor would work 
one additional hour and, two, every classroom would be in
creased by one student, there would be a savings at the Univer
sity of Pittsburgh of $4.6 million. 

I think the amendment certainly is in order. I agreed with it 
when we discussed it last week and I certainly agree with it 
now. I would urge my colleagues to vote for the amendment 
especially in light of the fact that we have no idea where we are 
going to get the money to fund the appropriations that we are 
anticipating voting today. 

Senator FLEMING. Mr. President, I rise to oppose the 
amendment for the very cogent reason that it is simply 
unworkable this year. Academic schedules have been set. The 
amendment has merit, without question, but I believe the 
gentleman from Allegheny, Senator Early, realizes that there 
has already been a briefing with our Senate Committee on 
Education and those responsible in the Department of Educa
tion to revise the master plan so that some of the data covered 
here will be a part of consideration of that master plan and 
there will be a legislative input here from both the Senate and 
House Committees on Education. I would therefore ask that the 
Members on both sides oppose the amendment for the reason 
that it is already under study and is unworkable this year. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, I desire to interrogate the 
gentleman from Montgomery, Senator Fleming. 

The PRESIDENT. Will the gentleman from Montgomery, 
Senator Fleming, permit himself to be interrogated? 

Senator FLEMING. I will, Mr. President. 

fered by the gentleman from Montgomery, Senator Tilghman, 
in the Committee on Appropriations? 

Senator FLEMING. Mr. President, standing here, I am not 
certain. In answer to the gentleman's question, I may well have 
supported the amendment simply as an idea and I have already 
said that certainly there is nothing wrong with the proposal, 
the only problem is that it is unworkable at the present time. 
The whole matter is simply under study. So, if I did vote in the 
affirmative, it was for the reason that I simply wanted to 
reflect the fact that yes, the idea has merit. However, to do it 
now is simply unworkable and has become more unworkable as 
I have later reflected on the matter. 

Hopefully, that answers the gentleman's question. 
Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, can the gentleman tell us 

if the amendment had passed in the meeting of the Committee 
on Appropriations would he then, today, try to amend that out 
of the bill? 

Senator FLEMING. Well, Mr. President, that is a somewhat 
rhetorical question and, in the realm of conjecture, the only re
sponse I can make is one that I would certainly not oppose an 
appropriation to one of these institutions. It becomes a pretty 
"iffy" matter. I am not at all certain as to what my reaction 
might have been. It was not a close vote, as I recall, in the Com
mittee on Appropriations. I think the matter was decided 
rather conclusively. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, if a vote of nine in the 
affirmative and seven in the negative is a conclusive vote, then 
I would hate to think what a vote of fifteen to one might be. 
However, I would like to inform the gentleman, and also the 
Members of this Senate, that the reason for this particular 
amendment having been presented by the gentleman from 
Montgomery, Senator Tilghman, at that particular time-I 
thought it was an excellent idea and I voted in favor of it as did 
the gentleman from Montgomery, Senator Fleming-was 
because the Minority Chairman of the Committee on Appro
priations and the members of his staff did an excellent job in 
trying to come up with a no-tax budget in giving the people an 
alternative in Pennsylvania to taxes. Part of that no-tax budget 
happens to be the adoption of the amendment which the gentle
man from Montgomery, Senator Fleming, knew only too well, I 
am sure. It was discussed with the gentleman prior to that 
meeting. I find it very difficult to understand how the gentle
man, being extremely learned in the field of education, could 
have voted in support of that particular amendment in the 
Committee on Appropriations and then today see fit that the 
particular amendment that looked so good just last Tuesday-a 
week ago today-is not workable today. I just find it very 
difficult to comprehend the actual reasoning. I understand 
what is being said here on the floor but I honestly do not know 
what the actual reasoning is for his particular position. 

Senator FLEMING. Mr. President, may I just, very suc
cinctly, respond to the gentleman with a quotation from the 
very learned and able Majority Leader on his side of the aisle, 
that "consistency is the hobgoblin of little minds." 

Senator DOUGHERTY. Mr. President, I rise to oppose the 
Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, could the gentleman amendment. Anybody who has ever had any experience in col

please tell us how he voted when the same amendment was of- lege administration knows that the amendment is a disaster. 
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First off, by trying to increase a faculty load by saying the for the past year. They are quite voluminous. Each of the four 
teacher would teach one extra hour a week is ridiculous. Most universities, or each of the three big ones, reported their hours 
college courses are offered in sequences of three hours a week. and the Joint State Government Commission worked on this 
So, basically, if a faculty member is teaching twelve hours and several months. I think it does merit further study. It is not to 
you want to increase his course load, you would increase it to be discarded lightly. It perhaps could not be done without a 
fifteen. How in the name of God you are going to get a faculty great degree of heavy-handedness at this point. But, by all 
member to teach thirteen hours, the same subject, unless you means, let us keep a watchful eye on this because I think we can 
are willing to subject students in a classroom to three different save substantial sums, as the Joint State Government Com· 
teachers a week in order to achieve what is supposed to be the mission has suggested. 
goal of this amendment. The amendment is unworkable. The Senator EARLY. Mr. President, I listened very attentively 
idea of increasing an extra student per class sounds great but to the arguments against this particular amendment. I was 
suppose you do not have the students who want to take amused at those who said we cannot do it for one hour and I 
Psychology 101 or Economics 101? would certainly join them if they wanted to amend it to the 

It is simply an unworkable and unreasonable thing. Faculty three hours. Since the average course is three hours, I would 
contracts have been signed. Classes are made up, school is certainly be happy to join them in an amendment to make it 
underway. The way to resolve the problem of making faculty three instead of one. 
members carry a greater course load is to simply do it in the I would like to point out also the fact that at the current time 
Committee on Appropriations in March, when you get the new some professors are working only ten hours and not in the 
budget and have a chance to talk to the colleges about planning divisions of three, as has been indicated. 
for the 1978-1979 academic year. For those who object to the fact that it is too soon, there is no 

Anybody who stands on this floor and thinks you can imple- reason you cannot amend my amendment to have it take place 
ment the amendment effectively in the colleges at this time next year. 
simply does not know what they are talking about. Therefore, as to the arguments that have been presented 

Senator MESSINGER. Mr. President, I thank the gentleman here, if they were sincere, my amendment can be amended but I 
from Philadelphia, Senator Dougherty, for those remarks. I do not believe anyone wishes to do that. 
would like to remind some of my fellow Senators, if they have Mr. President, I would ask for a roll call vote. 
ever been to an institution of higher learning, that there are 
many laboratories in biology, chemistry, physics and so on, 
where you have a certain number of spaces. It would be ridicu
lous if you had twenty-four spaces in a physics laboratory, and 
twenty-four spaces are taken up, to insist that that class be in
creased by one. That is true of many of the laboratories. They 
have laboratories in other fields as well. It really is not a sen
sible working amendment. 

Senator ROMANELLI. Mr. President, at the Dental School of 
the University of Pittsburgh if they had to add one student to 
the Dental School it would take one whole facility, which would 
cost around $85,000. 

Senator SNYDER. Mr. President, I will not stand here and 
argue that the amendment could be put into effect right now, 
as of October 1977. However, the concept of the amendment is 
very sound and is defensible. 

At present, in the three large state-related universities, the 
faculty teaches approximately nine to ten hours a week. There 
is nothing wrong in insisting or so appropriating so that they 
graduate that upwards to eleven hours a week. This would save 
the amount of money set forth in the amendment. 

Mr. President, it is quite true there are tremendous varia· 
tions. You have laboratories in which you, in some cases, 
cannot enlarge the class. Or, you have courses which you can· 
not stagger so that you will save teaching hours. However, uni
versities know how to do this if they want to. I think the best 
proof of that is that this is not being looked at solely in Penn
sylvania. There are studies being made in Illinois, in Texas and 
elsewhere. 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the amendment? 

The yeas and nays were required by Senator EARLY and 
were as follows, viz: 

Andrews, 
Early, 
Holl, 

Arlene, 
Bell, 
Coppersmith, 
Corman, 
Dougherty, 
Duffield, 
Dwyer, 
Fleming, 
Gekas, 
Gurzenda, 

Manbeck, 
Mellow, 
Nolan, 

Hager, 
Hankins, 
Hess, 
Hill, 
Hopper, 
Howard, 
Jubelirer, 
Kelley, 
Kury, 

YEAS-11 

Orlando, 
Snyder, 
Stapleton, 

NAYS-37 

Knsse, 
Lewis, 
Lynch, 
McKinney, 
Messinger, 
Moore, 
Murray, 
Noszka, 
O'Pake, 

Sweeney, 
Tilghman, 

Romanelli, 
Ross, 
Scanlon, 
Schaefer, 
Smith, 
Stauffer, 
Stout, 
Wood, 
Zemprelli, 

So the question was determined in the negative, and the 
amendment was defeated. 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the bill on third consideration? 
It was agreed to. 

On the question, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

The Joint State Government Commission has done a very The yeas and nays were taken agreeably to the provisions of 
commendable job of analyzing these figures. We have studies the Constitution and were as follows, viz: 
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Andrews, 
Arlene, 
Bell, 
Coppersmith, 
Corman, 
Dougherty, 
Duffield, 
Dwyer, 
Fleming, 
Gekas, 
Gurzenda, 

Early, 
Hess, 

Hager, 
Hankins, 
Hill, 
Holl, 
Hopper, 
Howard, 
Jubelirer, 
Kelley, 
Kury, 
Kusse, 
Lewis, 

Mellow, 

YEAS-43 

Lynch, 
Manbeck, 
McKinney, 
Messinger, 
Moore, 
Murray, 
Noszka, 
O'Pake, 
Orlando, 
Romanelli, 
Ross, 

NAYS-5 

Nolan, 

Scanlon, 
Smith, 
Snyder, 
Stapleton, 
Stauffer, 
Stout, 
Sweeney, 
Tilghman, 
Wood, 
Zemprelli, 

Schaefer, 

A constitutional two-thirds majority of all the Senators hav
ing voted "aye," the question was determined in the af
firmative. 

Ordered, That the Clerk return said bill to the House of Rep
resentatives with information that the Senate has passed the 
same without amendments. 

HB 1254 (Pr. No. 2031)- Considered the third time, 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the bill on third consideration? 
Senator EARLY, by unanimous consent, offered the follow-

ing amendment: 

Amend Sec. 1, page 1, line 26 by striking out 
"$3,428,000" and inserting: $2,832,000 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the amendment? 

Senator EARLY. Mr. President, I certainly will not debate 
the amendment on House Bill No. 1254. I assume the roll call 
we have just had on the previous amendment would probably 
be the same. However, I would like to say one thing: I was al
ways under the assumption that a compromise, give and take, 
is probably the best way to settle anything. I think what we are 
involved in here is probably reminiscent of the night we were 
on the floor when some Members did everything they could to 
increase the budget. In every attempt we made-and there 
were many by both sides-people did not want to reduce the 
spending. Unfortunately those who did everything they could 
to prevent the money being spent, they in turn wanted to do 
nothing when it came to getting our State rolling. 

I look at this as a similar situation where the Members here 
are refusing, absolutely refusing, to do anything, with the 
exception of a few, to cut back on the spending in this Common
wealth. These bills are passing with more than a sufficient 
number of votes. I would like to remind the Members the day 
will come when they will have to be paid for. That day will be 
coming very soon. 

To those who did everything they could to increase the bud
get when we had that before us, and to those who are doing 
everything they can to prevent this spending program from 
being reduced, I say the day will come when taxes will have to 
be voted for and let us see who votes for them. 

Senator STAUFFER. Mr. President, I do not believe the re-

marks of the gentleman from Allegheny, Senator Early, should 
go unchallenged, because it is characterizing some of us as not 
being interested in cutting spending. I believe he is overlooking 
a couple factors. 

First and foremost, I must remind the gentleman that he cast 
a vote in favor of House Bill No. 1349 which was the $5.1 bil
lion General Appropriations bill. Aside from that, there are 
many of us-and I certainly am one of them-who would like to 
reduce spending, who will vote for a responsible means of cut
ting this budget and living within the existing revenues, 
however, Mr. President, I will not vote for an irresponsible ap
proach. 

I happen to be one, along with the gentleman from Lancaster, 
Senator Snyder, who originally brought up this question about 
the teaching load at the universities. It was the gentleman from 
Lancaster, Senator Snyder, and I, together, who initiated the 
effort which translated into the Joint State Government Com
mission study on the subject. I will tell the gentleman and I will 
tell the Senate, and anyone who is willing to listen, that I think 
we should begin right now, today, to implement a program of 
expanding the teaching load in order to cut back on the cost of 
operating our universities. 

However, I would also remind the gentleman, Mr. President, 
that, for example, at Penn State University they are only two 
weeks away from the exams for the first trimester. I happen to 
have a daughter who is a student there. She was home over the 
weekend and talked about the fact that exams are that close. It 
is a wonderful idea but it is too late to implement it for this 
year. As much as I desire to cut spending, I refuse to be 
characterized as one who is trying to expand spending because I 
will tell the gentleman I want to do it, but I insist that it be 
done in a responsible way and what he is proposing just will not 
work this year. 

Senator EARLY. Mr. President, like my colleague, I cannot 
let his remarks go unchallenged. Yes, I did vote for the budget, 
but I think he should recall that I had private conversations 
with him. When I reminded him there were twelve Democrats 
on this side who were voting to reduce the spending-and at 
that time we had absolutely no votes, the gentleman in
cluded-his statement to me was, "We will not get that oppor
tunity too often. We better go for it." 

Unfortunately, Mr. President, it ended up that the votes 
practically remained over here, and the night the gentleman 
from Lycoming, Senator Hager, offered his amendments which 
received twenty-five votes, those on this side of the aisle were 
doing what they could to reduce the budget. We did it to the 
extent that we would vote for the Republican amendments, but 
when the Democratic amendments were offered by the gentle
man from Allegheny, Senator Nolan, and the gentleman from 
Lackawanna, Senator Mellow, unfortunately that side of the 
aisle did not vote for them. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I must remind the gentleman of 
the history of what we are debating at the present time. 

Senator HAGER. Mr. President, I would like to suggest to 
the gentleman from Allegheny, Senator Early, that he check 
the legislative history before he makes statements like that. 
Most of us supported the gentleman from Allegheny, Senator 
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Nolan. I think a check of the history will find that he has stated 

something on the record which is incorrect. 
Senator EARLY. Mr. President, what I have stated is not 

incorrect. If the gentleman, himself, will just recollect, the 

gentleman from Lycoming, Senator Hager, the gentleman from 

Allegheny, Senator Nolan, and myself appeared on the John 

Cigna Show, KDKA, in the City of Pittsburgh, where I re

minded the gentleman that the Democrats were supporting the 

amendments. I told him on the show, when he said he would 

offer amendments, that he would offer them, but they would go 

down by one vote. I am sure the gentleman from Allegheny, 

Senator Nolan, will attest to the fact that I predicted that the 

amendments would go down by one vote. I was :::-ight on the 

button. 
Senator BELL. Mr. President, let the record speak for itself. 

It will show who voted for what and I understand it will also 

show that the gentleman from Allegheny, Senator Early, voted 

for that massive giveaway appropriations bill. 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the amendment? 

The yeas and nays were taken agreeably to the provisions of 

the Constitution and were as follows, viz: 

Andrews, Manbeck, 
Early, Mellow, 
Holl, Nolan, 

Arlene, Hager, 
Bell, Hankins, 
Coppersmith, Hess, 
Corman, Hill, 
Dougherty, Hopper, 
Duffield, Howard, 
Dwyer, Jubelirer, 
Fleming, Kelley, 
Gekas, Kury, 
Gurzenda, Kusse, 

YEAS-10 

Orlando, 
Stapleton, 

NAYS-38 

Lewis, 
Lynch, 
McKinney, 
Messinger, 
Moore, 
Murray, 
Noszka, 
O'Pake, 
Romanelli, 

Sweeney, 
Tilghman, 

Ross, 
Scanlon, 
Schaefer, 
Smith, 
Snyder, 
Stauffer, 
Stout, 
Wood, 
Zemprelli, 

So the question was determined in the negative, and the 

amendment was defeated. 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the bill on third consideration? 
It was agreed to. 

On the question, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

Gekas, Kury, Orlando, Zemprelli, 
Gurzenda, Kusse, Romanelli, 

NAYS-5 

Early, Nolan, Schaefer, Sweeney, 
Mellow, 

A constitutional two-thirds majority of all the Senators hav

ing voted "aye," the question was determined in ·the af

firmative. 
Ordered, That the Clerk return said bill to the House of Rep

resentatives with information that the Senate has passed the 

same without amendments. 

HB 1255 (Pr. No. 2032) - Considered the third time and 

agreed to, 

On the question, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

The yeas and nays were taken agreeably to the provisions of 

the Constitution and were as follows, viz: 

YEAS-43 

Andrews, Hager, Lynch, Scanlon, 
Arlene, Hankins, Manbeck, Smith, 
Bell, Hill, McKinney, Snyder, 
Coppersmith, Holl, Messinger, Stapleton, 
Corman, Hopper, Moore, Stauffer, 
Dougherty, Howard, Murray, Stout, 
Duffield, Jubelirer, Noszka, Sweeney, 
Dwyer, Kelley, O'Pake, Tilghman, 
Fleming, Kury, Orlando, Wood, 
Gekas, Kusse, Romanelli, Zemprelli, 
Gurzenda, Lewis, Ross, 

NAYS-5 

Early, Mellow, Nolan, Schaefer, 
Hess, 

A constitutional two-thirds majority of all the Senators hav
ing voted "aye," the question was determined in the af

firmative. 
Ordered, That the Clerk return said bill to the House of Rep

resentatives with information that the Senate has passed the 
same without amendments. 

HB 1256 (Pr. No. 2034) - Considered the third time and 

agreed to, 

On the question, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

The yeas and nays were taken agreeably to the provisions of The yeas and nays were taken agreeably to the provisions of 

the Constitution and were as follows, viz: the Constitution and were as follows, viz: 

YEAS-43 YEAS-42 

Andrews, Hager, Lewis, Ross, Andrews, Hager, Lynch, Ross, 
Arlene, Hankins, Lynch, Scanlon, Arlene, Hankins, Manbeck, Scanlon, 
Bell, Hess, Manbeck, Smith, Bell, Hess, McKinney, Smith, 
Coppersmith, Hill, McKinney, Snyder, Coppersmith, Hill, Messinger, Snyder, 
Corman, Holl, Messinger, Stapleton, Corman, Holl, Moore, Stapleton, 
Dougherty, Hopper, Moore, Stauffer, Dougherty, Hopper, Murray, Stauffer, 
Duffield, Howard, Murray, Stout, Duffield, Howard, Noszka, Stout, 
Dwyer, Jubelirer, Noszka, Tilghman, Dwyer, Jubelirer, O'Pake, Tilghman, 
Fleming, Kelley, O'Pake, Wood, Fleming, Kury, Orlando, Wood, 
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Gekas, 
Gurzenda, 

Early, 
Kelley, 

Kusse, 
Lewis, 

Mellow, 
Nolan, 

Romanelli, Zemprelli, 

NAYS-6 

Schaefer, Sweeney, 

A constitutional two-thirds majority of all the Senators hav
ing voted "aye," the question was determined in the af
firmative. 

Ordered, That the Clerk return said bill to the House of Rep
resentatives with information that the Senate has passed the 
same without amendments. 

NONPREFERRED APPROPRIATION BILL ON THIRD 
CONSIDERATION, DEFEATED ON FINAL PASSAGE 

HB 1257 {Pr. No. 1480) - Considered the third time, 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the bill on third consideration? 
Senator MELLOW, by unanimous consent, offered the fol-

lowing amendments: 

Amend Bill, page 2, by inserting between lines 3 and 
4: 

Section 5. The appropriation contained in section 1 
shall be in lieu of the Institutional Assistance Grant 
which the Philadelphia College of Textiles and Science 
receives from the Pennsylvania Higher Education As
sistance Agency. The Pennsylvania Higher Education 
Assistance Agency shall not grant or award an Insti
tutional Assistance Grant to the Philadelphia College 
of Textiles and Science for the fiscal period July 1, 
1977 to June 30, 1978. 

Amend Sec. 5, page 2, line 4 by striking out "5" and 
inserting: 6 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the amendments? 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, this is one of a series of 
amendments that I am going to offer to each nonpreferred ap
propriations bill that is also eligible to receive the Institutional 
Assistance Grant. The reason for my offering the amendments 
is basically the same as it was several years ago when this pro
gram was first instituted. 

I took the floor on that particular evening and objected to the 
fact. that there were a number of private schools in this Com
monwealth that were participating in both a nonpreferred ap
propriation and they were also participating in the IAG. I do 
not think there is any question about it in my mind, and there 
should certainly not be in the minds of any of my colleagues 
here, that private schools that participate in a nonpreferred ap
propriation and also are given preferential treatment by receiv
ing an Institutional Assistance Grant are absolutely given pref
erential treatment by the Members of this Body and the Mem
bers of the other Body. 

If you would look at them, for the most part, they do not fall 
in the suburban areas but they fall in the highly populated 
areas. I think it is just unfortunate that a number of schools 
have been singled out and are given the opportunity to receive 
a nonpreferred appropriation and also receive the IAG. 

In this particular case the Philadelphia College of Textiles 
and Science is receiving $129,675 in the IAG. They are also re-

ceiving an additional $250,000 in a nonpreferred appropria
tion. The Philadelphia College of Textiles and Science is a pri
vate school and certainly should not be entitled to any more 
than any other private school in this Commonwealth. I would 
ask the support of my colleagues on a roll call that any school 
that receives a nonpreferred appropriation is not eligible to 
qualify for the Institutional Assistance Grant. 

Senator FLEMING. Mr. President, I recall at least a year ago 
that my friend, the gentleman from Lackawanna, Senator Mel
low, and I debated this issue then. It looks as though we are de
bating it again. 

There is only one case that can be made for providing IAG 
amounts. In the event the Members do not all realize how this 
happens, an IAG, Institutional Assistance Grant, was origi
nally conceived to be $400 per student per year for each 
PHEAA grant student attending a private college or univer
sity. In essence that amount has not ever been $400. It has 
gradually diminished to something in the general order of mag
nitude of approximately $330. However, the justification or 
rationale for doing this is simply one of recognizing in Pennsyl
vania that we have a strong system, a dual system if you will, 
of public and private colleges. This State is, to some extent, 
unique with some of the older, original thirteen states in hav
ing a large private section of colleges and universities. 

Obviously, I am sure that all of us realize that the State and 
its taxpayers are subsidizing every student every year in in
structional costs in the public colleges in excess of $2,000 per 
year per student. That is only instructional expense; that does 
not cover anything of a capital nature. In order to provide a 
choice for students attending both private and public colleges 
the IAG amounts were conceived. The sole reason for providing 
these at the private colleges for these students is simply a rec
ognition on our part and on the part of government in general 
that these private colleges are valuable to Pennsylvania and 
that students in Pennsylvania should, to some extent, be given 
the choice of attending public or private colleges, as they wish, 
to follow and pursue the studies that best suit their needs. 

It is solely on that justification that I would ask that the 
amendments be opposed. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, I again submit to my col
league from Montgomery, Senator Fleming, that all private in
stitutions in the Commonwealth then should receive some form 
of a nonpreferred appropriation. Knowing that that is totally 
impossible, I then would recommend to the gentleman that he 
support these amendments for the sole purpose of giving the in
stitutions who do not receive any State money, the private in
stitutions, an opportunity to come up to that $400 level that 
has been established by the PHEAA Board. 

If, in fact, the amendments I will introduce today are accept
ed, we will be able to save approximately $1.5 million based on 
the level of spending for 1976-1977 and not take into consid
eration 1977-1978 money. 

Senator STAUFFER. Mr. President, I rise in support of the 
amendments of the gentleman from Lackawanna, Senator Mel
low. I would say that, in supporting the amendments, I agree 
with all of the statements made by the gentleman from Mont
gomery, Senator Fleming, with regard to the IAGs. I think 
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there is rationale for the IAGs and I think there is a special 
recognition being given to our private colleges through the IAG 
program. However, I would submit, in addition to that ration
ale, there has been a recognition and special rationale which 
has existed for a number of years prior to the advent of the IAG 
program, in which the Commonwealth deemed it advisable and 
wise to support certain institutions of higher learning in the 
private sector because they brought to the Commonwealth ed
ucational system some special addition, they filled a special 
need. 

For example, in the case of the Philadelphia College of Tex
tiles and Science: As everyone knows, Pennsylvania is one of 
the great textile states of the Nation and this is the only college 
of its kind in the country. It is a college of this type which 
trains the technical people needed to provide the management 
in our textile plants which mean m.uch to the economic base of 
the Commonwealth and to provide jobs for our people. How
ever, there is no rationale to provide tbat they come under two 
different programs. I think the IAG program was a supplement 
to that which already existed and those which already receive a 
benefit from the largess of the Commonwealth are sufficiently 
provided for and should not be able to have a double dip. 

Senator DOUGHERTY. Mr. President, I rise to oppose the 
amendments of the gentleman from Lackawanna, Senator Mel
low. I think it is proper for Members of this Senate to under
stand the perspective and the relationship between these par
ticular colleges and the IAG. These colleges were funded by the 
State prior to the introduction of the Institutional Assistance 
Grant program. 

The key point to remember is: The basic appropriation to the 
Philadelphia College of Textiles and Science and other schools 
of this nature has not increased. The basic appropriation has 
not increased in the last few years. In fact, I do not believe it 
has increased since the IAG was introduced. So, what you have 
had has been a freezing of the basic grant to Philadelphia Tex
tile, Drexel, Penn and so on, and the introduction of the IAG. 

It seems to me, Mr. President, it is a very appropriate thing 
that, if we felt these institutions were so special that they were 
entitled to State funding, we allow them to continue to receive 
their State funding and then legitimately participate in the 
IAG program. The key thing, in my mind is, while they have 
gotten funds under the IAG, with inflation and all the other in
creased costs that most institutions have faced, their basic 
appropriation has not increased. 

The IAG this year has gone up. All the private colleges will 
be getting closer to the magic figure of $400 per student. I 
think we have a very good balance in higher education in Penn
sylvania. I do not think we should try to upset the applecart. If 
the gentleman from Lackawanna, Senator Mellow, does not 
feel that Textile should participatein the IAG, what he really is 
saying is that Textile should not be a special school. If so, vote 
against the Textile appropriation but do not try to destroy the 
legitimate participation by Textile in the IAG. 

Senator ANDREWS. Mr. President, I desire to interrogate 
the gentleman from Montgomery, Senator Fleming. 

The PRESIDENT. Will the gentleman from Montgomery, 
Senator F1eming, permit himself to be interrogated? 

Senator Ji'LEMING. I will, Mr. President. 
Senator ANDREWS. Mr. President, I would ask the gentle

man if it is true that the $14 million which would be provided 
under IAG this year is distributed among all the private col
leges in Pennsylvania? 

Senator FLEMING. Mr. President, in the lion's share, I do 
not remember the exact figure, there is some administrative 
cost of course but other than that, all the moneys are paid to 
private colleges on the basis of PHEAA grant students attend
ing those institutions. 

Senator ANDREWS. Mr. President, I would ask the gentle
man whether each private college eligible which has a PHEAA 
recipient receives the same amount per student, per year, as 
every other college and every other student? 

Senator FLEMING. The answer, Mr. President, is an unequi
vocal yes. 

Senator ANDREWS. Then, Mr. President, would it be my un
derstanding from the remarks of the gentleman that this 
amount has dropped from $400 to $330 per year? 

Senator FLEMING. Well, Mr. President, when it was orig
inally conceived, the amount stated was thought to be $400, 
but because of the number of institutions and students partici
pating and, at the time it started, a gradually increasing 
number of grant students, it was not possible, under the $12 
million received, which is what has been received from the be
ginning; the amount the first year was something in the order 
of $350 and it gradually went to $330 or $335 per student. 
Definitely, every student at every institution, regardless of the 
institution, received that amount. 

Senator ANDREWS. Mr. President, is it correct that the in
stitution received that amount, not the student? 

Senator FLEMING. Mr. President, that was yes. That was a 
long yes. 

Senator ANDREWS. Mr. President, I would then ask the gen
tleman if we do not provide the Philadelphia College of Textiles 
and Science with an Institutional Assistance Grant, would this 
mean that the amount of money that they would ordinarily re
ceive will be distributed among other private colleges and uni
versities in the Commonwealth? 

Senator FLEMING. Mr. President, the answer to that is yes. 
Senator ANDREWS. Mr. President, with our dedication to 

helping private universities about which the gentleman spoke, I 
would presume that if we are giving a double dip to the Phila
delphia College of Textiles and Science, we are depriving the 
other private institutions of tbat amount of aid which could be 
distributed among them instead of, in one bulk, to this particu
lar college? 

Senator FLEMING. Mr. President, I am not sure what the 
gentleman means by in bulk. There is a listing of students, the 
PHEAA grant students, attending each of the private colleges 
and universities in Pennsylvania and the amounts totaled up 
for the number of students and that amount is paid to that in
stitution. 

Senator ANDREWS. I thank the gentleman, Mr. President. 
Those are all the questions I have for the gentleman. 

I would simply restate the last question: If we are going 
to give certain private institutions double dips, we are de-
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priving other private institutions of the funds that they would 
receive. Therefore, I would urge support of these particular 
amendments to provide more money for the other private col
leges and universities who are not receiving nonpreferred ap
propriations, as is this particular institution. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, I would just like to make 
one correction in the statements of the gentleman from Phila
delphia, Senator Dougherty. The gentleman placed the entire 
emphasis of his nonsupport of these amendments on this one 
particular school. I do not just like to isolate the Philadelphia 
College of Textiles and Science, because I have amendments I 
am going to offer for all of the other schools that participate in 
the program. 

However, I would like to point out to the gentleman from 
Philadelphia, Senator Dougherty, that the Philadelphia College 
of Textiles and Science did receive more money under the IAG 
in 1976-1977 than they did in the previous year of 1975-1976. I 
think if he would check that he will find they did receive more 
money under the IAG. 

Senator DOUGHERTY. Mr. President, I would like to correct 
the point that I made. I did not make the statement in relation
ship to the increase in the IAG, Mr. President I made a state
ment in relationship to the basic appropriation that the institu
tion received. To the best of my knowledge, in 1976-1977, Tex
tile got $250,000. In the current budget they are getting 
$250,000. 

Since the institution of the IAG, there has been no increase in 
the basic appropriation for Philadelphia Textile, Drexel or the 
University of Pennsylvania. What I was suggesting to those 
who advocate these amendments is that the IAG was a vehicle 
to provide increased funding, or increased State aid, to all the 
private colleges but, in the cases of these special schools, it pro
vided an alternative to moving to increase the basic appropri
ation. 

Senator DWYER. Mr. President, I desire to interrogate the 
gentleman from Lackawanna, Senator Mellow. 

The PRESIDENT. Will the gentleman from Lackawanna, 
Senator Mellow, permit himself to be interrogated? 

Senator MELLOW. I will, Mr. President. 
Senator DWYER. Mr. President, I ask the gentleman to 

clarify his amendments. These amendments, if adopted, would 
provide that the Philadelphia College of Textiles and Science 
could not receive an Institutional Assistance Grant if House 
Bill No. 1257, as amended, would pass, is that correct? 

Senator MELLOW. That is correct, Mr. President. 
Senator DWYER. However, Mr. President, if House Bill No. 

1257 was defeated, then they would continue to receive the 
grant under the umbrella of the Institutional Assistance Grant 
program? 

Senator MELLOW. Yes, Mr. President, they then would be 
able to receive both the nonpreferred and the IAG, which the 
other private schools are not receiving. 

Senator DWYER. I thank the gentleman, Mr. President. 
Mr. President, we have heard several points of view on this 

matter. I think the amendments of the gentleman from Lacka
wanna, Senator Mellow, are good amendments but they are 
really a second priority to what we should be doing. What we 

should be doing is defeating this bill, as well as the bills that 
provide pork barrel aid to the University of Pennsylvania un
dergraduate program, the Delaware Valley College of Science 
and Agriculture, the Drexel Institute and other private colleges 
which are receiving this double dip. The double dip that should 
be eliminated is the pork barrel appropriation. They should re
ceive the Institutional Assistant Grant, as do all private col
leges in the State under a straightforward formula. There is no 
rhyme nor reason to treat a few select, private colleges differ
ently with a pork barrel grant and treat all the others under the 
formula with the Institutional Assistance Grant. They should 
be treated the same as Susquehanna, Ursinus, Gannon, 
Waynesburg, Carnegie-Mellon, Franklin and Marshall, Al
legheny, all these scores of other private institutions in the 
State. 

Thus I would urge the support of the amendments of the gen
tleman from Lackawanna, Senator Mellow, in the event the ef
fort to defeat House Bill No. 1257 is unsuccessful, but I would 
even more strongly urge the defeat of House Bill No. 1257 so 
that, at long last, we treat all the private colleges in this State 
in an equitable and equal manner. 

Senator DOUGHERTY. Mr. President, one final word: It is 
very inappropriate in my mind that amendments like these be 
considered in the middle of a school year. I would wonder 
whether the gentleman from Lackawanna, Senator Mellow, has 
ever bothered to introduce these proposals as a separate bill? 

Mr. President, I desire to interrogate the gentleman from 
Lackawanna, Senator Mellow. 

The PRESIDENT. Will the gentleman from Lackawanna, 
Senator Mellow, permit himself to be interrogated? 

Senator MELLOW. I will, Mr. President. 
Senator DOUGHERTY. Mr. President, would the gentleman 

advise us whether or not he has these amendments in as a sepa
rate bill? 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, I have been advancing 
these particular amendments now since the establishment of 
the program. During the budgetary dilemma that we suffered 
this past summer, I gave the amendments to the conferees on 
the committee and, with the exception of the gentleman from 
Allegheny, Senator Nolan, not one conferee would support it 
publicly, although privately they all stated it was an excellent 
idea and they should not receive the double dip and it was a 
great thing as far as cutting the budget. That was all the 
"smoke room" talk because when it came right down to the nit
ty-gritty, they would not at all support the amendments. 

Yes, Mr. President, it was given to the members of the Com
mittee of Conference. I advanced it in the meetings of the Com
mittee on Appropriations on a number of occasions. However, 
it has just fallen completely on deaf ears so the only other place 
I was able to take the fight was to the floor of the Senate. 

Senator DOUGHERTY. Mr. President, I take it from the 
answer that the gentleman has not introduced these amend
ments as a separate bill. What the gentleman has said is: He 
has offered it as an amendment in committee and he is offering 
it on the floor. 

I would simply suggest to the Members of this Senate that 
colleges operate on a budget just like everyone else does. A 
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college anticipates income based on what it has gotten in the 
past. To do this to any of these institutions at this time is 
simply to wreak havoc on the financial structure of those col
leges. The most appropriate way for the gentleman to achieve 
his goal would be to introduce separate legislation to restrict 
from participation in the IAG those colleges that he feels are 
involved in a double dip; but to come in in October and say to a 
college, "Okay, you based your budget on what you got in the 
previous years, all of a sudden, we are going to take $250,000 
away from you, now go find it." 

Mr. President, I would suggest that these amendments sim
ply wreak havoc upon college students, college administrators 
and faculty. It is an inappropriate time for these amendments 
and I think we should vote "no." 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, I would like to make just a 
brief reply. You know the political rhetoric we hear so often is 
that now is not the time. 

When I introduced these amendments four years ago, I was 
told at that particular time on this floor that that was not the 
right time. When I gave the amendments to the conferees and, 
with the exception of the gentleman from Allegheny, Senator 
Nolan, they voted against it, I was told at that particular point, 
"This is not now the right time." Now we are taking it to the 
full membership of the Senate, the full Body where we can 
debate it here in open forum and I am once again told by the 
gentleman from Philadelphia, Senator Dougherty, that this is 

not now the right time. When is the right time? If we are sin
cere and honest in trying to hold the line and cut expenditures 
and yet not, in any way, do away with the vital services of this 
Commonwealth, I would then like to know the right time. Pos
sibly after the gentleman from Philadelphia, Senator 
Dougherty, votes for the tax increase, that might be the right 
time. 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the amendments? 

(During the calling of the roll, the following occurred:) 
Senator DUFFIELD. Mr. President, I was being a little 

foolish. I was given the German word "nein." It was becoming a 
little boring here and I meant "no." How am I recorded on the 
roll call, Mr. President? 

The PRESIDENT. Senator, if you wish to be "no," you will be 
recorded "no." Do you wish to be recorded "no," Senator? 

Senator DUFFIELD. Yes, Mr. President. That is the way I in
tended to vote and I think the Clerk interpreted my accent as 
otherwise. 

The yeas and nays were taken agreeably to the provisions of 
the Constitution and were as follows, viz: 

YEAS-24 
Andrews, Howard, Moore, Stapleton, 
Dwyer, Kelley, Nolan, Stauffer, 
Early, Kusse, O'Pake, Stout, 
Hager, Lewis, Orlando, Sweeney, 
Hess, Manbeck, Schaefer, Tilghman, 
Holl, .Mellow, Snyder, Wood, 

NAYS-24 
Arlene, Fleming, Jubelirer, Noszka, 

Bell, 
Coppersmith, 
Corman, 
Dougherty, 
Duffield, 

Gekas, 
Gurzenda, 
Hankins, 
Hill, 
Hopper, 

Kury, 
Lynch, 
McKinney, 
Messinger, 
Murray, 

Romanelli, 
Ross, 
Scanlon, 
Smith, 
Zemprelli, 

So the question was determined in the negative, and the 
amendments were defeated. 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the bill on third consideration? 
It was agreed to. 

On the question, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

Senator DWYER. Mr. President, I will repeat what I said a 
few minutes ago. The bill that is now before us which will pro
vide pork barrel appropriations to the Philadelphia College of 
Textiles and Science separates this institution as well as a 
handful of others that will be coming up for future votes from 
the vast majority of the private colleges of the Commonwealth. 
All private colleges should come under an Institutional 
Assistance Grant. There should not be a slight few that receive 
special favors. Therefore, Mr. President, I would ask for a "no" 
vote on this bill. 

There are many things that are funded by State government 
that are very questionable. I guess we all have different points 
of view as to which ones are questionable and which are not. 
However, I do question the special treatment given to these 
select few private colleges. I think now that we do have a fi
nancial crisis, according to most of the authorities in the State, 
this is the time to squeeze these programs that never should 
have been funded in the first place out of the budget because of 
an inequity in the educational system. 

And the question recurring, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

The yeas and nays were taken agreeably to the provisions of 
the Constitution and were as follows, viz: 

Arlene, 
Bell, 
Coppersmith, 
Corman, 
Dougherty, 
Duffield, 
Fleming, 
Gekas, 

Andrews, 
Dwyer, 
Early, 
Hess, 

Less than a 

Gurzenda, 
Hager, 
Hankins, 
Hill, 
Holl, 
Hopper, 
Howard, 
Jubelirer, 

Kelley, 
Kusse, 
Manbeck, 
Mellow, 

YEAS-32 
Kury, 
Lewis, 
Lynch, 
McKinney, 
Messinger, 
Moore, 
Murray, 
Noszka, 

NAYS-16 

Nolan, 
O'Pake, 
Orlando, 
Schaefer, 

constitutional two-thirds 

Romanelli, 
Ross, 
Scanlon, 
Smith, 
Snyder, 
Stauffer, 
Tilghman, 
Zemprelli, 

Stapleton, 
Stout, 
Sweeney, 
Wood, 

majority of all the 
Senators having voted "aye," the question was determined in 
the negative. 

NONPREFERRED APPROPRIATION BILLS ON THIRD 
CONSIDERATION ANDFINALPASSAGE 

HB 1258 (Pr. No. 1481) - Considered the third time and 
agreed to, 
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On the question, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

The yeas and nays were taken agreeably to the provisions of 
the Constitution and were as follows, viz: 

YEAS-34 

Arlene, Hager, Manbeck, Ross, 
Bell, Hankins, McKinney, Scanlon, 
Coppersmith, Hill, Messinger, Smith, 
Corman, Hopper, Moore, Snyder, 
Dougherty, Howard, Murray, Stauffer, 
Duffield, Jubelirer, Noszka, Sweeney, 
Fleming, Kury, O'Pake, Tilghman, 
Gekas, Lewis, Romanelli, Zemprelli, 
Gurzenda, Lynch, 

NAYS-14 

Andrews, Holl, Nolan, Stapleton, 
Dwyer, Kelley, Orlando, Stout, 
Early, Kusse, Schaefer, Wood, 
Hess, Mellow, 

A constitutional two-thirds majority of all the Senators 
having voted "aye," the question was determined in the affirm
ative. 

Ordered, That the Clerk return said bill to the House of Rep
resentatives with information that the Senate has passed the 
same without amendments. 

HB 1259 (Pr. No. 2035)- Considered the third time, 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the bill on third consideration? 
Senator MELLOW, by unanimous consent, offered the fol-

lowing amendments: 

Amend Bill, page 2, by inserting between lines 18 
and 19: 

Section 6. The appropriation contained in section 1 
shall be in lieu of the Institutional Assistance Grant 
which The Medical College of Pennsylvania receives 
from the Pennsylvania Higher Education Assistance 
Agency. The Pennsylvania Higher Education Assist
ance Agency shall not grant or award an Institutional 
Assistance Grant to The Medical College of Pennsyl
vania for the fiscal period July 1, 1977 to June 30, 
1978. 

Amend Sec. 6, page 2, line 19, by striking out "6" 
and inserting: 7 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the amendments? 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, I would only like to point 
out that the Medical College of Pennsylvania is under the IAG. 
Some people seem to be questioning whether the Medical Col
lege of Pennsylvania did receive any money. The figures which 
were given to me indicate that in 1975-1976 they had sixteen 
recipients and they received $5,200; in 1976-1977 they had 
fifteen recipients and they received $4,800. 

Senator STAUFFER. Mr. President, I think I can clarify the 
situation for the gentleman. At the Medical College of Pennsyl
vania we have the nursing program and we have the medical 
training program. It is the nursing school which receives the 
IAG and the appropriation with which we are dealing now, the 

medical school appropriation, is based on a fixed amount multi
plied by the number of medical students. Therefore, there is a 
difference between the two. I think by understanding the 
difference between the medical school and the nursing school 
we can differentiate in this instance. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, may we be at ease for a 
moment? 

The PRESIDENT. We will be at ease for just a moment. 
(The Senate was at ease.) 
Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, I would only like to point 

out that the question probably is going to be raised that the 
Medical College of Pennsylvania does not receive this money, 
that it is for a nursing program. However, House Bill No. 1259 
is an appropriation to the Medical College of Pennsylvania in 
the amount of $1.87 million. They also received the IAG this 
past year in the total of only $5,200, but I believe as I was 
brought to task today by the gentleman from Montgomery, 
Senator Fleming, and last week by my own floor leader about 
consistency, I like to be as consistent as possible. 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the amendments? 

(During the calling of the roll, the following occurred:) 
Senator HOWARD. Mr. President, I would like to change my 

vote from "aye" to "no." 

The PRESIDENT. The gentleman will be so recorded. 

The yeas and nays were taken agreeably to the provisions of 
the Constitution and were as follows, viz: 

YEAS-12 

Dwyer, Holl, Mellow, Schaefer, 
Early, Kelley, Nolan, Stapleton, 
Hess, Manbeck, Orlando, Sweeney, 

NAYS-36 

Andrews, Gurzenda, Lewis, Ross, 
Arlene, Hager, Lynch, Scanlon, 
Bell, Hankins, McKinney, Smith, 
Coppersmith, Hill, Messinger, Snyder, 
Corman. Hopper, Moore, Stauffer, 
Dougherty. Howard, Murray, Stout, 
Duffield, Jubelirer, Noszka, Tilghman, 
Fleming, Kury, O'Pake, Wood, 
Gekas, Kusse, Romanelli, Zemprelli, 

So the question was determined in the negative, and the 
amendments were defeated. 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the bill on third consideration? 
It was agreed to. 

On the question, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

The yeas and nays were taken agreeably to the provisions of 
the Constitution and were as follows, viz: 

YEAS-41 

Andrews, Hager, Lewis, Romanelli, 
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Arlene, 
Bell, 
Coppersmith, 
Corman, 
Dougherty, 
Duffield, 
Dwyer, 
Fleming, 
Gekas, 
Gurzenda, 

Early, 
Kelley, 

Hankins, 
Hess, 
Hill, 
Holl, 
Hopper, 
Howard, 
Jubelirer, 
Kury, 
Kusse, 

Mellow, 
Nolan, 

Lynch, 
Manbeck, 
McKinney, 
Messinger, 
Moore, 
Murray, 
Noszka, 
O'Pake, 
Orlando, 

NAYS-7 

Schaefer, 
Stapleton, 

Ross, 
Scanlon, 
Smith, 
Snyder, 
Stauffer, 
Stout, 
Tilghman, 
Wood, 
Zemprelli, 

Sweeney, 

A constitutional two-thirds majority of all the Senators hav-
ing voted "aye," the question was determined in the affirm

ative. 

Senator KELLEY. Mr. President, I want to commend the 

gentleman from Chester, Senator Stauffer. I believe he 
probably deserves a great expression of courage from all of us 
in light of what has been given in the last week as the definition 
of consistency. I congratulate the gentleman. 

The PRESIDENT. Inasmuch as several of these amendments 
apparently will be offered, may the Chair suggest that on this 

one, in the hopes of establishing a basis for consistency, since 

we have had two votes in the past, vote on the issue of this 
grant as you will now vote on all of them and we will use this 
roll call on any others that Senator Mellow may offer unless 
someone wishes to change. It will be much easier that way. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Senator ANDREWS. Mr. President, I rise to a question of 
Ordered, That the Clerk return said bill to the House of Rep

parliamentary inquiry. 
resentatives with information that the Senate has passed the 

The PRESIDENT. The gentleman from Lawrence, Senator 
same without amendments. 

NONPREFERRED APPROPRIATION BILLS ON THIRD 
CONSIDERATION, DEFEATED ON FINAL PASSAGE 

HB 1260 (Pr. No. 1483) - Considered the third time, 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the bill on third consideration? 
Senator MELLOW, by unanimous consent, offered the fol-

lowing amendments: 

Amend Bill, page 1, by inserting between lines 9 and 
10: 

Section 2. The appropriation contained in section 1 
shall be in lieu of the Institutional Assistance Grant 
which the Johnson School of Technology of Scranton 
receives from the Pennsylvania Higher Education As
sistance Agency. The Pennsylvania Higher Education 
Assistance Agency shall not grant or award an Insti
tutional Assistance Grant to the Johnson School of 
Technology of Scranton for the fiscal period July 1, 
1977 to June 30, 1978. 

Amend Sec. 2, page 1, line 10, by striking out "2" 
and inserting: 3 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the amendments? 

. Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, I would like to point out to 

my colleagues that the city in which the Johnson School of 
Technology is located is in my Senatorial District, the City of 
Scranton. However, they are receiving a nonpreferred appro

priation of $74,000 and I feel the same for the Johnson School 
of Technology as I do for all the others. They should not partici
pate in this program. 

Mr. President, I ask for a roll call vote. 
Senator STAUFFER. Mr. President, I believe in whatever ac

tion we take today it is necessary that we be consistent. Al
though I supported the amendments to eliminate the double dip 
for the Philadelphia College of Textiles and Science, the fact 

that the amendments were defeated, I believe, has set a pattern 
that this Senate agrees that the double dip provision should re
main for this year. I do not think it would be fair to pick some 
schools to eliminate it and others to not eliminate it. For that 
reason, Mr. President, I will not support the amendments in 
order to be consistent in the result. 

Andrews, will state it. 
Senator ANDREWS. Mr. President, when you say we will use 

this vote as a precedent for the rest, would that mean that if 
these amendments were adopted, we could reconsider the vote 
by which the previous amendments were defeated and thereby, 
in order to be hobgoblins, have the opportunity to vote again on 
those? 

The PRESIDENT. Senator, you may always reconsider a 
vote. 

Senator ANDREWS. Mr. President, could there then be a 
motion to reconsider? 

The PRESIDENT. Within five legislative days, Senator, you 
may reconsider any vote you made. 

Senator ANDREWS. Mr. President, I was not sure that we 
could after the amendments were defeated and the bill then 

passed. 
The PRESIDENT. Senator, my purpose is not to confuse the 

situation but only to try to expedite the work of the Senate. I 
will be happy to call the roll slowly on every one of the issues 

that come before the Senate. 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the amendments? 

The yeas and nays were required by Senator MELLOW and 
were as follows, viz: 

YEAS-20 

Andrews, Holl, Mellow, Stapleton, 
Bell, Kelley, Nolan, Stout, 
Dwyer, Kusse, Orlando, Sweeney, 
Early, Lynch, Romanelli, Tilghman, 
Hess, Manbeck, Schaefer, Wood, 

NAYS-28 

Arlene, Gurzenda, Kury, O'Pake, 
Coppersmith, Hager, Lewis, Ross, 
Corman, Hankins, McKinney, Scanlon, 
Dougherty, Hill, Messinger, Smith, 
Duffield, Hopper, Moore, Snyder, 
Fleming, Howard, Murray, Stauffer, 
Gekas, Jubelirer, Noszka, Zemprelli, 
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So the question was determined in the negative, and the 
amendments were defeated. 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the bill on third consideration? 
It was agreed to. 

On the question, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

The yeas and nays were taken agreeably to the provisions of 

the Constitution and were as follows, viz: 

YEAS-30 

Arlene, Gurzenda, Lynch, Ross, 
Bell, Hager, McKinney, Scanlon, 
Coppersmith, Hankins, Messinger, Smith, 
Corman, Hill, Moore, Snyder, 
Dougherty, Hopper, Murray, Stauffer, 
Duffield, Howard, Noszka, Tilghman, 
Fleming, Kury, Orlando, Zemprelli, 
Gekas, Lewis, 

NAYS-18 

Andrews, Jubelirer, Nolan, Stapleton, 
Dwyer, Kelley, O'Pake, Stout, 
Early, Kusse, Romanelli, Sweeney, 
Hess, Manbeck, Schaefer, Wood, 
Holl, Mellow, 

Less than a constitutional two-thirds majority of all the 

Senators having voted "aye," the question was determined in 

the negative. 

HB 1261 {Pr. No. 1484)- Considered the third time, 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the bill on third consideration? 
Senator MELLOW, by unanimous consent, offered the fol-

lowing amendment: 

Amend Bill, page 2, by inserting between lines 4 and 
5: 

Section 5. The appropriation contained in section 1 
shall be in lieu of the Institutional Assistance Grant 
which the Delaware Valley College of Science and 
Agriculture receives from the Pennsylvania Higher 
Education Assistance Agency. The Pennsylvania 
Higher Education Assistance Agency shall not grant 
or award an Institutional Assistance Grant to the 
Delaware Valley College of Science and Agriculture 
for the fiscal period July 1, 1977 to June 30, 1978. 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the amendment? 

The yeas and nays were taken agreeably to the provisions of 

the Constitution and were as follows, viz: 

Andrews, Holl, 
Bell, Kelley, 
Dwyer, Kusse, 
Early, Lynch, 
Hess, Manbeck, 

Arlene, Gurzenda, 

YEAS-20 

Mellow, 
Nolan, 
Orlando, 
Romanelli, 
Schaefer, 

NAYS-28 

Kury, 

Stapleton, 
Stout, 
Sweeney, 
Tilghman, 
Wood, 

O'Pake, 

Coppersmith, 
Corman, 
Dougherty, 
Duffield, 
Fleming, 
Gekas, 

Hager, 
Hankin~. 
Hill, 
Hopper, 
Howard, 
Jubelirer, 

Lewis, 
McKinney, 
Messinger, 
Moore, 
Murray, 
Noszka, 

Ross, 
Scanlon, 
Smith, 
Snyder, 
Stauffer, 
Zemprelli, 

So the question was determined in the negative, and the 

amendment was defeated. 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the bill on third' consideration? 
It was agreed to. 

On the question, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

Senator DWYER. Mr. President, we have before us the sec
ond dip for the Delaware Valley College of Science and Agricul
ture. I would remind the Members that we previously defeated 

a similar bill, House Bill No. 1257, for the Philadelphia College 

of Textiles and Science. 
If we are consistent and defeat House Bill No. 1261, Dela

ware Valley College of Science and Agriculture will still receive 

$103,680 or thereabouts-at least that is the amount they re
ceived last year-from the Institutional Assistance Grant 

which applies to all private colleges in the Commonwealth. 
I would urge a "no" vote, Mr. President. 

And the question recurring, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

The yeas and nays were taken agreeably to the provisions of 
the Constitution and were as follows, viz: 

YEAS-30 

Arlene, Hager, McKinney, Ross, 
Bell, Hankins, Messinger, Scanlon, 
Coppersmith, Hill, Moore, Smith, 
Dougherty, Hopper, Murray, Snyder, 
Duffield, Howard, Noszka, Stauffer, 
Fleming, Kury, Orlando, Tilghman, 
Gekas, Lewis, Romanelli, Zemprelli, 
Gurzenda, Lynch, 

NAYS-18 

Andrews, Holl, Mellow, Stapleton, 
Corman, Jubelirer, Nolan, Stout, 
Dwyer, Kelley, O'Pake, Sweeney, 
Early, Kusse, Schaefer, Wood, 
Hess, Manbeck, 

Less than a constitutional two-thirds majority of all the Sena
tors having voted "aye," the question was determined in the 

negative. 

HB 1262 {Pr. No. 2033) - Considered the third time, 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the bill on third consideration? 

Senator MELLOW, by unanimous consent, offered the fol-

lowing amendments: 

Amend Bill, page 3, by inserting between lines 7 and 
8: 
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Section 7. The appropriations contained in section 
1 shall be in lieu of the Institutional Assistance Grant 
which the University of Pennsylvania receives from 
the Pennsylvania Higher Education Assistance 
Agency. The Pennsylvania Higher Education Assist
ance Agency shall not grant or award an Institutional 
Assistance Grant to the University of Pennsylvania 
for the fiscal period July 1, 1977 to June 30, 1978. 

Amend Sec. 7, page 3, line 8 by striking out "7." and 
inserting: 8. 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the amendments? 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, House Bill No. 1262 pro· 
vides for an appropriation to the University of Pennsylvania 
for $17,691,000. In addition to that large sum of money the 
University of Pennsylvania also participated in the Institu
tional Assistance Grant in 1976-1977 in the amount of 
$424,000. I have the same feeling with this as I have had with 
the others, that it is inconceivable that we could, in addition to 
giving them the $17.69 million, turn around and give them an 
additional $424,000 under the Institutional Assistance Grant. 

Mr. President, I ask for a roll call vote. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Senator COPPERSMITH. Mr. President, I rise to a question 
of parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT. The gentleman from Cambria, Senator 
Coppersmith, will state it. 

Senator COPPERSMITH. Mr. President, it is my understand· 
ing from the ruling of the Chair that it was assumed that the 
same vote on the IAG for the other nonpreferreds would apply 
to the amendments being presented. 

The PRESIDENT. I will ask that question, Senator. If anyone 
wishes to do it differently, I am sure they will signify. 

Senator SMITH. Mr. President, I object. 
The PRESIDENT. Object to what, Senator? 

may attack when I say that-that we might reconsider the vote 
on the amendment to House Bill No. 1261? 

Mr. President, I would ask for a roll call vote. 
The PRESIDENT. Senator, we can reconsider the amend· 

ment on any bill any time you want to. I made no ruling on the 
way we conducted the votes. I am only trying to do this expedi
tiously. Anybody who wants a roll call on anything, I will be 
glad to call the roll. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, so that there is no misun· 
derstanding in the mind of the gentleman from Montgomery, 
Senator Fleming, I would appreciate it if we could reconsider 
the vote on the amendment on House Bill No. 1261 instead of 
just taking the vote of 20 affirmative and 28 negative. 

The PRESIDENT. As soon as we dispose of these amend
ments, Senator, if you request us to reconsider the vote, I will 
be happy to do so. 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the amendments? 

The yeas and nays were required by Senator MELLOW and 
were as follows, viz: 

Andrews, Hess, 
Bell, Holl, 
Dwyer, Kelley, 
Early, Kusse, 

Arlene, Hankins, 
Coppersmith, Hill, 
Corman, Hopper, 
Dougherty, Howard, 
Duffield, Jubelirer, 
Fleming, Kury, 
Gekas, Lewis, 
Gurzenda, Lynch, 
Hager, 

YEAS-15 

Mellow, 
Nolan, 
Orlando, 
Schaefer, 

NAYS-33 

Manbeck, 
McKinney, 
Messinger, 
Moore, 
Murray, 
Noszka, 
O'Pake, 
Romanelli, 

Smith, 
Stapleton, 
Sweeney, 

Ross, 
Scanlon, 
Snyder, 
Stauffer, 
Stout, 
Tilghman, 
Wood, 
Zemprelli, 

Senator SMITH. On the ruling the Chair will make on the 
IAG. 

The PRESIDENT. I will be happy to call the roll, Senator. So the question was determined in the negative, and the 
amendments were defeated. Senator FLEMING. Mr. President, there must be some 

reasoning behind a separate vote on this particular appropria
tions bill and I certainly would rise to state just one point: I do 
not think it is particularly in order to single out one private in
stitution for removal from the IAG program when we do not do 
this with any other private institution. 

I believe if this occurs, then we had better rethink the whole 
operation. This is my only reason for pointing out that I think 
we had agreed we would go with a vote that was already taken. 
However, we make our own rules. My only reminder is that 
should one institution be removed, then certainly we will have 
to reconsider the whole operation I would think. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, I rise to a question of par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT. The gentleman from Lackawanna, Senator 
Mellow, will state it. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, is it possible-and I hate 
to use the word consistency because I do not know who else 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the bill on third consideration? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED 

Senator EARLY. Mr. President, I have an amendment to 
House Bill No. 1262. I would be happy to accept the rolfcall on 
the other two votes. 

Senator EARLY, by unanimous consent, offered the follow
ing amendment: 

Amend Sec. l, page 1, line 15 by striking out 
"3,772,000" and inserting: 2,134,000 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the amendment? 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Senator BELL. Mr. President, I rise to a question of parlia
mentary inquiry. 
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The PRESIDENT. The gentleman from Delaware, Senator 
Bell, will state it. 

Senator BELL. Mr. President, I heard the gentleman from 
Allegheny, Senator Early, refer to a previous vote. What previ
ous vote? 

The PRESIDENT. Senator, we are now going to take a roll 
call on every issue that comes before this Senate. The Chair has 
tried to be helpful to expedite our process, but obviously all the 
Members are not satisfied with that. So, from here on in, we 
are going to call the roll slowly on everything. 

Senator HAGER. Mr. President, I do not think that was the 
problem of the gentleman from Delaware, Senator Bell. The 
problem is that when the amendment was offered, we did not 
know what it was. Is it the same amendment which has been of
fered to other bills? 

The PRESIDENT. We will be at ease for just a minute while 
you study the amendment, Senator. 

(The Senate was at ease.) 
Senator HAGER. Mr. President, I desire to interrogate the 

gentleman from Allegheny, Senator Early. 
The PRESIDENT. Will the gentleman from Allegheny, Sena

tor Early, permit himself to be interrogated? 
Senator EARLY. I will, Mr. President. 
Senator HAGER. Mr. President, as I read it, apparently this 

is an amendment to cut the Veterinary School out of the appro
priations to the University of Pennsylvania; is that correct? 
Could the gentleman tell us what the purpose of the amend
ment is? 

Senator EARLY. Mr. President, I am sorry for the confusion, 
but this is an amendment which was handed to me by the gen
tleman from Montgomery, Senator Tilghman. I assumed that 
all the amendments were similar. I stand corrected; they were 
not. 

Senator HAGER. Mr. President, I thank the gentleman. 
However, it would be helpful if he would look at what he is 
introducing. 

As I understand the amendment, it is totally different from 
other amendments. This is an amendment that deletes the ap
propriation to the Veterinary School at the University of Penn
sylvimia. 

AMENDMENT WITHDRAWN 

Senator EARLY. Mr. President, I am very sorry for the con
fusion. As the gentleman clearly knows, this amendment was 
given to me by the gentleman from Montgomery, Senator 
Tilghman. It was not my amendment. In order to rectify the 
situation I will withdraw the amendment. 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the bill on third consideration? 
It was agreed to. 

On the question, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

Senator SMITH. Mr. President, I rise to ask for the defeat of 
House Bill No. 1262. 

In ordinary times this would be very acceptable to me, but 
these are not ordinary times. This is a very unusual day because 

a basic battle is being fought in Philadelphia before the great 
University of Pennsylvania. There are 343 housekeepers who 
think they are on strike. They are not on strike, they have been 
fired. When you go down and look at this group, you know they 
would not be the people who stood against the coal and iron po
lice like our people did who were with the unions in the mines. 
They are the people who are the over-the-hill gang, they are 
fifty, fifty-five. They are not the people who would be out in 
Detroit with the union where a horde of policemen came down 
and struck them dead because they wanted to organize. No, 
these people are not capable. But they are fighting a battle that 
we all fought. If we were not part of the work force, we fought 
it philosophically. Let me tell you what is involved here is a 
basic act, the Wagner Act. 

You may be one generation away from the Wagner Act, as I 
may be, but, let me tell you what the Wagner Act did; it 
stopped the "Yellow Dog" contract. What was the "Yellow Dog" 
contract? That was a contract that pitted man against man, 
brother against brother, for food on the table. And that is being 
fought in front of that great University today by the over-the
hill gang, the housekeepers. Is that what they are called? Fifty, 
fifty-five year old people fighting your battle because you do 
not remember. Let me tell you, you better remember because 
there is a basic issue involved here. I am putting you on notice 
that if you ever believed that man should organize and have the 
right to be represented in arbitration, then you better look at 
this bill and look at it deep. There is a basic issue involved here 
or I would not be on this floor, because I would vote for the Uni
versity of Pennsylvania. 

Men fought the coal and iron police, these people are not 
capable of fighting anyone. They are fighting for bread on their 
table. They are being pitted against nonunion people being 
brought in by some contractor from New York. 

I beg of you to think what is involved in this bill. The involve
ment is you, the involvement is the Wagner Act for which so 
many died. I ask for the defeat of House Bill No. 1262. 

Senator COPPERSMITH. Mr. President, I think some discus
sion is necessary in regard to this situation: 

I would like to say at the outset that it is my opinion that the 
Senate of Pennsylvania would make a very grave mistake if it 
entered into this matter. If we allow ourselves to be drawn into 
a labor dispute that is presently before the National Labor 
Relations Board, then any time any union had an argument 
with a university anywhere in the State, we would be in the 
middle of that dispute. 

I would just like to set forth some of the details of this 
dispute to show that there are two sides to every question. The 
basis of the dispute is the desire of the University of Pennsyl
vania to make needed economies in its operational budget. 

Last year the university laid off 239 faculty and staff in 
order to prune $1,400,000 from their budget. They did not lay 
off the union people first. The basis of the decision is the 
university's desire to get out of the housekeeping business. In 
1976-1977, the housekeeping costs for the university were 
$4,800,000, for the salaries and benefits of 343 employees and 
their supplies. For 1977-1978 the amount budgeted was 
$4,554,000, the reduction being due to an anticipated attrition 
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in the work force. Studies indicated that substantial savings 

could be achieved by turning over the job to professional main
tenance companies on a contract basis. I might add, this is 

exactly what is being considered by the School District of Phila
delphia now. 

Union officials declined to discuss alternative ways of cutting 
costs and the university did contract for those services with 

four companies. The total amount of the contract is 
$3,748,000, a saving of $769,000. 

The accumulated deficit of the university is approaching $13 

million and obviously it cannot be allowed to increase. 

The question is: Was this decision made on short notice? In 
January of 1977 the university told officials of Local No. 1202, 

which then represented the housekeeping staff, that contract
ing for housekeeping services was being considered. When the 

Teamsters Local No. 115 won a representation election on June 

23rd, they were notified of this. The contract expired at the end 
of July. The university continued to meet with union officials 

and a Federal mediator, but the union officials refused to 

discuss alternative proposals for reducing costs. For example: 

Reducing the amount of overtime expense or working out early 

retirement plans for veteran employees. On August 4th the 
university felt an impasse had been reached and it dis

continued internal housekeeping operations. The last proposal 
for Local No. 115 would have increased costs about $850,000 a 
year, a difference of $1.6 million between contracting it out 
and handling it internally. 

I will not go into the proposals of the package, but the sugges
tion that this is an anti-union move, I do not think is correct. 

The employees of the professional maintenance companies are 
union members. The university did not lay off the lowest paid 

people in the university. Their pay ranges from $4.13 to $4.83 

an hour. At a minimum rate of $4.13, a cleaner could make 
more than $8,500 a year, not counting overtime. It is un
fortunate, but true, that Penn has many clerical and technical 

jobs, some requiring college degrees, that pay less than that 
with no opportunity for overtime. 

In the most recent issue of the faculty staff Newsletter, 
forty-five job openings were listed, twenty-seven of them start

ing at less than $8,500. The suggestion was made that these 
people were the first to be laid off. This is not correct. In the 

1975-1976 fiscal year a substantial number of nonunion people, 

faculty administrators and staff, were laid off. In 1976-1977 

there were 229 such lay-offs. These figures represent net lay
offs, not counting jobs eliminated through attrition and people 
moving within the university. Certainly, when a change like 
this is made, the employer has an obligation to try to ease the 

transition. 
I should point out that health and life insurance benefits 

were continued through August. Tuition benefits for the 
children of these employees will be continued until the children 
graduate. The retirement rights of those eligible are vested. 
The university offered to supplement any unemployment com
pensation with weekly payments to bring the total up to ninety 

per cent of take-home pay up to January 1, 1978, or until the 

former employee found another job. 
Under the laws, rules and regulations governing labor rela-

tions, Penn cannot offer this benefit directly to individual em
ployees but must bargain with the union. The union has de
clined to discuss this offer. 

In an attempt to find new jobs for the housekeepers an office 

was set up at an off-campus location to try to place them in 

three kinds of jobs; with the professional maintenance com
panies now doing the work at the university, in other capacities 
at the university and with nearby institutions, including some 
openings that individual trustees of the university have helped 
to find. How successful has this effort been? Unfortunately, 

only twenty people appeared the first day, twelve of them were 

offered jobs that day. Only one person came in the second day 

and two on the third. There are jobs available. 
I just review these points to show there are two sides to this 

question and I think it would be a matter fraught with the 
gravest danger if the Senate of Pennsylvania and the Legisla
ture of Pennsylvania would allow itself to be brought into dis
putes of this type. 

Senator HANKINS. Mr. President, I feel today that I must 

make a brief comment on what I witnessed in the halls of this 

building yesterday. 
Many of the people who come to Harrisburg, with this or that 

problem, have a tendency to do more harm for their cause than 

good. 
Yesterday, we witnessed some very quiet people, some very 

serious people, some people truly concerned over their liveli
hood and what the future held in store for them. 

You know about the strike at the University of Pennsylvania. 
You know that the university has fired 343 members of a 

union of housekeeping services and have hired subcontractors. 
Mr. President, I hold in my hand six sheets containing the 

names of employees who were affected by what happened at 

the university. Seventy-some of these people live in my Sena
torial District, claiming they could not save money by doing 
this. The school claims that they can save money by letting 

these people go. 
It so happens that seventy of these people who were fired re

side in my Senatorial District. That this is the case, might seem 
to some, to be beside the point, but that is not the case because 

I know these people. I know most of them. I have talked to 
them. I have heard their problems. I know that most of them 

are black, most of them are over fifty, and most of them will be 

unable to find other jobs, which means that most of them will 

wind up on the welfare rolls, which also means that we will be 
burdened with some additional funds for our Welfare Depart

ment to expend. 
I might also mention that I have read that these contractors, 

who are replacing these 343 citizens of Philadelphia and of 

Pennsylvania who have been fired, are from Delaware and New 
Jersey. In other words, people from out of state coming into 
this State to take our own citizens' jobs, a sorry spectacle if 

there ever was one. 
There are some who say that we, the Senate, should not inter

fere in the inner workings of this university. Why should we 

not? Is it not our money and our citizens who are involved? I 

say it concerns me, and I know many more, very directly and I 

would hope that we would wait until the National Labor Rela-
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tions Board determines who is at fault and there should be seri- National Labor Relations Board, an affirmative vote to put this 
ous negotiations going on between the university and the particular bill over in order would be appropriate. 
union. 

REQUEST FOR BILL OVER IN ORDER 

Senator HANKINS. Mr. President, I request that this bill go 
over in its order. 

Senator FLEMING. Mr. President, I rise to oppose the mo
tion that the bill go over. 

The PRESIDENT. There is no motion, do you object to the bill 
going over in its order? 

Senator FLEMING. Mr. President, I object to the bill going 
over in its order. 

The PRESIDENT. Is there a motion that the bill go over in its 
order? 

MOTION FOR BILL OVER IN ORDER 

Senator HANKINS. Mr. President, I move that the bill go 
over in its order. 

The PRESIDENT. Senator Hankins has moved that House 
Bill No. 1262 go over in its order. 

I would again caution the Members that the only matter of 
concern before the Senate at the moment is whether the bill 
goes over in order and that is the only subject that should be ad
dressed. 

On the question, 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the motion? 

(During the calling of the roll, the following occurred:) 
Senator GEKAS. Mr. President, I want to change my vote 

from "aye" to "no." 
The PRESIDENT. The gentleman will be so recorded. 

The yeas and nays were taken agreeably to the provisions of 
the Constitution and were as follows, viz: ,. 

YEAS-13 

Arlene. Dwyer, Lewis, 
Bell, Hankins, McKinney, 
Dougherty, Holl, Schaefer, 
Duffield, 

NAYS-35 

Andrews, Hill, Mellow, 
Coppersmith, Hopper, Messinger, 
Corman, Howard, Moore, 
Early, Jubelirer, Murray, 
Fleming, Kelley, Nolan, 
Gekas, Kury, Noszka, 
Gurzenda, Kusse, O'Pake, 
Hager, Lynch, Orlando, 
Hess, Manbeck, Romanelli, 

Smith, 
Stout, 
Sweeney, 

Ross, 
Scanlon, 
Snyder, 
Stapleton, 
Stauffer, 
Tilghman, 
Wood, 
Zemprelli, 

Will the Senate agree to the motion? So the question was determined in the negative, and the 

Senator FLEMING. Mr. President, I think it would be wise to motion was defeated. 
reflect on several of the remarks of the gentleman from 
Cambria, Senator Coppersmith, that, in putting this bill over in 
order, we are singling out one institution simply for the reasons 
that have been previously stated which, if adhered to, subject 
us in the future, with no end of involvement in the legislative 
process, to concerns which are really not ours. 

If we should, as a legislative Body, proceed down this road, 
the end is not in sight. I would remind my colleagues that we 
approach a never-never land by so doing, and would very 
courteously urge a "no" vote on the matter of this bill going 
over. I am trying to be exceedingly careful. 

The PRESIDENT. You are very skillful, Senator, in staying 
within the limits I laid down. 

Senator SWEENEY. Mr. President, I will try to be as adroit 
as the distinguished gentleman from Montgomery, Senator 
Fleming, because the remarks I had in mind were intended to 
be made prior to a motion of that nature. 

I concur, incidentally, with the observations made by the 
gentleman from Montgomery, Senator Fleming, and the com
ments by the gentleman from Cambria, Senator Coppersmith. 
It is a highly inappropriate role for us to inject ourselves in a 
labor dispute. But the basic assumption, in any vote, is that 
those of us who must vote are informed on the issue and I think 
that, inasmuch as this particular matter where the two sides 
have been presented rather persuasively by each of the parties 
involved, those of us who are not in a position to make a proper 
evaluation, it leaves us at somewhat of a disadvantage. I would 
suggest, therefore, that inasmuch as the matter is before the 

And the question recurring, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

Senator NOLAN. Mr. President, I rise to support the gentle
man from Philadelphia, Senator Smith, in asking for the defeat 
of this bill. I ask that we treat all universities alike. I think 
that, by defeating this bill, we will be treating them alike. 

We have a line-up of private universities and universities 
here which are not carrying on the practice that the University 
of Pennsylvania is carrying on at the present time. 

I participated in passing an anti-strikebreakers piece of legis
lation since I came to Harrisburg. Here we have a State institu
tion, or an institution receiving upwards of $18 million in this 
particular bill, which is the first one, to my knowledge, that is 
participating in strike breaking, and I think it is a matter prop
erly before this Senate. If we were sincere when we passed the 
legislation to prohibit strike breaking, now is the time to show 
that we were sincere and defeat this appropriation to the 
University of Pennsylvania. 

MOTION TO DIVIDE QUESTION 

Senator DWYER. Mr. President, I rise to speak to another is
sue in this bill. This bill figuratively contains oranges and 
apples. For the sake of consistency, a vote on the bill as it is 
presently constituted would render everyone inconsistent. 

The bill contains an appropriation, the large end of Penn's 
double dip, to the undergraduate program. We, of course, have 
defeated the large end of the double dip for the Delaware Val-
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ley College of Science and Agriculture and the Philadelphia 
College of Textiles and Science today. 

However, the bill also contains appropriations to the Veter
inary School and the Medical School, public service programs, 
graduate programs, which we have passed in the past, and also 
we have approved appropriations to other medical schools here 
today. 

Under Section 311 of Mason's Legislative Manual, I move 
that we divide the question and vote separately on points one 
and two which is an appropriation of $10,437,000 for instruc
tion, excluding veterinary medicine programs and doctor of 
medicine programs and for student aid. We would then vote 
separately on points three, four and five which provide moneys 
for the instruction of veterinary medicine programs only, for 
the instruction of doctor of medicine programs only and for 
dental clinics. 

The PRESIDENT. We will be at ease for just a minute. 
(The Senate was at ease.) 

MOTION WITHDRAWN 

Senator DWYER. Mr. President, for the sake of an expedi
tious Session, I will withdraw my motion. I am also going to 
vote against this bill. 

However, I would like the record to show that I would vote in 
favor of the appropriations for the School of Veterinary Medi
cine and the Medical School at the University of Pennsylvania 
if those questions were standing separate from the double dip 
appropriation to the undergraduate program of the University 
of Pennsylvania. 

And the question recurring, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

Senator KELLEY. Mr. President, I believe we all heard the 
words of the gentleman from Philadelphia, Senator Smith, 
with r<::gard to the historical development of the labor move
ment and we probably were sympathetic with the particular is
sues that were raised. However, I suggest that they are col
lateral to the true issue. 

I would like to be so strong as to suggest that it is almost a 
corruption of true legislative responsibility and expression for 
us to use such a means of reasoning to determine how we are 
going to vote on this particular bill. I believe whenever we al
ready have legislation on the books, both Federal and State, to 
provide for labor discord-we have the mechanics of the 
courts-it is totally an indefensible argument to sway anybody. 
It is without any relevancy whatsoever to suggest that how the 
university is conducting itself with regard to its labor relations 
should be persuasive upon us. I believe this is an insult to the 
people of this Commonwealth and I strongly urge everyone to 
vote in the affirmative to prove the point of the irrelevancy and 
the lack of persuasion in the argument. 

Senator HAGER. Mr. President, I agree with the gentleman 
from Westmoreland, Senator Kelley, I think. 

The PRESIDENT. The official reporter will kindly note that 
in capital letters in the Journal. 

Senator DOUGHERTY. Mr. President, I am amazed that the 
gentleman from Lycoming, Senator Hager, knew what the gen-

tleman from Westmoreland, Senator Kelley, was talking about. 
I rise, Mr. President, to oppose the appropriation to the Uni

versity of Pennsylvania. I do it with the recognition that I 
think I have been as active a supporter of higher education as 
anyone else in this Body. I stand here amazed to hear people 
talk about labor negotiations and not becoming involved in la
bor negotiations. I would be inclined to agree with them if what 
happened at the University of Pennsylvania was normal labor 
negotiations. But, in effect, the university did not take a strike, 
Mr. President. If the University of Pennsylvania had taken a 
strike and there were normal negotiations going on, I would 
vote in favor of Penn. 

I am told Drexel University had the same problem with the 
same local in a different area some three or four years ago. I 
believe everybody from Philadelphia at that time voted in favor 
of the Drexel appropriation. 

However, what we have here today are not labor 
negotiations. We have an institution that wants $17 million of 
taxpayers' money that totally and without any good cause fired 
343 housekeepers. I stand here amazed when the gentleman 
from Cambria, Senator Coppersmith, talks about $8,500. I do 
not know where $8,500 goes in other parts of this State, but 
$8,500 is not much of an income for a family in the Philadel
phia area. 

I stand here amazed and wonder about people saying that we 
should not become involved. When a state-funded institution 
fires 343 housekeepers, ninety-three of whom were in the em
ploy of the university for over thirty years, 190 of whom are 
over fifty years of age, at a time when the university has no 
problem in going out on a $200 million fund-raising drive for 
the good of the institution, I am just amazed that people would 
stand here and say that we should stand back and give $17 mil
lion of taxpayers' money to a university which is, by no means, 
broke, a university which has no trouble building fancy 
buildings and inviting out-of-state residents to attend their law 
school. I am amazed that we would stand here and just casually 
say, "Well, 343 taxpayers of Pennsylvania are not important to 
the Senators, 343 little, innocent people." 

Again, Mr. President, if Penn was taking a strike from the 
Teamsters, I would have no problem voting for the appropria
tion. If Penn is cleared by the National Labor Relations Board, 
I will have no problem in voting for Penn. I was under the im
pression last evening that Penn's appropriation would go over 
until such time as we could get a reading on what the National 
Labor Relations Board was going to do. Now we are not going 
to find that out because we are going to vote the bill. I just can
not, in conscience, vote against a lot of little people who put 
thirty years of their lives into the University of Pennsylvania 

and have been told, "Well, we are going to economize. We are 
not going to have you anymore because you get $4.25 an hour. 
We are going to bring a subcontractor in and pay those people 
$3.80 an hour." 

It is ironic, Mr. President, that the people who were fired 
were Philadelphians and are Pennsylvanians. The contractors 
are bringing people in from New York and New Jersey. This is 
a good example of how we take care of our own when we screw 
the little guy. I find it remarkable that Penn would try this, but 
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I really should not. The University of Pennsylvania has this 
elitist attitude anyway. They think that Pennsylvania should 
pay them because they happen to be located in this Common
wealth. But as far as I am concerned, little people are more im
portant then prestigious universities. 

Senator SWEENEY. Mr. President, I desire to interrogate 
the gentleman from Westmoreland, Senator Kelley. 

The PRESIDENT. Will the gentleman from Westmoreland, 
Senator Kelley, permit himself to be interrogated? 

Senator KELLEY. I will, Mr. President. 
Senator SWEENEY. Mr. President, if I understood the gen

tleman's remarks, he was somewhat chagrined at the reaction 
of those of us who feel as though we should await a finding by 
an impartial board concerning the merits, or lack of them in 
this particular case, and he feels as though that is not a proper 
role for the Senate to pursue. Did I construe the gentleman's re
marks correctly? 

Senator KELLEY. Partially, Mr. President. 
Senator SWEENEY. Mr. President, would the gentleman cor

rect those that are incorrect? 
Senator KELLEY. Mr. President, I would only care to elabo

rate to the point that I was not chagrined by any individual 
Member of this Body, but rather that the institution itself 
would be allowing itself to be corrupted away from its true tra
ditional legislative purpose and responsibility and injecting it
self into those areas, especially when we already have legisla
tion, Federal and State, with mediation and arbitration and the 
judicial system to adjudicate these matters, yes sir. 

SENATOR SWEENEY. Mr. President, would the 
distinguished Senator react to the observation that it is basic 
and inherent to the evaluation of any legislation that we Mem
bers of the Senate should be fully informed as to the merits of 
that piece of legislation? 

Senator KELLEY. Unquestionably and without reservation, 
Mr. President. 

The question in this particular matter, however, is whether 
or not those things with which we are concerning ourselves are 
relevant to the issue of the matter. 

Senator SWEENEY. Excuse me, Mr. President? 
The PRESIDENT. Senator Kelley, I think the gentleman did 

not fully understand your answer. Would you repeat it, please? 
Senator KELLEY. Mr. President, my answer to his question 

is absolutely and without reservation. However, we must con
sider the facts in this particular case. It is whether or not we 
are concerning ourselves with that which is relevant to this 
matter. That is, whether or not it is proper in the legislative 
concerns of this bill to be concerning ourselves with the disposi
tion of a collateral matter which I call the labor dispute. 

The PRESIDENT. I think that is much clearer, Senator. 
Senator KELLEY. Thank you, Mr. President. 
Senator SWEENEY. Mr. President, I hesitate somewhat to 

sort of distill those comments succinctly, but I think what the 
gentleman has said is that notwithstanding the fact that al
most $18 million of taxpayers' money is going into a public in
stitution and notwithstanding the fact that presumably none of 
us here are fully cognizant of the merits, or lack of them, on 
either side of this issue and notwithstanding the fact that an 

impartial evaluation of the merits, or lack of them, of the case 
which is currently being adjudicated before the National Labor 
Relations Board; notwithstanding those three significant fac
tors the gentleman urges that we proceed and approve the ap
propriation for this institution. 

Senator KELLEY. Absolutely, Mr. President. I believe the 
gentleman from Delaware, Senator Sweeney, makes a better 
case for my argument or my conclusion then I did myself. I con
gratulate him. 

Senator SWEENEY. Mr. President, would the gentleman be 
more precise? That is a cop-out cliche. How do I make a better 
argument for the gentleman's side than mine? 

Senator KELLEY. Mr. President, the gentleman makes a 
much better argument because he is more succinct in explain
ing the processes that are collateral. That is because of the me
diation and the Federal procedures that are going into this mat
ter, it is not relevant for us. We are not the forum under our 
theory and form of government. 

Senator SWEENEY. Mr. President, I am not suggesting that. 
I am merely suggesting that inasmuch as the matter is being 
adjudi.,:ted before an impartial board and that none of us pre
sumabTy are fully cognizant of the merits, or lack of them, qn 
either side, that it is certainly appropriate for this Body to pre
clude action until such time as the problem is resolved by the 
proper forum. 

Senator KELLEY. Mr. President, that point is exactly where 
I disagree because regardless as all Members of this Body at 
one time or another say, there are at least two sides to an issue 

of who and which party is correct in this matter of contro
versy at the University of Pennsylvania, between them and the 
union, it should not affect whatever we are going to do as far as 
appropriating them on a nonpreferred matter. There is no 
crime or allegation of crime here. This is a legitimate area of 
dispute; it is a matter of public policy; it goes on every day in 
this country. As a matter of public policy I think we have the 
proper methods by which these matters are settled. 

I think for us to inject this into our reasoning is certainly irre
sponsible and, as I use the word strongly, it is a corruption of 
our activity. 

Senator SWEENEY. Mr. President, could the gentleman 
state "unequivocally" that he is sufficiently cognizant of the is
sues on both sides of this case and will therefore cast an in
formed vote? 

Senator KELLEY. Mr. President, I believe I will cast an in
formed vote. I am not aware of the issues of this matter what
soever. But in my judgment they are absolutely collateral and 
not relevant to anybody's decision-making here. 

Senator SWEENEY. Mr. President, the gentleman has made 
a persuasive argument for my side. 

Senator BELL. Mr. President, I am not the highly educated 
type; I come from the industrial waterfront of Delaware 
County. I only see the simple things of life. I looked at the Cal
endar and saw that a certain group of people at Penn voted to 
join the Teamsters Union. Shortly thereafter they were fired. 

A labor leader in Delaware County from the AFL-CIO said to 
me, "That is union-busting tactics." Now, that is not a strike. 
That is not a labor dispute. I have great faith in this AFL-CIO 
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man who normally is not on the side of the Teamsters and of his 
observations that this is a union-busting tactic. When the same 
group who used these tactics come to my Senatorial door-and I 
represent one-fiftieth of the people of Pennsylvania like every 
Member does-I am going to vote to deny the university the 

money which my constituents pay as taxes as long as they 
stand accused of union-busting tactics. 

Senator KURY. Mr. President, I have been listening very pa
tiently to this debate and I would like to add a few comments. 

I was very impressed by the speech of the gentleman from 
Philadelphia, Senator Smith, his sincerity and his feelings. I 

understand those feelings and I respect them. However, I just 
cannot understand how this bill has any proper relevancy to an 
issue which is properly before the National Labor Relations 
Board. 

This Body is not in a position to evaluate the facts of the case. 
The Congress of the United States has established the National 
Labor Relations Board and the parties are before that board. It 
seems to me that whether or not we pass this bill, the parties 
are going to be governed by the National Labor Relations 

Board and its p:ocedure~ in. th_e courts an~ otherwise. ~_1;1st ~o 
not see how actmg on thIS bill IS proper as it relates to tlfat dis

pute. We are not a fact-finding Body for that kind of situation 
and we should not be. 

Mr. President, there is something else I would like to point 
out. If we defeat this bill, whom are we hurting and whom are 
we helping? If we defeat this, we are not helping those people 
who are in the dispute but I will tell you whom we are hurting. 
We are going to be hurting the students at the University of 
Pennsylvania. 

I would like to point out to the gentleman from Philadelphia, 
Senator Dougherty, that while he may think the University of 
Pennsylvania is an elitist school, I know that the University of 

Pennsylvania provides an awful lot of education for the sons 
and grandsons of an awful lot of little people from upstate 
Pennsylvania, from places like Mount Carmel, Shenandoah, 

Sunbury, Duryea, Locust Gap, Shamokin and Coal Township. I 
know the family backgrounds of those people. If the gentleman 
from Philadelphia, Senator Dougherty, were acquainted with 
them he would withdraw those remarks. Those are the kinds of 
people we are going to be hurting if we defeat this bill. It will 
have no impact on that labor dispute which is putting us, as 
others have said very strongly here today, in the very unfortu

nate position of getting into an area where we do not properly 

belong. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I say, let us not hurt the students 
at the University of Pennsylvania who come from all over this 

great State and from all kinds of family backgrounds and all 
kinds of social and economic backgrounds. I think that should 
be our concern here this evening. Let us pass the bill. 

Senator ARLENE. Mr. President, I would like to have my re
marks placed in the record as to why I voted in the negative on 
House Bill No. 1262. Is it in order? 

The PRESIDENT. These remarks will be made a part of the 
record. 

record at the request of the gentleman from Philadelphia, 
Senator ARLENE:) 

Mr. President, I rise in opposition to passage of the 
University of Pennsylvania appropriation. I am not against the 
school, but I am opposed to the way they have dismissed 343 
maintenance and janitorial employees. These people have spent 

many years working at the university. These people pay their 
taxes; these people are good Pennsylvanians. Now they are told 
to go on welfare. I cannot support this, it is just plain wrong. 

Last Sunday the papers carried a story that unemployment 
among black people in Philadelphia is the highest in the coun
try. Do we want to add to this miserable record? For me the 
answer is "no." 

There are many people watching this appropriation today. 
Organized labor is watching. People who fear the loss of jobs 
through automation are watching and poor people, the people 
of my District, are watching. These people want justice and 
justice in this case requires that we table this bill until the 
university rehires these people and bargains a contract with 
them. I would like to see this bill tabled until these people's 
problem is resolved. 

And the question recurring, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

The yeas and nays were taken agreeably to the provisions of 
the Constitution and were as follows, viz: 

Andrews, Hill, 
Coppersmith, Hopper, 
Corman, Howard, 
Fleming, Jubelirer, 
Gekas, Kelley, 
Gurzenda, Kury, 
Hager, Kusse, 
Hess, Lewis, 

Arlene, Dwyer, 
Bell, Early, 
Dougherty, Hankins, 
Duffield, Holl, 

YEAS-32 

Manbeck, 
Mellow, 
Messinger, 
Moore, 
Murray, 
Noszka, 
O'Pake, 
Orlando, 

NAYS-15 
Lynch, 
McKinney, 
Nolan, 
Ross, 

Romanelli, 
Scanlon, 
Snyder, 
Stapleton, 
Stauffer, 
Stout, 
Tilghman, 
Zemprelli, 

Schaefer, 
Smith, 
Sweeney, 

Less than a constitutional two-thirds majority of all the 
Senators having voted "aye," the question was determined in 
the negative. 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

CONGRATULATORY RESOLUTIONS 

The PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following resolu
tions, which were read, considered and adopted: 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Leonard C. 
Levin by Senator O'Pake. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to The Gettys
burg Times by Senator Moore. 

CongratulatiollS of the Senate were extended to Mr. and Mrs. 
W. Lester Fouse and to Mr. and Mrs. Glenn H. Mattern by 

(The following prepared statement was made a part of the Senator Jubelirer. 
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BILLS ON FIRST CONSIDERATION 
Senator MESSINGER. Mr. President, I move that the Senate 

do now proceed to consideration of all bills reported from com
mittees for the first time at today's Session. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The bills were as follows: 

SB 179, 180, 953, 964, 994, 1093 and HB 7 48. 

And said bills having been considered for the first time, 
Ordered, To be laid aside for second consideration. 

ANNOUNCEMENTSBYTHESECRETARY 
The following announcements were read by the Secretary of 

the Senate: 

SENATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS 

WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 19, 1977 

9:30A.M. PUBLIC HEALTH AND 
WELFARE (to consider 
Senate Bills No. 959, 
1105, 1106 and House Bill 
No. 274) 

9:30 A.M. CONSUMER AFFAIRS 
(Hearing on Senate Bill 
No. 995) 

10:00 A.M. STATE GOVERNMENT (to 
consider House Bill No. 
72) 

Joint State 
Govt.Comm. 

Room450 

Senate Majority 
Caucus Room 

Room286 

TUESDAY, OCTOBER25, 1977 

12:30P.M. AGRICULTURE AND 
RURAL AFFAIRS (to 
consider House Bill No. 
1197) 

Room 182 

WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER26, 1977 

lO:OOA.M. STATE GOVERNMENT (to 
consider the nomination 
of Barton Fields as Secre
tary of State) 

10:00 A.M. MILITARY AFFAIRS AND 
AERONAUTICS (to con
sider Senate Bill No. 466; 
House Bills No. 884 and 
1190) 

10:30 A.M. JUDICIARY (to consider 
Senate Bill No. 1032) 

Room286 

Room 168 

Room 172 

THURSDAY, OCTOBER 27, 1977 

9:00 A.M. Special Senate Committee to 
investigate Drug Law En
forcement (Public Hear
ing) 

Wm.Penn 
Auditorium 

ADJOURNMENT 
Senator MESSINGER. Mr. President, I move that the Senate 

do now adjourn until Wednesday, October 19, 1977, at 11:00 
o'clock a.m., Eastern Daylight Saving Time, without prejudice 
to position on the Calendar. 

The PRESIDENT. It has been moved by Senator Messinger 
that the Senate do not adjourn until Wednesday, October 19, 
1977, at 11:00 o'clock a.m., Eastern Daylight Saving Time, 
without prejudice to the status of any bills on the Calendar. 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the motion? 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, I rise to a question of 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT. The gentleman from Lackawanna, Senator 
Mellow, will state it. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, I wanted to make a motion 
to reconsider the vote by which the nonpreferred appropria
tions bills have passed or have been defeated. Will the Chair 
grant us an opportunity to do that tomorrow? 

The PRESIDENT. Such a motion would be proper tomorrow, 
Senator. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, will the Chair also hold up 
the signature of those bills so that they are not sent to the 
Governor? 

The PRESIDENT. The Members of the Senate have the assur
ance of the President of the Senate that no bills will be signed 
until tomorrow's Session is completed. 

POINT OF INFORMATION 

Senator HILL. Mr. President, I rise to a point of information. 
The PRESIDENT. The gentleman from Philadelphia, Senator 

Hill, will state it. 
Senator HILL. Mr. President, I would appreciate it if the 

Chair would give me the assurance that I may make a motion to 
reconsider the vote by which House Bill No. 1257 was defeated. 

The PRESIDENT. Such a motion, Senator, would be in order 
tomorrow or in any of the four days that follow. 

Senator TILGHMAN. Mr. President, before we stampede out 
of here, I would like to be voted in the negative on the motion to 
adjourn. 

The PRESIDENT. The gentleman will be so recorded. 
Senator TILGHMAN. Mr. President, I would like it in the 

record that I voted in the negative. 
Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, I would like to be recorded 

in the negative. 
The PRESIDENT. Senator Mellow and Senator Tilghman will 

be recorded in the negative. 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the motion? 
The motion was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT. This Senate stands in adjournment until 
Wednesday, October 11, 1977, at 11:00 a.m., Eastern Daylight 
Saving Time, without prejudice to the status of any bills on the 
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Calendar, with the understanding that no bills which were The Senate adjourned at 8:10 p.m., Eastern Daylight Saving 

acted on today will be signed and transmitted from the Senate · Time. 

until the close of tomorrow's Session. 


