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between the House and Senate versions
of the bill, I am informed, was that in
the Senate version section 2 provided
for the designation of the High Commis-
sioner and Deputy High Commissioner of
the Trust Territory as Governor and
Lieutenant Governor, respectively, and
required that hereafter the President
would appoint the Governor and that he
would be confirmed by the Senate.

The conference committee has agreed
on language that would continue the use
of the designation of High Commissioner
for the chief executive in the trust ter-
ritory, but would require that hereafter
appointment to that position would be
made by the President by and with the
advice and consent of the Senate.

The conferees have further agreed that
Congress would consider the request to
change the title of the High Commission-
er to Governor if at a future date the
citizens of the Trust Territory of the
Pacific, through the Congress of Micro-
nesia, ask that this change be made.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the confer-
ence report.

The report was agreed to.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, if there is no further business
to come before the Senate, in accordance
with the previous order, I move that the
Senate stand in adjournment until 12
o'clock tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o’clock and 36 minutes p.m.), under the
order of Wednesday, April 26, 1967, the
Senate adjourned until tomorrow, Fri-
day, April 28, 1967, at 12 o’clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate April 27, 1967:
IN THE ARMY

Brig. Gen. Robert Bruce Shira, PESESEY.
Dental Corps, U.S. Army, for appointment as
Assistant Surgeon General, U.S. Army, as ma-
jor general, Dental Corps, Regular Army of
the United States, and as major general in
the Army of the United States, under the
provisions of title 10, United States Code,
sections 3040, 3442, and 3447,

The following-named officers for appoint-
ment in the Regular Army of the United
States to the grade indicated, under the pro-
vislons of title 10, United States Code, sec-
tions 3284 and 3307:

To be major generals, Medical Corps

Maj. Gen, Byron Ludwig Steger, EEZEEH,
Army of the United States (brigadier general,
Medical Corps, U.S. Army).

Maj. Gen, Robert Estes Blount, EZSZEEY,
Army of the United States (brigadier general,
Medical Corps, U.S. Army).

Maj. Gen. Joe Morris Blumberg, ESSSEH,
Army of the United States (brigadier general,
Medical Corps, U.S. Army).

Msj. Gen. Conn Lewis Milburn, Jr., ESE33%Y,
Army of the United States (brigadier general,
Medical Corps, U.S. Army).

Maj. Gen. James Thomas McGlbony,
, Army of the United States (brigadier
general, Medical Corps, U.8. Army).

The following-named Medical Corps offi-
cers for temporary appointment in the Army
of the United States to the grades indicated
under the provisions of title 10, United
States Code, sections 3442 and 3447:
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To be major general, Medical Corps

Brig. Gen. Philip Wallace Mallory, EZES33s.
U.S, Army.

To be brigadier general, Medical Corps

Col. Kenneth Dew Orr, [S83888, U.S. Army.

IN THE NAVY

The following-named officers, when retired,
for appointment to the grade of vice admiral
pursuant to title 10, United States Code,
section 5233:

Vice Adm. Joseph M. Lyle, Supply Corps,
U.8. Navy.

Vice Adm. Fitzhugh Lee, U.8, Navy.

Rear Adm. John McN. Taylor, U.S. Navy.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate August 27, 1967:
DisTrRICT OF COLUMBIA REDEVELOPMENT LAND

AGENCY

John Joseph Gunther, of the Distrlct of
Columbia, to be a member of the District
of Columbia Redevelopment Land Agency for
the term expiring March 3, 1972.

DisTrICT OF COLUMBIA PUBLIC SERVICE

COMMISSION

William L. Porter, of the District of Co-
lumbia, to be a member of the Public Serv-
ice Commission of the Distriet of Columbia
for a term of 3 years expiring June 30, 1970.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
THURSDAY, APRIL 27, 1967

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev, Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

It is more blessed to give than to re-
ceive—Acts 20: 35.

O God and Father of us all, who hast
created man in Thine own image and
made him a living soul that he might live
in fellowship with Thee, grant unto us
Thy blessing as we wait upon Thee in
prayer. Make us good in thought, gen-
tle in word, and generous in deed.

Call to our minds again that it is bet-
ter to give than to receive, better to min-
ister unto others than to be ministered
unto ourselves, better to be governed by
Thy spirit than to be goaded by our own
selfish desires.

Bless our President, our Speaker, and
these Representatives of our people.
May the benediction of Thy spirit abide
in their hearts and lead them in the
paths of righteousness, truth, and good
will that the lamp of freedom may burn
more brightly in our day and the ban-
ner of a just good will may fly forever
at the masthead of our Nation. In the
name of Christ we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of
yesterday was read and approved.

SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPRO-
PRIATION BILL, 1967—PERMIS-
SION GRANTED TO COMMITTEE
ON APPROPRIATIONS TO FILE BY
MIDNIGHT FRIDAY, APRIL 28, 1967,
A PRIVILEGED REPORT

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
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on Appropriations have until midnight
Friday, April 28, 1967, to file a privileged!
report on the second supplemental ap-
propriation bill for fiscal year 1967.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr., JONAS. Mr. Speaker, on that
bill I reserve all points of order.

UNFAIR A TREATMENT OF CON-
GRESSMEN WITH RESERVE AND
NATIONAL GUARD COMMISSIONS

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

There was no objection.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker,
since coming to Washington I have found
that a Defense Department regulation in
regard to Congressmen with Reserve and
National Guard commissions is very un-
fair and unreasonable. In fact, when
elected to Congress, a man is forced to
give up planned military Reserve careers
and saharaed into a do-nothing or in-
active military status. Under the pres-.
ent Department of Defense regulations
a Member of Congress is discouraged
from continuing his correspondence
courses and his military education.

‘When most of us started our Reserve
military careers we had no idea we would
ever be elected to this great body. So
why penalize a citizen-soldier just be-
cause he is elected to the Congress? If
Congress does not want its Members to
be citizen-soldiers then why do we not
have Congress pass a law and not be
regulated by nonelected officials?

I ask that other Members of the Con-
gress join with me in correcting this
unfair Department of Defense regulation.

APPROPRIATIONS FOR DEPART-
MENT OF INTERIOR

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my
remarks, and to include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Ts there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. Speaker, today we
will have an opportunity to recommit
the appropriation bill for Interior and
related activities with instructions that
Its spending be reduced by 5 percent.

Yesterday, I and other Members of-
fered specific amendments to reduce this
appropriation bill, but these amendments
were defeated by administration sup-
porters. Those of us who believe we need
economy in Government have no choice
today but to try our last alternative for
reducing spending; namely, an across-
the-board cut.

Today the people of the country should
know that those who vote against this
5-percent reduction in nonessential
spending are voting for a budget in-
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crease—and therefore are voting for big-
ger Government, more Federal bureau-
crats, and a bigger deficit which only
means more inflation and higher taxes.

Those who vote for this reduction in
nonessential spending vote for economy
in Government, vote to stop inflation, and
vote to protect the hard-earned buying
power and tax dollars of the working
men and women of this country.

If all the people of the country could
be present in this Chamber today, I be-
lieve 95 percent of them would vote to
reduce this appropriation bill by 5
percent.

WHAT CUTS IN INTERIOR DEPART-
MENT APPROPRIATIONS MEAN TO
AMERICA

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 1 minute and to
revise and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Washington?

There was no objection.

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, yesterday we discussed the ap-
propriation bill that the Subcommittee
on the Department of the Interior pre-
sented to you.

I do not think I need to point out
again that this is a bill which provides
over a billion dollars worth of revenue.
So, any cut in the appropriations pro-
vided by this bill is to say that we do not
want to help the economy of the United
States. It says instead that we want to
cut forest production, and cut water pro-
grams. This is exactly what cuts in this
bill will do.

Further than that, such cuts in this
bill would say to the Indian people, “We
do not want to educate you.” It says to
the people in the trust territories, “We
do not want to do a better job to help
your government there or the people of
your territories.”

And remember, the image of the United
States in the Far Pacific lies in our man-
agement there.

APPROPRIATIONS FOR INTERIOR
DEPARTMENT ARE ESSENTIAL

Mr. REIFEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
South Dakota?

There was no objection.

Mr. REIFEL. Mr. Speaker, I want to
join with the gentlewoman from Wash-
ington [Mrs. Hansen] in her remarks
concerning the Interior Department ap-
propriations and in her reply to the gen-
tleman from Michigan who seems to take
the position that the appropriations for
the Department of the Interior and re-
lated agencies are not essential spend-

ing.

I regret that such a label as that has
been placed upon this important bill be-
cause in the bill, for instance, there is
one item that amounts to over $1 million
which is almost 50 percent an add-on

,, -
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item and which has been requested by
Members on both sides of the aisle. Its
impact can be felt across the country
with respect to the destruction that the
blackbirds are doing to crops in the
Upper Midwest and throughout the
South. That is only one item. It was
considered so essential by us in the com-
mittee that we added it on and cut down
in other areas of the budget requests, so
that we could accommodate that item
and at the same time cut the budget re-
quest down almost 6 percent, which I
believe was a real cut in a bill that is
designed to strengthen our counfry in
its natural resources, in its development,
in its protection, and in its exploration
for good.

DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR AP-
PROPRIATION SHOULD BE RE-
DUCED

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from North
Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Speaker, we have just
heard two arguments against adopting
the motion to recommit and I should like
to respond during the 1 minute available.

I call to the attention of those in the
Chamber the fact that even with a sub-
stantial cut, the bill contains $32 mil-
lion more than the amount appropriated
last year. The purpose of the motion to
recommit is simply to reduce spending
in these programs next year by 5 per-
cent.

I believe the blackbirds can take a 5-
percent cut. It would only be $50,000 out
of a $1 million item. In view of the
budgetary situation and the substantial
increase over spending last year, we can
afford to reduce this bill by 5 percent.

This, in fact, is the only way Congress
can exercise any control over spending
in a given year. The President can re-
duce spending levels, as he undertook to
do last year, by freezing funds Congress
appropriated for highway construction,
military housing, education, health,
housing, and so forth. I think Con-
gress should give a little encouragement
to the program of reducing spending, and
a vote for the motion to recommit will do
just that. I urge an affirmative vote on
the motion. This will not damage any
program but will simply move the fund-
ing level close to the level on which the
Department operated last year.

DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR AND
RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TION BILL, 1968

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Speaker, the ap-
propriation that we discussed yesterday
was unanimously reported by the sub-
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committee in control. If we are just
going to arbitrarily fix a percentage cuf
over and above something that has been
very soundly considered, the Appropria-
tions Committee might as well go out of
business. We have considered this. We
have cut 6 percent.

I would urge the Members not to turn
over to the executive branch the func-
tions of this Congress. We are charged
with the responsibility of appropriat-
ing. When we just have an across-the-
board slash, we are giving our responsi-
bility to the executive branch of the
Government.

COUNCIL ON ARTS AND
HUMANITIES

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker; I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I have only
one short postscript to add to yester-
day’s debate as it pertained to the Na-
tional Council on Arts and Humanities.
As I have carefully reviewed that debate
and some of the comments, several sig-
nificant matters come to mind.

First, the debate was full of gen-
eralities, but for some reason the pro-
ponents were not willing to get down to
specifics, that is the 65 grants totaling
almost $1 million which were announced
on February 8, and which precipitated my
endeavors to save the taxpayer a few
dollars, a true function of the legislative
branch of the U.S. Government.

My colleague, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. McDabpe]l, said:

Through the arts and humanities section
of this bill, there are funds to raise the very

quality of American life, so that we may
offer all Americans a better life.

But nowhere did he relate this worthy
objective to the specific grants announced
on February 8.

My colleague, the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. THoMPSON], posed the ques-
tion:

Are we competent, any of us, in any partic-
ular field, to judge scholars in other fields.

The answer may be questionable!
But, I submit that alone is a reason why
we should not be appropriating money
for this purpose, especially when there
are so many non-Government sources
available, at least a hundred times the
amount the Federal Government is con-
tributing.

My friend the gentlewoman from
Michigan stated:

I particularly hope that we do have a
consideration of the American comic strip.

And then she readily acknowledged
that she had been inspired to read the
Katzenjammer Kids on her father's lap,
without the stimulus of a Federal subsidy.

I hope the Congress and the people
will always be able to distinguish between
a8 worthy objective and a prudent, reason-
able, responsive means of attaining
that objective. I simply make the case




11060

that Federal grants and the giving away
of hard earned taxpayer’s money to indi-
vidual grantees is a less than respon-
sible means of attaining a worthwhile
end. If the day ever approaches when
“culture and Federal subsidies,” are
synonymous then we will indeed be
neither very cultured nor very solvent.

EDUCATION AND LABOR PROGRAM

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

Mr. LAIRD. Mr, Speaker, I am sure
any Member of Congress on the major-
ity or the minority side will take great
exception to the remarks made by the
President of the United States concern-
ing the educational program which he
currently has recommended to this
Congress.

In the measure offered by the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor, and in
the substitute measure offered yesterday
by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
Quigel, there is no church-state issue in-
volved. The President of the United
States in his remarks today is trying to
develop this into a major controversy
in this Congress. By doing so, he is
doing a disservice to the decision that
was made in the 89th Congress on this
issue and is, indeed, making a severe
taetical error in the development of the
educational legislation in this Congress.
In this extremely difficult period in our
Nation's history, his speech today is an
attempt to further divide our people
without just cause and through raising
false charges and straw men.

He talks about his $3.5 billion pro-
gram; his administration shows charts
showing the distribution of a $3.5 bil-
lion program, but in his budget he in-
cludes only $1.8 billion to fund this pro-
gram. He deliberately tries to confuse
authorizations with appropriations.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr, Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LAIRD. I yleld to the gentleman
from Oklahoma.

Mr, ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, how does
the gentleman explain the fact that the
first of several drafts we heard about
from the distinguished gentleman from
Minnesota contains a provision that, if
I understood it correetly, 50 percent of
the funds should go to the States un-
encumbered?

Mr, LAIRD., That is not correct, and
it was not a provision at any time in the
bill which I have seen. The funds could
be used only for the purposes as set forth
in titles 1, 2, 3, and 5 of the act of the
89th Congress.

Mr. ALBERT. How was the money to
go to the States?

Mr. LATRD. I will yield to the gentle-
man in a minute.

This was the interpretation put on the
bill by people in the administration, in
the executive branch, and when Monsig-
nor Donohue and members of the Cath-
olic bishops group went to the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. Quiel they were
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satisfied it was not the intent of the bill.
Further to clarify it, the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. Quie] has accepted clar-
ifying language suggested by these vari-
ous individuals.

Mr. ALBERT. Just which one of the
numerous Quie bills is the gentleman
talking about?

Mr. LATRD. As soon as we can find
out when this bill is going to be sched-
uled for action on the floor of the House
of Representatives, I can assure the gen-
tleman that he will have a copy of the
substitute amendment well in advance,
at least 48 hours in advance, to go over
in detail.

The point I want to continue on is that
the President of the United States is
only funding the current program at a
46-percent level of entitlement. He talks
about a $3.5 billion program for ESEA.
Last year with regard to vocational edu-
cation, it was the Congress which had to
increase the funding for vocational edu-
cation by adopting the Laird amend-
ment, over the objection of the Presi-
dent of the United States. The funding
of vocational education must again be
increased in this session. As ranking
minority member of the Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare Appropriation Sub-
committee, I want to assure the Presi-
dent of the United States that this pro-
gram, particularly as it applies to the
vocational work-study aspects, will again
be increased over and above his recom-
mendations.

REREFERENCE OF H.R. 6138 AND H.R.
8693 TO THE COMMITTEE ON MER-~
CHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that two bills—H.R.
6138, introduced by the distinguished
gentleman from Michigan [Mr, Ding-
ELL], and HR 8693, introduced by the
distinguished gentleman from New York
[Mr. OrrinGger], both entitled “A bill
to prevent the importation of endangered
species of fish or wildlife into the United
States; to prevent the interstate ship-
ment of reptiles, amphibians, or other
wildlife taken contrary to State law; and
for other purposes”—which were re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary
be rereferred to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries. I make
this request for the approval of the
chairman of the Committee on Merchant,
Marine and Fisheries, the distinguished
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. Gar-
MATZ].

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

THE AID TO EDUCATION BILL

Mr. BRADEMUS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I re-
gret that I was coming on the floor at
the time the gentleman from Wisconsin

April 27, 1967

was speaking, so I did not hear all of
his address.

Having made that observation, I wish
to say it is my understanding that the
gentleman from Wisconsin was making
the point that the President of the
United States had charged that the
minority was raising the church-state
issue in respect of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act. Is that
correct?

Mr. LAIRD. The President charges
that the minority had raised this issue,
which is not correct. The White House
raised this issue, in the discussion that
was set up——

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I de-
cline to yield further. I yielded to the
gentleman because I wanted to be sure
I understood his charge.

I sat for day after day in the hear-
ings of the House Commiitee on Edu-
cation and Labor on the amendments
to the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Aet. One of the things which
struck me, and I am sure struck Mem-
bers on both sides of the aisle in that
committee, was that there was no sig-
nificant criticism—indeed, I remember
no criticism—raised in respect of the
title I arrangements in the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act or any
other titles of the act as they pertained
to programs which provide for partici-
pation of students from private schools.

Mr. Speaker, we have had this ex-
tremely important piece of legislation
on the statute books for some time now,
a8 measure which has afforded improved
educational opportunities for hundreds
of thousands of children in our country
who attend both private and public
schools, And, Mr. Speaker, these pro-
grams have been working with remark-
able and beneficial effect in communi-
ties all over our country and with almost
no difficulty in respect of the church-
state question. I, therefore, find it ex-
ceedingly strange—and significant—
that the Republicans should now seek
to undo this carefully and painfully-put-
together fabric of assistance for educa-
tion for the young people of our coun-
try, at a time when we all know that
education represents one of the first
needs of our country.

I know that in my own city of South
Bend, Ind., the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act has led to im-
proved cooperation on the part of local
public school authorities and private
school authorities.

I believe it is therefore fair to say,
Mr. Speaker, that it has not been the
President of the United States or the
majority members of the committee who
would seek now, through a substitute bill,
to undo the spirit of cooperation that we
all seek to have in the field of church-
state relations in education.

That is one reason I am confident
that the overwhelming majority of the
Members of this House will be voting
against the substitute bill offered by the
Republican Party which, as the New
York Times said only this week, could
kill the historic school aid program and
be a great disservice to the young peo-
ple of our country. I hope very much
that the Members of this House will sup=
port the committee bill,
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ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION ACT

Mr, ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the genfleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
Lairpl.

Mr. LATRD, Mr. Speaker, I had hoped
that the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
Brapemas] would yield to me for the pur-
pose of asking him a question. Since
he did not yield, I am sure that the gen-
tleman from Indiana did not mean to
imply that the gentleman from Minne-
sota [Mr. Quiel, had raised this church-
state issue and did not mean to imply
in any way that his bill will not continue
the same type of ingenious arrangement
as far as helping private schools.

Mr., BRADEMAS. That is precisely
what the gentleman from Indiana meant
to imply.

Mr., LAIRD. Would you point to the
language in the bill which was delivered
to you yesterday and appears in yester-
day’s ConcrESSIONAL REecorp that does
away with this arangement?

Mr. BRADEMAS. I want to say to
my friend from Wisconsin that his
phraseology is very interesting—‘the bill
which was delivered to you yesterday.”
There has been one Republican bill;
there have been two Republican bills,
three Republican bills, four Republican
bills, five Republican bills, six Republican
bills, seven Republican bills, I do not
know which Republican bill the gentle-
man addresses himself to.

Mr. LAIRD. I am addressing myself
to the Quie substitutes placed in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD yesterday.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Which Quie sub-
stitute?

Mr. LAIRD. Of yesterday. I might
state to my friend from Indiana if the
majority keeps changing its mind on
when this bill is programed for floor ac-
tion we may not have any educational
legislation in this session.

Mr. BRADEMAS. There have been
many Quie substitutes. There have
been very many. The mimeograph ma-
chine is very busy on the other side of
the aisle.

Mr. LAIRD. Since the gentleman is
not familiar with the Quie bill, we will
send one over to him, and I am sure we
will be very glad to have him see that
there is no change as far as the arrange-
ments for private schools are concerned.
The gentleman knows that is correct.

Mr., BRADEMAS. The gentleman is
completely mistaken. As a matter of
fact, his contention reminds me of an-
other matter upon which I would like to
comment. Some of my colleagues have
advised me that the gentleman from
Wisconsin earlier in his remarks alleged
that Msgr. James C. Donohue of the
U.S. Catholic Conference had indicated
an endorsement of the Quie bill. If this
is an accurate report of the remarks of
the gentleman from Wisconsin, I must
advise him that he is very much in error.

Only this morning’s New York Times, in
an article by Marjorie Hunter, reported:

The principal Catholic spokesman, Msgr.
James C. Donohue of the United States Cath-
olic Conference, issued the following state-
ment:

“We are satisfled the Republicans made a
sincere effort to include us. But in spite of
that, we do not feel we can support their
plan.”

Monsignor Donchue said that the Catholle
hierarchy would continue to support the
Administration's school-aid program.

Further evidence that the gentleman
from Wisconsin is incorrect when he
contends that the Quie bill provides, in
his words, “no change as far as the ar-
rangements for private schools are con-
cerned,” is another report in today's
Christian Science Monitor commenting
on what it calls “the GOP time bomb.”

The Monitor says:

Mr. Quie did not anticlpate, it is reported,
that this bill would have the effect of cutting
off federal ald to nonpublic schools, He now
denies that it would. But the Rt. Rev. Msgr.
James C. Donohue, a spokesman for the
American Roman Catholic bishops, says he
is extremely doubtful that private-school
participation would be possible under these
conditions,

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATION BILL, 1968

The SPEAKER. The unfinished busi-
ness is the vote on the motion of the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Bow] to re-
commit the bill (HR. 9029) making ap-
propriations for the Department of the

Interior and related agencies for the-

fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, and for
other purposes, on which the yeas and
nays were ordered on yesterday. With-
out objection, the Clerk will again report
the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Bow moves to recommit the bill to
the Committee on Appropriations with in-
structions to that Committee to report it
back forthwith with the following amend-
ment: On page 45, immediately following
line 17, insert a new sectlon as follows:

“Sec, 302. Money appropriated In this Act
shall be avallable for expenditure in the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1968 only to the
extent that expenditure thereof shall not
result in total aggregate net expenditures
of all agencies provided for herein beyond
ninety-five percent of the total aggregate net
expenditures estimated therefor in the
budget for 1968 (H. Doc. 15).”

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 158, nays 231, not voting 44,
as follows:

[Roll No. 73]

YEAS—158
Abbitt Belcher Brown, Ohlo
Abernethy Betts Broyhill, N.C.
Adair Bevill Broyhill, Va.
Anderson, Ill. Biester Buch:
Andrews, Ala. Blackburn Burke, Fla,
Arends Blanton Bush
Ashbrook Bolton Byrnes, Wis.
Ashmore Bray Cederberg
Ayres Brock berlain
Bates Broomfleld Claney
Battin Brown, Mich. Clawson, Del
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Cleveland
Collier
Colmer
Conable
Corbett
Cramer
Curtis
Davis, Wis,
Dellenback
Denney
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dole

Dorn
Dowdy
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Esch

Eshleman
Findley
Fino

Fisher
Ford, Gerald R.
Fountain
Fulton, Pa.
Gardner
Gathings
Goodell
Gross
Grover
Gurney
Haley
Hall
Halpern
Hammer-
schmidt
Harsha
Harvey
Heckler, Mass.
Herlong
Hunt
Hutchinson

Bingham
Blatnik

Boland
Bolling
Brademas

grﬂaaco
nkley
gmoks

ro Calif.
Bur&m
Burleson
Burton, Callf.
Burton, Utah
Button
Byrne, Pa.
Cabell

Eckhardt
Edmondson

Edwards, Calif,
Edwards, La.
Eilberg

Evans, Colo.
Everett

Fallon

T
Frellnghuysen
Friedel

Fulton, Tenn,
Fuqua
Galifianakis
Gallagher
Garmatz
Gettys
Gilaimo
Gibbons
Gilbert
Gongalez
Goodling
Gray

Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa,
Griffiths
Gubser
Gude
H n
Halleck
Hamilton
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash
Hardy
Harrison
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hechler, W. Va.
Helstoskl
Henderson
Hicks
Holifleld
Holland
Horton
HHoward
ungate
Ichuf":
Irwin
Jacobs
Joelson
Johnson, Calif.
Jones, Ala,
Jones, Mo.
Earsten
Karth
Eastenmeler
Kazen

Kee
Eelly
King, Calif.

Rogers, Fla.
Roth
Roudebush
Rumsfeld
Batterfield
Schadeberg
Scherle
Schneebell
Schwelker
Scott

Selden
SBhriver
Bkubitz
Smith, Calif.
Smith, Okla,
Springer
Stafford
Stanton
Stelger, Arlg.
Taft
Taleott
Thompson, Ga.

+ Thomson, Wis.
Tuck :

Utt

Vander Jagt
Wampler
Watkins
Watson
Whalen
Whalley
Whitener
Widnall

Eirwan
Eluczynskl
Kornegay
EKupferman
Kyros
Landrum
Leggett
Long, Md.
McCarthy
McDade
McFall
MeMillan
Macdonald,
Mass,

Madden
Msahon
Marsh
Mathias, Md.
Matsunaga
May

Meeds
Miller, Calif.
Mills

Minish
Mink
Monagan
Moorhead

Morgan
Morris, N. Mex.
Morton
Mosher

Moss

+ Multer

Murphy, 111,
Natcher
Nedzi
Nichols
Nix
O'Hara, I11,
O'Hara, Mich,
Olsen
O'Neal, Ga.
O’Neill, Mass,
Passman
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Philbin
Pickle
Pike
g‘.lrnia

oage
Po‘ﬁ%ck
Price, Il

or

B
Purcell
Quillen
Randall
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Rees St Germain Tenzer
" Reld, N.Y. Sandman Thompson, N.J,
Reifel Saylor Tiernan
Reinecke Scheuer Udall
Resnick Schwengel Ullman
Reuss Shipley Vanik
Rhodes, Ariz. Sikes Vigorito
Rhodes, Pa. Sisk Waldie
Rivers Slack Walker
Roberts Smith, ITowa Watts
Rodino Snyder White
Ronan Staggers Whitten
Rooney, N.Y. Steed Wolff
Rooney, Pa. Steiger, Wis. Wright
Rosenthal Stratton Wyatt
Rostenkowski Stubblefield Yates
Roush Taylor Young
Ruppe Teague, Callf. Zablockl
Ryan Teague, Tex.
NOT VOTING—44

Baring Hays Roybal
Bell Hébert St. Onge
Berry Hosmer Smith, N.Y.
Bow Hull Stephens
Brotzman Jones, N.C, Stuckey
Cowger Long, La, Sulllvan
Dawson McEwen Tunney
de la Garza Machen Van Deerlin
Dent Mallliard Waggonner
Diggs Minshall Williams, Miss,
Donohue Morse, Mass. Willis
Dow Murphy, N.Y. Wilson, Bob
Evins, Tenn. Nelsen Wilson,
Flynt Pool Charles H.
Hanna Rogers, Colo.  Younger

So the motion to recommit was
rejected.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr, Bow for, with Mr. Berry against,

Until further notice:

Mr. Hébert with Mr, Bob Wilson.

Mr. St. Onge with Mr. Smith of New York.

Mr. Hays with Mr. Minshall.

Mr. Machen with Mr. Cowger.

Mr. Waggonner with Mr. Younger.

Mr. Charles H. Wilson with Mr. Mailliard.

Mr. Dent with Mr. Bell.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Brotzman,

Mr. Hull with Mr. Hosmer.

Mr. Stephens with Mr. McEwen.

Mr. Rogers of Colorado with Mr. Nelsen,

Mrs. Sullivan with Mr. Morse of Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. Jones of North Carolina with Mr. Dow.

Mr. Baring with Mr. Long of Louisiana.

Mr. Murphy of New York with Mr. Diggs.

Mr. Donochue with Mr. Hanna,

Mr. Roybal with Mr. Dawson.

Mr. Willlams of Mississippi
Tunney.

Mr. Flynt with Mr. Willis.

Mr. Stuckey with Mr. de la Garza.

Mr. Van Deerlin with Mr. Pool.

Mrs. HECEKLER of Massachusetts
changed her vote from “nay” to “yea.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

Mr. MAHON. Mr, Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

with Mr.

The question was taken; and there

were—yeas 377, nays 11, not voting 45, as
follows:

[Roll No. 74]
YEAS—3T77
Abbitt Annungio Bevill
Abernethy Arends Blester
Adalr Ashley Bingham
dams Ashmore Blackburn
Addabbo Aspinall Blanton
Albert Ayres Blatnik
Anderson, I1l. Barrett Boggs
Anderson, Bates Boland
Tenn. Battin Bolling
Andrews, Ala. Belcher Bolton
w8, Bennett Brademas
N. Dak, Betts Brasco

Bray Griffiths Morse, Mass.
Brinkley Grover Morton
Brock Gubser Mosher
Brooks Gude Moss
Broomfield Gurney Multer
Brown, Calif. Hagan Murphy, I1l.
Brown, Mich. Haley Myers
Brown, Ohio Halleck Natcher
Broyhill, N.C. Halpern Nedzl
Broyhill, Va. Hamilton Nichols
Buchanan Hammer- Nix

Burke, Fla. schmidt O’Hara, Ill.
Burke, Mass. Hanley O'Hara, Mich,
Burleson Hansen, Idaho O'Konskl
Burton, Calif. Hansen, Wash. Olsen
Burton, Utah  Hardy O'Neal, Ga.
Bush Harrison O'Neill, Mass,
Button Harsha Ottinger
Byrne, Pa. Harvey Passman
Byrnes, Wis. Hathaway Patman
Cabell Hawkins Patten
Cahill Hechler, W. Va. Pelly

Carey Heckler, Mass. Perkins
Carter Helstoski Pettls

Casey Henderson Philbin
Cederberg Hicks Pickle
Celler Holifield Pike
Chamberlain Holland Pirnie
Clancy Horton Poage

Clark Hosmer Poft
Clausen, Howard Pollock

Don H. Hull Price, I1l.

Clawson, Del Hungate Price, Tex.
Cleveland Hunt Pryor
Cohelan Hutchinson Puclinskl
Collier Ichord Purcell
Colmer Irwin Quie
Conable Jacobs Quillen
Conte Jarman Railsback
Conyers Joelson Randall
Corbett Johnson, Calif. Rarick
Corman Johnson, Pa. Rees
Cramer Jones, Ala. Reid, I11.
Culver Jones, Mo. Reid, N.Y.
Cunningham Karsten Reifel
Daddarlo Karth Reinecke
Daniels Kastenmeier Resnick
Davis, Ga. Kazen 188
Delaney Kee Rhodes, Ariz
Dellenback Keith Rhodes, Pa.
Denney Kelly Riegle
Devine King, Calif. Rlvers
Dickinson Eing, N.Y. Roberts
Dingell Elrwan Robison
Dole Kleppe Rodino
Dorn Kluczynski Rogers, Fla,
Dowdy Eornegay Ronan
Downing Kupferman Rooney, N.Y.
Dulski Kyl Rooney, Pa.
‘Duncan Eyros Rosenthal
Dwyer Laird Rostenkowski
Eckhardt Landrum Roth
Edmondson Langen Roudebush
Edwards, Ala, Latta Roush
Edwards, Calif, Leggett Rumsfeld
Edwards, La, Lennon Ruppe
Eilberg Lipscomb Ryan
Erlenborn Lloyd St Germain
Esch Long, Md. Sandman
Evans, Colo. Lukens Satterfield
Everett McCarthy Saylor
Fallon MeClory Schadeberg
Farbstein McClure Bcheuer
Fascell MecCulloch Schneebell
Feighan McDade Schwelker
Findley McDonald, Schwengel
Fino Mich, SBcott
Pisher McFall Belden
Flood MeMillan Bhipley
Foley Macdonald, Shriver
Ford, Gerald R. Mass, Sikes

Ford, MacGregor Sisk

Willlam D. Machen Bkubitz

Fountain Madden Slack
Fraser Mahon Smith, Calif
Frelinghuysen Marsh Smith,
Friedel Martin Smith, N.¥.
Fulton, Pa. Mathias, Calif. Smith, Okla.
Fulton, Tenn. Mathias, Md. Snyder
Fuqua Matsunaga Springer
Galifianakis May Stafford
Gallagher Mayne Staggers
Gardner Meeds Stanton
Garmatz Michel Steed
Gathings Miller, Ohlo Steiger, Ariz,
Gettys Mills Stratton
Gilaimo Minish Stubblefield
Gibbons Mink Taft
Gillbert Mize Talcott
Gonzalez Monagan Taylor
Goodell Montgomery Teague, Callf.
Goodling Moore Tenzer
Gray Moorhead Thompson, N.J,
Green, Oreg. Morgan Thomson, Wis.
Green, Pa. Morris, N. Mex. Tiernan
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Tuck Watson Wolff
Udall Watts Wright
Ullman ‘Whalen Wyatt
Utt Whalley Wydler
Vander Jagt White Wrylie
Vanik Whitener ‘Wyman
Vigorito ‘Whitten Yates
Waldie Widnall Young
Walker Wiggins Zablocki
Wampler Williams, Pa. Zion
Watk Winn Zwach
NAYS—11
Ashbrook Eshleman Kuykendall
Curtis Gross Meskill
Davis, Wis. Hall Scherle
Derwinski Jonas
NOT VOTING—45

Baring Hébert Stephens
Bell Herlong Stuckey
Berry Jones, N.C. Sullivan
Bow Long, La, Teague, Tex.
Brotzman McEwen Thompson, Ga.
Cowger Mailliard Tunney
Dawson Miller, Calif, Van Deerlin
de la Garza Minshall ‘Waggonner
Dent Murphy, N.Y. Williams, Miss.
Diggs Nelsen Willis
Donohue Pepper Wilson, Bob
Dow Pool Wilson,
Evins, Tenn, Rogers, Colo, Charles H
Flynt Roybal Younger
Hanna 8t. Onge
Hays Stelger, Wis.

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Bob Wilson for, with Mr. Bow against.

Until further notice:

Mr, Hébert with Mr, Murphy of New York.

Mr. St. Onge with Mr. Bell.

Mr. Hays with Mr. Brotzman.

Mr. Dent with Mr. Cowger.

Mr. Donohue with Mr. Berry.

Mr. Miller of California with Mr, Mailliard,

Mrs. Sullivan with Mr, Minshall.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr, Nelsen.

Mr. Charles H, Wilson with Mr. Younger.

Mr. Van Deerlin with Mr, McEwen.

Mr. Rogers of Colorado with Mr. Thomp-
son of Georgla.

Mr, Roybal with Mr. Steiger of Wisconsin.

Mr. Jones of North Carolina with Mr,
Baring.

Mr. Tunney with Mr. Dawson.

Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr. Hanna.

Mr. Stephens with Mr, Herlong.

Mr. Pepper with Mr, Dow.

Mr. Long of Louisiana with Mr, Flynt.

Mr. de la Garza with Mr. Diggs.

Mr, Williams of Mississippi with Mr. Pool.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table,

REREFERENCE OF HOUSE JOINT
RESOLUTION 117 TO THE COM-
MITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that House Joint
Resolution 117 authorizing and request-
ing the President to extend through
1967 his proclamation of a period to
“See the United States,” and for other
purposes, be rereferred to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary instead of the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce. The Committee on the Judici-
ary has handled this matter before.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
West Virginia?

There was no objection.
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DUTY-FREE TREATMENT  OF DI-
CYANDIAMIDE AND OF LIME-
STONE FOR CEMENT—CONFER-
ENCE REPORT

Mr. MILLS. Mr, Speaker, T call up
the conference report on the bill (H.R.
286) to permit duty-free treatment of
dicyandiamide pursuant to the Trade
Expansion Act of 1962, and ask unani-
mous consent that the statement of the
managers on the part of the House be
read in lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement
are as follows:

ConrFERENCE ReporT (H. REPT. No. 213)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (HR.
286) to permit duty-free treatment of di-
cyandiamide pursuant to the Trade Expan-
sion Act of 1962, having met, after full and
free conference, have agreed to recommend
and do recommend to their respective Houses
as Tollows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate num-
bered 1 and 2 and to the title of the bill and
agree to the same.

W. D. MrLrs,

CeciL R. E1NG,

HALE BOGGS,

JorxN W. BYRNES,

THos, B, CURTIS,
Managers on the Part of the House.

RusseLL B. LONG,

GEORGE SMATHERS,

CLINTON ANDERSON,

JoHN WILLIAMS,

FrANK CARLSON,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at
the conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 288) to permit duty-
free treatment of dicyandiamide pursuant to
the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 submit the
following statement in explanation of the
effect of the action agreed upon by the con-
ferees and recommend in the accompanying
conference report:

Under the bill as passed by the House, sec-
tions 201(b) (1) (relating to limit on de-
crease in duty) and 253 (relating to staging
requirements) of the Trade Expansion Act
of 1962 would not apply with respect to
dicyandiamide. In effect, this would au-
thorize the President to eliminate the duty
(or reduce the rate to a rate under 50 per-
cent of the July 1, 1962, rate) on imports of
dicyandiamide pursuant to his trade agree-
ment authority and would permit the elim-
ination or reduction to be made without
staging. TUnder Senate amendment No. 1,
the prenegotiation procedural requirements
of sections 221, 223, and 224 of the Trade Ex-
pansion Act of 1962 would be waived with
respect to dicyandiamide. The House re-
cedes,

Senate amendment No. 2 relates to lime-
stone, when imported to be used in the man-
ufacture of cement, provided for in item
513.34 of the Tariff Schedules of the United
States (limestone chips and spalls and
crushed and ground limestone). Under the
amendment, the same provisions of the Trade
Expansion Act of 1962 are waived with re-
spect to such limestone as are waived under
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the bill (as amended by Senate amendment
No. 1) with respect to dicyandiamide. The
House recedes.
The House recedes on the amendment of

the Senate to the title of the bill.

W. D. MiLLS,

Cecit R. EING,

HALE BoGGS,

JoHN W. BYRNES,

Taos. B. CURTIS,

Managers on the Part of the House.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Arkansas is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr, MILLS.  Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 2 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, this conference report
has to do with two changes made to the
bill H.R. 286 by the other body. The
conferees were unanimous in accepting
these two changes in the conference.

The subject matter of a bill introduced
by the gentleman from Washington [Mr.
PeLLy]—H.R. 1141—which passed the
House earlier by unanimous consent, was
added to the provisions of H.R. 286, a
bill which also passed the House by
unanimous consent.

As to the other amendment, the Sen-
ate adopted language to the bill with re-
spect both to the subject matter of H.R.
286 and the amendment containing the
subject matter of H.R, 1141, which had
the purpose of walving the hearing proc-
ess and certain other prenegotiation
procedures with respect to the elimina-
tion of the rates of duties on these two
products.

As to the two products we are talking
about, the initial bill involved dicyandi-
amide, and in the bill introduced by the
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
PerLy] the subject of the amendment we
are talking about is limestone to be used
in the manufacture of cement.

In both of these instances the Senate
amendment would suspend the prenego-
tiation procedures of the Trade Expan-
sion Act of 1962 requiring that public
hearings be held and that the Tariff
Commission report to the President on
the economic effects of the duty elimina-
tion. The purpose of waiving these pro-
cedures is to permit the President to put
both of these items on the duty-free list
during the current trade negotiations
now about to be completed in Geneva.

In one instance, as Members will re-
call, dicyandiamide is not produced in
the United States. It is used in the pro-
duction of plastics. Coming in duty
free, it would enable our processors of
plastics to become more competitive with
those abroad who have this article to use
free of duty.

In the case of limestone, duty-free im-
ports would come from Canada into the
State of Washington and some of the
other areas around the State of Wash-
ington, because this type of limestone is
not available in anything like sufficient
quantity on the west coast to keep the
cement industry there in business.

It will be recalled also from the earlier
discussion that we do not find it feasible
or economical to transport limestone
used to produce cement for long dis-
tances because of the weight of it and the
freight involved. Cement, too, is pro-
duced in a limited area for sale and dis-
tribution within that limited area.
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So it would have no effect on the other
parts of the United States. I know of
no objection that was presented to the
committee’ prior to the time that this
legislation was considered by the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr, Ar-
BERT). The time of the gentleman has
expired.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 2 additional minutes.

There was a question subsequently
raised by some members of a union that
consists of cement workers, as I recall
it. We looked into that situation and
found no justification for any fears on
their part with respect to employment,
If we do not get this limestone into the
United States, there would be a great
deal of fear, in my opinion, as to the
continued employment of people in the
actual cement production in some of
these areas, because they could not pay
the price of getting the limestone from
my State of Arkansas, for example, to
the State of Washington for use in this
connection. ;

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman,
from Missouri.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I simply
want to emphasize what the chairman
said, but I would add one point because
I have been concerned in the past about
nongermane amendments that were put
on our bills. This was indeed a bill that
the Committee on Ways and Means had
considered in depth and, as the chair-
man explained, it was more of a tech-
nical reason why we put them both
together.

Mr. MILLS.
passed the House.

Mr. CURTIS. That is right. Both
bills had passed the House. It was on
a subject matter, also, that we were
familiar with.

On the other point, the reason for
waiving the procedure of hearings was
becduse of the Kennedy round which
was just about to finish up. If we were
going to use this for trading material,
which we can, we have to waive these
hearings. So, as the chairman ex-
plained, we took care to be sure that
there were no substantive rights involved
that would be ignored, and we were sat-
isfled, as explained, that this would not
effect any damage and, in fact, would
work the other way.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa,

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman
from Arkansas for yielding.

As he is well aware, a real serious
situation has developed with respect to
the importation of meat and dairy prod-
uets into this country. It would be my
hope in the shortest possible time that
the distinguished gentleman from Ar-
kansas and others in the House would
give us some help, that is, we in the agri-
cultural areas of the country, as the
gentleman from Arkansas is, in shutting
off the imports at least to support this
conference report. I hope we might have
some help on these issues that would be
reassuring.

And both bills had
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Mr. MILLS. Let me respond to my
friend from Iowa. Like my friend, I am
always interested in the amount of these
items that come in from abroad and
the effect that it may have on our domes-
tic producers. I have been in touch with
the people who are in the dairy business
and who are concerned about the im-
portation of certain types of products
that come from processing milk. I have
also been in touch with the people con-
cerned about increases, as they describe
them to me, of the importation of prod-
ucts that are directly competitive with
livestock slaughter. We are looking into
it, and if there is not some change in
the situation, in all probability we will
be giving consideration to it in the Com-~
mittee on Ways and Means.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. PELLY. Mr, Speaker, perhaps at
this point the less said the better as far
as this conference report is concerned.

As the chairman has explained, the
House conferees accepted a Senate
amendment which substantially is my
bill, HR. 1141. However, Mr. Speaker,
I do want to thank the chairman and the
other House conferees for agreeing to
this amendment, especially as my bill,
H.R. 1141, had already passed the House
unanimously.

I want to confirm what the distin-
guished gentleman from Arkansas [Mr.
Miis] has said, that this will allow the
cement industry in the Washington State
area to expand and to create more jobs,
and it will not adversely affect any lime
or cement plants in any other areas.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I move the

Jprevious question on the conference
report.

The previous question was ordered.

The conference report was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr, MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that I and all other
Members desiring to do so may revise
and extend their remarks in the REcorp
on the conference report just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, unfortunately, because of other
important congressional business, I was
delayed in reaching the floor of the
House in order to vote on rollcall No. 74,
the rolleall on the bill H.R. 9029, making
appropriations for the Department of the
Interior and related agencies for fiseal
year 1968.

Mr. Speaker, had I been present I
would have voted “aye.”

HOUSE RESOLUTION 442—PROVID-
ING FOR THE CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2508, FEDERAL STANDARDS
FOR CONGRESSIONAL REDIS-
TRICTING

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules I call up

o e A AL R N L R U
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House Resolution 442 and ask for its im-
mediate consideration,

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:

H. REs, 442

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
2508) to require the establishment, on the
basis of the eighteenth and subsequent de-
cennial censuses, of congressional districts
composed of contiguous and compact ter-
ritory for the election of Representatives,
and for other purposes. After general de-
bate, which shall be confined to the biil
and shall continue not to exceed two hours,
to be equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on the Judiclary, the bill
shall be considered as having been read for
amendment, No amendment shall be in or-
der to sald bill except the amendment in
the nature of a substitute recommended by
the Committee on the Judiclary now printed
in the bill, but such amendment shall not
be subject to amendment. At the conclu-
slon of such consideration the Committee
shall rise and report the bill to the House
with such amendment, if adopted, and the
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill and on the amendment
thereto, if adopted, to final passage without
intervening motion except one motion to
recommit with or without instructions.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the distinguished gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. SMriTH] 30 minutes and,
pending that, I yield myself such time
as I may consume,

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 442
provides a closed rule with 2 hours of
general debate for consideration of H.R.
2508, a bill to require the establishment,
on the basis of the 18th and subsequent
decennial censuses, of congressional dis-
tricts composed of contiguous and com-
pact territory for the election of Repre-
sentatives, and for other purposes.

The problems of congressional redis-
tricting have troubled the Congress for
many years. Extensive hearings on the
establishment of congressional districts
have been held by the Judiciary Com-
mittee since 1951. On March 16, 1965,
the House passed H.R. 5505 which would
have required that congressional dis-
tricts be composed of contiguous terri-
tory in compact form and would have
provided statutory standards to imple-
ment the one-man, one-vote doctrine.
The proposal did not become law and
was reintroduced in this Congress as
H.R. 2508.

The purpose of HR, 2508 is twofold:
First, to give guidance to the States in
the establishment of districts for the
election of Representatives in Congress
by requiring that districts be composed
of contiguous territory in as reasonably
a compact form as the State finds prac-
ticable; and, second, to provide congres-
sional standards to State legislators to
implement that one-man, one-vote doc-
trine.

The bill establishes temporary criteria
to be effective during the 91st and 92d
Congresses, and permanent standards
for the 93d and subsequent Congresses.

Mr. Speaker, this is a rather compli-
cated subject, a subject about which I
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am sure all of the Members of the House
are concerned.

Mr. Speaker, it is my opinion that the
Committee on the Judiciary of the
House of Representatives made a pres-
entation before the Committee on Rules
based upon its long study of this matter.

Mr. Speaker, the adoption of the rule
would make it in order to bring this
question to the floor of the House for
consideration in the manner in which
many Members of this body have felt
that we could proceed, at least, to give
or establish certain guidelines in this
area.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
H.R. 442, in order to give the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary the opportunity to
explain this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HALL, Mr. Speaker, will the dis-
tinguished gentleman from California
yield?

Mr. SISE. I am glad to yield to the
distinguished gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. HaLrl.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
the gentleman from California yielding
to me at this point.

I wonder if I could undertake to bring
out a little bit more information to the
membership of this body, as to why this
legislation comes to the floor under a
closed rule? Was this done because in
the opinion of the Committee on Rules
or in the judgment of the chairman of
the Committee on the Judiciary that this
was needed?

Mr. Speaker, I wish to determine why
is it necessary to consider this legislation
without the benefit of the 5-minute rule,
or without the privilege of insertions of
points of order? :

Mr, SISK. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
the comments of my good friend, the dis-
tinguished genfleman from Missouri
[Mr. HaLr].

Mr. Speaker, I recognize that this is
somewhat of a controversial question.

Mr. Speaker, normally, I am opposed
to closed rules.

I might say that this is a very unusual
grant in this case, because I believe
about the only instances in which the
Committee on Rules does grant the
closed rule has to do with ways and
means dealing with tax matters gener-
ally. So this is a departure from the
norm,

I think that the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, the gentleman from New York,
the distinguished chairman [Mr. CELLER]
of that committee, and the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. McCurroce] made an
excellent presentation to the committee,
and I believe it somewhat justified the
closed rule, based on many of the prob-
lems that our committee has undergone
in the course of attempting to draw some
of these guidelines.

There is no question that each and
every one of us has his own peculiar
problems in connection with congres-
sional reapportionment. As a Member
from California, where we are right now
concerned with it, we well recognize our
own particular problem. I suppose this
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would be true of all 50 States. Every
individual, I guess, would have a little
different approach. I believe the com-
mittee felt that after having gone up
and down the hill a time or two on this
matter and, having had long and exten-
sive hearings to study it, that the time
had come probably for the House to vote
up or down some kind of flexible guide-
lines to give to the courts in the hopes
the courts will follow them, or at least
give some consideration to them, and go
ahead and see if it will be helpful.

There is a matter of time involved
here. There are a number of States right
now who are involved in this problem.
I believe in some cases it will be the third
time since 1960. So it was with some
urgency, as I say, that we went along
with the Committee on the Judiciary on
this occasion.

I must say this has not fully justified
in my mind, necessarily, or in the mind
of the gentleman from Missouri, the use
of the closed rule, but this is a case where
we felt that the exception to the rule was
in order.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
the gentleman’s reply. I think it is very
candid. I am still against closed rules,
as they obviate the individually elected
Representative’s prerogatives.

As I have determined his statement,
first, it is done in this instant to not
open up a Pandora's box for redistricting
at different times, or at different levels,
or according to different geographical
limits by each Member of this body, and
second, it is certainly done at the request
of the chairman of the committee having
jurisdiction in this area, and does not
therefore originate in the Committee on
Rules, although they sanctioned it, or
with the Parliamentarian in this case.

Mr. SISK. The gentleman very well
states the case.

Mr. HALL. I thank the gentleman for
yielding. I shall be against this closed
rule, but am certainly for proper and
responsible guidelines to the high tribu-
nal on this political issue. I do not and
have not considered it justifiable. Iknow
the constitutional intent that this high-
est legislative body should determine its
own standards of district alinements. In
my opinion the court’s intercession was
devious and certainly it has wrought
havoe with us all, and the several States
of the Union, plus subsidiary political
divisions.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SISK., I yield to the gentleman
from Oklahoma.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr, Speaker, I
appreciate the gentleman ylelding to me,
because I would like to address a question
to the chairman of the Committee on
the Judiciary with respect to some lan-
guage that appears in the bill.

There is language in the bill which em-
ploys the phrase “excluding Indians not
taxed,” and leaves the apparent infer-
ence that there are some Indians who
would not be counted in some areas of
the country for the purposes of deter-
mining representation within a State.
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We had a colloquy on this matter the
last time legislation along this line was
before the House to establish firmly the
fact that we are not imposing any new
restriction upon the counting of people
for representation in the districts. I
would like to get the comments of the
chairman of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary on this point once again.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SISKE. Iwill be glad to yield to the
gentleman from New York to comment
briefly on the question of the gentleman
from Oklahoma.

Mr. CELLER. I thank the gentleman
from California and the concluding
statement of the gentleman has been
sound.

The committee followed the language
that is in the Constitution. It is my un-
derstanding at the present time there
are no Indians not taxed; they are sub-
Ject to sales taxes and excise taxes and
income taxes. There is one exception;
namely, from certain lands that are in
trust, some are and some are not subject
to taxation.

It may be that the language in the bill
is obsolete. It is in the Constitution and
it is in all legislation appertaining to
redistricting throughout the years, it
may be, however, I repeat, obsolete
language.

I would say to the gentleman, if the
bill is passed here and passed by the
Senate, and goes to conference, I would
pledge to have the matter reviewed by
the conferees. I am almost sure that
phrase would be eliminated.

Mr. EDMONDSON. If I understood
the chairman of the Committee on the
Judiciary correctly, from the standpoint
of actual application, in determining the
representation of a district, this language
would be of no importance and have no
significance as all Indians are paying
taxes of one kind or another.

Mr. CELLER. No, it would not, and
therefore they would be counted.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SISK. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr, SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I support
the rule and I shall support H.R. 2508, a
bill that establishes interim standards
for congressional districts for the 91st
and 92d Congresses and regular stand-
ards for the 93d and subsequent Con-
gresses.

I cannot stress too much, Mr. Speaker,
the urgent need for this particular piece
of legislation. The interim standards
provided for in this bill allow a 30-per-
cent maximum variation between the
population of the largest and smallest
district, and the subsequent regular
standards would impose a 10-percent
maximum variation.

Now why are these standards so
urgently required?

They are required because unless we
act now to establish these standards, we
are going to be faced with a situation of
much difficulty. It is entirely possible
that as many as 21 States will have to
redistrict—despite the fact that most of
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these States have already shuffled their
district boundaries to comply with the
Supreme Court's Wesberry against
Sanders decision of 1964.

This potential phenomenom of “musi-
cal redistricting” is the direct result of
two more recent Supreme Court de-
cisions. In the first, the Court rejected
a Missouri plan which kept the popu-
lation of all the State’s distriets within
10.4 percent of the average district pop-
ulation. In the second, the Court found
unconstitutional - Indiana’s 1965 redis-
tricting plan with a maximum 12.8-per-
cent variation from the average.

These decisions illustrate the futility
of the judicial branch of our Govern-
ment entering Justice Frankfurter's
“political thicket.” What has resulted
is nothing less than sheer chaos. Al-
though most political scientists have usu-
ally assumed that variations of 10 to 15
percent from the average must be tol-
erated to avoid gerrymandering or splin-
tering of towns, cities, and counties, this
assumption has not proved valid in the
case of Indiana and Missouri.

The problem, of course, is that the
very nature of the judiclal process does
not lend itself to the establishment of a
definitive allowable standard—and, in
fact, to date the Court has not set such a
standard.

So where does this leave us? Well, I
am afraid it leaves us pretty much in the
dark. We are faced with the possibility
of new litigation in those 21 States that
fall outside the Missourli and Indiana
averages. For five of these States, this
would be the third round of redistricting
since the 1960 census. In addition to this
incredibly ridiculous situation, as Mem-
bers we are left in a sea of total uncer-
tainty as to exactly where and what dis-
trict we will be running from.

Obviously, then, what is required is a
set of standards—and that is precisely
the purpose of this bill. For the next two
Congresses it will freeze at 30 percent
the allowable deviation between the
largest and smallest district in the State.
This will provide the State legislatures
with some type of guideline to follow so
as to eliminate, at least in part, the
doubt as to just what redistricting plan
is constitutional.

In addition, the bill states that dis-
tricts “be composed of contiguous ter-
ritory, in as reasonably a compact form
as the State finds practicable.” This
provision should help to prevent flagrant
and abusive gerrymandering.

Mr. Speaker, it is clear that this piece
of legislation is a must if we are to avoid
wholesale confusion and chaos. If we
fail to pass this bill, we and we alone
are to blame for forfeiting our legisla-
tive responsibility to the courts. I hope
we do not let this happen, and I urge
my colleagues to support this important
measure and the rule which makes con-
sideration of the bill in order,

Mr. SISK. Mr, Speaker, I reserve the
balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
California [Mr. SmITH].

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak=-
er, I yield myself such time as I may use.
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Mr. Speaker, this resolution, House
Resolution 442, provides for a closed rule
with 2 hours of general debate for the
consideration of the bill, H.R. 2508, a bill
providing for standards for congressional
redistricting.

I think we have covered the reason
why the rule is a closed rule. It is a lit-
tle different from any other time that
we have asked for a closed rule because
we were just a little bit afraid that it
might open up a pretty big problem here,
if it were not a closed rule. In fact, it
is the first time that I can recall that
we have had a closed rule for a bill com-
ing out of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary where the committee cannot offer
amendments themselves.

The purpose of the bill is to set up
precise criteria for the several States to
follow when redrawing congressional
distriets. The Committee believes that
such .action is necessary because since
the Wesberry decision—1964—the courts
in applying the “one man, one vote" con-
cept, have not been uniform in approv-
ing or disapproving various plans. The
committee believes uniformity is needed.

The bill provides two plans; one is ap-
plicable only for the 91st and 92d Con-
gresses the other applies to the 93d and
all subsequent Congresses as a per-
manent solution.

The permanent plan provides that
each representative elected to the Con-
gress be elected from an individual dis-
trict. Only in States with a single rep-
resentative would the candidate run
“at large”; all others would be required
to run from a distriet drawn by the State
legislature following Federal criteria
contained in the bill. The population
variation between the largest and small-
est district is permitted to be only 10
percent, as measured by the most recent
census. If a State decides to redistrict
more than 2 years after a decennial cen-
sus, it must have a new special census
taken upon which to base its redistrict-
ing; and such a census must be taken
within 2 years of the first congressional
election held under the redistricting
plan. Unless the State constitution pro-
vides otherwise, only one redistricting
effort may be made between regular de-
cennial censuses.

All States would be required to have
districts, one for each representative to
which it is entitled, if it is entitled to
more than a single representative. This
would include New Mexico and Hawaii.
Population variations are limited to 10
percent from largest to smallest. The
bill requires that all territory of a dis-
trict be composed of contiguous territory
“in as reasonably a compact form as the
State finds practicable.” This leaves to
the States the decision on the physical
structure of individual districts, within
reason. They are required to follow the
10-percent rule in regard to population.

The temporary plan differs in several
respects. It covers only the 91st and
92d Congresses. It repeats the basic re-
quirement that each State must have as
many election distriets as it has repre-
sentatives, but excludes New Mexico and
Hawaii, which may elect their represent-
atives at large. It also requires that all
such distriets vary from the largest to
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the smallest only within a fixed percent-
age. The percentage is not 10 percent,
as in the permanent plan, but 30 percent.
The language giving the State legisla-
tures control over the physical structure
of districts is not included.

Finally the bill provides that any State
under court order to redistrict for an
election shall use such districts as are
created for such election until the State
establishes new ones valid under the act
or the court order is modified.

Mr, HuncaTE has submitted minority
views. He opposes the 30-percent pop-
ulation of the temporary plan, and also
its allowance of at large elections in two
States, but no others.

Mr. ConyERs has also added minority
views. He lists a number of cases, where
the variations of population were much
less than 30 percent, in which courts
have held the redistricting invalid. He
favors a section calling for judicial re-
view in order to clearly define the rela-
tionship of the legislation to the courts.

Finally, he opposes the deletion of the
requirement that districts be drawn “as
compact form as practicable” and the
substitution of “in as reasonably com-
pact form as the State finds practicable.”
He feels it will permit widespread gerry-
mandering.

I should like to make a few personal
comments, if I may, particularly as they
relate to California, because I would
like to try to make a little history today
from the way I feel about the question.
I realize that I am speaking only for
myself and not the 37 other Members
from the State of California. Our opin-
ions may differ somewhat. But I do
sincerely hope that on the passage of
this bill, it will help to give some guide-
lines to the courts so that we can have
more uniformity throughout the United
States.

Since the 1964 decision there have
been different interpretations by differ-
ent courts, and I think rightfully so, I
have no question but what the distin-
guished members of the California Su-
preme Court would always render a fair
decision in connection with the redis-
tricting problem. I hope the bill will
pass and that it will help the courts and
the State legislatures.

In 1965 after the 1964 “one-man, one-
vote” rule, petitions in California were
brought before the Supreme Court to
require the State legislature to reappor-
tion the State assembly, which is the
body comparable to the House of Repre-
sentatives, consisting of 80 members, and
to redistrict the State senate, which con-
sists of 40 members, and to redistrict the
Members of the House of Representa-
tives, 38 Members. We had the 1960
census. The State legislature redis-
tricted in 1961 on the basis of the 1960
census.

In my opinion, they were faced with
an impossible situation from the stand-
point of making equal congressional
districts. The reason I make that state-
ment is that there are 80 assembly
districts in the State of California. We
had an increase of several Congressmen
in 1961, and we ended up with 38 Mem-
bers of Congress, 38 seats to be divided
for the 1962 election.
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The constitution as it is presently writ-
ten in California prohibits the dividing
of an assembly distriet into different
congressional districts so the State legis-
lature, from a practical point of view,
was faced with having to divide 38 into
80, which it cannot do. You give each
of the 38 congressional districts two of
the assembly distriets, and that leaves
four left over. So some congressional
districts had to take three assembly dis-
tricts because of the constitutional re-
quirements.

If we actually had each assembly
district redistricted in accordance with
the law, my understanding would be that
they would have approximately 207,000
people based upon the 1960 census. So
if they did do all those equally in these
congressional districts and those con-
gressional districts had to take more than
two assembly districts, obviously they
would be off a third or 50 percent, how-
ever the figures happen to be.

So the Supreme Court in the State of
California directed that the assembly
and the senate be redistricted. That was
done in 1965, and the elections held in
1966 on the basis of the new districts.

The court did not order redistricting
of the congressional districts, but stated
the legislature could do it. My inter-
pretation regarding the decision is that
the legislature in California can do it if
they wish to do it this year, in 1967, or, if
they do not do it, the Supreme Court will
give consideration as to whether they will
consider a future petition.

The point I am attempting to make, for
purposes of the REcorp, of my own opin-
ion, is that if we reapportion in the State
of California at this time based upon the
1960 census, we will not be any better off
than we are now. It will present some
very difficult problems,

There is no doubt that some of the dis-
tricts are out of proportion with this par-
ticular bill. One specific example is the
13th district of California. It consisted
of six counties in 1960. It was very large.
So it was divided into two districts, four
counties were placed in one district, and
two counties, Santa Barbara and Ven-
tura, were placed in another district.
They were a little lower than the average
number of people they should have had.
Since 1961, the 13th Congressional Dis-
trict, with the many defense installations
there, and the other areas there, has in-
creased tremendously in size, so that as
of now the estimate is that there are
approximately 600,000 people in that
particular district.

Yet, if we do redistrict at this partic-
ular time, that particular district, based
on the 1960 census, would have to take
additional people which would make it
larger than it is now, which presents a
problem that is extremely difficult, in my
opinion, to comply with.

So, in mentioning those facts, we may
jump from the frying pan into the fire.
We do not have a 1967 census. If we had
a 1967 census, it would be easy to do.

I would hope that the courts would
give consideration to this between now
and the 93d Congress, because we will
have a census in 1970. Some States will
lose Representatives or seats, and some
will gain. In 1971, according to the Con-
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stitution, there will be a reapportionment
among the States. At that time, I believe
it can be done based upon the criteria in
this bill. It may be pretty tough to get
down to 10 percent. That is what it will
be. I concur in it.

I think I should say in connection
with the constitution of California,
which prohibits dividing assembly dis-
tricts, I would interpret the Supreme
Court’s decision in the State of Califor-
nia in 1965 to permit the State legislature
now to split assembly districts if they re-
apportion between now and the 93d
Congress.

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, will ‘the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of California. I yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, I believe,
referring to section 2 of the bill of the
interim law, that in California or in any
other State where a district was under-
sized based on the 1960 census, but which
had grown since that time, could be de-
fended based upon a special census, un-
der the language at the bottom of page
4 and top of page 5.

I mention that, because it was the
amendment of the gentleman from Min-
nesota. It would be, I believe, appli-
cable to the hypothetical case made.

That would not prevent reapportion-
ment of California, because I believe our
dilemma is, that the oversized district
is in an area which has had a population
explosion. I do not believe this could be
defended, but the hypothetical district
could be defended under the language
mentioned by the gentleman.

Mr. SMITH of California. The only
place I would find I would be in disagree-
ment with that—and it would not be
from the gentleman’s statement, but
from the standpoint of being practical—
I know of no way to get a census be-
tween now and the time the legislature
adjourns. I would be pleased if we could
figure it out. /

Mr. CORMAN, I just want to point
out there are provisions we referred to
for a special census under the 1954 act
for a particular district. The purpose of
that special census would be to defend
the legality of that particular district.
That, of course, could be done if anyone
could afford the cost of it. I would agree
with the gentleman no one is going to
pay for the cost of recounting all the
people in California. If they did, I am
sure the court would make us reappor-
tion, because the 28th distriet is not only
large but is still growing.

Mr. SMITH of California. As we pro-
ceed in the matter I hope the distin-
guished gentleman from California and
I will find ourselves in complete agree-
ment on the bill and on issues between
now and 1971. It will be a privilege and
a pleasure.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of California. I yield to
my colleague from California.

Mr. HOSMER. Would the bill, if en-
acted, require redistricting of California,
and I believe 21 other States, where the
districts as now constituted are more
than 30 percent off from the norm of the
1960 census?
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Mr. SMITH of California. I will give
my answer, and I would appreciate it if
the distinguished chairman of the Ju-
diciary Committee [Mr. CeLLER], would
listen to my answer.

A question directed to me is as to
whether this bill will require redistrict-
ing. My answer is it will not require
redistrieting and it will not prohibit re-
districting. It merely sets up permanent
standards to apply after the 93d Con-
gress and temporary standards, if redis-
tricting is indicated, in the 91st and 92d
Congresses.

Mr, SISK. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of California. I yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. SISK. I should like to comment.
I agree completely with what my ecol-
league, the gentleman from California
[Mr. SmiTe] just said. As I interpret
it, and as I understood the statements
made by the gentleman from New York
and the gentleman from Ohio when they
were before our committee on this sub-
ject, it is correct. If the gentleman from
New York wishes to comment further,
he can.

I might say to my colleague [Mr. Hos-
MER], I believe the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. Smra] has correctly inter-
preted what we were told as the interpre-
tation of this legislation.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. SMITH of California. Iam happy
to yield further.

Mr. HOSMER. Should this bill be en-
acted, would it in a sense preempt from
the State jurisdiction whatever the bill
does in fact cover?

I have in mind this situation: Suppose
a State constitution prohibits congres-
sional districts from jumping county
boundaries, and it turns out that in
meeting the requirements of this bill it
would be impractical not to jump coun-
ty boundaries in establishing new con-
gressional districts. Would the bill in
fact make it legal to do so, despite a par-
ticular State constitutional provision?

Mr. SMITH of California. I do not
believe this bill would cover that particu-
lar problem. It sets forth the guidelines
on the temporary and permanent stand-
ards and criteria for redistricting. I
know of no language in the bill other
than “in as reasonably a compact form
as the State finds praecticable” that would
be involved. If that language could be
interpreted to permit them to jump, I
do not know. Of course, there are a lot
of questions we will not know the answers
to until we get a final decision.

Mr. HOSMER. I thank the gentle-
man, , -

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of California. I yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. CORMAN. I should like to com-
ment on whether this bill would require
a legislative act. It is my own view that
this Congress cannot and is not making
that effort. That would be brought about
by a court order,

If there should be a court order, this
legislation sets up some guidelines as to
what that court order ought to be,
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If the State legislature reapportions
within these guidelines, it is my own
view that the court would not upset it.
That is about all we would accomplish
in this legislation.

As to the jumping of county lines, at
the moment we have to comply with the
one man, one vote rule, and if there is a
lawsuit one cannot defend himself on the
basis that he is required to apportion by
counties and that is the reason for the
malapportionment. It would be the
court; decision, under the Reynolds case,
that one must follow the one man, one
vote rule.

All the Congress says is what the one
man;one vote ought to mean.

Mr. SMITH of California. I appreciate
the gentleman’s comments.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. ECKHARDT. My question goes to
the question of the closed rule and with
respect to some of the meaning of the
language which I understand we may not
amend under the closed rule.

I refer to page 5 of the bill, in which
it is said:

In the event a court of competent juris-
dietion has ordered the redistricting of any
State and such order has been applied in
an election, the districts established by such
court order or orders shall remain in full
force and effect.

In my State of Texas, the court has
not actually established the districts but
has directed that districts be established
by the legislature.

Of course, no election has yet been had.
It would appear that the language may
be inadroit in not referring both to a
district established by such court order
or “pursuant to suech court order.”

Mr, McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield in response to that ques-
tion?

Mr. SMITH of California. I will be
glad to yield to the gentleman from Illi-
nois.

Mr. McCLORY. The sole purpose and
intent of the last sentence in section 2
is to relate to those cases where the con-
gressional districts have been established
by court order and it would not apply to
the situation to which the gentieman
makes reference but only to those States
where the court established congressional
districts and it avoids having the court
enter a new order or enter into a new
proceeding for each election and con-
tinues the effectiveness of the court order
during this temporary period until the
States redistricted for the 93d Congress.

Mr. ECKHARDT. It would not apply,
then, to the situation in which the court
ordered redistricting and the legislature
has subsequently redistricted?

Mr. McCLORY. It would not apply
to that court order. No.

Mr. ECKHARDT. One other techni-
cal question. I ask these at this time
only because we are under a fully closed
rule here.

In section 2 it would appear there is
no cutoff date for the application of sec-
tion 2 whatsoever because it is stated
here, “in each State entitled in the 91st
Congress to more than one Representa-
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tive.” This would be a qualifying pro-
vision and continue indefinitely, as I read
it. I do not see how this is limited by
its language to those elections which re-
sult in those Congresses.

Mr. McCLORY. If the gentleman will
yield, I think the purpose and intent of
that section is clear in that it refers only
to the 91st and the 92d Congresses and
these are temporary provisions which
are effective until we have the next de-
cennial census, which would apply to
the 93d Congress and then bring into
effect the permanent guidelines set forth
in section 1.

Mr. ECKHARDT. I am quite sure
that is the intent, but it would have ap-
peared that the language should have
read then, “in the 91st Congress in each
State which is entitled to more than one
Member——"

Mr. SMITH of California. That is the
way the section stands now.

Mr. ECKHARDT. No. As a matter
of fact, it starts out, “in each State
entitled in the 91st Congress.” That
would include all States, and all States
would continue to qualify under that
description indefinitely.

Mr. McCLORY. That is not the in-
tent of the legislation, and I would not
expect it to be the effect of this provision.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 min-
utes to the gentleman from Hawaii [Mr.
MATSUNAGA].

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to speak out of
order,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Hawalii.

There was no objection.

BIRTHDAY GREETINGS TO THE HONORABLE

BARRATT O'HARA

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, I
take this time to speak out of order be-
cause tomorrow marks a great day in
our national life. It is the birthday of
the oldest Member of this august body.
The most distinguished and beloved
Member from the State of Illinois, the
Honorable BARRATT O'Hara, will be cele-
brating his 85th birthday. He was born
April 28, 1882, at St. Joseph, Mich., the
son of the late Circuit Court Judge
Thomas O'Hara and Mary Barratt
O'Hara.
~ BARRATT O’HaArA has had a long and
illustrious ecareer of dedication to the
freedom and well-being of his fellow men.
He has carried out this dedication in a
number of walks of life. At the age of
15 he left high school to fight for Cuban
independence in the Spanish-American
War. Returning to this country, he com-
pleted high school and went on to the
University of Missouri, Northwestern
University, and the Kent College of Law.
At the age of 20 he was sports editor of
the St. Louis Chronicle; at 21 he was
sports editor for Hearst's Chicago Amer-
ican. At the age of 30 he was elected
Lieutenant Governor of Illinois—the
youngest in the history of that State.

In 1917, he became president of a film
company with studios in Hollywood, but
he resigned to serve in World War I.
After the war he practiced law in Chi-
cago, spoke nightly over a Chicago radio
station, and was attorney for the city of
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Chicago in traction reorganization and
subway construction.

He was associated with the famous
criminal lawyer, Clarence Darrow, and
still holds one of the best records, if not
the best, for having obtained acquittals
for defendants charged with capital
crimes.

He was elected Representative from
the Second District of Chicago to the 81st
and 83d Congresses, and he has been re-
elected ever since.

His sincere dedication to the work of
this Congress can be seen in his out-
standing attendance record. His inter-
est In bettering the lives of his fellow
men is indicated throughout his career
as soldier, editor, lawyer, Lieutenant
Governor, and Congressman. His
achievements range from minimum wage
legislation for Illinois as its Lieutenant
Governor in the early years of his career,
to his efforts in behalf of labor, when he
was a radio personality, and finally to his
fine congressional record in such fields
as housing, minimum wage, and ecivil
rights.

Once the youngest Lieutenant Gover-
nor of his State, and now the oldest
Member of the House, BARRATT O'HAra
has shown us that neither youth nor age
hinders the work of a truly dedicated
public servant. BarraTT O'HARA has
earned the honor and gratitude of his
colleagues in the Congress and of Ameri-
cans everywhere.

To me, he has been not only the dear-
est of friends, but also a treasured ad-
visor and source of sage counsel. It was
my distinet privilege to live with BARRATT
O'Hara for over a month at the Con-
gressional Hotel when I first arrived in
Washington as a green Member-elect
and to be taken under his wings, so to
speak, during that first session of my
first term. The lesson he taught me best,
and which typified his sterling qualities,
was couched in these words, “Don’t get
up to talk unless you know you have a
contribution to make.”

I am sure I speak not only for myself
but for all my colleagues when I say:
“Happy birthday, BARRATT; may you cel-
ebrate many more birthdays in health
and happiness, and may we be privileged
to celebrate them with you.”

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, will the
distinguished gentleman from Hawaii
yield to me at this point?

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I am delighted to
vield to the distinguished gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. McCrorY].

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL~
BERT). The time of the gentleman from
Hawaii has expired.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to proceed for
1 additional minute.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Hawali?

There was no objection.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr., Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to revise and ex-
tend my remarks and to include perti-
nent extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Hawaii?

There was no objection.
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Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, will the
distinguished gentleman yield?

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I am happy to
yvield to the distinguished gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. McCLORY., Mr. Speaker, I wish
to join with the distinguished gentleman
from Hawaii [Mr. Marsuwnacal in ex-
tending happy birthday greetings and
warm affection to my longtime friend
and colleague, the distinguished gentle-
man from Illinois, BARRATT O'HARA.

And, Mr, Speaker, I am sure that I
speak on behalf of the Members on this
side of the aisle in expressing those good
wishes.

Mr, Speaker, I recall only a few years
ago, when we celebrated in this body the
gentleman’s 50th year of public service.
I recall also more than 30 years ago
when I was a law student and a member
of a legal fraternity I was called upon to
provide a program of inspiration and en-
couragement to my fellow struggling law
students. I called upon one of the most
distinguished and most colorful figures
at the Illinois bar—none other than the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. O’Haral,
whom we honor again today.

Mr. Speaker, the distinguished gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. O'Haral was then
a prosecuting lawyer in the city of Chi-
cago. I am proud to have known and
admired the gentleman over this long
period of years.

Mr. Speaker, I express to the distin-
guished gentleman my personal good
wishes, as well as those of my collegues
on this side of the aisle upon this most
auspicious occasion.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I join in
the tributes made to the distinguished
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. O'Haral.
No finer man ever lived. His presence
in this House is an inspiration to every
Member. He is one of the most articu-
late debaters in this body, not simply be-
cause of his keen mind, his vast experi-
ence, and his ready tongue, but because
of his great heart which goes out to every
human being who is the subject of in-
justice. Yes, Mr. Speaker, BARRATT
O'HaraA Is a great orator because, when
he speaks, he speaks from his great
heart. Ilove him. I am honored to call
him my colleague and my friend. I ex-
tend to him the greetings of the day.
God give him many more of them.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, it is
a genuine pleasure to join today in wish-
ing a happy birthday to one of the best
loved Members of this body, the gentle-
man from Illinois, the Honorable BARRATT
O"HARA.

In the 85 years of his life, this eloquent
American has not only rendered out-
standing service to his country, he has
also won a lasting place in our Nation's
history as a great lawyer and a great
humanitarian.

It is a privilege to call him a colleague
and a friend, and I wish him many happy
birthdays in the years ahead.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to congratulate my distinguished
colleague from Illinois, the Honorable
BarraTT O'HArA, on his 85th birthday
which he 1is celebrating tomorrow,
April 28.

It gives me great pleasure to join his
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host of friends to wish him abundant
good health and good fortune in the
years ahead as he continues his outstand-
ing service in the best interests of his
constituents in the Second District of
Illinois and the people of America.

Congressman O'’HArA has served his
country with vigilance, honesty, and
dedication in the 81st, 83d, 84th, 85th,
86th, 87,th, 88th, 89th, and now the 90th
Congress. He is the only Member of Con-
gress who is a veteran of the Spanish-
American War, and he served again in
the Armed Forces during World War I.

At the age of only 29 he was elected
as Lieutenant Governor of the State of
Illinois and was the youngest person in
the history of our State to hold this re-
sponsible position.

He was an outstanding attorney in our
State before coming to Congress. At one
time he was also editor of the Chicago
Examiner and the Chicago Magazine.

My colleague has received numerous
awards in recognition of his distin-
guished public service including the Clar-
ence Darrow Humanitarian Award. We
from Illinois recall that Mr. O'Haga led
the fight for passage of Illinois’ first
minimum wage law. Two years ago he
served as a delegate to the 20th Gener-
al Assembly of the United Nations.

To the “boy wonder of Illinois,” as he
is fondly known by his fellow legisla-
tors, I extend my best wishes for a happy
birthday and many more years of fruit-
ful service in the Congress of the United
States.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous econsent that all Mem-
bers have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on this subject
matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Hawaii?

There was on objection.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr.
Speaker, I have no further request for
time.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. HUNGATE].

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Speaker, I urge
that we vote down the previous question
on this bill and that we vote down this
rule.

Mr. Speaker, I urge upon the Mem-
bers of the House that we have an open
rule, rather than a closed rule.

Mr. Speaker, the pending legislation
upon which we are asked to act has had
no hearings on it at this session of the
90th Congress.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation had no
hearings held upon it in the last session
of the Congress. Yet it comes before
this session of the Congress for its con-
sideration and possible passage with only
2 hours of general debate provided for
its general discussion. Two years ago
it was voted on a closed rule with 3 hours’
debate.

Now, 2 years later it is brought up
with only 2 hours of debate. All the time
was used up when it was considered pre-
viously. The bill at that time carried a
30-percent variation, but I would sug-
gest many things have happened in that
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time. Many court decisions have been
decided in the past 2 years on this very
question.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Speaker, I will
yield to the gentleman from Mississippi
in just a moment.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to see an
open rule on this so we could decide
whether a 10-percent variation was a
good variation for 1973, and so we could
find out if it would not be a good one
for 1968. So I do not see why, in the
interest of uniformity, if some States
wish at large elections they should not
be permitted to have them after 1973
and why at the same time at large elec-
tions shall be denied to those States who
do want them now in 1968.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield at that point?

Mr. HUNGATE. Yes, I yield to the
gentleman from Mississippi.

Mr. ABERNETHY. I would like to
say that I am going to vote against the
previous question. I oppose closed rules,
except in the most extraordinary cir-
cumstances. I do wish to say, however,
that by voting to open up this rule does
not necessarily indicate that I am against
the bill. I believe I will support the bill.

I agree with the gentleman. I believe
the Members of the House should be per-
mitted to offer amendments on any meas-
ure that comes before this body unless it
is a very extraordinary measure that
should be voted up or down “as is,” and
this is not such a measure.

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his remarks.

Mr. Speaker, there are some other
items in here such as “in as reasonably
a compact form as the State finds prac-
ticable.” And if the previous question
is voted down I plan to offer a rule that
will permit amendments to be offered
under the 5-minute rule.

Mr, ECKHARDT. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. HUNGATE. 1 yield to the gentle-
man,

Mr. ECKHARDT. Is it not true that
we are providing in this bill for a set
amount of time, so that a State may not
at its own discretion redistrict in the
middle of a 10-year decennial, no matter
how drastic the population changes may
have been, and no matter whether the
legislature of the State feels that this
change in the middle of the period would
be desirable?

Mr. HUNGATE. AsIread the major-
ity views, this would be correct, although
I would say to the gentleman that I am
not everywhere accepted as an expert
on all of the points in this bill.

Mr. ECKHARDT. It would appear
that the decision of the Federal Govern-
ment on this point should perhaps yield
to the State government when it is de-
termined that there is a sufficient local
change in population for an addifional
districting during the decennial, and we
would close that out absolutely if we pass
this bill.

Mr. HUNGATE. I believe the gentle-
man is suggesting that the advantages
of not diluting the citizen’s vote, if dilu-
tlon is not to exceed 10 percent, as the
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rule would be in 1973, it would seem to
me, would be a good rule now. It would
seem to me that if the State legislators—
and I see many here who have not sup-
ported the Dirksen amendment, but they
will I believe support this bill—it seems
to me the one-man, one-vote, if it is a
good rule for the State legislature and
for the State senate and for the State
representatives and for the city couneil,
or the county supervisors, that it is a
pretty good rule for the U.S. Congress
now.,

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr, SISK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 min-
utes to the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. CoNYERs].

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I am
reluctant to oppose the wishes of my dis-
tinguished chairman or the Committee
on Rules, but I believe it is manifestly
unfair that legislation of this signifi-
cance be debated under a closed rule.
Many here have already stated that a
closed rule is highly unusual. I am go-
ing to vote against the previous question.
I do not have any amendments to offer
myself because I believe the progress
that we are making in the courts, now
that the Supreme Court has moved into
what was heretofore considered a for-
bidden political thicket, is going to be
much more expeditious that any arbi-
trary formula that we can devise.

Sixteen years go when our distin-
guished chairman began introducing re-
distrieting legislation, it was an attempt
to eliminate gerrymandering of con-
gressional districts.

I agree with what the gentleman from
New York [Mr. CeELLEr] said at that
time.

He said:

In the light of the court decisions and the
legislative enactments the importance of the
problem of falr, equitable apportionment
both by the Federal and State legislatures is
one that demands a final and prompt solu-
tion. It must be a solution which goes to
the very root of the problem and eradicates
the sources of the evil * * *, The problem
is one which involves the fundamental
principle of equality which permeates our
entire Constitution so that its denial im-
perils the very heart of our democracy.

Mr. Speaker, in my view this bill does
not go to the very root of the problem
that we face nor does it eradicate the
sources of evil.

As a matter of fact, I think this bill
would perpetuate the problem of confu-
sion this bill is supposedly going to solve,
because there are many parts of this bill
that are very questionable and unclear
when it comes to intepreting what they
mean and how they would actually be
enforced.

For example, there was one amend-
ment offered in full committee which is
now incorporated in this bill which could
create problems in States that have
already conformed to the one-man, one-
vote doctrine with respect to congres-
sional districts. The temporary district-
ing plan for 1968 and 1972 which would

allow a district to have a deviation in
population up to 30 percent. That would

117 Law and Contemporary Problems 268,
at 274.
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open the door to State congressional dele-
gations that already have been redistrict-
ed—and apparently some 22 States have
done so satisfactorily and have con-
formed with the ‘‘one-man, one-vote"
doctrine—to be subjected by their State
legislatures to further redistricting to
take advantage of the erosion of the
“‘one-man, one-vote” principle that this
bill 'would allow.

Some of the State congressional dele-
‘gations that could be affected in this
manner and be redistricted yet another
time by their State legislatures are the
following: Arkansas, Maryland, Utah,
Michigan, Oklahoma, Montana, Ken-
tucky, South Dakota, Mississippi, Wis-
consin, Maine, Virginia, North Dakota,
South Carolina, Rhode Island, Kansas,
Arizona, Alabama, Oregon, New Hamp-
shire, and Idaho. For the reasoning and
factual situation that leads me to list
these particular 22 States, I would refer
my colleagues to the Statement I inserted
in the ConcREssIONAL REcorD of Tuesday,
April 25, starting on page 10763, particu-
larly table C in the Legislative Reference
Service memorandum included, following
my statement.

Then there is the situation of States
whose districts have been declared un-
constitutional and the cases are still
pending in the courts.

The great question that has not been
adequately answered is what happens to
States that are under court order to re-
distriet if this bill becomes law? Many
of these States had congressional dis-
tricting plans where the variation in
population between the largest and
smallest district was well below the 30-
percent guidelines established by this bill
for the 1968 and 1970 elections. How-
ever, the courts found that such devia-
tions were unconstitutional. For in-
stance, Missouri had a 21.8-percent
deviation, Texas had 2.1 percent, and
Indiana 22.8 percent.

Could the attorneys general of those
States now go into Federal court and ask
“for those court orders to be vacated be-
cause Congress had determined that such
population deviations were constitu-
tional, though the courts had just de-
termined that those same population de-
viations were clearly not constitutional?

Some State, who might not want to
present the issue in such a stark and dra-
matic fashion, might be imaginative to
forego the use of that argument and
comply with the court’s findings that its
current congressional districts were un-
constitutional and then enact a “new”
constitutional congressional districting
statute which would happen to be a
carbon copy of the “old” unconstitutional
statute.

Would that be possible under the pro-
visions of this bill?

In summation, I say that the confu-
sion we will create by having a temporary
rule here until 1972 and then a 10-per-
cent deviation rule from 1972 on is more
cumbersome and is going to create more
litigation than by allowing the courts to
proceed on their own.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time
of the gentleman has expired.

Mr, SISK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 ad-
ditional minute to the gentleman from
Michigan.
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Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman.

As I was saying, Mr. Speaker, the tem-
porary law provided in this bill for the
1968 and 1970 elections is going to create
more litigation than by allowing the
courts to proceed on their own. The fact
is that the courts have come up with a
uniform requirement. The requirement
that they have postulated in redistrict-
ing cases is that the States are not ex-
pected to comply with a uniform per-
centage type of rule the Supreme Court
has recognized that some States have
peculiar problems—including boundaries
of city and county boundary lines
and special geographic considerations.
Therefore, what might be good for the
State of Michigan, which has a 3.4-per-
cent variation, might be impossibly too
tight a standard for some other State.

For all of these reasons, I urge my
colleagues, whether you agree with me
of not regarding the bill itself, to at least
vote down this rule so that we may con-
sider this bill under the normal proce-
dures of the House which allow debate
and votes on amendments to bills. Many
members have amendments they want to
offer including some that would clarify
many of the confusing and vague provi-
sions of this bill. Let us debate this im-
portant matter as it should be debated
and let democracy prevail as we discuss
the very serious questions involved in
this bill.

Mr, SISK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. OTTINGER].

Mr. OTTINGER. I rise in opposition
to the proposed closed rule and associate
myself with the excellent remarks of my
colleague from Michigan [Mr. ConyERs]
and the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
HunNcATE].

Mr. Speaker, I am fundamentally op-
posed to any closed rule. Such a rule
necessarily involves a denial of democ-
racy and shuts off opportunity in this
House to consider alternatives to pro-
posed legislation,

Such a rule is particularly obnoxious
as applied to the bill we are presently
considering inasmuch as this bill con-
tains very serious constitutional and pol-
icy questions.

This bill raises serious questions as to
overruling present court decisions with
respect to the degree of deviation per-
mitted in the population of congressional
districts.

The bill raises a serious question with
regard to the requirement of compact-
ness of a congressional district—whether
States should be able to make compact-
ness determinations unfettered.

The bill raises serious constitutional
and policy questions because of the lack
of any provision for judicial review.

While recognizing the desirability of
legislative standards for apportionment,
I strongly oppose the bill in its present
form. It represents a giant step back-
ward from the constitutional interpreta-
tions by the courts requiring congres-
sional districting to be as nearly equal
in population as practicable. It renders
meaningless the important requirement
that districts be compact, turning this
determination over to the State legis-
latures, many of which have shown no
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disposition to respect compactness or
equality in framing district lines. It
makes no provision for judicial review.

Whether you agree with these reserva-
tions or not, however, these are certainly
important constitutional and policy
questions that deserve debate. Alterna-
tive resolutions to these districting ques-
tions should be considered. There is no
justification for a gag rule here shutting

off these considerations from debate.

I urge my colleagues to vote down
the previous question and vote down
this closed rule.

Mr., SISK. Mr. Speaker, I recognize
that this legislation is controversial,
though extremely important to the Con-
gress. I would hope that the House
would see fit to adopt the rule and per-
mit the gentleman from New York [Mr.
CeELLER], and the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. McCurrocH]I, to present their case.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous
question.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL-
BERT). The question is on ordering the
previous question.

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. Sisk) there
were—ayes 42, noes 34.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Eyi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Melelmbers, and the Clerk will call the
T'OlLl.

The question was taken; and there

were—yeas 284, nays 99, not voting 50, as
follows:

[Roll No, 75]
YEAS—284

Arbitt Colmer Goodell
Adair Conable Goodling
Addabbo Conte Gray
Albert Corman Grifiths
Anderson, Cramer Grover

Tenn. Cunningham Gurney
Andrews, Ala. Daniels Haley
Annunzio Davis, Ga. Halpern
Arends Davis, Wis. Hamilton
Ashmore Delaney Hammer-
Aspinall Dellenback schmidt
Ayres Denney Hanley
Barrett Devine Hansen, Idaho
Bates Dole Hansen, Wash.
Belcher Dorn Hardy
Betts Dowdy Harrison
Bevill Downing Harsha
Biester Dulski " Harvey
Blanton Duncan Heckler, Mass.
Boggs Edmondson Henderson
Bolton Edwards, Calif. Herlong
Brademas Edwards, La. Holifield
Brasco Erlenborn Holland
Bray Esch Hosmer
Brooks Eshleman Hull
Broomfield Evans, Colo. Hunt
Brown, Mich. Everett Irwin
Brown, Ohio  Farbsteln Jacobs
Broyhill, Va.  Fascell Jarman
Burke, Fia. Feighan Johnson, Calif.
Burke, Mass. Findley Johnson, Pa.
Burleson Fino Jonas
Burton, Utah  Fisher Jones, Ala.
Bush lood Jones, Mo.
Cabell Foley Karsten
Carey Ford, Gerald R. Kastenmeler
Carter Fountain Kazen
Casey Frelinghuysen Keith
Cederberg Fulton, Pa. Kelly
Celler Fulton, Tenn. King, Calif.
Clancy Fuqua KEing, N.Y.
Clark Gardner Eleppe
Clausen, Gathings Eluczynski

Don H. Gettys Kornegay
Cohelan Glaimo Kyl
Collier Gibbons Kyros
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Bkubitz
Smith, Calif,
Smith, Iowa
Bmith, N.Y.
Smith, Okla.
Bnyder
Bpringer
Stafford
Stanton
Steed
Steiger, Ariz.
Stubblefield

Taft

Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Tenzer
Thomson, Wis,
Tuck

Udall
Ullman

Utt

Vander Jagt
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldie
Walker
Wampler
Watson
Watts
‘Whalen
Whalley
White
Whitener
Whitten
Widnall

Wig
Williams, Pa.
Willis

Winn
Wright
Wyatt

Wrylie
Wyman
Young
Zablocki
Zion

Zwach

O'Konskl
Ottinger
Pike
Pollock

Pryor

Reld, N.Y.
Reuss
Robison
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rumsfeld
Bandman
St Germaln
Scherle
Scheuer
Schweiker
Slack
Staggers
Btelger, Wis.

Thompson, Ga.
Thompson, N.J,

Tiernan
Watkins
Wolff
Wydler
Yates

Long, La.
McEwen
Mallliard
Minshall
Morton
Murphy, N.Y.
Nelsen

Pool

Rogers, Colo.
Roybal

5t. Onge
Stephens
Stratton
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Landrum Patman
Langen Patten
Latta Pelly
Leggett Pepper
Lennon Perkins
Lipscomb Pettis
Lloyd Philbin
Long, Md. Pickle
Lukens Pirnie
McClory Poage
McCulloch Pofl
McDonald, Price, I11.

Mich. Price, Tex.
McFall Pucinski
McMillan Purcell
Macdonald, Quie

Mass. Quillen
MacGregor Radlsback
Madden Randall
Mahon Rarick
Marsh Rees
Martin Reid, Ill.
Mathias, Calif. Reifel
Mathias, Md. Reinecke
Matsunaga Resnick
May Rhodes, Arlz.
Mayne Rhodes, Pa.
Meeds Riegle
Meskill Rivers
Michel Roberts
Miller, Calif. Rodino
Miller, Ohio Rogers, Fla
Mills Ronan
Mize Rooney, N.Y
Monagan Rostenkowskl
Montgomery: Roth
Moore Roudebush
Morris, N. Mex. Roush
Morse, Mass. Ruppe
Mosher Ryan
Multer Satterfield
Murphy, Ill.  Saylor
Myers Schadeberg
Natcher Schneebeli
Nichols Schwengel
O'Hara, I11. Scott
O'Hara, Mich., Selden
Olsen Shipley
O’'Neal, Ga. Shriver
O’Neill, Mass. Blkes
Passman Sisk

NAYS—00

Abernethy Fraser
Adams Friedel
Anderson, Ill. Galifianakis
Andrews, Gallagher

N. Dak. Garmatz
Ashbrook Gilbert
Ashley Gonzalez
Battin Green, Oreg.
Bennett QGreen, Pa.
Bingham Gross
Blackburn Gubser
Blatnik Gude
Bolling Hall
Brinkley Hathaway
Broyhill, N.c. Hawkins
Buchanan Hechler, W. Va.
Burton, Calif. Helstoski
Button Hicks
Cahill Horton
Chamberlain Howard
Clawson, Del Hungate
Cleveland Hutchinson
Conyers Ichord
Corbett Joelson
Culver Karth
Curtis Kee
Derwinskl EKupferman
Dingell Kuykendall
Dwyer Laird
Eckhardt McCarthy
Edwards, Ala. McClure
Eilberg MeDade
Fallon Machen
Ford, Minish

Willlam D.  Mink

NOT VOTING—b50

Baring Dent
Bell Dickinson
Berry Diggs
Boland Donochue
Bow W
Brock Evins, Tenn.
Brotzman Flynt
Brown, Calif. Hagan
Byrne, Pa. Halleck
Byrnes, Wis. Hanna
Cowger Hays
Daddario Hébert
Dawson Jones, N.C
de la Garza an

Stuckey

Sullivan Waggonner  Wilson,
Tunney Williams, Miss. Charles H.
Van Deerlin Wilson, Bob Younger

So the previous gquestion was ordered.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Halleck.
St. Onge with Mr. Bob Wilson.
Waggonner with Mr. Morton.
Byrne of Pennsylvania with Mr. Bow,
Dent with Mr. McEwen.
Donohue with Mr. Mailliard.
Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Cowger.
Hays with Mr. Minshall.
Dow with Mr. Bell.
Murphy of New York with Mr. Byrnes
of Wisconsin,

Mr, Rogers of Colorado with Mr. Brotzman.

Mr. Van Deerlin with Mr. Brock.

Mr. Kirwan with Mr. Dickinson.

Mr. Jones of North Carolina with Mr.
Younger.

Mr. Boland with Mr. Nelsen,

Mr. Daddario with Mr. Berry.

Mr. Brown of California with Mr. Dawson.

Mr. Flynt with Mr. Hanna.

Mr. Roybal with Mr. Stratton.

Mr. Stuckey with Mr. Willilams of Missis-
sippl.

Mrs. Sullivan with Mr. Baring.

Mr. Tunney with Mr. Diggs.

Mr. Hagan with Mr. Pool.

Mr. Stephens with Mr. de la Garza.

Mr. Charles H, Wilson with Mr. Long of
Loulsiana.

Mr. MACHEN changed his vote from
llyeail tvo- unay.”

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois changed his
vote from “nay” to yea.”

Mr. FINO changed his vote from “nay’’
to “yea.."

Mr. O’KONSKI changed his vote from
nyean tro una.y'_n

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

l{} motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

FEEERERER

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Members
may have 1 legislative day in which to
extend their remarks and include extra-
neous material in connection with the
subject of my special order today.

. The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

FEDERAL STANDARDS FOR CON-
GRESSIONAL REDISTRICTING

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 2508) to require the es-
tablishment, on the basis of the 18th
and subsequent decennial censuses, of
congressional districts composed of con-
tiguous and compact territory for the
election of Representatives, and for other
purposes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by the
gentleman from New York.

The motion was agreed to.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H.R. 2508, wit.h Mr.
Epmoxpson in the chair. y

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the.
gentleman from New York [Mr. CELLER]
is recognized for 1 hour and the gentle-
man from Ohio [Mr. McCurrocH] will
be recognized for 1 hour.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York.

Mr, CELLER. Mr. Chairman once
again we are confronted with the prob-
lem of establishing standards for con-
gessional redistricting. I have been con-
cerned with this problem for many years.
I first offered a bill in 1950, and in 1951
the Judiciary Committee held extensive
hearings on the establishment of con-
gressional districts. Since that time,
however, bills dealing with this problem
have gotten nowhere. During the 89th
Congress, on March 16, 1965, the House
passed a redistricting bill which would
have required that the districts be com-
posed of contiguous territory in compact
form. This bill was not acted upon in
the Senate. Comity between the two
Houses, in my humble opinion should
have caused the other body to have given
the bill better than mere cavalier treat-
ment. i

The Supreme Court in 1964, in Wes-
berry against Sanders, ruled that the
matter of congressional districting was
justiciable and under article I, section 2,
of the Constitution that congressional
districts must be composed as nearly as
practicable of equal numbers of people.
In the Wesberry case, the Supreme Court
said:

We hold that, construed in its historical
context, the command of Art. I, §2, that
Representatives be chosen by the People of
the several States” means that as nearly as
is practicable one man’s vote in a congres-
sional election is to be worth as much as
another's,

The Supreme Court further said, in
eoncluding its opinion:

While it may not be possible to draw con-
gressional districts with mathematical preci-
slon, that is no excuse for ignoring our Con-
stitution’s plain objective of making equal
representation for equal numbers of people
the fundamental goal for the House of Rep-
resentatives. That fs the high standard of
justice and common sense which the Found-
ers set for us.

It is time now for Congress to act in
a manner to implement this decision.
If Congress does not act, the courts will.
Certainly, it is far better to permit the
States to draw their own lines. If we
allow the courts to continue to draw dis-
trict lines each judicial district or each
judicial circuit will have different for-
mulae, There will be no uniformity.
The Judiciary Committee, in acting on
H.R. 2508, amended the bill substantially
in order to accomplish the following:
First. Provide interim standards for
the establishment of congressional dis-
tricts for the 91st and 92d Congresses.
Second. Provide standards for the es-
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tablishment of congressional districts for
the 93d and subsequent Congresses.

Third. Provide that the redistricting
of any State that has been established
by court order shall remain in full force
and effect until the State shall have es-
tablished valid districts in accordance
with the provisions of the act.

Section 1 of the bill establishes stand-
ards for State legislatures to follow in
the creation of congressional districts
for the 93d and subsequent Congresses.
These standards are:

First. When a State is entitled to more
than one Representative, there shall be
established by law a number of districts
equal to the number of authorized Rep-
resentatives.

Second. Representatives shall be
elected only from such districts so estab-
lished, no district to elect more than one
Representative. Existing provisions for
a Representative at Large are eliminated.

Third. Each district shall be composed
of contiguous territory, in as reasonably
a compact form as the State finds prac-
ticable.

I personally wished the standard of
compactness to be just “compact” with
no qualifying language, but the Judi-
clary Committee demanded qualifying
language; namely: “in as reasonably a
compact form as the State finds prac-
ticable.” This change is unfortunate.

In setting forth the guideline that dis-
tricts be “reasonably” compact, the
committee apparently intends to give the
States flexibility in establishing congres-
sional districts. As far as practicable,
this standard would not require splitting
up of State or local governmental units
or subdivisions. The committee intends
that the State legislature shall deter-
mine the form or shape of congressional
districts in implementing the congres-
sional policy against gerrymandering.

The committee’s use of the standard
“in as reasonably a compact form as
the State finds practicable,” is intended
to prevent gerrymandering. As to this
result I have my doubts.

Fourth. The district with the largest
population shall not exceed by more
than 10 per centum the district with the
smallest population in number of per-
sons, excluding Indians not taxed.

Fifth. Population shall be based on
the then most recent decennial census,
but if a State redistricts more than 2
years after a decennial census, the popu-
lation figures to be used must be those
of a statewide Federal special census
conducted pursuant to the provisions
of the act of August 26, 1954 (71 Stat.
481; 13 U.S.C. 8) and said census must
be less than 2 years old at the time of
the next election following the redis-
tricting. :

Sixth. TUnless the particular State
constitution requires otherwise, there
shall not be more than one redistricting
between decennial censuses.

Section 2 of the bill establishes tem-
porary or interim standards for State
legislatures to follow in the creation of
congressional districts for the 91st and
92d Congresses, These standards are:

First. When a State is entitled to more
than one Representative, there shall be
established by law a number of districts
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equal to the number of authorized Rep-
resentatives.

Second. Representatives shall be
elected only from such districts so es-
tablished, no district to elect more than
one Representative, except the States
of Hawaii and New Mexico may continue
to elect their Representatives at large.

Third. The district with the largest
population shall not exceed the popula-
tion of the district with the smallest
population by more than 30 percent,
excluding Indians not taxed.

Fourth. Population shall be based on
the Eighteenth Decennial Census, or any
subsequent Federal special census con-
ducted pursuant to the provisions of the
act of August 26, 1954 (71 Stat. 481; 13
US.C. 8).

Fifth, When any State has been redis-
tricted by court order, and such order
has been applied in an election, for in-
terim stability the districts so established
shall remain in full force and effect until
the State shall establish valid districts
pursuant to the act, or until superseded
by a subsequent court order.

The other body did not see fit to adopt
the legislation that was adopted by this
House. It is rather sad to make that
statement. I should think that comity—
the comity that exists between both
Houses—should have prompted the other
body to accept what we had passed, and
which appertains to the membership of
this body. There was no skin off the
back of any of the Members of the other
body. I hope that this bill passes today,
and that at least a bit more sober judg-
ment will descend upon the brows of the
solons of the other body and they will
accept, on the score of comity alone,
what we do here, and which appertains
to our own membership.

Now, this bill is a result of our failure
to enact legislation of this character
over the years.

What has happened after the Wes-
berry against Sanders case? The var-
ious courts throughout the Nation start-
ed to redistrict. There were no guide-
lines, and the situation became a verita-
ble hodgepodge. There was no con-
sistency throughout the Nation. Every
State varied from another State, be-
cause we had failed to lay down anything
in the nature of guidelines.

I am reading now from the Congres-
sional Quarterly.

This is on page 3 of the issue of Sep-
tember 16, 1966: Ly

Beyond declaring the districts must be as
nearly equal in population as is practical, the
court in its Wesberry decision set down no
precise standards. This left the State legls-
latures and the courts with little guldes as
to what constituted one man—one vote.

Now, we seek to lay down some stand-
ards, so that there will be at least some
degree of consistency throughout the
Nation.

This is not perfect. I warn the gentle-
men and ladies of the House, we just
cannot satisfy every single Member of
the House, because every district has its
peculiarities, every distriet has it differ-
ences from other districts. Men have
come to me with their problems and their
peculiarities—and they are peculiar to
their own districts—with the question,
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“Will this bill satisfy all these situa-
tions?” I said, “No. We cannot give
you the millennium in this bill. We can-
not give perfection. We cannot satisfy
all and sundry. We do the best we can.”
That should be all that is asked of us.
We approximate justice here. We set
down decent guidelines.

For years I asked that in the guidelines
we should use the words “contiguous and
compact.” Those words have been used
for many years. We continue to use the
word “contiguous” in the bill, but we
have qualified the use of the word “com-
pact.” We say: “In as reasonably a com-
pact form as the State finds practicable.”

I did not like that qualifying clause.
Yet what is legislation? Legislation is
and always has been compromise. We
just cannot bludgeon—at least the chair-
man cannot bludgeon the members of his
committee that they abide by his will.
That is not the Democratic method. It
is a give-and-take proposal. That is the
way all legislation is devised in a de-
mocracy. If we did not have it that way,
we would have a dictatorship, and I am
not going to be a dictator as far as the
chairmanship of my committee is con-
cerned.

I recognize the members of my com-
mittee have different views. We try to
get together to develop a consensus, and
we have developed a consensus on that
score, The gentleman from Michigan
rose and said, very properly, he does not
like the idea of the qualifying phrase. I
do not like it either. What am I going
to do? Demand everything I want?
We cannot do that, gentlemen. Legisla-
tion is not fashioned that way. This
bill, however, is a practical bill, and I
hope it will be accepted overwhelmingly
by the Members.

In the report we say, for example, and
very properly:

Despite the fact that the Federal courts
have reviewed the congressional districts of
a number of States, Federal courts have not
established precise criteria for congression-
al districting. Establishment of such pre-
cise criteria is a matter for Congress, Con-
tinued litigation underscores the urgency for
Congress to declare its policy.

We declare its policy in this bill. Will
the courts follow that declaration of pol-
fcy? Will the courts follow the stand-
ards that we lay down?

I believe they will. T ecannot with ab-
solute certainty say they will. Nobody
can tell what the courts may do. But I
believe it is reasonable to say that the
courts will follow our guidelines. They
cannot disregard them. They must take
them most seriously into consideration.
It would be woeful for us at this stage
not to lay down these guidelines.

We divide the bill into two parts. One
part is temporary. The other part is
permanent.

We say that after the next census, the
19th census, which will become opera-
tive about 1972, there shall be a fair
division of population, with & possible
difference of 10 percent between the dis-
trict with the highest population and
the district with the lowest population.
The district shall be as compact as pos-
sible within the discretion of the legis-
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lature, and the district shall be con-
tiguous.

But prior to 1972, for the next two Con-
gresses, temporarily in the interim we
say there shall be a tolerance of more
than 30 percent between the largest and
the smallest districts.

Why did we do that? We did that so
as not to muddy the waters too much
temporarily. We did not want to dis-
turb the situation unduly until the next
Federal census., It would be unfair to
do otherwise.

It is kind of like trying to force one’s
hand into a tight glove. One has to
maneuver, One has to flex. Finally one
can get the tight glove on.

So we are putting on a tight glove,
as it were, after 1972, and we are laying
down these tight restrictions of 10 per-
cent more than the smallest distriet.
But until then we say, “All right; so that
there may not be too much undue dis-
turbance and interference with the pres-
ent district lines, we make the tolerance
wider—30 percent.”

It is arbitrary; I admit that. But it
is fair, It will last only until 1972.

When we contemplate the history of
this legislation and the difficulties we
have had in getting anything through,
we have to recognize that we have to give
something and that we cannot in one
fell swoop say, “It must be 10 percent.”

I sort of feel, if I may use the term,
like Sisyphus in the Greek mythology,
who was trying to push a boulder up over
a steep hill. Every time he got near the
top of the hill, the boulder would fall
upon him and down he would go with the
huge rock. I have been trying and try-
ing to get a bill through for 20 years,
and I am now near the top. I hope, with
the help of Members, I can push this
boulder over the hill. I think I can, be-
cause we have a reasonable proposition.

Again I say we cannot satisfy every-
one, but I believe, in a measure, we can go
reasonably far enough to satisfy most
of the Members of the House.

I hope the bill will pass.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentle-
man from North Carolina.

Mr. WHITENER. I should like to
compliment the chairman of our Judici-
ary Committee upon his statement with
reference to this bill and also to com-
pliment him for the years of effort he
has put forth in trying to get some type
of road charted for the fixing of congres-
sional districts. I believe that if the
Congress had adhered to the gentleman’s
advice in previous years much of the
problem that seems to be bothering our
brethren today would probably not exist.

If I may say this, Mr. Chairman, T am
one of those on the committee—and I
can say, I think, without violating a con-
fidence that the chairman of our com-
mittee felt the same way—who did not
particularly like the exact language of
every phase of this bill. However, we are
supporting it and I join him in support-
ing it because it was the best we could do.
It is easy to be critical and to try to look
after one’s own little problems, but we
cannot do that. I think this bill is a
good approach to a very knotty problem.
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Mr. Chairman, I say you are to be com-
mended. It is my firm conviction with
the language we have we should be able
to prevail on the other body to take
action, as they should have done in the
last Congress or in 1965, when we passed
a similar bill.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, I
want to join my friend from North Car-
olina in commending the distinguished
chairman of this committee for the out-
standing work that he and his colleagues
have done on this very important meas-
ure.
Mr. Chairman, I should like to pro-
pound to the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on the Judiciary several
questions which are of importance to the
State of Indiana and, I am sure, to Mem-
bers generally.

My first question is this: Under the
provisions of this bill, would it be pos-
sible to split county and township lines
in drawing the boundaries of congres-
sional districts?

Mr. CELLER. I think the splitting of
county and township lines would be pos-
sible under existing law and would be
possible under this bill.

Mr. BRADEMAS. My second ques-
tion, Mr. Chairman, is this: The State
of Indiana is presently under court order
to revise the congressional districts that
were in effect for the 1966 congressional
elections. What effect would this legis-
lation have on the State of Indiana?

Mr, CELLER. As I understood it, the
court has ruled that the redistricting was
not lawful and therefore your State must
now redistrict. The bill sets up guide-
lines and if the redistricting occurs, the
court would have the guidelines set up
by the bill to follow.

Mr. BRADEMAS. My third question,
Mr. Chairman, is this—and I must pre-
cede it by this statement of facts. In the
State of Indiana a three-judge Federal
court declared that the 11 Indiana con-
gressional districts cannot be used in
the 1968 elections because of too large
a variation in population. The Indiana
General Assembly this year adjourned
without having drawn new congressional
districts, and it does not meet again in
regular session until 1969. If the State
legislature continues to be at an im-
passe and fails to redistrict in a special
session, would the three-judge Federal
court be obliged to draw new districts?

Mr. CELLER. Under those circum-
stances, the Statc would have to be re-
districted and the redistricting would be
done either by the State legislature or
by the courts. Either one or the other
must act, because the present lines have
been declared illegal by the court.

Mr. BRADEMAS. My last question
is this: In the event—and this is a ques-
tion I know has been raised by some of
our colleagues—the section of the bill
pertaining to permissible population dis-
parities among congressional districts
were held unconstitutional, would the
section of the bill banning at-large con-
gressional elections remain in force?

Mr. CELLER. I think the answer is
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yes. I say that even though there is no
separability clause, because in the bill,
the population standard and the require-
ment that Representatives be elected only
from districts are separate and distinect
matters, I am quite sure that the court
would consider them separately.

Mr. BRADEMAS. I thank the chair-
man and renew my commendation of
him and his committee for their work on
this important measure.

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Chairman, will the
distinguished chairman of the Committee
on the Judiciary yield?

Mr. CELLER. Yes, I yield to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Chairman, I also
commend our distinguished chairman of
the Committee on the Judiciary of the
House of Representatives for his out-
standing and visionary work in this field.

Mr. Chairman, for years the gentle-
man from New York has been urging the
Congress to take this step.

Mr. Chairman, I would point out to the
House that it is a sad, humiliating, and
degrading spectacle, in my opinion, to
see Members of this body—for example,
our Maryland colleagues—have to go be-
fore a three-judge court in order to get
their congressional districts redrawn,

Mr. Chairman, it is also a humiliating
and degrading spectacle, as well as in-
jurious to our constitutional and demo-
cratic processes, to have a district court
and State court in the great State of
Ilinois perform the purely legislative
function of establishing congressional
districts.

Mr. Chairman, this bill, if adopted,
would have the effect of moving the
courts out of the political thicket, away
from the legislative function which many
students of our form of government be-
lieve to be a very dangerous practice for
the courts and one which tears at the
very fabrie of our constifutional govern-
ment.

However, Mr. Chairman, I do have
questions with respect to the effect of this
bill, if adopted, upon the State of Mis-
souri.

In 1961 the General Assembly of Mis-
souri divided the State of Missouri into
10 congressional districts. Members were
then elected in 1962 under this plan. A
suit was filed in the Western District
Court of Missouri against this reappor-
tionment, and on January 4, 1965, this
redistricting act was held unconstitu-
tional. On June 30, 1965, the legislature
again redistricted. Under the 1965 Con-
gressional Redistricting Act, the popula-
tion of the largest district was 474,895,
or 42,914 persons in excess of a mathe-
matically ideal district. The population
deviation from an ideal district is plus
9.9 percent. The population of the
smallest district is 390,240, or 41,741 per-
sons less than a mathematically ideal
district. The deviation in population
from an ideal district is minus 9.6 per-
cent. On February 14, 1966, a complaint
was filed in the western district court
claiming that the 1965 Congressional Re-
districting Act was unconstitutional.
The distriet court on August 5, 1966, held
that the 1965 redistricting act was vold
but permitted elections to be conducted in
1966 under the 1965 act.




11074

The court, however, did enjoin elec-
tions under the act in 1968, 1970, and
‘thereafter. This decision was appealed
‘to the U.S. Supreme Court and in a per
curiam opinion on January 9, 1967, a
motion to affirm was granted and the
judgment was afirmed. The Missouri
Legislature is now trying to redistrict
agafh.

I have three questions.

My first question is: If this measure is
passed and signed into law, would the
Missouri State Legislature be required to
redistrict again?

My second question is: Would the
Missouri Legislature be prohibited by the
terms of HR. 2508 from redistricting
again before the 1970 census?

My third question is: If the Missouri
Legislature is still required to redistrict
under the terms of H.R. 2508, what will
be the permissible percentage deviation
in the new redistricting act?

Mr. CELLER. Well, Mr. Chairman, 1
will state to the distinguished gentleman
from Mlssouri [Mr, IcHORD] that these
are rather long and involved questions.
I shall undertake to try to respond to the
question of the gentleman in this fash-
jon, if I may:

My, Chairman, the answer to the gen-
tleman’s first question is, I believe “Yes.”
The State of Missouri at the present time
is not redistricted lawfully. In fact, the
court has specifically found, as the gen-
tleman recited, that the 1965 Redistrict-
ing Act was unconstitutional and was
not eligible for use in elections in 1968
and 1970.

The court also said the redistricting
was not void, approved its use for 1966.
I suppose that was for practical pur-
poses. Accordingly, if the bill, H.R. 2508,
becomes law the State of Missouri will be
required to redistrict.

With respect to guestion No. 2, Mis-
souri being required to redistrict before
the 1970 census, there is nothing in sec-
tion 2 of the act which prevents more
than one redistricting before 1970. Sec-
tion 1 of the act prevents more than one
redistricting between dicennial censuses.
Accordingly, if Missouri so desires, it
could redistrict a second time before the
1970 census.

Mr. ICHORD. The gentleman has an-
swered that Missouri will still be required
to redistrict under the terms of this bill.
My third question is then applicable. If
this bill becomes law, what will be the
percentage of population deviation that
will be permissible?

Mr. CELLER. If the redistricting is
before 1972 the court, I am sure, would
follow the guidelines we lay down in this
districting, namely, that there would
have to be a fair degree of population in
the districts with a difference of 30 per-
cent between the district with the largest
population and the district with the
lowest population,

If the redistricting is subsequent to
/1972, there would have to be a total dif-
ference of 10 percent between the
largest and the smallest distriet.

Mr. ICHORD, Mr. Chairman, I thank
'the gentleman for this opportunity to
establish congressional intent. I am
going to support his legislation because
of the general principle involved.  How-
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ever, there is only one thing that con-
cerns me. Here you will have a situa-
tion in Missouri where 9.9 percent above
and 9.6 percent below is unconstitutional,
but in other State jurisdictions where
they have not gotten into court they will
have a deviation of 15 percent above and
15 pereent below, which will be legal and
constitutional. That is one aspect of
the legislation which does concern me.
Missouri will have to redistrict, I agree,
because it is under court order. However
after this bill passes it would be legal for
the legislature to draw districts with
greater deviations than now exist but the
distriet court has retained jurisdiction
and I suppose that it can be worked out
by application to the court for a change
of the order due to this legislation.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Chairman,
I rise on a slightly different point.

I recall the gentleman from New York

saying in response to the question as to
what compromises were made in com-
mittee, particularly as to compactness, he
recited that the language now is in as
reasonably a compact form as the legisla-
ture finds practicable. Actually, what
the bill says is “as the State finds prac-
ticable.”
I believe there may be a view that the
word ‘“State” is a broader entity than
the legislature. The point I would make
to my chairman is that the word "State”
may include the legislature, and it may
include a court; it may include the de-
cision of & court.

Mr. CELLER. I thank the gentleman,
and I am glad he is making legislative
history on that.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. I make that
point because I believe a number of the
Members should be concerned about
whether their distriet would be gerry-
mandered by the adoption of this bill,

Mr. CELLER. Of course, the gentle-
man may recall that while we were de-
bating that in the commitiee itself I
took a firm stand on the question of com-

_pactness, and wanted to hold onto the

word “compact”’ without any qualifying

‘language, but I could not prevail.

Now I may be inconsistent in support-
ing this bill without qualifying language.
I believe it was Winston Churchill who
said he would rather be right than con-
sistent. I would rather be right than
consistent in the sense of being right.
I want to get something done here.

If we try to get perfection, we get noth-

ing done.
. There is the difficulty.

There is the
rub. That is why I say I would rather
be right than consistent. And I am right
here, I think.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. I think every-
one who is familiar with this question
over the years knows of the fight that
the gentleman from New York has made
against gerrymandering.

Mr, CELLER. If I may interrupt the
gentleman to point out that in the report
on page 4, you have the following lan-
guage:

The committee's use of the standard “in
as reasonably a- compact form as the State
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finds practicable,” is intended to prevent
gerrymandering.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Yes, the gentle-
man is correct. A broad construction of
the word “State” would include at least
a remedy for the action of a State legis-
lature inasmuch as an aggrieved person
may go to the State court on the ques-
tion of “‘as compact a form as practic-
g})llle” if he feels aggrieved, under this

Mr. CELLER.
is right.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr., Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, in
H.R. 2508 on page 4 at line 18 the word
“shall” is used. At that place the bill
reads: “and Representatives shall be
elected only from districts so estab-
lished, no district to elect more than one
Representative (except that the States of
Hawaii and New Mexico may continue
to elect their Representatives at Large).”

In the State of Missouri, we are under
a court order to redistrict. Our legis-
lature may or may not be able to agree
before the mandatory date of adjourn-
ment on a plan of redistricting. If our
legislature does not act, the wording of
this bill makes it mandatory legislation.
In other words a Representative shall be
elected only from districts and not at
large. In effect, the bill says someone is
going to redistrict. That could mean
either the legislature or the courts would
have to divide the State into districts?

Mr. CELLER. They have to redis-
trict because you cannot have a Con-
gressman at Large except in the two
cases of Hawaii and New Mexico. After
1972 no State would have a Representa-
tive at Large.

Mr. RANDALL. The provision on page
4, then is a temporary provision. After
1972, there will be no exceptions and no
State may have a Representative at
Large?

Mr. CELLER. That is correct.

Mr. RANDALL. I want to commend
the chairman, the gentleman from New
York, and particularly to commend him
for what he said about comity, in the
gogg that the other body enacts H.R.

508.

Our chairman deserves the thanks of
the House because this measure sets up
guidelines or standards both temporary
until 1972, and permanent thereafter.
This is not a plan to circumvent the one-
man, one-vote of Wesbherry against
Sanders, but instead a bill to implement
the one-man, one-vote rule within two
separate sets of guidelines, one rather
liberal until 1972, and another much
more limited and restrictive thereafter.

The strongest provision of this bill is
the mandatory requirement that the
States be divided into districts. This re-
spects the philosophy that leads to the
most pronounced distinetion between the
House and the other body. Members of
the House have to listen to the voice of
the people in their own district.- On the
other hand, because of a large geographi-
cal area embracing many groups and
many separate interests, there is the op-
portunity to escape responsibility. This

I think the gentleman
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measure, by preventing the election of
Members of the House at-large or state-
wide, restores the original intent that
Members of the House listen to the volce
of the people in a limited area rather
than an entire State.

Returning again to the principle of
comity, a bill having to do with redis-
tricting of the House of Representatives
should not be of great concern for the
other body. If the Members of Congress
on the other side of the Capitol should
have any possible interest, it should be in
the direction of enacting a measure that
would encourage Congressional Districts
because when Members of the House are
forced to run statewide, they become
petter known and better acquainted
throughout the State and thus become
stronger to challenge members of the
other body in a statewlde contest. H.R.
2508 should pass fhe House and certainly
should not meet the same fate of inaction
suffered in the other body by a very
similar bill sent over in March 1965.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may require.

Mr. Chairman, the able chairman of
the House Committee on the Judiciary,
the gentleman from New York, has artic-
uately and accurately explained H.R.
2508. Thus, I believe it would serve a
useful purpose for me to offer a few hard
statistics which document the need for
this legislation. There has also arisen
some question regarding the powers of
Congress to enact this proposal; there-
fore, I believe I might contribute to this
debate by offering documentation of the
clear unequivocal constitutional author-
ity for the Congress to promulgate guide-
lines and standards for our State legis-
latures to follow in establishing congres-
sional districts.

It is nearly unbelievable when one
realizes the wave of congressional dis-
tricting and redistricting that has oc-
curred since the 1960 census and partic-
ularly since the Supreme Court's 1964
decision in Wesberry against Sanders.
The latest count shows 41 States or 422
of our 435 congressional districts have
undergone some form of redistricting.
Most States have had to redistrict on
numerous occasions with most of this
activity obviously cccurring since the
1964 Supreme Court decision.

If I may be candid and blunt, if this
legislation is not enacted, I believe we
can predict with some accuracy that
under the current trend of Federal court
decisions, an additional 22 States or 297
congressional districts may have to re-
district to satisfy the court-made criteria.
This measure, which seeks to maintain
the status quo of those many States
which have already redistricted until the
1970 census, would preserve approxi-
mately 75 percent of these districts.

Mr. Chairman, I want to state clearly
and without reservation that this legisla-
tion is not an attempt to nullify any de-
cision of the Supreme Court or to un-
reasonably delay the impact or effect of
any such decision. The Supreme Court
has never—I repeat never—established
a precise constitutional criteria for con-
gressional districting. Therefore, rather
than nullify the Supreme Court’s rulings
in. this area, we are—by enacting this
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measure—filling a void created by the
Court, a void which confronts every State
dealing with congressional districting.
This measure in seeking to employ tem-
porary guidelines certainly does not un-
necessarily delay redistricting under fair

and realistic standards. To require the

States to immediately comply with the
standards of the permanent provision of
this act—section 1—would be an unwise
requirement with minimum effectiveness.
It would mean that the States would
have to redistriet in 1968 on 1960 popu-
lation figures and then, within a matter
of only 2 or 3 years, redistrict again under
the 1970 decennial census. As we law-
yers say: res ipsa loquitur—this speaks
for itself.

Now, I would like briefly to discuss the
constitutional foundations upon which
this legislation so firmly and securely
must rest.

The Supreme Court—in the Wesberry
case—declared that article I, section 2
of the Constitution, which states that
Representatives be chosen “by the Peo-
ple of the several States” means that as
nearly as practicable, one man's vote in
a congressional election must be worth
as much as any other man’'s vote.

In establishing the one-man, one-vote
rule, the Court raised many aquestions
that it has never attempted to answer.
It set forth no criteria or standards for
the States or lower Federal courts to
follow. Each court in considering the
question of the constitutionality of con-
gressional districts under the wording of
article I, section 2, has in effect been
forced to pronounce its own policy in
deciding the inherent issues in the case.
It is, therefore, not surprising that there
is no unanimity in the redistricting
standards laid down by lower Federal
courts.

Subsequent consideration of redistrict-
ing cases by the Supreme Court has
similarly failed to set forth any such
precise or workable policy for creating
congressional districts. This, however, I
do not find difficult to understand, for I
am of the opinion that article I, section
4 of the Constitution precludes the Su-
preme Court from determining such
standards. That provision of the Consti-
tution reads as follows:

The Times, Places and Manner of holding
Elections for Senators and Representatives,
shall be prescribed in each State by the Legis-
lature thereof; but the Congress may at any

time by Law make or alter such Regulations,
except as to the Places of chusing Senators.

In tracing the history of article I, sec-
tion 2 of the Constitution, I found that
the delegates to the Constitutional Con-
vention in adopting this provision were
quite aware of problems in creating dis-
tricts for Representatives.

James Madison in discussing the mat-
ter referred to “the vicious representa-
tion” in Great Britain of “rotten
boroughs,” James Wilson of Pennsylvania
urged that people be represented as in-
dividuals, so that America would escape
the evils of the English system under
which one man could send two members
to represent the borough of Old Sarum,
while a million people in London could
send but four:
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It was for these reasons that the
authors of the Constitution stated in
article I, section 4 that the State legis-
latures should prescribe the regulations
for the corduct of elections for repre-
sentatives, but further gave the Congress
supervisory power to make or alter such
regulations. The wording of article I,
section 4 of the Constitution is clear.
The power of the Congress to supervise
the “manner” by which representatives
are elected is absolute and plenary. This
legislation is but an implementation of
that power.

Mr. Chairman, I sincerely urge that
H.R. 2508 be enacted.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Ohio has consumed 13 minutes.

The gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
Ropivol is recognized.

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. RODINO. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the bill.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to commend
the very able and distinguished chairman
of the Committee on the Judiciary [Mr.
CeLLER] for his long, arduous, dedicated
and unyielding efforts to enact into law
guidelines to provide equal representa-
tion in the House for all Americans.

In urging adoption of H.R. 2508, I am
additionally hopeful that the chairman’s
efforts will be finally crowned with vie-
tory. Unfortunately, this bill which
passed here the last Congress was not
approved by the other body. The con-
fusion and difficult situations with ref-
erence to congressional apportionment
that exist in many of the States today
would be alleviated with the enactment
of this bill.

Apportionment, a complex subject,
does not generate much public execite-
ment. Yet it is an issue with which we
all, as legislators, must be vitally con-
cerned. It is a vital issue because it de-
termines whether all constituents re-
ceive equal representation.

Apportionment establishes the nu-
merical composition of the Congress. It
regulates the size of legislative districts
based on population. Fairness demands
that each lawmaker represents approxi-
mately the same number of people. This
is the “one man, one vote” principle de-
termined by the U.S., Supreme Court in
Wesberry against Sanders.

This doctrine is embodied in H.R. 2508.
The bill proposes to approve a popula-
tion variation as great as 30 percent be-
tween congressional districts, that is, 15
percent above and below the number that
would have each member within a State
represent the same number of constitu-
ents. In 1973, the variation must be re-
duced to 10 percent, that is, 5 percent
above and below the number for equal
representation. It provides that the dis-
tricts should be contiguous and as com-
pact as possible, To avoid an abrupt
transition, the date 1973 has been chosen
to coincide with the beginning of the 93d
Congress.

There are presently eight States which
have districts with population dispari-
ties even greater than the 30-percent
standard established in this bill. Ac-
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tually, as great as 61.4-percent deviation
of the largest district from the smallest
district exists. Certainly, this devia-
tion is inequitable. This bill presents a
sensible and democratic solution to the
problem of fair and equal representa-
tion.

Perhaps there never will be perfect ap-
portionment because of population ex-
plosions and shifts that occur between
each census. Chairman CerLrER’s bill is
the best approach to equal and fair rep-
resentation, and I urge its approval.

Mr, WHITENER. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. RODINO. I yield to the gentle~
man from North Carolina.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr, Chairman, I
appreciate the gentleman’s yielding.

Mr, Chairman, I support this legisla-
tion. I am grateful to the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. Ropino] for yield-
ing. His statement of support of HR.
2508 is consistent with the attitude that
he has taken in the Committee on the
Judiciary during the several times that
he and I have participated in legislation
relating to Federal standards for con-
gressional districts.

The present bill may not fulfill all of
the needs of the hour in the area of con-
gressional redistricting. However, it is
a step forward. It is my hope that the
guidelines which it establishes will be
strictly adhered to by the various State
legislatures in the future when they come
to consider the realinement of congres-
slonal districts.

Too often we have witnessed conflict-
ing standards being applied by various
Federal and State courts dealing with
this problem. When all of the cases are
compared it is apparent that today we
have a government of men rather than
of laws in the field of congressional re-
districting. The whims of individual
judges seem to have been brought into
play in striking down the combined wis-
dom of the members of State legislatures
in redistricting cases. This situation
should not be permitted to continue.

The current bill will give fair and ac-
curate guidelines. Hereafter, if the bill
becomes law, courts will not be permitted
to wander wildly in the legal area of re-
districting. The test of contiguity, popu-
lation balance, and compactness as es-
tablished by the State authorities, will
be the fixed guides which courts and leg-
islatures will be required to observe.

Notwithstanding some minor provi-
sions that I would alter if I had sole au-
thority to write this bill, I shall support
it with my vote.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge the
approval today of H.R. 2508, to estab-
lish Federal standards for congresssional
redistricting. In my judgment its en-
actment is essential if we are to resolve
the dilemma now facing the Nation be-
cause of the necessity for continuing re-
apportionment. For without this legis-
lation, recent Supreme Court decisions
may require that 22 States, or 297 con-
gressional districts, be reapportioned.

The Constitution, in article I, section
5, provides that “each House shall be the
judge of the elections, returns and quali-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

fications of its own Members.”” Long be-
fore now the Congress should have acted
to fulfill this obligation by approving
guidelines for the equitable delineation of
congressional districts. The failure of
Congress to enact population or size
standards led to the Supreme Court’s his-
toric Wesberry against Sanders decision,
requiring that districts be as equal in
population as practicable. Subsequently,
we have let this void be filled by actions
by the State legislatures and the courts.
And they have had no guidelines upon
which to base decisions on the validity of
reapportionment plans.

H.R. 2508 would establish a two-stage
process for assuring equally populated,
nongerrymandered congressional dis-
tricts by 1972. For the interim period
of the 91st and 92d Congresses, a 30-
percent deviation between the popula-
tion of the largest and the smallest dis-
tricts in a State would be permitted.
But for the 93d Congress, and thereafter,
a stringent 10-percent maximum varia-
tion figure would be imposed. The bill
also requires that districts be contiguous
and compact as far as is reasonable and
practicable.

Mr. Chairman, I would particularly
stress another provision, that—

There shall not be more than one redis-
tricting between decennial censuses unless &

particular State constitution requires other-
wise.

I originally proposed this amendment
in subcommittee and I am very gratified
that it was accepted.

Enforced redistricting more often than
once between censuses is both extremely
costly and disruptive of the orderly
processes of government. With the con-
stant growth in population and the
great mobility of our citizens, it would be
impossible for any substantial length of
time to truly achieve the ideal of one
man, one vote. And what I would term
“excessive redistricting” inevitably re-
sults in confusion and uncertainty for
the individual citizens for whose benefit
it was infended.

Another factor pointing up the urgent
need for this legislation is the disturb-
ing fact that in the absence of action by
Congress, vital congressional redistrict-
ing decisions are often made by State
legislatures which are themselves grossly
malapportioned. Malapportioned State
legislatures have in the past taken action
which flagrantly violated citizens’ rights
to equal representation. Generally, too,
State legislatures have little knowledge
or responsibility for Federal problems.

Mr. Chairman, I urge approval of H.R.
2508. In my opinion it is a realistic and
reasonable solution to the problem of as-
suring equal representation for all
citizens.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. RODINO. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr., BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for ylelding,

I would like to address a question of
interpretation to the gentleman from
New Jersey or any other member of the
committee. I am puzzled by the lai.-
guage of section 2, and the same lan-
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guage appears in section 1 with a dif-
ferent figure. Section 2 reads:

The district with the largest population
so established shall not exceed by more than
30 per centum the district with the smallest
population and the number of persons,

Earlier the distinguished chairman of
the committee was saying that the in-
tent of the bill was to provide for a per-
missible variation of 15 percent from the
norm up and down, but, to my mind,
that is not consistent with the wording of
the bill. For example, if I may suggest
an illustration, if distriet A has 115,000
inhabitants, and district B has 85,000,
they differ 15 percent from the norm up
and down, but the difference between
the two districts is 30,000, and 30,000 is
not 30 percent of 85,000, but 35 percent
of 85,000, with the resulf, in that situ-
ation, that the variation would not be
permissible, as I understand it, under the
text of the bill. I wonder if this can be
clarified?

Mr. RODINO, The gentleman is ab-
solutely correct. I am sure the chair-
man, in responding to the question previ-
ously, only referred to the 15 percent
above or 15 percent below as a shorthand
reference. He, of course, referred to the
language of the bill, commencing on line
21 down through line 25, that it shall not
exceed by more than 30 percent. That
is the variation, 30 percent more than
the smallest district.

Mr. BINGHAM. Would it be fair to
say the actual variation up and down is
approximately 13 percent from the
norm, if my arithmetic is correct? :

Mr. RODINO. I am in no position to
say whether it would be 13 percent.

Mr, BINGHAM. It figures out that
way.

Mr. CORMAN, Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yleld?

Mr. RODINO, I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. CORMAN. I would like to respond
to the gentleman from New York. The
reason for this language is to give great-
er latitude to the State legislatures for
apportionment, and yet more precisely
preserve one man, one vote. If there is
some reason to have a district more than
15 percent over now, or more than 5 per-
cent over, after this, that would be pos-
sible under the language of the bill, but
it would mean the smallest district could
not then be 15 percent under the norm.
It would mean there could not be more
&an 30 percent variance between the

0.

In a State with five to six districts, with
a city which might need more variance
to permit one district in that one ecity,
this would give a legislature a little more
variation. But it is true that it more
nearly protects one man, one vote by
saying the largest may not exceed the
smallest by more than 30 percent, than
it does to say 15 percent above or below
the norm.

There may be a lesser number differ-
ence in the formula for this bill than
there would have been under a 15 up or
down or a five up or down after the next
decennial census.

Mr. BINGHAM. I thank the gentle-

man.
Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I yleld
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5 minutes to the gentleman from Mich-
igan [Mr. CONYERS],

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I be-
lieve there is a great possibility that this
bill will increase confusion in the area of
congressional redistricting, that we will
create greater inequities, and that we
will do great harm to the effective court
system of redistricting which has been
going on.

If no bill is enacted, 22 States appar-
ently would not require redistricting for
the 1968 and 1970 elections. According
to Congressional Quarterly, some 22
States have apparently complied with
the one-man, one-vote decision of the
Supreme Court. For a discussion of the
reasoning and population statistics
which led to Congressional Quarterly’s
determination of which States could be
considered to be in compliance with the
Supreme Court’s policy, I refer my col-
leagues to the memorandum from the
Legislative Reference Service that I in-
serted in the CoNGRESSIONAL REcORD for
Tuesday, April 25. The discussion of
this particular point appears on page
10765.

In all of those 22 States the population
deviation of the congressional district-
ing plan is well below the 30 percent al-
lowed in this bill for the 1968 and 1970
elections. If this bill were to be enacted
into law, the State legislatures in those
22 States would be free to pass another
congressional districting law that could
increase the population deviation up to
30 percent. The possibility that the leg-
islatures could now redistrict under much
looser rules than those previously under-
stood to be required could be just too
great a temptation for many State legis-
latures.

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CONYERS. I certainly will yield.

Mr. CORMAN. How many of the
States the gentleman has just indicated
will have to reapportion because of gain-
ing or losing seats in the next decennial
census?

Mr. CONYERS. That we cannot
predict, I say to my good friend from
California.

I might say further that, of course, in
1970 there is going to be another decen-
nial census and as a result there will cer-
tainly be a lot of redistricting that will be
therefore required in a great number of
States. In many instances this redis-
tricting will be caused by major shifts of
population within the State itself even
though there would be no change in the
total number of Congressmen allotted to
those particular States.

What I am saying is that imposing an
artificial formula requirement, which is
really what this bill would do, is likely
to create greater confusion for at least
the 1968 and 1970 elections than would
otherwise exist.

Mr. CORMAN. My point is that in
at least some of those States the gentle-
man indicates, this legislation will force
reapportionment. The fact of the mat-
ter is that either gaining or losing seats
will force reapportionment. Is that a
fair statement?

Mr. CONYERS. Yes;itis.

Let me point out what I consider to be

CXIII—690—Part 8

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

the most serious defect in this bill. I
refer to the fact that we are setting a
30-percent deviation requirement, which
no court has ever upheld since the origi-
nal one-man, one-vote decision regard-
ing congressional districts, Wesberry
against Sanders.

Apparently there are at least six States
under court order right this moment.

ese States and their legislatures will
have to determine whether they wish to
comply with the decisions of all the
courts, State and Federal, on this ques-
tion, which have consistently stated that
population deviations of much less than
30 percent are unconstitutional or in-
stead follow the guidelines included in
this bill.

If anyone thinks that establishing a
30-percent deviation standard is doing
anything other than eroding the one-
man, one-vote principle, I should be de-
lighted to find out that it is not doing so,
and be told how that could be so.

Not one State or Federal court has ever
approved a 30-percent deviation, and I
will give the floor to any Member who
has a court or a State to name.

Mr. RODINO. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from New Jersey.

Mr, RODINO. It is fair to state that
the court has not, as the gentleman
rightly stated, approved any deviation
of 30 percent, but is it not fair to state
that no court has been presented a guide-
line set by the Congress prior to this
time?

Mr. CONYERS. They certainly were
not. At the present time there are no
precise mathematical guidelines for con-
gressional redistricting established by
Congress. Nor have any such precise
mathematical guidelines been established
by the Supreme Court itself.

I am suggesting that the formula
which has been worked out by the
court—and the court has set it in about
four different decisions—is that one can-
not create a precise formula which will
serve every State.

A natural geographic barrier might
require that your State have a larger de-
viation in population from the smallest to
the largest district than would be appro-
priate for another State. The Supreme
Court has repeatedly stated that it does
not expect the one-man, one-vote prin-
ciple to be applied slavishly but would
consider such difficulties as reasonable
cause for deviations that would other-
wise not be legitimate.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has again expired.

Mr. RODINO. Mr, Chairman, I yield
the gentleman 3 additional minutes.

Mr. HOLIFIELD, Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONYERS. Let me make my
point, and then I will be delighted to
yield to the gentleman.

There is also a serious question in the
different States as to whether you cross
various local and county lines. Where
you do cross them the court will require
a different consideration to be taken into
account in trying to see if you are being
practical in drawing up compaet and
contiguous lines. This is what the courts
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decided in the New Jersey congressional
districting. So constitutionally we can-
not say that every State in the Union
must meet a specific maximum percent-
age deviation especially one which has
never been approved by the court, and
when in fact the courts have consistently
declared smaller population deviations
to be invalid.

Mr. HOLIFIELD, Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield now?

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I am impressed by
some of the arguments that the gentle-
man made. I would like to ask him if
he thinks this legislation, if passed by
both bodies, would be mandatory upon
the court or permissive and whether the
guidelines either could be considered or
rejected by the court.

Mr. CONYERS. Yes, sir. I would
be delighted to answer that because the
same question froubled us in the com-
mittee. The bill would be mandatory
on the courts. It would invite a great
number of courts that have already re-
districted to consider some other plan
that would produce up to a 30-percent
deviation.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. The gentleman's
statement is borne out by the committee
report.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CONYERS. Yes. I yield to the
gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr. RODINO. I have a different in-
terpretation entirely. I am sure the lan-
guage is not mandatory but is merely
instructional and a guideline for the
courts. There is certainly no attempt to
mandate the court that it should carry it
out as such. I am sure the gentleman
recognizes that.

Mr. CONYERS. I stand corrected,
then. I was in all of the committee pro-
ceedings. If this language is not man-
datory but permissive on the courts, I
stand corrected. But I must say that
after careful review I cannot find any-
thing in the bill or in case law which
would indicate that this bill would be
anything but mandatorily binding on the
courts.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the chair-
man of the committee.

Mr. CELLER. I think the gentleman
should stand corrected. We could not
issue a mandate to the court, as the
gentleman from New Jersey said. This
language is permissive. When the court
would interpret the nature of the lines,
it would undoubtedly take the guidelines
into most serious consideration, but
that would not be absolute. That would
be persuasive, and I am inclined to agree
that the courts would not likely disre-
gard the admonition laid down by the
Congress when it devised the guidelines,
but one cannot say that the court must of
necessity follow the guidelines.

Mr. CONYERS. I thank the chair-
man for that explanation.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
would the gentleman yield further for
a further question on that?
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Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. If the chairman is
right that this not mandatory, would
not the courts find themselves in opposi-
tion to previous decisions which the gen-
tleman in the well has brought out, of 4-
or 5-percent differentials?

Mr. CELLER. Of course, that would
be because previously Congress did not
lay down any guidelines. Now the Con-
gress will have acted upon it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has again expired.

Mr. CELLER. The Congress will have
acted upon it and lald down guidelines
and said that the districts should be

divided in this manner.
Mr. HOLIFIELD. Does it say shall be
or can be?

The CHAIRMAN. Is there additional
time yielded to the gentleman on the
floor?

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman 2 additional minutes.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I renew the ques-
tion. Does the legislation say that they
shall follow these guidelines or they may
follow them?

Mr. CONYERS. There does seem to be,
at the least, some confusion as to whether
it does or does not specify. I would point
out that the bill, beginning on line 21,
page 4 states:

The district with the largest population
so established shall not exceed by more than
30 per centum the district with the smallest
popula.uon.

I always understood that the use of the
word “shall” in a law meant it was pretty
definite. I would think that if a State's
largest district did not exceed by more
than 30 percent the district with the
smallest population that the courts would
have to declare such a districting plan
to be valid, unless they decided this pro-
vision of the bill was unconstitutional.
And we are told that this bill is constitu-
tional.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. It is not up to the
court at all.

Mr. MAcGREGOR. Mr. Chairman,
will the distinguished gentleman yield to
me?

Mr. CONYERS. In just a moment I
will be delighted to yield to my good
friend, but let me point out while we are
‘debating what guidelines we should sug-
gest to the court, we should consider
what the court’s guidelines already are.
No one has pointed out that in fact the
Court has established guidelines already.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to cite
some cases for the members of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union. It is important to note,
however, that the Supreme Court has
warned against any “uniform formula”
and the establishment of “rigid mathe-
matical standards.” Roman v. Sincock,
377 U.8. 695, 710 (1964). In fact, the
Court has cautioned:

‘What is marginally possible in one State
may be unsatisfactory in another, depending
on the particular circumstances of the case.
Reynolds v. Sims, 877 U.S. 533, 578 (1964).
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And, further—

The fact that a 10 percent or 15 percent
variation from the norm is approved in one
State has little bearing on the validity of a
similar varlation in another State. Swann v.
Adams, 385 U.S. 440, 445 (1967).

Mr. Chairman, the American Civil
Liberties Union has analyzed this bill
carefully. Based on their long and close
familiarity with constitutional law, and
particularly the case law developed in
implementing the one-man, one-vote de-
cision, they have come to the conclusion
that HR. 2508 “represents a dilution of
and turning back from the historic hold-
ings of the U.S. Supreme Court.” In a
letter sent to every Member of the House
of Representatives, they outline their
various concerns about the bill which
leads them to urge that this bill be de-
feated. I am particularly heartened by
the fact that my concerns about various
provisions in this bill is supported by the
analysis of the American Civil Liberties
Union which has far greater expertise in
this area than I would ever claim. Be-
cause this letter presents such a lucid
and concise analysis of the bill, I would
like to insert it in the Recorp at this
point in my remarks.

AmERICAN Civit. LiserTiES UNION,
Washington, D.C., April 25, 1967.

Dear CONGRESSMAN: I am writing to urge
your opposition to H.R. 2508, a bill with
laudatory ultimate purposes but whose effect,
unfortunately, would be directly contrary
to those purposes.

The bill, “To Require the Establishment,
on the Basis of the Eighteenth and Subse-
quent Decennlal Censuses, of Congressional
Districts Composed of Contiguous and Com-
pact Territory for the Election of Repre-
sentatives,” was recently placed on the House
Calendar after having been reported out by
the Committee on the Judiciary.

The ultimate purposes I referred to can
be restated as:

1. The implementation of the one-man,
one-vote doctrine for Congressional redis-
tricting of Wesberry v. Sanders (376 U.S, 1,
18 (1964) ).

2. The prevention of gerrymandering (cer-
talnly an integral part of No; 1).

A study of the bill leads me to the con-
clusion that the sponsors of this bill have
not adopted the wisest methods of the real-
ization of laudable ends. Indeed, as drafted,
it represents a dilution of and turning-back
from the historic holdings of the United
States Supreme Court.

Mr. Justice Black enunciated the doctrine
in Wesberry in these words:

‘“While it may not be possible to draw
congressional districts with mathematical
precision, that is no excuse for ignoring our
Constitution’s plain objective of making
equal representation for equal numbers of
people the fundamental goal for the House
of Representatives.”

H.R, 2508 seeks to achieve this numerical
equality by establishing standards for the

State Legislatures to follow in the creation

of Congressional districts.

The approach is a two-staged one.

In the first stage, applicable to the 91st
and 92nd Congress, the bill provides for the
State the guideline that:

“The district with the largest population
shall not exceed the population of the dis-
trict with the smallest population by more
than 30 per centum, excluding Indians not
taxed.”

A 30 per cent variation between Congres-
slonal districts is an unreasonably far cry
from the objective of “equal representation
for equal numbers of people.” Our Courts
have relected State redistricting plans which
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provided considerably less of a variation. I
can think of no reason which would justify
placing the Congressional stamp of approval
on such a redistricting scheme, temporary
though it may be. Aside from the guestion
of the constitutionality of such a scheme,
it is unacceptable from a policy standpoint.
It provides a too loose standard for the States
about to redistrict. And for those which
have already been reapportioned under far
more stringent standards, it would appear to
offer an encouragement to do it over again
under standards less concerned with equal-
ity.

Beginning with the 93rd Congress, the
standard of permissible variation would be
reduced to 10 per cent. It appears to me
that this too is unwise. While 10 per cent
may be the best that can be achleved in
certaln States, a good faith effort may result
in considerably less of a deviation in others
Presently, the Courts may determine the good
faith and the reasonableness on a case by
case basis. This bill purports to prohibit the
courts from interfering if a State has con-
formed to the 380 per cent rule in the elec-
tions of 1968 and 1970 and the 10 per cent
rule beginning in 1972, even though a great
deal better Is possible. It would be, if sus-
talned, a serious undermining of a landmark
Judicial advance.

We think it should be left finally to the
courts to decide in each case, under the doc-
trine of Wesberry, whether the district has
been drawn as numerically equal as reason-
ably possible. Nor can we see a justification
for permitting a period of grace until 1972,
during which a 30 per cent deviation would
be permissible.

Turning to the second announced pur-
pose of this bill, the prevention of gerry-
mandering, the bill again seeks to offer “pre-
cise criteria” for the guldance of the State
Legislatures. The guideline to prevent ger-
rymandering is that beginning with the 93rd
Congress, "“each district shall be composed of
contiguous territory in as reasonably a com-~
pact form as the State finds practicable.”
Again, under its plain meaning, this provi-
sion would appear to withdraw the jurisdic-
tion of Federal courts in the area of gerry-
mandering by prohibiting them from review-
ing and questioning a State finding of rea-
sonableness and practicability. The role of
State courts in such a situation is left
ambiguous.

Furthermore, there is ambiguity created in
the absence of the reference to “contiguous”
and “compact” in the guidelines for the elec-
tions of 1968 and 1970. Is it thus suggested
to the Legislatures that they need not con-
cern themselves with gerrymandering until
1972 even though the courts may now con-
slder the question? J

For the above reasons I urge that you op-
pose H.R. 2508 when it is brought to a vote
on Thursday, April 27, 1967.

Sincerely yours,
LAWRENCE SPEISER,
Director, Washington Office.

TYPOGRAPHICAL ERRORS IN THE MINORITY VIEWS

OF REPRESENTATIVE Com REGARDING H.R.

2508 AS PRINTED IN HOUSE REPORT NO, 181

In the minority views I submitted re-
garding this bill in House Report No. 191
there were certain typographical errors.
I feel a responsibility to include a refer-
ence to these typographical errors along
with my remarks today to insure that
the record will be clear;

Page 9, paragraph 4, line 3; correct
language: “the principal two being the
standards of population and of compact-
ness,”

Page 9, paragraph 5, line 14; correct
language: “decisions regarding the Con-
stitution’s Iimitations”,

Page 10, paragraph 1, line 6; correct
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language: “Swann v. Adam:., 380 U.S.

440 (1967)"

Page 10, paragraph 1, line 12; correct
language: “incident to the effectuation
of a rational”.

Page 10, paragraph 2, line 3; correct
language: “variation of roughly 22 per-
cent’”.

Page 11, paragraph 3, line 4; correct
language: “matters since Wesbherry v.
Sanders”.

TYPOGRAPHICAL ERRORS IN THE STATEMENT BY
REPRESENTATIVE CONYERS REGARDING CON-
GRESSIONAL REDISTRICTING IN THE CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD OF TUESDAY, APRIL 25, 1967
In the statement regarding this bill

that I inserted in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp of April 25, starting on page
10763 there are certain typographical
errors. I feel a responsibility to include
a reference to these typographical errors
along with my remarks today to insure
that the record will be clear. I would
also request that the permanent edition
of the CongrESsIONAL RECORD of that day
be corrected accordingly:

Page 10764, column 2, paragraph 6,
corrections: The last two sentences
should be stricken.

Page 10764, column 3, paragraph 2:

Though I would certainly be in favor of
requiring all States in the Union to imme-
diately conform with the one-man, one-vote
doctrine I must say it is hard for me to see
how we can justify, automatically and im-
mediately forcing some States to redistrict,
while at the same time postponing any re-
districting for another large group of States
until 1972 when a new census will have been
taken—and when the number of Congress-
men apportioned to many of the States will
have changed.

It would seem to me to be hard to justify
that Nebraska with 31.1 percent disparity in
population will immediately have to go
through this very arduous process while
Minnesota with 28.56 percent disparity will
now be allowed to walt 5 years before it
implements what the Supreme Court has
stated is the clear requirement of the U.S.
Constitution.

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONYERS. I am delighted to
vield to the distinguished gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr. Chairman,
we are making an error in attempting to
determine whether this particular stat-
ute would be wholly permissive or wholly
mandatory.

Mr. Chairman, I believe it was and is
the intention of the subcommittee and
of the full Committee on the Judiciary
that the statute be instructive, and we
hope strongly instructive, to the courts
of the country.

Mr. Chairman, I would like fo call to
the attention of the members of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union the fact that the
gentleman from Michigan has not re-
ferred to the fact that the courts in the
handling of apportionment problems
have commented that the Congress has
not acted and has not instructed the
courts in these particular matters.

Mr., CONYERS. No; I cannot say
that I have ever referred to that fact.

Mr. MACGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield further, is that
not a fact, though?

Chairman,
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Mr. CONYERS. Yes. The Court did
initially make remarks of that kind.
However, we have begun to develop a
pattern.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has again ex-
pired.

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to associate myself with the
remarks which have been made by the
distinguished gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. CONYERS].

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the distinguished gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. MATHIAS].

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the distinguished
gentleman from Ohio, the ranking
minority member of the Committee on
the Judiciary, in order that I may com-
ment very briefly upon the bill.

However, Mr. Chairman, I cannot be-
gin these remarks without taking notice
of the fact that this is a very significant
bill; significant in a personal way to the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary, because the gentle-
man has fought for many years to estab-
lish some sort of fair standards, for con-
gressional districts.

Mr. Chairman, it is my opinion that
the work of the distinguished gentleman
from New York last year and his work
this year in bringing this legislation to
the floor of the House for consideration is
of extreme importance to the political
well-being of the Nation.

Therefore, Mr, Chairman, I would like
to congratulate the distinguished gentle-
man from New York for his persistence
in what I feel is a very good cause.

Mr. MACHEN. Mr. Chairman, will
my distinguished fellow colleague from
the great State of Maryland yield to me
at this point?

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. Yes, I
am glad to yield to my distinguished col-
league from Maryland.

Mr. MACHEN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my distinguished colleague, the
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. Ma-
THIAS], for yielding to me at this time.

Of course, the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. MatHias] is cognizant of the
fact that we are parties to a Federal law
case that redistricted the State of Mary-
land under a ruling of the constitutional
powers of the legislature.

Mr. Chairman, we had a deviation of
less than 30 percent, from top to bot-
tom—15 percent either way; is that not
correct?

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. There
was a case in the U.S. court in Baltimore
that resulted in redistricting.

Mr. MACHEN. And, Mr. Chairman,
if the geutleman will yield further, if
this bill is enacted into law, would that
within itself not seem to be a mandate
to our legislature to reenact a law that
we feel is distasteful and one which the
courts have found unconstitutional?

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, permit me to say to my col-
league, the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. Maceen], and to the Committee
that, certainly, it would not be my
thought that this bill would represent an
invitation to the courts or the Legisla-
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ture of Maryland, or to anyone else, to
redistrict again.

Mr. Chairman, one of the purposes of
the bill is to provide a reasonable solu-
tion to this problem and to enact legis-
lation which will give the body politic
and the electorate some sense of stability,
and some sense of continuity. Of course,
this has an effect upon the Members also.
It was not the intention of the committee
of the bill to open the door to further
redistricting. You will find in the lan-
guage of the bill that it specifically vali-
dates and confirms those judicial redis-
trictings of the kind that was effected in
Maryland.

To make this even more clear, I think
there is a possibility that some instrue-
tions may be offered at the proper point
here which would make this understand-
ing crystal clear, but I am stating it
to the Members as I view it at this time.

Mr. MACHEN. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, there is a proverb, never con-
troverted, that even the longest journey
begins with a single step. I believe that
is what we are dealing with in this case.
Certainly there are valid criticisms that
can be made of this bill. There are
many things about it that particular peo-
ple may not find compatible with their
local political situation.

I have studied with great interest the
rather voluminous material and charts
the gentleman from Michigan placed in
the REcorp on Tuesday. I believe they
are a great contribution to the under-
standing of the bill, and of the problem.
But I refer back to the fact that we must
do something. I believe it is a very sad
commentary on the House of Representa-
tives that we have allowed a vacuum to
exist. And as the gentleman from Mis-
souri pointed out earlier here, the Mem-
bers have been obliged to become parties
in lawsuits in order to have judges legis-
late, and judges not only drawing the
maps, judges not only drawing the dis-
trict lines, but actually laying down the
guidelines. While I have concurred in
the fact the judges have had to do it
because nobody else was doing it, the
plain fact remains that the judges only
finally were forced into the political
thicket because we did not discharge the
constitutional responsibilities that were
conferred upon us, and because, of course,
the State legislatures did not do it either.

Mr. Chairman, I believe it is time to
help the courts get out of the thicket,
or at least out of the thorny legislative
areas where our duty lies.

We are not here, let me say, to lay
down guidelines for the courts in future
cases, we are here, as I conceive of this
bill, to eliminate the necessity for most
of the future cases. We are not laying
down guidelines, we are laying down the
law. And we have the constitutional
authority and the constitutional respon-
sibility to do that. We have not dis-
charged that constitutional responsibility
for far too long.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yleld for a question?

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. I will
vield to the gentleman in just one mo-
ment, and I ask the gentleman to wait
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for just one moment because what I am
about to say may affect the gentleman'’s
question.

In the charts and the statistics that
have already been put into the Recorp,
of course, the gentleman has pointed out
the deviations that exist and that may
affect at least the temporary interim
period of districting which is contem-
plated by the bill.

In that connection, I believe there is
a good argument for a period in which
there is some flexibility. We are at-
tempting here in the latter part of this
decade to deal with figures that were
gathered in the first year of the decade.
We are dealing with the 1960 census, but
this is 1967. We are pragmatic people,
or we ought to be. We know that we
are not actually dealing with reality.
For instance, Maryland, after the judi-
cial redistricting is very close to equality
among all districts, about a 2-percent
deviation on paper. And yet, as a matter
of fact, we know that in two if not three
of the Maryland districts which are sup-
posed to range from 382,881 to 393,210,
there are more than half a million
people.

The Congressional Directory lists only
10 districts, in five States, with 1960
populations over 500,000. According to
the Census Bureau, however, by a phone
call this afternoon, the Bureau has cer-
tified to the Clerk of the House that 83
districts, in 29 States, now have esti-
mated populations over 500,000.

Col.1* Col.2?

Arkansas
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Colorado
Connecticut
Florida
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Eentucky
Louisiana
Maine
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Pennsylvanis —----camamccae
Texas
Utah -
Virginia
‘Washington

1 Districts over 500,000 (Census Bureau
estimate).

2 Districts over 500,000 (1960 population).

Not including: Delaware (one Member, at
large), Hawail, or New Mexico (two each,
at large).

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. CONYERS. Will not my colleague,
the gentleman from Maryland, concede
that the reason the courts did enter into
this “political thicket” was not because
they were waiting for us to provide guide-
lines but because of the fact that the

HODOOONOOOOHOOOOCOHODOOOOOOOWMOO
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State legislatures would not act and so
the courts were finally forced to act, and
will my colleague not also concede that
the courts have established guidelines;
that they have never approved any 30-
percent deviation; and that they have
never ordered an election for a Repre-
sentative at Large in any State—al-
though they have come perilously close
to that. I think that judicial consist-
ency is being established as a result of
the decisions that have followed from
the first redistricting case. Would not
the gentleman concede that?

Mr, MATHIAS of Maryland. No, Ido
not concede that.

Let me say that I support what has
been done by the courts. I think they
had to do it. But I think they only had
to do it because a vacuum existed for
which we here are responsible and for
which our colleagues in the State legis-
latures are responsible.

I do not believe for 1 minute that the
Federal judges would have stepped into
this picture had that vacuum not ex-
isted. When we move belatedly into this
field, I think we are going to occupy it.

Furthermore, I do not believe we are
laying down guidelines which will be
competitive with the decisions of the
Federal judges in the past. I think we
are doing here what the Constitution in-
tends that we do and that is to regulate
the election of Representatives. This
will be the law, not a guideline. As I
say, I cannot conceive that the courts
will feel that this is a competitive exer-
cise. I think they will welcome this as
being a constitutional declaration on the
part of the Congress.

Mr. CONYERS, If my colleague will
yield for just some brief observations.

In the Missouri case, the deviation
ranged from minus 9.7 percent to plus
10.4 percent. And it was voided.

In the Indiana case, the largest district
exceeded the smallest district by roughly
23 percent and not 30 percent. And it
was voided.

In the Massachusetts case, the largest
district exceeded the smallest district by
roughly 27 percent. The act was held
unconstitutional.

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. May I
just remind my distinguished friend, the
gentleman from Michigan, of this fact,
however, notwithstanding all the figures
you quote, I can give you the Maryland
case today, which is the result of judi-
cial redistricting, which is about 2-per-
cent deviation on paper, but as a mat-
ter of fact we know it is far, far bigger.
The reality of the matter is just that—
after a growth period of 7 or 8 years—the
1960 figures are obsolete.

Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. I yield
to the gentleman.

Mr., FRIEDEL. My colleague from
Maryland has just cited the case of
Maryland where the Federal court ruled
that a bill passed by the State legislature
which allowed a 20-percent variation or
deviation was unconstitutional. And
they settled on a bill that had a variation
of around 2 percent.

How can we justify, and not only in
the case of Maryland but with all other
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States—where we would have a variation
of 30 percent?

The average district is about 400,000.
Under this bill you can have a district
of 460,000 and another district with
340,000—which is a difference of 120,000.
So how would they justify that wide a
variation or difference in population with
the one-man, one-vote principle?

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. Let me
say to my distinguished friend from
Maryland, I agree that I cannot justify
it over the long pull. But in a period
where we are moving from a complete
vacuum to a period of congressional
direction, you have to accept some flex-
ibility and I am willing to accept it in
this case.

Mr. FRIEDEL. I am also willing to
accept some flexibility but not to the ex-
tent of 30 percent.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I
vield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. MacGREGOR].

Mr. MACGREGOR, Mr. Chairman, in
all deference to my colleagues in this
body, a lot of hogwash has been expressed
in the last few minutes. We are talk-
ing about data that is 7 years old when
we talk about the 1960 decennial census.
Much of it is so out of date as to be
practically useless. I am sure that many
States have had a similar experience to
that of my own State of Minnesota. My
congressional district, when it was estab-
lished in December, 1961, was almost per-
fect in terms of population equality.
Minnesota is entitled to 8 congressional
districts.

On the basis of the 1960 census my
district had 445,000 people. Today it has
625,000 people. If you redistricted Min-~
nesota tomorrow on 1960 data and you
achieved absolute population equality
between the 8 congressional districts, my
district in 1967 would have 50 percent
more people than the least populous
Minnesota district.

Ladies and gentlemen, you have got to
have a population leeway of 30 percent
during this upcoming interim period so
as to give legislatures the opportunity in-
telligently to meet, insofar as they can,
the spirit of the court’s decisions.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MAcGREGOR. I will yield to you
by asking you a question. Do you believe
in equipopulous districts, or do you be-
lieve in the right to cast an equally
weighted vote?

Mr, CONYERS. I really do not know
how to answer that question. I do not
understand the distinction he is trying
to establish.

Mr. MAcGREGOR. May I say to my
distinguished friend from Michigan that
I believe you should. You have done a
great deal of work, and effective work,
in writing minority views. The day be-
fore yesterday you put into the Recorp
a lot of tables. But until you have ad-
dressed yourself to fhe question of
whether you wish to accomplish equally
weighted votes or equipopulous districts,
I submit you have not grappled with the
heart of the problem.

Mr., CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?
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Mr. MaAcGREGOR. I will yield in a
minute.

Throughout America we have sub-
urban districts that are contiguous with
rural districts. I can cite a number
of examples where you have a subur-
ban district of 500,000 people and next
to it a rural district of 500,000 people.
But the demographic facts show that
the suburban distriet has only 200,000
eligible voters with 300,000 minors.
Next to it the rural distriet with the
same number of people has 300,000 eligi-
ble voters and 200,000 minors.

If you are going to require absolute
population equality what you are saying
is that you want a person in one of those
districts to have a vote that is worth
only two-thirds as much as that of the
fellow who lives across the river or across
the county line. And you are going to
say to the fellow who lives across the
river or across the county line, “Your
vote is worth half again as much as
that of your neighbor.”

May I say to my distinguished friend—
and he is a dear friend of mine; we have
worked together on matters—that you
must first decide whether or not your
objective is equipopulous districts or
whether it is the right to cast an equally
weighted vote. A 30-percent deviation
during an interim period would enable
intelligent, thoughtful, hard-working,
dedicated legislators to try to carry out
the intent of the Supreme Court de-
cisions.

I now yield to my friend from Mich-

igan.
Mr. CONYERS. I thank my good
friend, with whom I have really enjoyed
working on the Judiciary Committee on
a number of very important pieces of
legislation.

From listening to the gentleman it
seems he is raising two separate consid-
erations when he asks me whether I
favor equipopulous districts or equally-
weighted votes. I would have thought
that both those terms referred to the
same concept. But let me try to deal
with the two considerations raised by my
colleague.

First of all there is no doubt that pop-
ulations grow during the periods between
decennial censuses. I am sure he is cor-
rect in citing statistics showing that the
population in a given district in 1967
could be far different than what it was
in 1960.

First of all that would be true in any
10-year period. I am sure that the
population in any given district in 1977
will be greater than what it was in 1970,
or in 1987 compared to 1980. It is for
that reason that I agree with Congress-
man EckaarpT that we should not pro-
hibit State legislatures from redistricting
more than once between decennial cen-
suses. That provision would prevent a
State legislature from trying to develop
a redistricting plan toward the end of a
decennial period that would have taken
those population changes into account.

But I must also point out that the same
type of inequity is present in the fact that
we only reallocate congressional seats
once every 10 years. For instance, ever
since about the middle of 1963 California
has had a greater population than New
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York. But during the entire decade of
the 1960’s New York is going to continue
to have 41 Congressmen, while Califor-
nia has only 38. It is for that reason, by
the way, that I favor the taking of mid-
decennial censuses.

As far as the inequity of having to re-
district in 1967 based on 1960 census
data, I would point out that the courts
have allowed the using of special census
data so that a districting could be based
on the most current data possible.

As far as the second question of
whether we should count all people or
just those of voting age in drawing con-
gressional district boundaries, I must
say that I did not realize that was a prob-
lem. On first consideration of the ques-
tion, I would point out that the appor-
tionment of the 435 Congressmen among
the several States is based on total popu-
lation, regardless of the ages of those
individuals, and not on the voting popu-
lation. The U.S. Constitution, in the
14th amendment, provides that:

Representatives shall be apportioned
among the several States according to their
respective numbers, counting the whole
number of persons in each State.

Therefore, I do not see how we can
apportion Representatives among the
people within a particular State on any
other basis than the whole population,
not just the voting age population.

But may I point out to my colleague
that the important question is not
whether I understand or am able to de-
fine his terms, The major consideration
we are dealing with involves the one-
man, one-vote concept. Twenty-two
States in the Union have been able to re-
distriet without a 30-percent deviation,
and, no matter how difficult you make
your examples, it does not change a
thing. The majority of the States in
the Union right now have been able to
redistrict well below a 30-percent devia-
tion figure without great difficulties aris-
ing from the problems that you are con-
juring up.

Mr. MAcGREGOR. I am not conjur-
ing them up at all. The Supreme Court
has mixed the two doctrines of equi-
populous districts and the right to cast
equally weighted votes, and I hope that
our discussion here today might be some-
what instructive to them as they grapple
with this problem in the future, because
what I think they really would like to see
is that each man’s vote is equal to an-
other man’s vote. But in coming down to
tiny percentages of population equality,
they take their eye off the ball and do not
accomplish their objective.

Mr., McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MAcGREGOR. 1 yield to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. McCULLOCH. I yield 1 addi-
tional minute to the gentleman from
Minnesota.

Mr. MacGREGOR. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, is
it true that if there be a redistricting in
many or some States of the United States
in 1967 or 1968, that there would be devi-
ations from 10 percent to 30 percent or
40 percent, and there would not be a one-
man, one-vote districting situation?
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Mr. MAcGREGOR. The gentleman is
absolutely correct. And in trying to meet
that problem, we have inserted language
in this bill, at the bottom of page 4 and
running over to the top of page 5, to the
same purpose as the similar language
that was in the 1965 bill. We have pro-
vided that where there is special census
information available, it may be utilized
to validate a districting plan,

May I conclude by saying to my friend
from Michigan—and I am sure he lis-
tened with great pleasure to our chair-
man, as like Sisyphus, he tried to push
that boulder up over the hill—notwith-
standing the fact that the gentleman
from Michigan is standing on that
boulder, I am going to lend a shoulder
to the weight behind the boulder, and
I think we are going to put it over the
hill.
Mr, CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 mintues to the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. HUNGATE].

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, I
woud like to commend, of course, our
distinguished chairman, who has worked
on this bill for many years. No legisla-
tion in this fleld—and there are many
great landmarks—would have been pos-
sible without the combined and coopera-
tive efforts of our chairman from New
York and the distinguished ranking mi-
nority Member from Ohio. Their cour-
age and courtesy is hard to equal.

I would like to commend also the re-
marks made in this debate, which were
helpful and illuminating, by the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. CoNYERS],
and the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
Icumorp]l, and the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. MAcGREGOR].

I believe all of us recall our Greek
mythology and recall the great thing
about Sisyphus, the reason it is so fas-
cinating a story, is that the boulder al-
ways fell back. Albert Camus reminds
us that the great triumph of man is to
keep trying even when he knows the task
is hopeless.

If we can reminisce a bit, the Rules
Committee recently gave us what is
popularly known as an Ethics Commit-
tee. We approved that 400 to 0. Many
with short tenure issued long state-
ments on the need for moral catharsis
and enjoined that they would watch for
performance, not merely creation of an
Ethics Committee. I hope that they in
here will join me in reconsideration of a
speech on this very topic of politial
morality delivered by the late Adlai
Stevenson in Los Angeles, Calif., Sep-
tember 11, 1952. It could have been
written yesterday.

Governor Stevenson said:

I am frank to say that I get a little con-
fused by corruption in politics. We tend
to think of it as something so simple—the
simple, unsophisticated terms of graft, of
cash on the barrel head—but its forms are
many and I think of another form which
we witness every day.

Perhaps the proper description is not cor-
rupt, but expedient, for the legislator—be
he in SBacramento, or Springfield, Illinois, or
Washington, D.C.—who will vote for all kinds
of special-interest bills to catch or to hold
some votes while he prates piously about
economy and indignantly about waste. OCall
that what you will. Condone it as you
please. Even prcﬂt from it as you do now
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and then. Its cost to you is infinitely great-
er than all thievery and rascality that cap-
ture the headlines.

Everyone is for economy, efficiency and
honesty and against waste, sin, corruption
and communism. But how about the log-
rolling for laws, or their repeal to serve the
interest of some group at the public expense,
to catch some votes or for fear of losing some?

Many things are done which seem to be
hard to distinguish from outright bribery.
Yet we will condone the one and condemn
the other,

Surely, there must be some higher stand-
ard and some better test than simply bribery
for cash, but I dare say that the only way
that we will attain some higher standard of
ethics and of responsibility and of courage
in public life will be compounded heavily
of forbearance your self from exerting selfish
pressures plus some positive applause and
tangible support for the guy who is playing
it straight morally and ethically, as well as
legally, in spite of the fact that you will
probably not agree with him on the merits
of the issues and actions many times. In-
deed, sometimes he may not even wear your
party label.

Just remember that all that is gold to a
politiclan does not glitter, and that to be
good and stay in office, he needs a lot of help
from people who don't want anything from
him except to be good.

In short, Mr. Chairman, if the only
ethical improprieties we can detect in-
volve the exchange of cash, falsification
of vouchers, and credit-card abuse, we
are going to miss most of the action.

I hope we can join with Mr. Stevenson,
Mr. Chairman—

In any event, whatever my own fate as a
politician, I do know that sound government
ends when the leaders of special groups call
the tune, whether they represent capital,
labor or farmers, veterans, pensioners or
anyone else,

Shall we bundle together the morality
monument we passed a fortnight ago
with this statute which will do so much
to save the seats of every one of us. But
let us return, as every Congressman must
ultimately return, to the subject before
us. Most of the Members will vote for
this bill—and I suppose most will—but
if you are from New York, this bill will
help, and you need this bill because you
will have a variation of over 30 percent
between the districts. Some have over
100,000 more people than others. The
permissible 30 percent variation might
aid in saving a seat.

However, if a Member is from Ohio,
this bill would be a good bill, because
there is a 45-percent variation in dis-
tricts with over a 100,000 difference in
population between districts.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HUNGATE. I yield to the chair-
man of the committee.

Mr. CELLER. The gentleman men-
tioned that there was a variation of more
than 30 percent in the size of districts in
New York. I checked on that, in the
Congressional Quarterly. As between
the district now occupied by the gentle-
woman from New York [Mrs. KELLy],
which is the largest district, and the dis-
trict occupied by the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Fmwol, which is the
smallest district, there is a spread of 29.5
percent. It does not go above 30 per-
cent.
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Mr, HUNGATE. If the chairman will
permit, I certainly agree with his state-
ment and with the statement in the Con-
gressional Quarterly. I used this figure
originally, and the legislative reference
service furnished a figure to the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. ConYERs],
which he inserted in the REcorb, on page
10765, which indicated it was above 30
percent.

I would want to state the correct fig-
ure. I am not certain whether it is 29
percent or some other figure.

Mr. CELLER. It is very important
that these figures be correct. I read
from the Congressional Quarterly, week-
ly reported dated September 16, 1966.

I fear that the gentleman’s figures
were obtained from a record different
from that. These are the latest figures.
These figures show the disparity is less.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Missouri has expired.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman 3 additional minutes.

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman and
the chairman of the committee, I shall
be glad to correct my remarks to show
that New York is within the permissible
30 percent we now propose to enact.

If a Member is from California, he
should support this bill, because that
seems to be the worst malapportioned
State in the United States. Despite the
fact that they received eight additional
Congressmen after the last census, there
are population variations of over 280,000
between districts, and a percentage dif-
ference between districts indicating
something over 60 percent.

Perhaps if we could have had an open
rule, which I sought, Members could have
sought an amendment to raise the per-
centage to 70 percent. This would have
saved their seats, and would have satis-
fied them.

If a Member is from Indiana, they are
still under a court order to redistrict,
and face the possibility of at-large elec-
tions. This bill would abolish the at-
large elections, and could save their
seats.

On the other hand, if a Member is
from Hawaii or from New Mexico, this
bill will guarantee at-large elections until
1973, and could save a seat. This will
allow plenty of time to amend the bill
further.

The bill should receive the support of
every person from Indiana or Texas, who
does not want to run at large, and the
support of everyone from Hawaii or New
Mexico who wants to run at large.

We also have a statement in here that
the district should be as compact as the
State finds practicable. This should be
good news for North Carolina., The
North Carolina districts are approxi-
mately what I have indicated here on
the map.

As I say, “as compact as that State
finds practicable” should get the vote of
the people from North Carolina.

They are under a redistricting order,
because some have suggested that the
present lines are tortuous. By the way, it
was suggested that the present district
lines are tortuous and that each incum-
bent got a district of his own.

To accomplish this, wildly shaped dis-
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tricts were created, often only one county
wide and circling like crawling snakes.
One State representative remarked that
his county belonged in its congressional
district “like Elizabeth Taylor belongs in
the YMCA.”

If the Member's district is unusual in
shape, or in size, or in population, this
bill is for him, Therefore, I am certain
that the bill should pass without the
support of such areas as Michigan or
Mississippi, both of which are within the
one-man, one-vote rule.

If we pass this measure, which will do
so much for so many of us sitting here,
it is imperative that we take other action
to maintain our high ethics image. This
can be done, as some have already done,
by opposing such devices as the Dirksen
amendment or by resisting the call for a
new constitutional convention, because
that comes from districts and States
which are malapportioned.

If we pass this bill it will be received
by a malapportioned legislature.

If the new Committee on Standards of
Official Conduet is without a slogan, may
I suggest, with apologies to James Russell
Lowell:

In every struggle for power or pelf,

Be true to one party—namely yourself.

Mr. MACGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I
vield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. McCLoORY].

Mr., McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I
might say that I have no need for the
chart, and the Sergeant at Arms is free
to remove it as far as I am concerned.

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlema.n yield for one question on
this

Mr. McCLORY.

man.
Mr. CORMAN. I would like to men-
tion this on the chart before it is re-
moved. Would there be a Federal
registrar in your State? Would the
gentleman enlighten me on that?

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman,
would the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. McCLORY. I yield to the gentle-
man from North Carolina.

Mr. WHITENER. I would say to my
distinguished and brilliant friend from
California sending Federal registrars to
any area shown on that map would be
about as big a waste of money as some
of the things a lot of my friends around
here have been supporting for a good
long while.

Mr. McCLORY. There seems to be a
contention here by a number of those
speaking in opposition to this bill that
the Congress is lacking in authority to
enact any legislation with respect to
establishing guidelines for congressional
districts. I disagree entirely with that
contention and state on the contrary
that it is highly incumbent on the Con-
gress to provide the guidelines as set
forth in this legislation.

As I interpret the bill before us, and
having served on the subcommittee that
considered it, there are two main pur-
poses to be served by this congressional
redistricting legislation.

The two main purposes to be served by
E.jhe congressional redistricting legisla-

on are:

I yield to the gentle-
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First, to provide a legislative method
of establishing congressional districts of
approximately equal population; and

Second, to give stability to existing and
future congressional districts.

The U.S. Supreme Court, in holding
unconstitutional a number of congres-
sional districting acts of State legisla-
tures, has—in my opinion—indicated the
need for congressional guidelines. This
bill—H.R. 2508—undertakes to provide
these guidelines. The measure estab-
lishes temporary guidelines, which affect
existing congressional districts as estab-
lished either by State legislatures or by
court orders. And, in addition, it pro-
vides long-range guidelines that will
affect congressional districts following
the 1970 Decennial Census.

The suggestion of contiguity and
compactness caused a certain amount of
concern to the members of the commit-
tee. There is no desire on the part of
committee members to authorize or
countenance gerrymandering through
this legislation. Quite the contrary; the
committee wishes to provide guidelines
that will establish compact and contigu-
ous districts wherever it is possible for
the State legislatures to meet these cri-
teria.

The criterion of contiguity requires a
rather liberal interpretation when it is
necessary to include within a single con-
gressional district areas which are sep-
arated by a body of water. Yet we find
within congressional districts located
along our coastlines numerous instances
where such condition exists. These dis-
tricts are contiguous and are thus in-
terpreted by court decisions. In addi-
tion, they should be considered compact
if the State within which they are located
interprets them in that way. In other
words, as I understand the intent of this
legislation, the question as to compact-
ness calls for a practical interpretation,
and also attempts to leave this practical
or practicable result up to the decision
of the State legislatures.

The emphasis on this legislation is dis-
tinetly that congressional redistricting is
a legislative and not a judicial funec-
tion. In providing this emphasis, it is
my feeling that the committee has also
adhered to pronouncements of the U.S.
Supreme Court. In other words, the
Congress, through this legislation, is re-
sponding to the need for congressional
guidelines.

It may be difficult for State legislatures
to meet the criteria set forth in this bill
without cutting across county lines and
even municipal and ward boundaries in
many instances. However, there should
be sufficlent latitude to permit natural
boundary lines to be considered in es-
tablishing congressional districts.

This latitude of 30 percent between the
district having the highest population
and the one having the lowest popula-
tion during the next 4 years, and a
total of 10 percent between districts hav-
ing the highest population and lowest
population thereafter, would seem to
provide sufficient latitude so that State
legislatures could establish sensible dis-
ltnritfot; of approximately the same popu-

It does not seem appropriate to me to
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suggest that the State legislatures are
going to deliberately use every means
and device for evading the intent of this
bill. On the contrary, I would expect
that State legislature fulfill the ob-
jectives and intent of the Congress in
establishing congressional districts, and
that the requirements of this measure
will be fulfilled as intended by the com-
mittee and by this House.

Let us recall that the guidelines set
forth in this bill must be applied
throughout the 50 States—large States
and small States—sparsely populated
and heavily populated. This legislation
must be applied to such diverse situations
as exist in the States of Maine, Massa-
chusetts, Colorado, California, and
Hawaii.

I can assure you that the members of
the committee had in mind the interests
of all 50 States and the many peculiar
problems that exist in the individual
States. A sincere effort has been made
to take into consideration all of the par-
ticular problems and to satisfy the needs
of all.

The establishment of guidelines, it
seems to me, is essential, This bill rep-
resents the best that the committee can
do, and it certainly should be possible for
the legislatures of all of our States to
establish valid and constitutional dis-
tricts within the guidelines that have
been set forth in H.R. 2508.

Mr. Chairman, I think it should be
made crystal clear that the intent of this
legislation is to provide a workable and
practical program for establishing con-
gressional districts on a basis required
by the Constitution, as interpreted by
the U.S. Supreme Court.

The intent and effect of the final sen-
tence of the bill is to give support to those
temporary redistricting plans which have
been confirmed by a court order until the
State legislature has an opportunity to
improve upon what the court may have
ordered. It would frustrate and violate
this intent if greater disparity in popula-
tion were permitted by any legislative
action—and I would expect any such
measure to be held invalid. Certainly,
the intent of this legislation—H.R. 2508—
is to establish, as rapidly as possible, dis-
tricts having eqgual peopulation within
certain prescribed limitations—and to
give reasonable stability to such districts.

The intent of the final sentence in the
bill is to prevent a multiplicity of suits—
to reduce the amount of court litigation
—and to prevent a court proceeding prior
to each election between now and 1972.
To ascribe any other intent, or effect, to
this sentence would be to thwart the in-
tent of the Congress and to violate the
entire congressional program of estab-
lishing guidelines for stable and fair
congressional districts.

Let me emphasize once more that the
committee regards the subject of con-
gressional redistricting as a legislative
function. If the State legislatures can,
in the exercise of their authority, estab-
lish congressional districts that are
fairer, more compact, or more contiguous
than those that the court has directed,
the legislative prerogative should be
recognized.

However, there is no intent to grant
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any legislative authority that would per-
mit greater disparity, less contiguity, or
less compactness—and there should be
no ambiguity in the legislative history
on this subject. Any other interpreta-
tion would be inconsistent and violative
of the entire meaning and thrust of this
legislation.

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Chairman, will the
distinguished gentleman yield to me at
this point?

Mr. McCLORY. Yes; I yield to the
distinguished gentleman from Missouri.

Mr, ICHORD. Mr, Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Illinois for yielding
and it is my opinion that the distin-
guished gentleman has made a very valid
point with respect to the court’s exercis-
ing a legislative function.

Mr. Chairman, permit me to read to
the gentleman and the other Members of
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union the following sen-
tence of an Illinois court on what they
call congressional reapportionment, ren-
dered on September 10, 1965.

Mr. Chairman, the court in the case
stated as follows:

On September 10, 1965, the Supreme Court
of Illinols in People ex rel. Scott v. Kerner
et al., 32 Tll. 2d 539, 208 N.E. 2d 561, by
appropriate order afforded the two opposing
political factions of the State Electoral
Board opportunity to settle in an orderly
fashion the Illinois congressional reappor-
tionment controversy.

Mr. Chairman, here is a court exercis-
ing a legislative function.

Mr. Chairman, it is my opinion that it
is high time we took the courts out of the
legislative field.

Mr. McCLORY. I thank the distin-
guished gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I
vield 4 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. RAILSBACK].

Mr. RAILSBACK. Mr. Chairman,
first of all, I want to commend the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Judiciary
Committee, my colleague from New York,
for his long efforts in developing this
legislation. A prinecipal purpose of this
bill is to prevent gerrymandering, and it
deserves support, if only for this reason.

This matter of maintaining congres-
sional districts of equitable nature is a
subject of vital importance to every
Member of this body, for it is a funda-
mental element of our representative
government.

I will not attempt to repeat or review
points already discussed by my distin-
guished committee colleagues who have
explained this legislation, but there are
two points which I believe deserve special
attention.

I call your attention to the concluding
sentence of the bill which reads:

There shall not be more than one redis-
tricting between decennial censuses unless a
particular State constitution requires other-
wise.

Many Members of the House have been
faced with redistricting experiences. In
the last few years some Members have
had their districts redrawn as many as
three times. Examples that come to
mind are my colleagues from the States
of Missouri and North Carolina.

The provision that I quoted and which
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I authored as an amendment to the bill
in committee, is designed to remedy this
unnecessary and useless situation.

This particular provision of the bill is
designed as a stabilizing factor for con-
gressional districts. In effect, it pro-
hibits a State from undertaking a redis-
tricting more often than is required by
article I, section 2 of our Constitution,
unless State constitutions should provide
otherwise. I would also point out that
a State has not been redistricted within
the meaning of this provision until the
State legislature has enacted valid and
proper districts which comply with the
act.

There is currently under considera-
tion by the Congress a plan for conduct-
ing a national census every 5 years. This
provision of H.R. 2508, based on article
I of the Constitution calling for an ap-
portionment of Representatives every 10
years, would remain in effect regardless
of the fact that a census might be con-
ducted every 5 years.

This provision also permits each State
to make its own determination regarding
such redistricting. If the State, by its
constitution, desires to redistrict more
frequently than this law provides, it is
free to do so. H.R. 2508 simply gives
some order and stability to this process.

One valid redistricting following each
decennial census is enough. It is con-
sistent with the analogous constitutional
requirement for apportionments.

A second point to which I would like to
direct attention of my colleagues is the
provision of this bill regarding popula-
tion requirements for the distriets.

There are actually two standards pro-
vided for in the bill, the first a perma-
nent one to take effect with the 93d Con-
gress, and the other a temporary one to
provide a period of transition until the
next decennial census is completed—or
for the 91st and 92d Congresses.

This bill seeks to take cognizance of fair
and reasonable standards and at the
same time provides for an orderly transi-
tion to the time when population figures
are available to realistically and truly
create equitable congressional districts.

The permanent provision of this bill
provides that:

The distriet with the largest population so
established shall not exceed by more than 10
per centum the district with the smallest
population in the number of persons * * *

While the Supreme Court has refused
to set a simple mathematical test for
congressional districts, the lower Federal
courts have set standards which vary
from State to State. For example, a
lower Federal court in Texas in Bush
against Martin declared that:

Any congressional redistricting plan in
which the Districts on the average vary more
than 5.5% from the ideal and under which
less than 49.49 of the people can elect a ma-
Jority of the State’s congressmen (12) would
be condemned for failure to represent a good
faith effort toward equality as nearly as is
practicable.

On the other hand, in New Jersey a
court found a 17.3-percent deviation
from smallest to largest unconstitutional.
This plan provided for a deviation of 7.3
percent of the largest district from the
average size and 8.7 percent from the
smallest.
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The standards of section 1 of H.R. 2508
certainly are fair and equitable even by
the standard of the lower Federal courts.

The temporary standard provided by
the bill permits the district with the
largest population to exceed by not more
than 30 percent the district with the
smallest population in number of per-
sons. This provision does not overrule
or nullify the rulings of the Supreme
Court, The language of the permanent
section shows the basic intent of this
measure is to be every bit as strict as the
Court criteria. It is essential, however,
that the States be given time and some
leeway in adjusting to the ultimate
standards set by this bill. A period of
transition seems only fair. And even
more important, the States must only be
redistricted to this strict standard when
there are available the reliable and then
recent figures of the 1970 Decennial
Census.

The Constitution in article I, section 2,
gives Congress authority for determining
the: “Times, places, and manner of
holding elections for Senators and Rep-
resentatives.” This is then a proper
function of Congress to set standards for
the redistricting of its membership. The
Supreme Court in Wesberry against
Sanders declared that redistricting was
a justiciable issue, and the Federal
courts review the standards set by a
State—I repeat—State legislative body.
There is a big difference when standards
are those set by the Congress, a coequal
branch of Government. While this
power of Congress is not an exclusive
grant by the Constitution, this matter
is a legislative matter and the policy of
the Congress—in the absence of an abuse
of legislative power—must prevail. In
an analogous situation, the Supreme
Court recognized in Baker against Carr,
“the impossibility of a Court’s under-
taking independent resolution without
expressing lack of the respect due co-
ordinate branches of Government.”

In short, the Court has clearly recog-
nized the doctrine of separation of pow-
ers with regard to this matter and it
would seem appropriate that it be ap-
plied fully in this instance.

Mr. Chairman, I urge affirmative ac-
tion on this bill.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. BIESTER].

Mr. BIESTER. Mr. Chairman, I am
in rather a position of mixed feelings
with respect to this bill. I support the
concept of the bill. I support its pur-
pose. I hope that circumstances lead to
my being able to vote for it.

My greatest problem lies with the
period of time which is characterized as a
temporary period during which it seems
to me our policy and purpose should be
to provide some level of stabilization not
only for the Members of this House but
for the constituency which elected them.
The people of our country are entitled to
know who their Congressmen are, not
just from month to month, not just from
year to year, but from decade to decade.

In this temporary period with respect
at least to a number of States, as I have
reviewed the chart which was inserted in
the CoNGRESSIONAL REcorp on Tuesday,
if we apply the 30-percent standard and
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base that upon the formula contained in
the report inserted in the REcorp, four
States would have to be redistricted, and
those States find themselves within the
range of 15 percent up from an average
norm, and 15 percent from an average
norm down.

My feeling is that we should provide
as much stabilization as possible during
this period, and discourage other redis-
tricting in our States which have only
had them in the last year or 2 years.

I certainly feel that the 30-percent fig-
ure, or a 15-percent up and a 15-percent
down figure, makes sense when you are
dealing with the end of the decade.

The population explosion has been tre-
mendous, and in Pennsylvania I know
that although on paper the figures may
be 15-percent up and 15-percent down,
they are much closer than that in ac-
tuality. I believe we should enable the
legislatures to rely on the most aceurate
figure they possibly can because this is
the way to do a real job, and not just
the appearances of doing a real job.

If I have the opportunity to do so, and
am recognized, it is my intention at the
appropriate time to offer a recommittal
motion with instructions to clarify the
30-percent range, and to ask that it be
clarified as 15-percent up from an aver-
age norm, and 15-percent down from an
average norm, as the tolerable range.
And also I intend to ask for certain other
stabilizations in the redistricting which
has occurred during the last 2 or 3 years.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr, McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. WyLIE],

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, as has
been pointed out, the case of Wesberry
against Sanders decided that the House
of Representatives of the Congress of
the United States should be elected on
the basis of one man, one vote.

Ohio has been referred to several times
today as a glaring example of one of the
States that has not necessarily complied
with that rule.

We do have a case in Ohio which is
now going through the three-man Fed-
eral district court and we have been told
that we will have to redistrict again even
though we just did it in December of
1965. No decision has been rendered
and the journal entry of the court has
not been entered.

Following this decision and decisions
which followed implementing the one-
man, one-vote rule, the Legislature of
Ohio went about the task of redistricting
the State.

There was language in the decisions of
the Supreme Court which led one to be-
lieve that the one-man, one-vote doc-
trine should be based on the last Federal
census. There was other language which
seemed to say that the overriding con-
sideration is one man, one vote based
on actual current population.

In Pranklin County, in which is situ-
ated the State capital, Columbus, and
the districts which the Honorable Sam-
UEL L. DeviNE and I have the privilege
of representing, we have a situation
where a county has grown to a popula-
tion of over 800,000 since 1960. Accord-
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ing to the 1960 Federal census, the popu-
lation is something over 682,000.

Obviously, even hased on the 1960 cen-
sus, this county was too large for one
district—the average size of which was
to be 404,433.

When we began the task of making
the 12th Congressional District of a size
to comply with the Supreme Court deci-
sion, we soon found that the county of
Franklin was indeed much larger by pop-
ulation than the 682,000 plus figure as
determined by the 1960 Federal census.

With the help of the Columbus Cham-
ber of Commerce and the Ohio Depart-
ment of Development, plus some figures
from the Bureau of Labor Statistics of
the Department of Labor, we found that
the population of Franklin County, as
of July 1, 1965, was over 786,000 people.

Obviously, basing a redistricting pro-
posal for Franklin County on the 1960
census would not comply with the one-
man, one-vote doctrine.

The Columbus Chamber of Commerce
had compiled these figures based on fac-
tors which allowed it to estimate the
population within one-tenth of 1 per-
cent of the actual 1960 census. The fig-
ure is determined by taking a formula
based on the number of building per-
mits, the number of gas, water, and elec-
tric permits, along with the number of
new postal addresses, plus the births
and deaths in the county.

This figure is kept up to date on a con-
tinuing basis from month to month.

As of July 1, 1964, the population of
Franklin County had increased to 764,-
923.

As of July 1, 1965, the increase was to
over 786,000.

As of July 1, 1966, it is over 810,000.

So that in the case of each district,
the 12th District and the 15th District
in Ohio, we are now about equal to the
404,000 average figure per district. If
we divide the whole State of Ohio by 24,
which is the number of congressional dis-
tricts we have, into the estimated pres-
ent population we come up with what
we call almost a minus 5-percent district
in each case.

The 12th District and the 15th Dis-
trict in Ohio are the fastest growing
congressional districts in the State. As
of today, they are within, as I have
said, a 5-percent deviation of the esti-
mated population of the whole State of
Ohio.

If the idea of the Supreme Court deci-
sion in the Wesberry against Sanders
case is to have people represented equal-
ly or as near as possible egually, then
we have complied with that decision, ob-
viously.

This bill today would say that con-
siderations such as a rapid increase in
population are possible and indeed proper
but that when we take another look at
the problem after a head count through
a Federal census in 1970, the districts
may vary in size by only 5 percent, so
that the increases in population such as
have occurred in Franklin County can
be taken into account for the first re-
districting after the Wesberry against
Sanders case but not thereafter.

I wish to commend the gentleman from
New York [Mr. CELLER] and the gentle-
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man from Ohio [Mr. McCurrocH] for
this Herculean effort in behalf of good
government, and I urge your support of
the bill.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Minnesota.

Mr. MAcGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, as
a member of the subcommittee I was
much impressed by the remarks just
made by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
Wryrie]l. In the redistricting bill which
this body passed in 1965 we included lan-
guage which read as follows:

Where a State has redistricted since the
last decennial census, the most recent Fed-
eral special census may be used in deter-
mining whether any district, invalid under
the latest decennial census, meets . . . The
percentage criteria contained in that partic-
ular bill.

Mr. Chairman, while the 1967 bill does
not repeat exactly the language used in
the 1965 bill, it is the intent of the sub-
committee that the spirit of the 1965
language shall be contained in the ac-
tual text of the 1967 bill. In the 1967
bill, at the bottom of page 4, we make
specific reference to any subsequent Fed-
eral special census, and our purpose was
to provide the best possible information
available to validate a redistricting as
to the 30-percent criterion set forth in
section 2 of the 1967 bill.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. DEVINE]L.

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
merely to emphasize the importance of
the remarks made by my colleague, the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. WyLie]. I
might say that he was a member of the
General Assembly in Ohio when they
went through the process of redistrict-
ing. He made reference to Franklin
County. Very simple this: They did a
job based upon intelligent information
and statistics. But you could not rely
upon the 1960 census for population in-
crease because this is one of the fastest
growing areas in the Nation. If we had
the means of taking the census more
frequently than during the decennial
period, it would show that as of today,
in 1967, 7 years after the last census,
that the two districts to which he made
reference would fall right on target with-
in the percentages necessary as set forth
by the Supreme Court. So it will be
necessary for us to perform our legisla-
tive functions to prevent the court from
performing legislative functions and to
look at it realistically on the basis of
what the population is today and not
what the Supreme Court sets as a guide-
line 7 long years ago, when fhere have
been changes.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DEVINE. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Did I properly un-
derstand the gentleman from Ohio fo
say that the new district that was creat-
ed by the redistricting legislation passed
in 1965, which created the new district,
the population therein had increased at
least 100,000 since 1960?

Mr. DEVINE. In excess of 100,000
since 1960.

Chairman,
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Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman,
that points up what several of us have
been trying to say. There just is no such
thing, congressional election to congres-
sional election, of a one-man, one-vote
actuality. It is an impossibility. The
reasons for this legislation became clear
as more and more districts experience
that which has been described by my col-
league, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
DevinNe].

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time to the
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
PrLLY], as he may desire.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, it is es-
sential that Congress establish some
guidelines for establishing congressional
districts lest uncertainty continue to
reign and lest we find the courts sud-
denly ruling 297 congressional districts
invalid. This bill, H.R. 2508, would cure
this problem by replacing doubt with
certainty. It is easy to understand why
there has been so much confusion in the
States since Federal courts have been
directing redistricting, but without pre-
cise criteria for accomplishing it. Now,
H.R. 2508 would establish permanent
standards, and of equal importance,
would allow a few years for the State
legislatures to act. Mr. Chairman, I
support this bill aimed at ending the
States’ present districting dilemma.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I am op-
posed to H.R. 2508, because I believe it a
step backward in the principle of one
person, one vote.

The principle of equality in congres-
sional electoral districts has not been
easily won. In Wisconsin we were able
to enact a system of one-person, one-
vote representation for the Wisconsin
Legislature in the early 1950's only as a
result of an historic decision by the Wis-
consin Supreme Court. I had the privi-
lege of participating in that litigation to
secure fair representation as special
counsel for the late Secretary of State
Fred R. Zimmerman. The Wisconsin
Legislature then addressed itself, after
the 1960 census, to an equitable appor-
tionment of the State’s 10 congressional
seats. The 1963 Wisconsin congres-~
sional reapportionment law is one of the
fairest in the Nation. The most popu-
lous and the least populous districts,
under that 1963 representation, wvary
only 3.4 percent from the average.

This is in full compliance with the de-
cision of the U.S, Supreme Court in Wes=
berry v. Sanders (376 U.S. 1, 18 (1964)),
in which the Court said:

‘While it may not be possible to draw con-
gressional districts with mathematical pre-
cision, that is no excuse for ignoring our
Constitution’s plain objective of making
equal representation for equal numbers of
people the fundamental goal for the House
of Representatives.

Under the bill before us, States may,
for the 1968 and 1970 elections, ignore
this fundamental goal and instead allow
for a disparity between the smallest and
the largest district of up to 30 percent.

I see no reason why those States which
have not already performed their mani-
fest duty to enact egqual congressional
districts should be relieved from the Su-
preme Court mandate to redistrict now.
The House cannof become a truly rep-
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resentative body until this is done. There
is no excuse for delay.

Worse than that, the 30-percent lee-
way provided by H.R. 2508 would give
an incentive for States like Wisconsin,
which have redistricted properly, to
backslide. They could undo the fair re-
districting which they now have on their
lawbooks, and turn the clock backward
to the bad old days.

This is my most serious objection to
HR. 2508. But it is not the only one.
The 10-percent leeway standard set up
for 1972 and thereafter is likewise much
too relaxed. H.R. 2508 is also defective
in that it emipowers the States to gerry-
mander their districts, now and forever.
After 150 years this kind of monkey busi-
ness ought to be abolished now.

Mr. KUPFERMAN., Mr. Chairman,
while I opposed the rule (H. Res. 442) to
bring this matter up today for a vote,
on the grounds that first, no hearings
had been held—see minority views of
Hon. JoenN ConNYERS, Jr.,, to the com-
mittee report No. 191—and second, the
rule itself prevented amendment which
left the matter on a take-it-or-leave-it
basis, I must now support the bill itself,
H.R. 2508, establishing Federal standards
for congressional redistricting, because
finality is essential.

The chairman of our Judiciary Com-
mittee, the gentleman from New York,
the respected and well-qualified Hon.
EmanueEL CELLER, himself, recognizes
that this bill is not perfect. Nonetheless,
I agree with him that we must set up
some standards and we cannot let the
various courts in the country come up
with differing rules.

A candidate is entitled to know where
his district is and, with some certainty,
where it will be in the future. We must
not allow to occur again anything like
the recent fiasco in New Jersey or the
New York State legislative reapportion-
ment situation where candidstes had to
run for 1-year terms while the courts
and the legislature jousted over bound-
aries.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, under the provisions of the U.S.
Constitution, the establishment of pre-
cise criteria for congressional districting
is a matter for Congress. The continued
litigation in this area underscores the
importance of Congress declaring its
policy. Indeed, if Congress does not
establish guidelines for the States to fol-
low, the districts in 22 States or 297 con-
gressional districts may be ruled invalid.

H.R. 2508 would provide congressional
standards for the States to follow in the
establishment of districts for the election
of representatives to Congress.

In 1964, the Supreme Court held in
Wesberry against Sanders that the mat-
ter of congressional redistricting was a
justiciable issue. As a result of this de-
cision, many States have been directed
by the Federal courts to redistrict. How-
ever, the courts have not established
precise criteria for redistricting. Nor,
under the Constitution, should they do
so. Consequently, there has been a great
deal of confusion, and all too frequently,
fﬁﬁe redistricting plans have been set

side.

~H.R. 2508 would introduce the essen-
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tial element of certainty into the pres-
ently troubled situation. It would es-
tablish temporary criteria to be effective
during the 91st and 92d Congresses and
permanent standards for the 93d and
subsequent Congresses. The interim
standards for States to follow would per-
mit districts to have a population spread
as great as 30 percent between the high
and the low districts. These temporary
guidelines would also give stability to
States operating under court-ordered re-
districting plans, The permanent stand-
ards established by this bill are as fol-
lows:

First. Each State shall establish by
law a number of districts equal to the
number of authorized representatives.

Second. Representatives shall  be
elected only from such districts so estab~
lished. Existing provisions for Repre-
sentatives at large in multimember
States are eliminated.

Third. Each district shall be composed
of contiguous territory in as reasonably
a compact form as the State finds prac-
ticable.

Fourth. The district with the largest
population in a State shall not exceed
by more than 10 percent the distriect with
the smallest population as determined
under the then most recent decennial
census.

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, it
is with great pride that I take this oc-
casion to make known my support of the
bill to require redistricting among con-
gressional districts so as to insure fair
representation of all the people in the
Congress.

On the vote on the previous gquestion
I cast a “No” vote on the philosophical
basis that I generally am opposed to
closed-rule debate. I feel that every
measure should be subjected to the pos-
sibility of amendment when, in debate on
the floor of the House, it develops that
some facet of the bill would require
change. In the present bill, it is my
thought that no State should be ex-
empted from the provisions of the act.

Notwithstanding my sentiments that
some need for change might exist in the
bill, I still am happy to cast my vote
for it.

For many years the residents in the
metropolitan area of Atlanta were griev-
ously underrepresented in our State
house of representatives and senate. The
more equitable representation which now
exists was, I regret, the result of judicial
decree and not legislative responsibility.

I am proud that the measure which
now stands before this House is the re-
sult of an action initiated within the
House. I am proud that the Congress
has shouldered its responsibility without
waiting for an endless procession of
lawsuits.

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Chairman,
I am unable to support H.R. 2508, a bill
to establish Federal standards for con-
gressional distrieting, in its present form.
While legislation along these lines is de-
sirable, and the committee has made a
start, I believe that the bill before us
could compromise two important facets
of congressional districting.

First, by permitting a variance as high
as 30 percent in the size of district un-
der the interim provisions to be in effect

April 27, 1967

through 1973, the bill would seem to be
departing markedly from the impact of
several significant court decisions.

Second, the last sentence of section 2
raises doubts as to the jurisdiction of
Federal courts in congressional district-
ting cases. Serious constitutional ques-
tions are involved in the districting cases
presently in litigation, and it would seem
advisable that there be no uncertainty
about the authority of Federal courts to
decide these issues on the merits.

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Chairman, I am op-
posed to H.R. 2508 because it fails to
squarely face the necessity for the es-
tablishment of one-man, one-vote guide-
lines. I voted against the rule which
prevented us from offering amendments
on the floor to rectify certain deficiencies
in the bill.

This bill has set standards for con-
gressional districting which the Supreme
Court has already indicated are uncon-
stitutional. Furthermore, a population
variation of 30 percent between congres-
sional districts is inequitable. The au-
thors of the bill tacitly admitted this by
providing that the permissible maximum
will be 10 percent starting with the 93d
Congress. The bill also neglects to make
provisions for compactness as a stand-
ard for congressional districts.

I am opposed to this bill because it does
not adequately provide equal representa-
tion for equal numbers of voters.

Mr. McCULLOCH, Mr, Chairman, we
have no further requests for time, and
we yield back the balance of our time.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I yleld
5 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. CorMaN],

Mr. CORMAN. Mr, Chairman, the
gentleman from Missouri, who gave such
a vigorous argument a while ago, implied
that one could be for this bill only if he
had some special interest in it. But
there may well be two kinds of Con-
gressmen here: Those who have really
good districts they want to keep, and
those who have not such good ones and
would like to get better ones. It re-
minds me of what I was told when I was
a young man: to beware of the girl who
loudest proclaims her virginity.

I would point out that as far as Cali-
fornia is concerned, this bill does not
prevent California from being reappor-
tioned. The court would order the re-
apportionment of California under this
bill, just as it would under the existing
case law. This bill would, for California,
and for any other State that has to be
apportioned now or in 1971, give some
objective standards and give some sta-
bility to reapportionment.

The only clear case law at the moment
is the court believes there ought to be a
one-man, one-vote principle followed.
As the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
ConvyEeErs] pointed out, in many of the
cases there has been great divergence
among the cases as to how much latitude
there ought to be.

Reapportioning any legislative body is
difficulf. Anyone who has served in &
city council that reapportions itself or in
a State legislature that reapportions it-
self or reapportions the congressional
districts, knows there is nothing more
difficult politically to do.

B R o Ton e s o R e i
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It is normal that the legislatures will
be tempted to stretch as far as they can
to find the limits the court will permit.
If this House sets down objective stand-
ards, I am convinced that the courts will
follow them.

The rationale has been clearly stated
as to why we accept a larger variation
now than we will after 1971. It is simply
because the figures that we use now are
stale and inaccurate. The figures we
will be using then will be fresh and
accurate.

As the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. MacGrecor] pointed out, a 30-per-
cent variance will give a legislature that
wants to respect the one-man, one-vote
prineiple a much greater opportunity to
do it than if we had tied it to a small
percentage.

That might sound like an argument
for doing away with percentages alto-
gether, but, if we do not have some ob-
jective test, then we have thrown the
State legislatures and the courts back
into their own ill-defined standards and
they must search, case by case, to find
the limits permissible.

This search, this instability, does one
thing. It makes it impossible for people
to keep track of who is their Congress-
man, for whom they will vote in the next
election—or against whom they will vote,
as the case may be.

There are some things in addition to
the one-man, one-vote prineciple that
this legislation seeks to accomplish. For
one thing, it requires districts to be con-
tiguous. Most States require that. We
require that the districts be compact.
Many States require that. In that re-
quirement we leave the interpretation of
compactness to the States themselves,
either to the legislatures or to the State
courts.

I would call attention of the Members
to the fact that there has never been any
suggestion for legislation and no case
requiring compactness as a Federal
standard.

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CORMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr, Chairman, is the
gentleman not aware there is a case in
North Carolina where they were required
to redistrict because the lines were tor-
tuous. Could that not be construed as a
requirement for compactness? Would
those districts not be some that were
found compact as a State terms prac-
ticable?

Mr. CORMAN. They may very well
not. It may well be that the language
under this bill would upset that appor-
tionment. I do not know. I believe that
State legislatures and the State courts
will be able to define compactness in a
manner that protects the integrity of the
prineciple of one man, one vote. If they
fail, this Congress could then act.

Also, the more important reason for
compactness is that it ought to be rela-
tively easy for a person to find out what
district he lives in. That is the real
value of compactness.

We have mentioned the importance
of stability in congressional districts.
This involves the greatest frustration,
in leaving with the legislatures and the
courts the challenge of wondering how
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much they can deviate, because in some
States there have been reapportionments
ordered after the primary election.
Aside from the panic this must cause
people seeking public office, it certainly
causes some confusion for the voter, and
I suspect it diminishes the voter interest
in congressional races, because one does
not know until the eve of the election in
which district he lives.

This is the greatest single value of the
biil, outside of protecting the one-man,
one-vote principle. It provides stability
to district lines.

On the matter of the 10-percent devia-
tion after 1971, the reasons the commit-
tee made it 10 percent from the smallest
to the largest—in other words, assuming
the smallest is 100, the largest can be
only 110—were twofold.

First, the States may, if there is an
area which is growing rapidly, make that
area the smallest district, going more
than 5 percent below the norm to pre-
serve greater integrity for the one-man,
one-vote principle for a longer period of
time.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CORMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. CONYERS. Could we clarify the
new method involved in this bill? There
are a great number of Members from
New York. Is it not true that the dis-
tricts in New York would be caught under
the 30-percent deviation figure because,
in fact, as the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. DinceLL] attempted to point out
earlier, there is a deviation in popula-
tion between the largest and smallest dis-
trict there of 34.6 percent?

Mr. CORMAN. In answer to the gen-
tleman’s question, one would have to
look at the smallest district in New York,
add 30 percent to it, and then ascertain
whether that figure was smaller than the
largest district. If it were, then the
districting would not comply with these
guidelines. It might be that a new census
provided for in section 2, could be used
to cure the defect.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California has expired.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I
yield my remaining time to the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. McCLoORY].

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
for the sole and exclusive purpose of
explaining the motion to recommit which
will be offered shortly.

The motion to recommit, which will be
offered by the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. SteiceEr], would recommit the bill
for the sole purpose of deleting from the
provisions of the bill the exception which
exempts the States of Hawaii and New
Mexico from any requirement to appor-
tion into congressional districts.

Section 2 of the bill, as the Members
will note, permits at-large elections in
Hawaii and New Mexico. There is no
basis for that provision except, I suppose,
the difficulty which the Members from
those States may claim in establishing
congressional districts in those two
States.

I might suggest that the mere fact that
there is difficulty in those States because
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of their particular geography or because
of the unusual distribution of population
within those States is no reason why
there should not be congressional redis-
tricting there.

If it happens for instance that the
Members from Hawaii live in close prox-
imity to each other there is still no reason
for them to feel they might be forced
to run against each other. There is
nothing to stop a Member from moving
to another district in the State. In fact,
as'a result of redistricting in Illinois last
year it was necessary for one Member
to move from his place of residence to
another place, in order to retain his con-
gressional district.

I believe that we should apply this
legislation uniformly. We should be
equitable. There is no reason why we
should treat two States differently from
the other 48 States. This exception, I
assume, was made in the interest of the
incumbents. There is nothing wrong in
considering the interests of the incum-
bents insofar as redistricting of congres-
sional districts is concerned, but I be-
lieve the prevailing view should be—and
this is the basis for the motion to recom-
mit, by the gentleman from Arizona [Mr,
StEIGER]—that there is no justifiable
basis for putting the interests of the in-
cumbents ahead of the larger and more
important public interests involved in
this legislation. The people of Hawaii
and the people of New Mexico should be
treated just as fairly and equitably, as
the people of the other 48 States.

That is the basis for the motion to
recommit.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to withdraw my pre-
vious yielding back of the remainder of
my time. g

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr, CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

I am sorry that the gentleman indi-
cates the other side is going to offer a
motion to recommit.

The motion to recommit would pro-
vide that the States of New Mexico and
Hawaii would be compelled to redistrict
and could not elect Congressmen at large.
Those two States in their histories have
never been redistricted. We have con-
sidered very maturely this question in
the Committee on the Judiciary. We
figured it would be unwise immediately
to require them to redistrict. We say
until 1972, During this interim period
they need not redistrict, but after 1972
they will not be permitted to elect at

There is a political aspeect to this situa-
tion. I hate to say this, but there is no
doubt about it. I hope that the Demo-
crats will vote against the motion to
recommit. The Republicans might as
well vote for the motion to recommit,
because it has political implications in-
volved there.

I am sorry that the question is raised
at this very late hour, the 11th hour, at
a time when we had hoped to get this
bill through without too much difficulty.

The CHAIRMAN., The time of the:
gentleman has expired. All time has ex-
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pired. Under the rule, the bill is con-
sidered as having been read for amend-
ment. No amendment shall be in order
to the bill except the amendment in the
nature of a substitute printed in the re-
ported bill. Such amendment shall not
be subject to amendment. The Clerk
will report the committee amendment as
printed in the reported bill.
The Clerk read as follows:

Strike all after the enacting clause and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

“That section 22 of the Act of June 18,
1929, entitled ‘An Act to provide for the
fifteenth and subsequent decennial censuses
and to provide for apportionment of Repre-
sentatives’ (46 Stat. 26), as amended, is
amended as follows:

“Subsection (c) is amended by striking out
all of the language in that subsection and
inserting in place thereof the following:

“*(¢) In each State entitled in the Ninety-
Third Congress or In any subsequent Con-
gress to more than one Representative under
an apportionment made pursuant to the pro-
visions of subsection (a) of this section,
there shall be established by law a number of
districts equal to the number of Representa-
tives to which such State is so entitled, and
Representatives shall be elected only from
districts so established, no district to elect
more than one Representative. Each dis-
trict so established shall at all times be com-
posed of contiguous territory, in as reason-
ably a compact form as the State finds prac-
ticable. The district with the largest popu-
lation so established shall not exceed by more
than 10 per centum the district with the
smallest population in the number of per-
sons, excluding Indians not taxed, as deter-
mined under the then most recent decennial
census, with the further provision that if a
State redistricts more than two years after
& decennial census, the population require-
ments specified in this paragraph must be
met under a statewide Federal special census
conducted pursuant to the provisions of the
Act of August 26, 1954, as amended (71 Stat.
481; 13 U.S.C. 8); and sald census must be
less than two years old at the time of the
next election following said redistricting.
There shall not be more than one redistrict-
ing between decennial censuses unless a par-
ticular State constitution requires other-
wise.’

“Sec. 2. In each State entitled in the
Ninety-First Congress and the Ninety-Second
Congress to more than one Representative
under an apportionment made pursuant to
the provisions of subsection (a) of section
22 of the Act of June 18, 1929, entitled ‘An
Act to provide for apportionment of Repre-
sentatives' (46 Stat. 26), as amended, there
shall be established by law a number of dis-
tricts equal to the number of Representa-
tives to which such State is so entitled, and
Representatives shall be elected only from
districts so established, no district to elect
more than one Representative, (except that
the States of Hawall and New Mexico may
continue to elect their Representatives at
large). The district with the largest popu-
lation so established shall not exceed by
more than 30 per centum the district with
the smallest population in the number of
persons, excluding Indians not taxed, as de-
termined under the eighteenth decennial
census or any subsegquent Federal speclal
census conducted pursuant to the provisions
of the Act of August 26, 1954, as amended
(71 Stat. 481; 13 U.8.C. 8). In the event a
court of competent jurisdiction has ordered
the redistricting of any State and such order
has been applied in an election, the districts
established by such court order or orders
shall remain in full force and effect until the
State shall establish valid districts in accord-
ance with the provisions of this Act, or until
superseded by a subsequent court order.”

Mr. McCLORY (interrupting the read-
ing of the amendment). Mr. Chairman,
I ask unanimous consent that the
amendment be considered as having
been read and printed in the Recorp in
full at this point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The question oc-
gﬁlrs on the committee amendment to the

The committee
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. EpmonpsoN, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 2508) to require the estab-
lishment, on the basis of the 18th and
subsequent decennial censuses, of con-
gressional districts composed of con-
tiguous and compact territory for the
election of Representatives, and for oth-
er purposes, pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 442, he reported the bill back to the
House with an amendment adopted by
the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered. The ques-
tion is on the committee amendment.

The committee amendment was agreed

amendment was

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the engrossment and third reading of
the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mr, STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Speak-
er, I offer a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Isthe gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. I am, Mr.
Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re-
port the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. StEGER of Arizona moves to recoms-
mit the bill, H.R. 2508, to the Committee on
Judiciary with instructions to report the
same back to the House forthwith, with the
following amendments: On page 4, begin-
ning on line 19 through line 21, strike out
““(except that the States of Hawall and New
Mexico may continue to elect their Repre-
sentative at Large) ",

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the mmotion to
recommit.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion to recommit.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 161, nays 203, not voting 69,
as follows:

[Roll No.76]
YEAS—161
Adair Arends Battin
Anderson, Ill. Ashbrook Belcher
Andrews, Ayres Be
N. Dak. Bates Biester
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Blackburn
Bolton

Bray

Brock
Broomfield
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Bush

Cederberg
Chamberlain
Clancy
Clausen

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Collier
Conable
Conte
Corbett
Cramer
Carter
Davis, Wis.
Dellenback
Denney
Devine
Dickinson
Dole
Duncan
Dwyer
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Findley
Fino
Ford, Gerald R.
Frelinghuysen
Fulton, Pa.
Gardner
Goodell
Goodling
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Gurney

Abbltt
Abernethy
Adams
Addabbo
Albert
Anderson,
Tenn.
Andrews, Ala.

Blatnik
Boggs
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Brinkley
Brooks
EBrown, Calif,
Broyhill, N.C.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson
Burton, Utah
Byrne, Pa.
Cabell

Carey

Casey

Celler

Clark
Cohelan
Colmer
Conyers
Corman
Culver
Daniels
Delaney
Dingell

Dorn

Dowdy
Downing
Dulski
Eckhardt
Edmondson
Edwards, Calif.
Edwards, La.
Eilberg
Evans, Colo.
Fallon
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Hall Poft
Halleck Pollock
Halpern Quie
Hammer- Rallsback
schmidt d,
Hansen, Idaho Reid, N.Y
Harrison Reinecke
Harsha Rhodes, Ariz
Harvey Ri
Heckler, Mass. Robison
Horton Roth
Hosmer Roudebush
Hungate Rumsfeld
Hunt Ruppe
Hutchinson
Johnson, Pa. Saylor
Jonas Schadeberg
Eeith Scherle
s Schneebell
Kleppe SBchwelker
Eupferman Schwengel
Euykendall Shriver
Lalrd Bkubitz
Langen Smith, Callf.
Latta Smith, N.Y.
Lipscomb Snyder
Lloyd Stafford
Lukens Bteiger, Ariz,
McClory Steiger, Wis.
MeClure Stratton
MeCulloch Taft
McDade Talcott
MeDonald, Teague, Calif,
Mich. Thompson, Ga.
MacGregor Thomson, Wis.
Mathias, Md, Utt
May Vander Jagt
Mayne Wampler
Meskill Wa
Michel Watson
Miller, Ohio Whalen
Mize ‘Whalley
Morse, Mass. Widnall
Morton Wiggins
Mosher ‘Williams, Pa.
Myers Winn
O'Konski Wyatt
O’'Neill, Mass., Wylie
Pelly Wyman
Pettls Zion
Pirnle Zwach
NAYS—203
Farbstein Eelly
Fascell King, Calif,
Feighan Kyros
- er lezd.rum
ood gett
Foley Lennon
Ford, Long, Md.
Willlam D. MeCarthy
Fountain cFall
Fraser MecMillan
Friedel Macdonald,
Fulton, Tenn. Mass,
Fugqua Machen
Galiflanakis Madden
Gallagher Mahon
Garmatz Marsh
Gathings Martin
Gettys Matsunaga
Giaimo Meeds
Gibbons Miller, Calif
Gilbert Mills
Gonzalez Minish
Gray Mink
g:een. Oreg. Monagan
een, Pa. Montgomery
Griffiths Moorhead
Hagan Morgan
Haley Morris, N. Mex.
Hamilton
Hanley Multer
Hansen, Wash, Murphy, Il
Hardy Natcher
Hathaway Nedzl
Hawkins Nichols
Hechler, W. Va. O'Hara, Il
Helstoski O'Hara, Mich.
Henderson Olsen
Herlong O'Neal, Ga,
Hicks Ottinger
Holland assman
Howard Patman
Hull Patten
Ichord Pepper
Irwin Perkins
Jacobs Philbin
Jarman Pickle
Joelson Plke
Jones, Mo. Poage
EKarsten Price, T11
Earth Pryor
Kastenmeler Pucinski
Kazen Purcell
Eee Randall
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Rarick Bt Germaln Udall
Rees Scheuer Ullman
Resnick Selden Vanik
uss Shipley Vigorito
Rhodes, Pa. Bikes Waldie
Rivers Sisk Walker
Roberts Slack Watts
Rodino Smith, Iowa  White
Rogers, Fla. Staggers ‘Whitener
nan Steed Whitten
Rooney, N.Y. Stubblefleld Wolff
ney, Pa Taylor ght
en Tenzer Yates
Rostenkowskl Thompson, N.J. Young
Tiernan Zablocki
Ryan Tuck
NOT VOTING—&9
Aspinall Hanna Rogers, Colo.
Baring Hays Roybal
Bell ggb%r:l i g?ttéerﬂ.eld
11 - Bt. Onge
md Johnson, Calif. Scott
Bow Jones, Ala. Smith, Okla.
Brotzman Jones, N.C. Springer
Burton, Calif. Eirwan Stanton
Byrnes, Wis. Eluczynski Stephens
Cowger Kornegay Stuckey
Kyl Sullivan
Daddario Long, La. Teague, Tex.
Davls, Ga. McEwen Tunney
Dawson Mailliard Van Deerlin
de la Garza Mathias, Calif. Waggonner
Dent Minshall Williams, Miss.
Derwinski Moore 1llis
Diggs Murphy, N.Y. Wilson, Bob
Donohue Nelsen ilson,
Dow Nix Charles H
Everett Pool Wydler
Evins, Tenn.  Price, Tex. Younger
Flynt Quillen
Gude Reifel
So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.
The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Bow.

Mr, St. Onge with Mr, Springer.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Quillen.

Mr, Waggonner with Mr, Price of Texas.

Mr. Johnson of California with Mr. Mail-
lard.

Mr. Hays with Mr. Cowger.

Mr. Eornegay with Mr. Scott.

Mr. Dent with Mr, Stanton.

Mr, Donahue with Mr. Moore,

Mr, Dow with Mr. Brotzman.

Mr. Murphy of New York with Mr. Wydler.

Mr, Kirwan with Mr. Bob Wilson.

Mr. Jones of North Carolina with Mr,
Younger,

Mr. Charles H, Wilson with Mr. Bell.

Mr. Holifleld with Mr. Cunningham.

Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr. Byrnes of
Wisconsin.

Mr. Aspinall with Mr. Berry.

Mr. Rogers of Colorado with Mr. Eyl.

Mrs. Sullivan with Mr. McEwen.

Mr. Daddario with Mr. Smith of Okla-
homa. o

Mr. Kluczynski with Mr. Relfel.

Mr. Stephens with Mr. Minshall.

Mr. Burton of California with Mr, Mathias
of California.

Mr, Willlams of Mississippl with Mr. Der-
winski.

Mr. Long of Loulsiana with Mr. Gude.

Mr. Jones of Alabama with Mr. Nelsen.

Mr. Baring with Mr. de la Garza.

Mr, Pool with Mr. Flynt.

Mr. Hanna with Mr. Diggs.

Mr. Tunney with Mr. Satterfield.

Mr, Van Deerlin with Mr, Willis.

Mr. Roybal with Mr, Nix.

Mr. Stuckey with Mr. Boland.

Mr. Davis of Georgla with Mr. Everett.

Mr. OLSEN and Mr. LONG of Mary-
land changed their votes from “yea” to

Mrs. DWYER, Mrs. HECEKLER of
Massachusetts, and Mr. BUTTON
changed their votes from “nay” to “yea.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 289, nays 63, answered
“present” 1, not voting 86, as follows:
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[Roll No. T7]
YEAS—289
Abbitt Fulton, Tenn., Morris, N, Mex.
Abernethy Gardner Morse, Mass.
Adair Gathings Morton
Addabbo Gettys Mosher
Albert Giaimo Multer
Anderson, Gibbons Murphy, 111
Tenn. Goodell Myers
Andrews, Ala. Goodling Natcher
Annunzio Green, Oreg. Nichols
Arends Gross O’'Hara, 11,
Ashbrook Grover Olsen
Ashley Gubser O'Neal, Ga,
Ashmaore Gurney ASEIMAD
Ayres Hagan Patman
Barrett Haley Patten
Bates Hall Pelly
Battin Halleck Pepper
Belcher Hamilton Perkins
Bennett er- Pettis
Betts schmidt Philbin
Bevill Hanley Pike
Blester Hansen, Idaho Pirnie
Blackburn Hansen, Wash, Poage
Blanton Hardy Poft
Blatnik Harrison Pollock
Boggs Harsha Price, IlI
Bolton Harvey Pryor
Brademas Hathaway Pucinski
Brasco Hays Purcell
Bray Hechler, W. Va. Quie
Brooks Heckler, Mass, Railshack
Broomfield Henderson Randall
Brown, Mich. erlong Rarick
Brown, Ohio Holland Rees
Broyhill, N.c. Hosmer d,
Broyhlll, Va Hull Relnecke
Buchanan Hunt Resnick
Burke, Fla. Hutchinson Rhodes, Ariz.
Burke, Mass. Ichord Rhodes, Pa.
Burleson Irwin Riegle
Burton, Utah Jacobs Rivers
ush Jarman Roberts
Button Johnson, Pa, Robison
Byrne, Pa. Jonas Rodino
Cabell Jones, Mo. Rogers, Fla
ten nan
Casey Kastenmeier Rooney, N.Y.
Celler Kazen Rooney, Pa.
Chamberlain Eeith thal
Clancy Eelly Rostenkowski
Clark King, Calir. Roth
Clausen Eing, N.Y, Roudebush
Don H, Kleppe ush
Clawson, Del Eupferman  Ruppe
Clevel Euykendall Ryan
Colller Sandman
Colmer Laird Bt Germain
Conable Landrum Saylor
Conte Langen Schadeberg
Corbett Latta Scherle
Corman Leggett Schneebell
Cramer Lennon Schweiker
Curtis Lipscomb Bchwengel
Davis, Wis Lloyd Belden
Delaney Lukens Shipley
Devine McClory Bhriver
Dickinson McCulloch Bikes
Dole McDade Sisk
Dorn McDonald, Bkubitz
Dowdy Mich, Smith,
Downing McFall Smith, Towa
ski McMillan Smith, N.¥.
Duncan Macdonald, Snyder
Edmondson Mass, Stafford
Edwards, Ala. MacGregor Steed
Edwards, Calif, Madden Stratton
Eilberg Mahon Stubblefield
Erlenborn Marsh Taft
Esch Martin Talcott
Eshleman Mathias, Md. Taylor
Evans, Colo. May Teague, Calif,
11 Mayne Tenzer
han Meeds Thompson, Ga.
Findley Meskill Thomson, Wis.
Fino Michel Tiernan
Fisher Miller, Calif. Tuck
Flood Miller, Ohio
Foley Mills Utt
Ford, Gerald R. Mize Vanik
Fountain Monagan Vigorito
Frelinghuysen Montgomery Waldle
Fulton, Pa. Morgan Walker

Wampler ‘Whitener Wolft
Watson Whitten Wylie
Watts Widnall Wyman
Whalen Wiggins Young
‘Whalley Willilams, Pa. Zablockl
White inn Zwach
NAYS—63

Adams Gallagher Minish
Anderson, Il. rma Mink
Blngham Gilbert Moorhead
Bolling Gongzales Moss
Brinkley Green, Pa Nedzl
Brock Griffi O'Hara, Mich,
Brown, Callif. Gude O'Konski
Cahlill Halpern O'Neill, Mass,
Carey Hawkins Ottinger
Conyers Helstoski Reid, N.Y,
Culver Hicks Reuss
Danlels Horton Scheuer
Dellenback Howard Slack
Denney Hungate Staggers
Dwyer Joelson Steiger, Ariz,
Eckhardt Earth Steiger, Wis.
Fallon Kee Thompson, N.J.
Farbstein Long, Md. Udall
Ford, Watkins

William D, MeClure Yates
Friedel Machen
Galifianakis Matsunaga

ANSWERED “PRESENT"—1
Dingell
NOT VOTING—86

Andrews, Fraser Roybal

N. Dak. Fuqua Rumsfeld
Aspinall Gray Satterfield
Baring Hanna St. Onge
Bell Hébert Scott
Berry Holifleld Bmith, Okla.
Boland Johnson, Callf. Springer
- w .}unea, ﬁla Stanton

rotzman ones, N.C. Stephens
Burton, Calif. Kirwan Ettfx%key
Byrnes, Wis Kluczynskl Sullivan
Cederberg Eornegay ‘eague,
Cohelan Eyl Tunney
Cowger Long, La, Van Deerlin
Cunningham McEwen Vander Jagt
Daddario Madilliard aggonner
Davis, Ga Mathias, Calif. Williams, Miss.
de la Garza i?oo i

e 1a re Wilson, Bob
Dent Murphy, N.Y. Wilson,
Derwinski Nelsen Charles H.
Diggs Nix Wright
Donohue Pickle Wyatt
Dow Pool Wydler
Ed La. Price, Tex. Younger
Everett Quillen Zion
Evins, Tenn Reifel
Flynt Rogers, Colo.

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Pickle for, with Mr. Dingell against.

Until further notice:

Mr, Hébert with Mr. Fraser.

Mr., St. Onge with Mr. Andrews of North
Dakota,

Mr. Waggonner with Mr, Cederberg.

Mr, Edwards of Louisiana with Mr. Me-
Ewen.

Mr, Kirwan with Mr. Mailliard.

Mr. Aspinall with Mr. Berry.

Mr. Rogers of Colorado with Mr. Derwinski.

Mr, Wright with Mr. Kyl.

Mr, Holifield with Mr. Byrnes of Wisconsin.

Mr. Cohelan with Mr, Bell.

Mr. Daddario with Mr. Cunningham.

Mr. Dent with Mr, Brotzman.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Bow.

Mr. Roybal with Mr. Rumsfeld.

Mr. Van Deerlin with Mr, Bob Wilson,

Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr. Reifel,

Mrs, Sullivan with Mr, Price of Texas.

Mr. Johnson of California with Mr,
Younger.

Mr. Jones of Alabama with Mr. Cowger.

Mr, Kornegay with Mr, Scott.

Mr. Kluczynski with Mr, Springer.

Mr. Long of Louisiana with Mr., Smith of
Oklahoma.

Mr. Murphy of New York with Mr. de la
Garza.
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Mr. Donohue with Mr. Stanton.
Mr. Burton of California with Mr, Wydler.
Mr. Flynt with Mr. Vander Jagt.
. Davis of Georgla with Mr. Quillen.
. Fuqua with Mr. Minshall.
. Gray with Mr, Moore.
. Hanna with Mr. Diggs.
. Dow with Mr. Wyatt.
. Satterfield with Mr. Zion.
. Willlams of Mississippi with Mr. Nelsen.
. Charles H. Wilson with Mr. Mathias ol
California.

Mr. Tunney with Mr. Nix.

Mr. Boland with Mr. Baring.

Mr. Pool with Mr, Willis,

Mr. Stephens with Mr. Jones of North
Carolina.

Mr. Stuckey with Mr. Everett.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I have
a live pair with the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Pickre]. If he has been
present, he would have voted “yea.” I
voted “nay.” I withdraw my vote and
vote “present.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on the bill just
passed.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

TRAGIC DEATH AND STAGGERING
DESTRUCTION IN CHICAGO AND
OAKLAWN PARK LAST WEEK

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend
my remarks, and to include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Speaker, ev-
eryone is aware, I know, of the tragic
death and staggering destruction in Chi-
cago and Oaklawn Park last week, re-
sulting from tornadoes. It is impossible
to describe the character and extent of
the damage, even when you have seen it
as I have. The specific areas have been
declared disaster areas by our Govern-
ment, and I am grateful for that, but I
want to take this opportunity to express
my gratitude and the gratitude of our
people for the sympathetic generosity
and help of nongovernment people as
well. Yesterday I received a telegram,
for example, from the president of Smith
Kline & Prench Laboratories, and I would
like to read it:

Hon. JouN C. KLUCZYNSKI,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.. "

Smith Kline & French Laboratories ex-
presses deep sympathy for the citizens of
your district whose lives have been disrupted
by the recent tornado., My company stands
ready to help as best it can the difficult proc-
ess of return to normal conditions. We have
made arrangements through drug trade
‘channels to replace at no cost all uninsured
stocks of medical products produced by
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Smith, Kline & French and our subsidiary,
Menley & James, which have been damaged
or destroyed. Please accept for the people
of your district our hope for an early and
complete recovery.
F., MARKOE RIVINUS,
President, Smith Kline & French Lab-
oratories.
PHILADELPHIA, Pa,

We sometimes forget, in the pressures
and urgencies of everyday living, what
high levels of kindness exist all around
us. I am personally thankful to Smith,
Kline & French, and express as well the
appreciation of my people, to them and
to everyone who has come to our assist-
ance in this sudden and overwhelming
disaster.

THE RIGHT OF DISSENT IS WHAT
THE FIGHTING IN VIETNAM IS
ALL ABOUT

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, in his
address in this Chamber tomorrow our
persevering and able commander in Viet-
nam, General Westmoreland, whom we
all admire, may well repeat a thought he
expressed in his speech at New York:
that opposition to the Vietnam war tends
to prolong the conflict and increase cas-
ualties. It would be entirely proper for
him to repeat it because a strong argu-
ment could be made for such a conclu-
sion.

If he does, I hope he will add a thought
that was missing in his New Yeork
speech—namely, that dissent and pro-
test is a precious right that must be
jealously guarded even though it may
prolong a military conflict and cause
extra hardship.

In a sense, the right of dissent is what
the fighting in Vietnam is all about. It
is the hallmark of our free society that
sets it apart from communism. If, in
defeating communism, we should stifle
free expression by branding it unpatri-
otic, the victory would be Pyrrhic. What
a tragic commentary if we should adopt
a harsh technique of the police state in
order to achieve military defeat of the
police state.

I do not agree with what the peaceniks
say and do, but I defend their right law-
fully to dissent and protest. Voltaire's
famous proclamation is appropriate:

I disagree completely with what you say,
but I will defend to the death your right to
say it.

Those who enjoy putting bird labels on
Congressmen probably classify me as &
hawk, but I believe nonetheless that birds
of all feathers must respect and defend
the right of the doves to loft their senti-
ments. In this respect President John-
son might well emulate Abraham Lin-
coln.

As Congressman and as President he
guarded jealously the right of dissent—
even in time of war. He both practiced
it and protected it.

As Congressman he brought upon his
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own head national scorn by criticizing
America’s role in the war with Mexico
which was then in progress. He ques-
tioned whether Mexico was guilty of any
aggression and put the blame instead on
the United States. For it he was edi-
torially labeled a traitor, a second Bene-
diet Arnold.

As President he protected the right of
free expression even in the darkest hours
of the war. He himself was much abused
and villified by cartoonists, writers and
speakers, but he protected the right of
free expression and tke right to criticize
nonetheless.

Lincoln’s belief that the right of dis-
sent should be protected seems especially
appropriate today.

The protesters and dissenters are not
the only ones whose statements may
prolong the war and cause extra hard-
ship. General Westmoreland might
properly have mentioned others. For
example, the prediction by BSecretary
McNamara on October 2, 1963, that our
boys would be coming home in 1965 from
Vietnam may well have given the Com-
munists renewed reason to believe that
time was on their side. A French mili-
tary expert, Pierre Gallois, observed at
the time that his announcement was like
killing our own men.

The announcement by Ambassador
Goldberg on December 22, 1965, that it
was “not conceivable” that the United
States would use nuclear weapons in
Vietnam was credited by an eminent for-
eign policy observer, the late Constan-
tine Brown, with causing Moscow .and
Peking to drop their effort to bring
Hanoi to the peace table. According to
Brown, the Communist capitals had been
working seriously to end the war, be-
cause they feared the U.8. military build-
up might quickly reach the nuclear stage.
Goldberg’s announcement eliminated
that fear and the peace offensive col-
lapsed.

‘In the 1964 presidential campaign,
President Johnson played the nuclear
scare to the hilt and ridiculed those who,
as he put it, wanted American boys to do
the fighting that Asians should do for
themselves.

In my view, President Johnson, Sec-
retary McNamara, and Ambassador
Goldberg were very unwise and short-
sighted to speak as they did. Their
statements may well have caused the
enemy to miscalculate. The statements
may well have prolonged the war and
caused extra hardship to our forces.

These statements were unfortunate
but much as I regret them I do not call
these men unpatriotic for speaking as
they did.

And today we must all fight off the
temptation, strong as it is, to scorn the
demonstrators and dissenters as lacking
in patriotism.

ADMINISTRATION PROPAGANDA
MISLEADING

Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr, Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend
my remarks, and to include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
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the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection.

Mr. EUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker, it
is time Congress takes a long, hard look
at some of the questionable activities of
the administration in using taxpayers’
money for propaganda to enlist support
for its own programs.

The misuse of public money and the
manipulation of facts by administration
supporters has been brought foreibly
home to me this past week by the deluge
of telegrams and wires I have received
from parents of schoolchildren attend-
ing private and parochial schools.
These people have been told that enact-
ment of the Quie amendment to the ele-
mentary and secondary education bill
would eliminate their schools from par-
ticipation in the Federal program. Our
colleague, the gentleman from Minne-
sota, Congressman QuIg, has ably de-
fended his amendment and has made
clear that it in no way deprives private
schools from participation. In fact, en-
actment of the Quie amendment would
give greater safeguards to private
schools and would make more money
available for educational purposes by
cutting down on heavy and wasteful
administrative costs.

What concerns me is the spreading of
misinformation to cause fear and dis-
content among the people by spokesmen
for the administration programs. I
would like to include, as a part of these
remarks a sample of the propaganda
that is being sent out in my State of
Tennessee. The letter has gone to thou-
sands of parents of private school
children. It is an unsigned piece of
propaganda, full of distortions and mis~
statements. I think the administration
should be called to account for encourag-
ing this type of brain washing. If neces-
sary, Congress must enact stronger leg-
islation to prevent the executive branch
from manipulating the actions of Con-
gress through public pressure engineered
by the use of false propaganda.

The unsigned letter attacking the Quie
amendment follows:

UrGENT!! AcTioN NEEDED!! IMMEDIATELY!!

Unless immediate and united efforts are
made, nonpublic school children are about
to be eliminated from all future federal aid
to education programs.

Republican leadership (Albert H. Quie of
Minnesota) in the U.S. House of Representa-
tives will very soon offer an amendment to
the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act which will eliminate a portion of that
act and substitute a provision for across-the-
board grants to the individual states—with
no strings attached. Thus, General Federal
Ald to education without participation by
nonpublic school children will be achieved.
There will be no guarantee for nonpublic
school children to participate In education
programs provided by federal ald, as they are
now enjoying.

WHAT'S WRONG WITH THE "'QUIE"”
AMENDMENT?

I. Procedurally, not considered by the
Committee. No hearings. Don't know what's
in the bill. Unlike present ESEA, it s not
supported by the world of education.

II. Administratively, it would throw Amer-
ican education into chaos. Overnight it
would change all the ground rules and upset
the patterns of successful innovation and
service begun in the past two years (and even
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nine years in the case of certain NDEA
titles which would be repealed).

III. Disadvantaged private school students,
now enjoying the benefit of participation in
public school programs, would be excluded
by every State under the Quie plan.

IV. Formula of Quie bill takes from the
poorer States and gives to the wealthier.
Proposed formula change is contradictory to
last year's Quie amendment (}; the national
average per pupil expenditure) which was
designed to help poorer States.

V. States not yet ready to handle the en-
tire job. State departments of education
are being strengthened, but only gradually.

VI. No guarantees in Quie bill that the
educationally deprived will be served; that
the handicapped will be aided; that the citles
will not suffer from discrimination in the
distribution of funds. The beauty of the
present ESEA is that the Congress, not the
State Departments, guarantee that certain
essential jobs will be done which were for-
merly neglected by the States.

VII. No school district would know their
entitlement under the Qule bill, unlike
ESEA which establishes definite entitlements
for each county, and, through the States, for
each local school district.

ACTION

1. Place an immediate phone call to your
Congressman (House).

2. Follow up with a telegram to confirm or
explain further.

3. Enlist your friends and other interested
persons in this vital project.

Tennessee Congressmen:

The Honorable Dan H. Euykendall, Rep-
resentative, Ninth District, Memphis.

The Honorable Ray Blanton, Representa-
tive, Seventh District, Adamsville.

The Honorable Robert A. Everett, Repre-
sentative, Eighth District, Union City.

All may be addressed to House Office Bulld-
ing, Washington, D.C. 20515. N.B. unless
the “Quie amendment” to "“ESEA” (H.R.
7819) is defeated, all Federal aid to all pri-
vate schools will be discontinued.

BIBLE TRANSLATION DAY

Mr. REIFEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from South
Dakota?

There was no objection.

Mr. REIFEL. Mr. Speaker, today I
have introduced a joint resolution to
authorize the President to issue a proc-
lamation designating the 30th day of
September 1967, as Bible Translation
Day.

Speaking from a personal standpoint
I would like to give my views on the im-
portance of Bible translations. In 1879
the Bible was translated into the Sioux
language by two missionaries, Thomas
S. Williamson and Stephen R. Riges.
My mother of the Rosebud Sioux Indian
Reservation, became an Episcopalian 76
years ago and while my brothers and I
were growing up she saw to it that we
would never miss school or church. Her
own only reading material was an In-
dian monthly printed by a mission and
the Sioux language translation of the
Bible. It is not too much fo say that I
owe my presence in this august Cham-
ber at this moment to influence exerted
on my mother by the Sioux language
Bible.

Only three other Indian tribes in all
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North America had the entirety of the
Bible translated into their tongues.
These translations have exerted im-
measurable influence for good not only
on many individual families but also on
entire communities and tribes.

In this day and age of accelerating
technological change the translation of
the Bible into Indian languages becomes
evermore feasible and more rewarding
in its results.

The common ground on which many
nations and tribes stand today is fur-
nished by the Bible translation into
many tongues. It is now possible to
communicate through Seriptural texts in
over 1,232 tongues. Compared with the
mere 30 or more U.S. Indian tongues into
which Scriptural materials have been

translated, this looms very large. There

is great need to have work on transla-
tion as there are approximately 180 In-
dian tongues currently spoken in the
United States.

One solution for the problem of reach-
ing Indians today by Biblical translation
may lie in the “diglot,” which is simply a
version of the old-fashioned ‘“pony”
“erib” or “trot” by the help of which
some of us may have learned our Caesar,
Cicero, or Virgil in our Latin courses.
Those who learn to read their own lan-
guage soon learn to read the second lan-
guage and are assisted in their under-
standing of the relations between the
two. Such devices may provide for the
more rapid adoption of English by the
Indian tribe than would be the case if
the native language were never used for
publication.

The final point that I would like to
make is the enormous debt which we
owe to the missionary translators of the
Scriptures into American Indian lan-
guages. I can think only of the highest
words of praise for their efforts and for
their choice of life tasks in their en-
deavor to be of service to God and hu-
manity. These men and women sacri-
ficed the comforts of fireside and home
to go out to undeveloped, preliterate peo-
ples, seeking to carry the light to all men.

A TRIBUTE TO A GREAT AMERICAN

Mr. DOLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. Speaker, I am cer-
tain it will be of interest to my colleagues
who served during the time the Honor-
able Clifford R. Hope was a Member of
the House, that this distinguished Amer-
ican is being especially honored today at
the Triple I Show, an annual convention
of the Western EKansas Manufacturers,
Inc., at Liberal, Kans.

My colleagues, who had the opportu-
nity to be associated with “CIliff,” will
know of his tireless work in the field of
agriculture throughout his 30 years in
the House. During this time he served
as Chairman of the House Committee on
Agriculture of which I am now privileged
to be a member.
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After “Cliff’s” retirement from the
congressional scene at the end of 1956,
he has continued an active interest in
agriculture, having served as president of
Great Plains Wheat, Inc., an organiza-
tion to encourage increased wheat ex-
ports and consumption of this crop both
domestically and abroad.

Today this distinguished American
continues an active interest in not only
agriculture, but projects of community
and State improvement. In addition,
he does extensive writing; so it is clear
he has neither the desire nor time to
retire,

I am sure his many friends in the
House will be interested in learning of
this richly deserved tribute by his host
of friends.

Our senior Senator from Kansas, the
Honorable Frank CArLsON, a close per-
sonal friend of Mr. Hope, is to be present
for the ceremonies today and will rep-
resent the Kansas congressional delega~-
tion on this occasion.

FOUR-H CLUBS PREPARE YOUNG
AMERICANS FOR RESPONSIBLE
ADULTHOOD

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Hawaii?

There was no objection.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, in
these times when nonconforming behav-
ior by a vociferous minority of Amer-
ica’s youth often receives front page
notoriety, it is reassuring, and indeed, re-
freshing, to note that the majority of
our young people are engaged in more
productive pursuits. I have in mind es-
pecially our young men and women who
are busy learning to adapt to the sci-
entific age and to prepare themselves
adequately for their future role as the
adult citizens of the United States. In
this connection, I would like to invite the
attention of my colleagues to an organi-
zation, which, because of its wide range
of creative activities and its interna-
tional dimensions, is probably the most
important vehicle in preparing our young
people for their future role as informed
and conscientious citizens. I refer, of
course, to the 4-H club.

Today, millions of young Americans
ranging in age from 9 to 19, participate
in the 4-H youth education program of
the Cooperative Extension Service which
is conducted through the joint efforts of
the U.S. Department of Agriculture, the
land-grant universities, county govern-
ments and volunteer leaders. Addi-
tional support is also provided by busi-
ness, industry, agricultural and ecivic
groups throughout the Nation.

If we add to our national 4-H mem-
bership the youth in 4-H-type organiza-
tions in 75 countries to which the 4-H
concept of “learn by doing” has been ex-
ported, we have an impressive total of
almost 8 million young people. It is not
surprising therefore, that this sharing
in international development and under-
standing among the youth of so many
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nations is regarded as a potent forece in
achieving a lasting peace.

In my own State of Hawali, because
of dedicated and exceptional leaders, like
James Shigeta, we are able to count a
solid 6,000 4-H members. I am pleased
to point out that because T0 percent of
4-H'ers in Hawaii reenroll annually, the
50th State tops all of the Western States
in reenroliments.

The highlight of the 4-H Club year is
the visit of outstanding 4-H’ers to the
Nation’s Capital, and the 37th Annual
National 4-H Conference is presently in
session in Washington. The conference
is attended by members who have been
named by their States for exceptional
personal development, and for major
achievement in community service,
leadership, and citizenship. Two or
more girls and two or more boys have
come from each of the 50 States and
Puerto Rico, and I extend a warm wel-
come to these 4-H'ers and especially to
the four members from the State of Ha-
waii, Cheryl Warashina, Rose Wong,
John Sullivan, and Roy Kaneshiro.
Credit too should be extended to Miss
Elizabeth Speckels, their able and con-
genial adviser and escort.

Mr. Speaker, the 4-H pledge, which
signifies the aims of each member of
this tremendous organization, is one
which all Americans, young and old,
might do well to note and follow. I re-
peat the 4-H pledge for this reason:

I pledge—

My head to clearer thinking;

My heart to greater loyalty;

My hands to larger service; and,

My health to better living;

For my club, my community and my
country.

VENEZUELA AND RESPONSIBILITY

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to extend my remarks at
this point in the Recorp and include
extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I have said
in reciprocal trade relations, and regards
our balance-of-payment problem, and
the outflow of gold, many times, that
“responsibility” is the key word in our
dealings, and that it takes “two to
tango.”

The same is true in our foreign aid
programs, whether they be military or
economic, to say nothing of our military
assistance program. It has been brought
to my attention that we at one time pro-
vided military assistance in the form of
destroyers, and even proposed the lend-
ing of an obsolescent submarine to the
sovereign nation of Venezuela in South
America. I opposed same on the basis of
expropriation. Herewith, is an excerpt
from Benjamin S. Dowd, president,
Venezuelan Sulphur Corp., C.A. and
Chemical Natural Resources, Inc., at the
Latin American Conference at Princeton
University, Princeton, N.Y., April 21 and
22, 1967. It exemplifies the need for
responsibility before determining foreign
relations and/or investments. The ex-
tract follows:
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To obtain private investments a nation
must have proved itself and have developed
sufficient confidence In foreign capital mar-
kets.

We come to Latin American countries on
this qualification. Recently (New York
Times, March 28, 1967), "the United States
representative to the Organization of Ameri-
can States sald that United States should
make clear its preference for progressive,
democratic governments over military re-
gimes in Latin America through acts of
“special friendship.” This United States
representative of the OAS, who reportedly
iz President Johnson's chief spokesman on
Latin American affairs, mentioned Venezuela
and Colombia as countries whose progressive
political leadership calls for particularly
friendly United States attention”—end of
New York Times quote.

Therefore, Venezuela will be reviewed, and
it will be most difficult to reconcile the
preceding quotation. The New York Times,
January 23, 1967 reported Flight of Capital
interrupts Venezuela's impressive record of
economic progress. Capital always seeks a
haven of security. This same matter of
capital's lack of confidence concerning
Venezuela was fully discussed at the Latin
American Affairs Conference at Princeton
University on April 10, 11, and 12, 1964, and
the same problem continues to exist regard-
ing Venezuela.

In 1952, 10 years before the Alliance of
Progress, Investors of the United States ac-
quired large mineral concessions for the
search of sulphur and other minerals. When
the results, created by these investments and
through the findings of world renowned
geologists, geophysiscists and mining engi-
neers, appeared to be very promising, the
properties in Venezuela of these American
investors to which they had valid titles for
100 years, were seized in 1959 by a Decree of
Expropriation without Compensation, and
subsequently confiscated. The decree was
made retroactive for 5 years, both such illegal
acts violated Venezuela's own constitution, as
well as being in violation of international law.
These lllegal acts were durlng the first year
of the administration of Romulo Betan-
court, then president of Venezuela. The
Minister of Mines was Juan Pablo Perez
Alfonzo under whom the confiscation of these
properties was finally accomplished in 1962.
The Industrial potentials of these properties
were tremendous, being the source of un-
limited amounts of the world's critically
short minerals, such as sulphur; geothermal
energy to create cheap electricity, and the
means of the cheapest known method of de-
salinjzation of sea water by an inexhaustible
supply of superheated natural steam.

In 1965, while litigation of a $116,000,000
damages suit against Venezuela was still in
the courts, and by direction of the Ministry
of Mines the company’s bulldings were
stripped of all equipment and furnishings
and shipped to a Venezuelan government in-
stallation, The present Venezuelan perma-
nent delegate to the United Nations, Manual
Perez Guerrero, was Minister of Mines at the
time of these wanton acts of vandalism.
The Department of State made Inquiry at
the time regarding these acts of vandalism
against these American properties and was
advised by the Venezuelan Director of Mines
that these properties had been “abandoned”
by the company, whereas, these were the
same properties that Venezuela had confis-
cated.

Venezuela was denounced in the United
States Senate. One Senator remarked during
the discussion that American investors should
not have their pockets picked by a forelgn
government, which at the same time is filling
its pockets with United States ald money.

This is just one instance cited from the
record as an ald to future planning, and may
also be an aid toward creating a more fa-
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vorable investment climate for Venezuela to
again attract private investment funds.

As stated in the 1964 Princeton paper “One
must try to reach and study the conscience
of each nation. The fundamental principle
of the sanctity of the contract must again
be emphasized, as well as other principles of
fair dealing, and these should be practiced.”

Attracting investment funds will always
be a matter of moral conduct. It depends
entirely on the conscienice of the government
involved.

SECRETARY FOWLER'S REMARKS
TO THE EIGHTH ANNUAL MEET-
ING OF THE BOARD OF GOVER-
NORS OF THE INTER-AMERICAN
DEVELOPMENT BANK

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, the
Inter-American Development Bank is
holding the eighth annual meeting of its
Board of Governors here in Washington
during the week of April 24. The Hon-
orable Henry H. Fowler, Governor for
the United States and Secretary of the
Treasury, addressed the opening session,
as Chairman of the Board of Governors,
to welcome the delegates to the meeting.

As the Secretary’s remarks aptly sum-
marize the goals stated at the historic
meeting of Presidents at Punte del Este,
as well as indicating the significant role
the Inter-American Development Bank
will play in the accomplishment of these
goals, I am including a copy of the Sec-
retary’s remarks in the Recorp for the
consideration of my colleagues. I should
like particularly to bring to your atten-
tion the commendation the Secretary has
bestowed on our colleague, the gentleman
from Wisconsin, HENrY S. REUSsS, chair-
man of the International Finance Sub-
committee of your House Banking
and Currency Committee. This well-
deserved praise was extended with re-
gard to work that Mr. Reuss has done in
bringing to the attention of the House
problems involved in agricultural devel-
opment in Latin America. These reports
have been printed by your committee as
international subcommittee prints under
the titles “Inter-American Development
Bank's Role in Agricultural Develop-
ment” and “Food for Progress in Latin
America.”

I urge all Members of the House to
study the remarks of Secretary Fowler
to the Board of Governors of the Inter-
American Development Bank:

ADDRESS BY THE CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD OF
GOVERNORS, MR. HENRY H. FOWLER, GOVER-
NOR FOR THE UNITED STATES AND SECRETARY
OF THE TREASURY, AT THE INAUGURAL
SESSION
On behalf of the Government and the

people of the United States, it is an honor to

welcome this highly distinguished assem-
blage attending the Eighth Meeting of the

Board of Governors of the Inter-American

Development Bank. It is a great personal

honor that has been gliven to me to pmlde

at this first meeting in Washington, the seat
of the Bank, I know that the heayy and
extensive program of work laid out for us
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this week will contribute to the continued
success and growth of this great institution.

As in all years, we are meeting to further
a great common cause—the well-being and
improvement of our hemisphere and the
world. This year our meeting has a speclal
significance in the light of the just com-
pleted historic session of our Presidents at
Punta del Este, Uruguay, where our Infer-
American Development Bank has been given
major assignments in agriculture, education
and health activities, and in furthering mul-
tinational projects. These efforts are not
only important in and of themselves, but
they are a basic prerequisite to success In
achieving meaningful economic integration
and the development of a great Latin Amer-
ican common market,

The Presidents of our countries already
have set the theme for thls meeting when
they recognized the benefits of joint action
to accomplish the goals of integration and
development, and stated:

“Latin America will create a common mar-
ket.

“We will lay the physical foundations
for Latin American economic integration
through multinational projects.

“We will join in efforts to increase sub-

stantially Latin American foreign trade
earnings,
“We will modernize the living conditions
of our rural populations, raise agricultural
productivity in general and increase food
production for the benefit of both Latin
America and the rest of the world.

“We will vigorously promote education for
development.

“We will harness science and technology
for the service of our peoples.

“We will expand programs for improving
the health of the American peoples.

“Latin America will eliminate unneces-
sary military expenditures.”

A great deal has transpired since we met
in Mexico City a year ago. There has been
progress in the Hemisphere under our Alli-
ance for Progress, and the Bank has con-
tinued to make its lmportant contribution
to that progress. We have increased flows of
external assistance. Further, we have in-
creased self-help performance in mobilizing
domestic resources and in carrying out neces-
sary reforms. We will hear further during
the next few days how this institution of
ours, the “Bank of the Alllance,” the “Bank
of Integration,” the Inter-American Develop-
ment Bank, bhas led the way in this hemi-
spheric war against special privilege and
poverty. We have come a long way since
1960, for we no longer have to hold out hope
with mere words. There are activities in
operation which further the economic and
soclal being of the peoples in the member
countries. Our Bank, which has passed the
$2 billion mark for loan commitments, has
touched almost every facet of the economic
and social fabric in this Hemisphere.

We truly have an historic meeting in front
of us. The Board of Executive Directors and
the Management of the Bank, under the out-
standing leadership of President Felipe Her-
rera, has had a record year and has developed
a full tentative agenda for our consideration
to set the stage for the future. We are called
upon to respond to the needs and aspira-
tions of the peoples in this Hemisphere by
requesting our governments to expand the
resources of the Bank, both in the Ordinary
Capital and the Fund for Special Operations.
We have had submitted to us a recommenda-
tion on the admission of the first new mem-
ber to this young institution. We are asked
to consider the steps which need to be taken
to accelerate resources from non-member
countries to the Bank. Finally, we will need
to act on a new procedure for the election of
Executive Directors.

This is indeed a large task, but I am sure
that when the week ends we will have carried
out our responsibilities and will be able to
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present to our governments successful fruits
of our labors.

The wide representation at this meeting
from every part of the world, covering both
public and private institutions, is another
sign of the importance of our institutions
and these deliberations. These organiza-
tions and governments have an important
role to play in the development of the
Hemisphere. One of the reports placed he-
fore us by the Board of Directors clearly sets
forth the positive role many of the indus-
trialized countries of the world have played
in the development of the Hemisphere
through the provisions of resources to the
Bank. On the other hand, it also reports
conditions that call for correction where
non-member countries are benefiting from
Bank resources without any commensurate
recognition of the Bank's capital needs and
requirements.

It is significant that we have present here
representatives of the foreign and domestic
private sector. We welcome them—repre-
sentatives of business, labor and cooperatives
—and I am sure we do not have to stress
before this audience the truism that the
free private sector in each of the countries
is the key to a successful development effort.
The flow of private Investment, which has
improved recently, has not yet achieved the
necessary level to accomplish our broad ob-
Jectives. It is important that all of our
governments take all possible steps to accel-
erate and facilitate that flow. I hope that
the Bank may be able to play a more sig-
nificant role in this area.

We should congratulate the Bank Manage-
ment on selecting as the topic for the delib-
erations of the Round Table this year, “Latin
American Agricultural Development in the
Next Decade”. There Is no more crucial
facet of the development of the Hemisphere
facing us today than the problems of rural
development.

We have been indeed fortunate in the
United States to have avallable an up-to-
date penetrating survey and analysis con-
ducted in the U.8, Congress on the problems
of agricultural development in Latin America
and of the Bank's role. I commend to the
Governors two extremely valuable reports of
the Sub-committee on International Finance
of the House Banking and Currency Com-
mittee, under the able and inspired lead-
ership of Representative Henry S. Reuss.
These reports conclude that the emerging
world food crisis can be avoided In Latin
America, where indeed the prospects for
expanded food production are far more
favorable than in other developing areas of
the world. What is needed is additional
capital both from domestic and external
sources, additional investments and—cruci-
ally—more adequate and purposeful compre-
hensive plannning for agricultural develop-
ment. The Bank, too, has taken exceptional
intellectual leadership in dealing with this
problem by undertaking a challenging study
entitled, “Agricultural Development in Latin
America: Current Status and Prospects”,
and has carried this forward by continuing
here at the Shoreham Hotel for the rest of
the week the Round-Table Discussions.

This year will be an historic year for our
Hemisphere. We have had the Meeting of
the Presidents. We are inaugurating here
today our Elghth Annual Meeting of the
Inter-American Development Bank here in
Washington. In September, our sister in-
stitutions, the International Monetary Fund
and the International Bank for Reconstruc-
tion and Development will meet in Rio de
Janeiro, Brazll, to face some major interna-
tional financlal issues.

In inaugurating our deliberations I be-
lieve we have a responsibility to take into
account the arena of international financial
problems in order to place our discussions
in the proper context. We are actively en-
gaged in negotiations on the future of the
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international monetary system and new ar-
rangements to assure the continued and
adequate growth of international liquidity.
This is a matter of vital interest to us all,
and to the future of the Bank, which I am
confident will culminate in historic decisions
in Rio de Janeiro.

Another financial problem of hemispheric
concern is the problem of the United States
balance of payments. The termination of
the persistent deficit in the United States
balance of payments and the continued
strength of the dollar as the keystone of the
international monetary and trading system
remain objectives of the highest national
priority to the United States. The report of
the Executive Directors before us at this
meeting provides recognition that these ob-
jectives are also of interest to the Bank, and
I am sure that my fellow Governors will
agree that these objectives are of critical
interest for each of their nations individual-
ly as well as for the Hemisphere as a whole.
What is required is a continuing cooperative
effort, taking account of the role and respon-
sibilities of the United States throughout
the free world, and designed to avold ac-
tions which by threatening the United States
balance of payments would also endanger
continued assistance to free world develop-
ment and the search for growth with
stability.

I am pleased to note, as Governor for the
United States, the cooperative measures
adopted in the Bank and the further meas-
ures proposed by the Directors for our con-
sideration during the coming week in con-
junction with redoubled self-help and mu-
tual assistance efforts. The United States,
for its part, takes its responsibility very
seriously—both toward the Bank, in which
it is the major stockholder, and toward the
Hemisphere. By its actions in the past, and,
I can assure you, today, the United States
strongly supports the concepts of multilater-
al assistance embodied in the Charter, and
the important place of Latin America in the
world.

As an introduction to a most significant
week I have only sketched for you the high
points. I am sure there will be opportunity
for all delegations, including the United
States, to comment on these and other im-
portant matters.

In addressing ourselves to the task before
us in the coming week, let us bear in mind
the words which President Johnson at Punta
del Este addressed to the youth of our
nations:

The time is now. The responsibility is
ours. Let us declare the next 10 years the
Decade of Urgency. Let us match our re-
solve and our resources to the common tasks
until the dream of a new America is accom-
plished in the lives of all our people.

I again welcome all the delegations to my
country and dedicate ourselves to the task
at hand which will influence the future
course of this institution.

I hereby declare the Eighth Meeting of the
Board of Governors of the Inter-American
Development Bank inaugurated.

CHAMPION OF THE MILITARY

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Virginia?

There was no objection.

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, I was
deeply impressed by a splendid editorial

‘in the San Diego Union of April 24. It

is a well written, concise and well-de-
served tribute to our friend and col-
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league, the gentleman from South Caro-
lina [Mr. RIVERS].

Throughout the length and breadth of
our land Mr. Rivers is being recognized
for the outstanding leadership he is pro-
viding our committee and the Nation’s
military forces. Because I am sure my
colleagues will want to read this tribute,
I am quoting it below:

CHAMPION OF THE MILITARY: REPRESENTATIVE
RIVERS BULWARK IN DEFENSE

Future historians looking at the United
States of America in the decade of the 1960s
may well be confused by the strange dilemma
of our military men In this period,

Throughout our nation are far too many
detractors of the military men and their
vallant effort to defend all rights, including
those of their detractors.

On the other hand are far too many men
who profess to be a frlend to the military
man and defense, but weaken both in the
name of “good” or “economy.” Ewen the
age of computerization has become the fool
of some of these “friends” who seek to sub-
stitute electronics for the vast reservoir of
tradition and experience.

Even as these forces interplay, the nation’s
military forces are engaged in one of Amer-
ica's major wars, defending our forelgn policy
of self determination for all people.

Historians will find a beacon in these trying
times when they study Rep. L. Mendel Rivers,
Democrat of South Carolina, who often
stands in splendid isolation as chalrman of
the House Armed Services Committee.

He pleads for and defends a strong military
establishment, knowing it is inseparable from
freedom. He pleads for fair pay and benefits
for men in uniform—at least equal to the
persons they defend. He battles the inflexi-
ble, transistorized thinking of a computerized
Pentagon.

Many who have sought to weaken the mili-
tary can testify that Mr. Rivers’ South Caro-
lina voice can cut like a ragor. And it is
inevitable that he should draw the full wrath
of those who seek to decimate American mili-
tary might, often on an unfortunately per-
sonal basis,

Fortunately, Rep. Rlvers' peers hold him in
high regard. House Speaker John McCor-
mack sald, “Rep. L. Mendel Rivers is one of
the great Americans of our times."” The
sentiment was endorsed by Rep. Gerald Ford,
House Republican leader; members of Con-
gress, the Joint Chlefs of Staff and many
others.

Career military people can second the re-
cent public tribute pald Mr. Rivers by a re-
tired Navy officer who has watched the con-

for many years.

“Mendel Rivers, the civillan,” he said,
“knows more about the military, its needs
and its responsibllities than many who wear
the uniforms or are charged with a strong
national defense., He knows also where to
place responeibilities for discharging military
duties—in the hands of men in uniform.”

Rep. Rivers could avold ecriticlem and
strong personal attacks if he retreated into
obscurity. Fortunately for the nation he
does not, but fights for its cause and in so
doing draws lightning.

All Americans have a high stake in this
fight, and should consider the source and
purpose when they hear attacks on Rep.
Rivers.

SOCIAL SECURITY

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the ReEcorbp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.
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Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker,in an arti-
cle appearing in the Pittsburgh Post-
Gazette of March 27, 1967, Mr. George
Zielke, of that newspaper’s Washington
bureau, recalls this sentence in a report
he contributed to that publication on
May T, 1950:

Prevalling congressional philosophy on the
subject of federal social security is to promise
increased benefits, keep the taxes down—
and leave the future problems of the system
to the lawmakers of the future.

Over the years, it would appear that
Congress has followed Mr. Zeilke's pre-
diction, and it is past time that a meas-
ure of responsibility be assumed without
delay. Further procrastination will be
inimical to the general welfare. Today
Congress must face up to the social se-
curity program'’s deficits, its weaknesses,
its inequities. The President has asked
for some sweeping changes, and Con-
gress should respond by getting a firm
hold on the broom and hiding nothing
under the rug.

At the conclusion of my remarks I shall
ask that an article by Milton Friedman
in Newsweek of April 3 be inserted in the
Recorp. It refers to a proposal calling
for open recognition of the abysmal debt
into which social security has plum-
meted, with a businesslike approach to
its extrication and reformation.

To place the program on a straight
and level track will require considerable
amending, including attention to the
plight of young people who begin mak-
ing contributions in their youth and will
come to find that they have been short-
changed at retirement age. Many Amer-
icans were startled to read this disclo-
sure in a Lyle Wilson column in a recent
issue of the Washington Daily News and
other newspapers:

The Tax Foundation explained that a 21-
year-old putting in 44 years of work at
present tax level will have contributed $32,-
498 In taxes and accumulated interest to
the soclal security fund.. Based on a life
expectancy of 13 years after retirement at
age 65, this man would collect only $19,704
in benefits.

The present method of computing so-
cial security benefits fails to give any
recognition to the length of time a per-
son may have paid into the fund. The
benefits are based on average monthly
earnings so that a person who pays taxes
for 10 years can get as large a benefit as
one who pays for 50 years. To correct
this injustice, I am introducing a bill
that will provide increased benefits for
everyone who pays into social security
for more than 10 years. I hope that it
will be included in the changes that are
now contemplated.

This bill is long overdue. Unftil 1950
the Social Security Act provided an in-
crement for every year that a person
pald social security taxes. This provi-
sion was justified then and a similar pro-
vision is justified now as a matter of
fairness to those who have paid longer
and greater amounts.

The act needs to be changed so that
every person who has contributed for at
least 40 quarters will have his benefit
increased by $2 for each four quarters
above the 40 that he pays. And if the
maximum amount is being paid, the fam-
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ily maximum ought to be raised. I am,
therefore, proposing also that the family
maximum be raised by $4 for each $2 in-
crease in the worker’s benefit.

Now, Mr. Speaker, there is another
newspaper item that belongs in any dis-
cussion about social security. The
Johnstown Tribune-Democrat of Febru-
ary 14, 1967, contained an editorial that
puts the spotlight on how everyone re-
ceiving social security payments can
‘benefit to the maximum degree: by re-
duced Federal spending.

Each year that Federal outgo exceeds
intake and a further increase in the na-
tional debt takes place, every person de-
pending upon social security or any other
fixed income is robbed of a percentage
of his buying power, While we are recog-
nizing that a number of alterations must
be made in the Social Security Act, Con-
gress should have the courage to declare
emphatically that it will no longer tol-
erate excessive spending or additional
hikes in the national debt.

Only through this position can we re-
verse the profiigacy of the administration
and give those receiving social security
benefits—and everyone else—any sem-
blance of the value of the dollar earned
and saved.

The articles from Newsweek and the
Tribune-Democrat appear below:

SocCIAL SECURITY
(By Milton Friedman)

Social security has become a sacred cow
that no politician can afford to criticize—
as the reaction by Republicans and Demo-
crats alike to President Johnson's proposed
rise in benefits has again made clear. Yet
there is much to criticize.

1—In the past fifteen years, maximum old-
age benefits have doubled. But the maxi-
mum tax assessed on a worker's wages has
quintupled.

2—Retired persons currently enjoy a bo-
nanza, But youngsters currently entering the
system are get.tlng a raw deal.

3—The benefit scale in the law is designed
to favor the relatively poor. But the law
has important indirect effects that favor the
well-to-do.

The first two facts have a common origin:
the aging of the soclal-security program.
At its start in 1937, many workers became
taxpayers, no one a beneficiary. It was all
intake, no outgo. As time passed, workers
who retired began to qualify for benefits,
But for some time, the number was so small
that outgo still fell far short of intake,
even though retired workers received bene-
fits that were many times as large as the
equivalent of the taxes once paid on their
wages. This situation has been changing
rapldly. From 1950 to 1965, the number of
retired workers receiving benefits grew more
than sixfold, while the number of taxpayers
less than doubled.

BENEFITS AND TAXES

To finance the excess payments to the
growing number of retired, taxes assessed
on wages have had to be raised repeatedly.
As a result, the benefits promised younger
workers are much smaller than the equiva-
lent of the taxes paid on their wages.

The third fact—that social security has
indirect effects that discriminate against the
poor—is much more subtle. Note a few.

1—The poor generally begin working earlier
than the well-to-do. So, on this score, they
pay taxes for more years. Yet benefits, once
eligibility 1s established, do not depend on
number of years for which taxes are paid.

2—The well-to-do tend to live longer than
the poor. They are therefore more likely to
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survive to receive benefits and also to re-
ceilve benefits for more years. (This effect is
partly offset by the greater value of sur-
vivors' benefits to the poor.)

3—Working wives get little for their taxes.

4—Men or women who do not pay taxes
for enough quarters to qualify for benefits
get nothing whatsoever in return for their
taxes.

5—A man between 65 and 72 who works
and earns more than a small amount per
month loses part or all of his social-security
benefits. To add insult to injury, taxes are
stlll assessed on his wages! Property income,
on the other hand, whatever its amount, does
not affect benefits received.

CLEVER PACKAGING

Though labeled “insurance,” the system of
old-age benefits is no such thing. It is a
welfare program that transfers income from
some to others—notably from the young,
rich and poor, to the old, rich and poor.
Few of those who support the present system
would favor either the structure of taxes by
itself—a flat percentage tax on the first $6,600
of earnings and a zero tax on higher earn-
ings—or the structure of benefits by itself—
indiscriminate benefits based on age, sex,
marital status and previous employment,
with no attention to need. Tying the two
together and labeling the combination in-
surance was a masterpiece of clever packag-
ing.

In a recent article (The Wall Street Jour-
nal, Dec. 20, 1966), Prof. James Buchanan
and Colin Campbell propose a sensible and
ingenious method for converting present ar-
rangements into a true Insurance system—
which could be voluntary—while at the same
time fully honoring existing commitments.
They propose that current liabilities—which
they estimate at the staggering total of $400
billion—be openly recognized, funded and
made an explicit charge on general tax funds
and that the taxes imposed on younger
workers be reduced to the level required
solely to pay for the benefits they are being
promised. The workers could then be per-
mitted to purchase equivalent retirement
benefits elsewhere if they so chose, without
endangering the financial soundness of the
government system. Their plan—and others
for achieving the same objective—deserves
prompt and serious consideration.

[From  the Johnstown Tribune-Democrat,
Feb. 14, 1967]

PROBLEMS OF SOCIAL SECURITY

Because people living on Soclal Security's
fixed incomes are among those hardest hit
when the American dollar suffers a reduction
in its purchasing power, something must be
done to help them.

One way that the federal government can
lend a hand is by increasing Soclal Security
payments. President Johnson has made
such a recommendation. Of course, to do
that there will have to be an accompanying
increase in revenue. In turn, that must
come from Increased taxation on wage earn-
ers and on those who pay the wages.

On the surface, that seems fair enough.
The only trouble is determining how much
the wage earner can stand. And from the
looks of things he may have to stand for a
lot.

As proposed by President Johnson, by 1974
some wage earners could be paying double
what they are paying now to finance Soclal
Security coverage, including the amount
needed for health care services.

Again, it may seem fair enough that the
wage earners should help, for from where
else shall the money come? But there is no
guarantee that a man’s wages will be in-
creased sufficiently to cover the proposed
added price of Soclal Securlty. Nevertheless,
the fact remains that millions on Social Se-
curity need higher pensions.

There is another way that government
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could help the fixed-income members of the
population—by restoring some sort of sanity
to its fiscal policles so that the dollar could
assume a healthier state of being.

In that way, the immediate need for So-
clal Security Increases would not be so
pressing. Granted, as the number of retired
people grows, the Soclal Security trust funds
will need bolstering. It would, though, be
a relatively gradual process.

There is only so much that the nation’s
wage earners (and employers, for that mat-
ter) can bear. We have been advocating a
hike in the federal income taxes as a means
of financing needed federal programs and of
banking a red-hot economy that has shown
only slight signs of cooling.

However, along with that tax-increase
recommendation we have stressed the need
for a cutback in federal spending on all man-
ner of programs, many of which are almost
total failures and others of which are of only
questionable value to the people they are
designed to help.

The record budget suggested by President
Johnson ‘hardly indicates an inclination to
cut back on such programs.

Up, up, up and up is the best way to de-
scribe almost everything the Johnson admin-
istration proposes.

Some of the ups are necessary—defense
spending, for example—but many of the
others are not.

Taken individually, many of the other ups
are not very alarming, but when they are
placed one upon another the taxpayer is left
at a dizzying height.

Although it is the responsibility of the
taxpayer to help keep his government op-
erating effectively, he has every right to ques-
tion the policies of those in charge of run-
ning the government. The taxpayer expects,
while meeting his responsibilities, that gov-
ernment officlals meet theirs—of providing
eficlent and economical government.

Economy in government will aliow the tax-
payer to loosen his belt a trifle so that when
the time comes to pay for a better life for
the nation's elderly he can tighten it a few
notches without fear of cutting off his own
economlc circulation.

TOGO INDEPENDENCE DAY

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
the West African nation of Togo today
marks its seventh year of independence.
It is a small country—one of the smallest
in Africa—with a population of 1% mil-
lion people. Until recently its economy
was almost entirely dependent upon ag-
riculture but the discovery of large de-
posits of phosphates has given the small
nation a new lease on the future and
hopes for economic and social progress
for its inhabitants.

Togo has had an interesting and
varied history. Before 1884 the area
had long served as a kind of buffer zone
between the militaristic states of Ashanti
and Dahomey. In that year a represent-
ative of the German Government signed
a series of treaties with the Ewe and
other tribes making the area a German
protectorate. Thus it remained until
British and French soldiers invaded and
took over the administration in the early
days of World War I. Togoland was
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divided between the British who ruled
the neighboring Gold Coast and the
French who ruled Dahomey. In 1922
the two divisions of Togoland were made
class B mandated areas under the
League of Nations.

With the advent of the United Nations
the mandated areas became trust terri-
tories under the continued tutelage of
France and Britain, At that time the
Ewe Tribe—the largest ethnic group in
the area—asked that the territories be
brought under common administration,
but this problem—the division of the
Ewe Tribe—could not be resolved at the
time and in fact has not been resolved
to this day. In 1956 the British-ad-
ministered territory became part of the
Gold Coast which in 1957 became inde-
pendent as Ghana. On April 27,
1960, the French-administered territory
gained its own independence as Togo,
and it is that country which we salute
today. It faces what might seem to be
unsurmountable problems as its leaders
attempt to secure the benefits of mod-
ernization for its peoples but it faces
these problems with determination and
with courage. In the future of West
Afrieca, where regional cooperation among
African nations will come to play an
increasingly important role, Togo will
certainly be able to contribute a great
deal.

My heartiest congratulations to the
fine people of Togo and their distin-
guished President, His Excellency Kle-
ber Dadjo, and Togo’s Ambassador to
the United States, His Excellency Dr.
Robert Ajavon.

CONDEMN DISCRIMINATORY ACTS
AGAINST RUSSIAN JEWS

Mr. BUTTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] may extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. TAFT. Mr, Speaker, as Ameri-
cans who cherish religious freedom and
seek to preserve it, we are greatly dis-
turbed by daily evidences of discrimina-
tion against Jewish citizens in the Soviet
Union. The suppression of Judaism is
the suppression of all religions. For this
reason, I am reintroducing a resolution
I introduced during the 88th Congress
in which the House would condemn
discriminatory acts against Russian
Jews.

As we all know, the Soviet Constitu-
tion is superficially a democratic docu-
ment purporting to give full and equal
citizenship to the Jews. It is no secret,
however, that from the outset Russian
rulers have ignored and still ignore to-
day those provisions as they have ig-
nored so many others. Their Constitu-
tion’s safeguards of religious freedom
have become a mockery in the light of
actual experience.

When the Soviet era began, there were
more than 3 million Jews in Russia.
They attended their own theaters, they
ran their own printing shops, they pub-
lished their own newspapers. These in-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

stitutions had kept alive their ties to a
historic heritage.

Now, during the Passover season, it is
doubly important to recognize and to
condemn the Soviet Union’s systematic
persecution of the Jews. Today, in the
Soviet Union, there is not a single Jewish
daily newspaper, nor a Jewish theater.
Jews must identify themselves as Jews
on their internal passports.

I ask all of my distinguished colleagues
to join with me in condemning the per-
secution of any person because of his re-
ligion by the Soviet Union and to urge
Russia, in the name of decency and hu-
manity, to cease persecuting persons for
alleged economic offenses, and to permit
fully the free exercise of religion and the
pursuit of culture by Jews and all oth-
ers within its borders.

OIL POLLUTION OF THE SEAS

Mr. BUTTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. KeEiTH] may
extend his remarks at this poini in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. KEITH. Mr. Speaker, next week
I will attend an international confer-
ence in London to discuss the danger of
oil pollution in the seas. The IMCO—
Intergovernmental Maritime Consulta-
tive Organization—meeting was called
in order to find a solution to problems
posed by such maritime disasters as the
Torrey Canyon, the oil tanker which
recently flooded the beaches of England
with tons of oil, causing widespread dam-
age and death to wildlife.

The oil slick which affected nearly
40 miles of beach on Cape Cod points
out more clearly than ever the need to
amend international agreements dealing
with oil pollution. For this reason, I
am grateful for the opportunity to at-
tend the IMCO Conference as a member
of the U.S. delegation.

At this time, Mr. Speaker, I should
like to include three editorials in the
REecorp which are pertinent to the IMCO
Conference on May 4: “It Has Happened
Here,” from the April 18 New Bedford
Standard-Times; “The Black Tide,”
from the April 20 Cape Codder; and
“Death by Oil,” from the April 21 New
York Times:

[From the New Bedford (Mass.) Standard-
Times, Apr. 18, 1967]
IT Has HAPPENED HERE

When the supertanker Torrey Canyon went
to pleces on Seven Stones Reef off the English
coast, spewing crude oil by the thousands of
tons on both sides of the Channel, there were

those who wondered what it would be lke if
the New England coast faced a similar prob-
lem.

Now, we know, although the dimensions of
our disaster are more modest than those of
elther France or England.

Yet relatively modest or not, we are suf-
fering a tragic loss of wildlife; a serious
threat to marine flora and fauna, especially
in the inshore areas, and costly damage to
important resort areas.

Nor do we know, at this point, how ex-
tensive the problem will be before it is over.
An extensive oll slick 1s moving off the Massa-
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chusetts coast; as long as it is in the area,
wind shifts make it a potential threat.
Further, until we know where it came
from—if we ever find out—we must enter-
tain the possibility that it can recur.

The cleanup job will be long, hard, ex-
pensive and, in the case of the helpless sea
fowl, heartbreaking. Yet even as it is ac-
complishd, we must turn to the task of pre-
vention, the scope of which is both state and
national.

In Washington, the House Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries Committee ought to push
consideration of this type of water pollution,
incuding specifically a bill by Rep. Keith,
R-Mass., to set up responsibility and fast-
action procedures in the event of Torrey
Canyon-type disasters.

The whole question of bilge-pumping by
tankers and other vessels ought to be re-
viewed at the federal level. In the present
instance, we do not know whether the oil-
foullng of Cape waters and beaches resulted
from a damaged vesel or offshore pumping,
complicated by an easterly wind that blew
the slick toward the land.

Both state and national officlals ought to
set up a detailed procedure for handling this
kind of prolem once it occurs.

The total effort ought to be in two parts:
(1) Do everything possible by means of reg-
ulations and punishments to see that this
kind of pollution does not occur; (2) If it
does occur, have an established blueprint
that makes 1t clear who does what and when
to confine the damage.

[From the Cape Codder, Apr. 20, 1967]
THE Brack Tipe

We did not think when we wrote an edi-
torial two weeks ago entitled “Oll and Cape
Cod Don't Mix”, and another last week on
the need for the purest water standards be-
ing applied to the Cape, that the lesson
would be brought home so soon.

But last Sunday morning the Outer Beach
of Cape Cod had a black tide, with a con-
siderable quantity of tar-like bunker ofl
being cast up on the shore from Herring
Cove in Provincetown to the tip of Monomoy.
The intensity of befouling was more exten-
slve in some areas than in other but evi-
dence of the oil was there along the whole
beach.

At this writing, and unless there is more
to come, a combination of manual labor,
money and nature will likely clean up the
mess before the summer season. Nothing,
of course, can replace the seabirds and ma-
rine life which have been the victims of
mass death. And who is to know when the
black tide will come again?

There has been much speculation about
where the oil came from which has plagued
us this week. But the speculation is irrele-
vant, if interesting. The relevant fact is
that there is oil on the beach and that the
prime natural resource of the Outer Cape
has been damaged. It make little difference
whether the oll came from the ruptured
plates of a tanker sunk during World War
II or from a careless man-made happe
out at sea somewhere. The result is what
counts; and the result s disaster.

The by-product of our increasingly tech-
nological age is the manner in which man,
with his eye high on the dollar, fouls the
nest of his own environment. Oil is money
and has been lusted after for decades, But
s0 is a broad, pure, white beach money—an
economic asset almost impossible to meas-
ure. The difference 1s that one 1s private,
the other public.

It 1s an old story and an old conflict,
Countless mills and factories diverted pub-
lie rivers for power and made profits. But
they were subsidized profits, the subsidy be-
ing the resulting costly pollution of rivers
which belonged to the public. Our govern-
ment subsidizes the oil industry through
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depletion allowances; and it was publicly
subsidized oil which ended up on publicly-
owned beaches this week. Is there not some
irony here?

The golden age of the hydrocarbon fuels
is petering out and it is only a matter of
time before atomic power takes over. Land
resources have been exploited to the point
where the end Is in sight and the oil in-
dustry is shifting to off-shore resources to
eke out the last dollar. The latest coveted
area is right off our own Cape Cod. Once
again the issue is between the private good
and the public good.

If there is any good in this week’'s black
tide it is to emphasize which side Cape
Codders must be on in a fight which already
has had its preliminary skirmishes. Despite
all the rationalizations to be offered, we can't
have it both ways. We can't tap in to any
peripheral benefits to be had from exploit-
ing for private gain the oil resources off our
shores and at the same time keep intact the
public natural resource of pure air, water
and beaches on which our tourist economy
is based.

We say it again: Oil and Cape Cod don't
mix!

[From the New York Times, Apr. 21, 1967]
DEATH BY OIL

Along the coasts of Massachusetts and
New Jersey thousands of sea birds are dead
and dying. They are probably victims of
unknown oil tankers which somewhere at
sea dumped quantities of heavy black crude
ofl. As winds and currents carried this oil
toward shore, it engulfed the birds, coating
their feathers and making it impossible for
them to fly. Many vanished in the sea and
others were washed ashore, barely alive.

man-made disaster repeats on a
smaller scale the tragedy of the Torrey Can-
yon, the huge oll tanker which went aground
off the English coast last month and spewed
its ol into the sea. The breakup of the Tor-
rey Canyon was an accident; but it has long
been the practice of tanker crews to wash
out their tanks at sea and pump the con-
taminated waste overboard before calling at
the next loading port with clean tanks.
About three-tenths of 1 per cent of a tank-
er's cargo is routinely wasted through such
cleaning operations on each voyage.

The practice has been going on for a long
time and its effects were so damaging to
wildlife and beaches that some years ago an
international convention on prevention of
oil pollution of the sea set limits on these
cleaning operations., They are now forbid-
den within fifty miles of the United States
coastline and prohibited entirely in the
North Sea, the Baltic Sea and a large area
of the northeast Atlantic surrounding the
British Isles. But these regulations are fre-
quently ignored, and as in the present depre-
dation of the Eastern coast, the oil may be
dumped at a legal distance but carried shore-
ward by the currents.

The World Wildlife Pund of Washington,
D.C., s making an emergency appeal for
funds to try to rescue as many birds as can
be saved In the wake of the Torrey Canyon.
But beyond emergency rescue work, the
maritime nations have an obligation to stop
fouling the waters of the world. The clean-
Ing of tankers without polluting the ocean
ls a technical and economic problem that
can be managed if the will exists to do so.

The United States might well call a tech-
nical conference of the signatories of the in-
ternational convention to consider improved
methods of cleaning tankers. The U.8. Gov-
ernment can intensify enforcement off its
own coasts when the existing fifty-mile limit
is widened next month to 100 mliles.

Congress, moreover, has an urgent respon-
sibility to rectify a proviso slipped into last
year's Clean Water Act at the behest of the
oil industry. Previously, a shipowner was
subject to fines if his vessel was guilty of
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emitting oil within the three-mile limit,
unless he could prove that a serious emer-
gency or unavoidable accident had taken
place. Now, however, the burden of proof
has been shifted to the Government to prove
that the shipowner was “grossly negligent.”
Congress should not only remove this ripper
provision from the law but also considerably
stiffen the schedule of fines.

The dead birds and oily beaches along the
Atlantic Coast are a silent reproach to man's
waste and criminal recklessness in the care
of his natural heritage.

FEDERAL INTERROGATION ACT OF
1967

Mr. BUTTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New Hampshire [Mr. CLEVELAND]
may extend his remarks at this point in
the Recorp and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, I am
sure many of my colleagues share my
own concern, and that of my constitu-
ents, with the alarming increase in crim-
inal activity in this Nation.

I have found that one of the causes of
this increase is growing uncertainty
among law enforcement officials as to
just how far they can go in interrogat-
ing persons accused of criminal activity.
Some of the problems in this area have
been created by recent U.S. Supreme
Court decisions, such as in the decision
in the case of Miranda v. Arizona (384
U.S. 436, 1966) .

The situation has reached the point
where one police chief in a small north-
ern New England city tells me:

Small boys who are involved in petty lar-
cenies now insist on having an attorney
present or they refuse to even give their
name or their parents’ name and address.

To help fill this growing breech, my
distinguished colleague, the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] has introduced
legislation known as the Federal Inter-
rogation Act of 1967, in which introduc-
tion I have joined. Our bills, currently
before the House Judiciary Committee,
are H.R. 7384 and H.R. 7829, respec-
tively.

Yesterday, the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. Tarr], who in only his second term
in this body is already one of its most
respected voices, presented his views to
the Judiciary Committee's Subcommit-
tee No. 5. In both his formal presenta-
tion and his further explanation to the
members, he again showed the depth of
thought and study that has gone into the
preparation of this vital legislation.

So that my colleagues may be privi-
leged to share his views on the subject, I
present here my colleague’s statement:
TESTIMONY OF ROBERT TAFT, JR., FIRsT Dis-

TRICT, OHIO, BEFORE SUBCOMMITTEE NO. 5

oF HousgE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE

I need not tell the Committee that crime
and the problems of crime are intertwined
with many other pressing needs. The fig-
ures merit facing crime head-on. In the
last five years the national figures show a
499 increase with crime up 11% in the last
year alone. In towns under 10,000 there was
an increase of 14%, In suburbs of 13%; for
those under age 18 the rate was up 9%, It
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will not be enough to lay bare and to try to
attack basic sociological causes and explana-
tions of crime. Only 25% of serlous crimes
are now solved by law enforcement officers;
only 20% of offenses agalnst property are
solved; only 36% of robberies are solved.

In this vein, I have suggested two ap-
proaches that are by no means excluslve.
One is favored tax treatment for law en-
forcement personnel to attract more to the
profession, and even more, fto give public
recognition, awareness, and sense of partici-
pation in their effort.

A number of other proposals make general
or specific attacks on the problem such as
the “Safe Streets” bill, “Revenue Sharing,”
the Javits “Police Communications” bill and
the Griffin “Information Center” bill. All
should be sifted and the best of them en-
acted.

A further equally pressing approach I will
develop in detail today would establish work-
able and understandable procedural rules
in connection with some phases of citizen
cooperation, “Stop” interrogation and pro-
tection of constitutional rights. If we fail
to act on these areas we will further under-
mine the growing loss of respect for pro-
cedures of law in enactment as well as ex-
ecution. The proposed bill is not an omnibus
one. The complexities of the area and lts
importance are too great to use such a
vehicle. Rather, I have tried to deal only
with the problems of interrogation. There
is no “Frisk” provision, and I have stayed
within the “Mallory” rule.

FEDERAL INTERROGATION ACT OF 1967

H.R. 7384, my bill, deals only with the
problems of initial stop and guestioning in
connection with a crime and later interro-
gation of the criminally accused. It would
regulate only criminal interrogation in fed-
eral law enforcement.

However, if the proposal is accepted by
Congress and found by the courts to be
within the Constitution, it would doubtless
serve as a model for state enactment and
practice. Should it fail to be enacted by the
Congress or the States, the forces of public
opinion may force constitutional change or
federal statutory compulsion within the new
expanded concepts of the 14th Amendment
(see Nov. 1966 Harvard Law Review Vol. 80
No. 1, Professor Archibald Cox.)

PROBLEMS OF MIRANDA

This bill is addressed to problems of law
enforcement and individual rights raised by
the case of Miranda vs Arizona 384 U.S, 436
(1966). The net effect of that and other re-
cent decisions has been to exclude state-
ments of an accused in a criminal case un-
less a pat formula of warnings has been
used. These warnings are that he has the
right to remain silent, that anything he says
may be used against him, and that he has a
right to an attorney, retained or appointed.
The court added a sure-fire *reverser-on-
appeal” to these by saying further by way of
dictum that Interrogation must cease if the
prisoner in any way, at any stage states that
he wishes to consult an attorney. We may
find differences in the President’'s Commis-
sion and elsewhere as to how possible deter-
rent effects on crime can be achieved best.
But even Chairman Katzenbach has agreed
that such declsions as Miranda “have made
police work more difficult.” In proposing a
legislative approach to these problems, it is
not my intention either to throw down any
gauntlet to the Supreme Court.

There were seven members of the Presi-
dent's Commission on Crime who criticized
the report’s fallure to face up to this prob-
lem. There has been a host of testimony
before this Committee and before the Senate
(see Congressional Record, 90th Congress,
March 3, 1967, pp. 5345-5355). I that
we establish clearer standards than the flat
fiats of Miranda. Yet I am convinced they
are ones which will better protect the rights
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of the criminally accused, while reducing the
possible deleterious effects that some inter-
pretations of Miranda are having on effective
law enforcement and the morale of our law
enforcement officers.

My concern with the need for a compre-
hensive interrogation law stems from the
conviction that the language in Miranda is
inadequate to protect either soclety or the
criminally accused. It is a matter of com-
mon bellef that police investigations are
presently hampered by the vague rules of
Miranda. There are even those who believe
that, out of frustration, they might have the
eventual effect of outlawing the use of all
confessions unless Congress and the States
act to rectify the situation.

Many of you may have seen the Washing-
ton Star report of last Thursday on the
testimony of Baltimore States Attorney to
the effect that 72 self confessed felons are
free in Baltimore because of Miranda.

MIRANDA MISSES OWN GOAL

The irony of it is that Miranda does not
even accomplish its major goal, which is to
assure that the ordinary eriminally accused
(not the Mafla, or the wealthy criminal) is
interrogated in an atmosphere free from
coercion as compared to “alone, in custody,
in a police dominated atmosphere”. Miranda,
in practice, does not help these people, be-
cause it continues “even in such an atmos-
phere” to permit the walver of all rights,
both as to stops and questioning as well as
when held in custody alone, without the
assistance of any neutral or friendly third
person,

It was in light of these considerations that
H.R. 7384 was prepared. I will summarize
briefly the salient provisions of the bill.

In the first phase of criminal investiga-
tion, the federal law enforcement officer is
granted express authority to request volun-
tary cooperation and information from any
person in connection with the prevention
or investigation of a crime. He may have
this anyway but Congress should recognize
it. This request need not be preceded by
any explanation or warning, but any re-
fusal to cooperate may not be used later
in court against the individual. (Section
3(a)). BSecondly, if the officer has “reason-
able cause” to believe there has been a crime
committed and that the person has knowl-
edge which may be of material aid, he may
direct that person to remain in his presence
for a period of not more than twenty
minutes. (Section 8(b))

On this area Miranda states as follows:
“Generally, on-the-scene questioning as to
facts surrounding a crime or other general
questioning of citizens in the fact-finding
process is not affected by our holding. It is
an act of responsible citizenship to give
whatever information they may have to aid
law enforcement.” In such “situations the
compelling atmosphere inherent in the proe-
ess of in custody interrogation is not neces-
sarily present”. In other words we have
tried to define the rules for an area where
Miranda has no application. The individual
is not in custody, alone, or in a dominated
atmosphere.

The same would be frue in any situation
where the officer observed a person in cir-
cumstances which “suggest” that the person
has committed or is about to commit a crime.
The officer is given the power to impose the
temporary minimal restraint without the
“mechanical” warning provided in Miranda.
But there are strict limits on the purposes
for which the “stop” may be used. It can
only be used: (1) to identify the person by
readily available information; (2) to request
his cooperation in the investigation of a
crime; or (3) to ascertain his explanation for
his presence or conduct by readily available
information. Section 8(b) (3)

Thus, if an officer observes a man running
down a dark alley behind a series of stores,
he can be stopped and asked to explain his
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presence without going through the warn-
ings set up by Miranda. If any voluntary,
but Incriminating, statements are elicited
during this period, they would be admissible.

LIMITS PROTECT RIGHTS OF ALL

In carving out this specific area for on-
the-street police investigation, I have pro-
posed to limit it to a twenty minute period
to minimize possibilities of abuse. This is
in accordance with a tentative draft of an
American Law Institute committee that has
done careful work in this field. In more
cases this period should be sufficient to en-
able the officer to find out quickly what is
needed so that he may respond to the situa-
tion.

Thereafter, however, the officer must decide
if he is going to make an arrest. If not, the
individual must be informed he is free to go.
If arrested, the officer must give the arrested
person a statement of all his rights under
Miranda, including the right to remain silent,
the fact that the accused has a right to com-
municate with counsel retained or appointed,
relatives or friends, and that anything he
says can be used against him at trial. The
second phase of the proposed bill comes into
effect upon reaching the police station. The
arrested person must be transported imme-
diately and directly to the police station if
any further interrogation 4is desired. Dur-
ing the trip, interrogation may continue
without the presence of counsel, but any
statement, to be admissible later, must be
shown to have been wholly voluntary.

MASTER OF EXAMINATION

Thereafter, any further interrogation must
take place before a court appointed official
known as a Master of Examination,

The master of examination is an officer of
the court and not a part of the law enforce-
ment agency involved. He is charged with
recording or transcribing and filing a report
on the interrogation with supervising and
limiting the questions and the manner in
which the interrogation continues, and with
carrying out the responsibility for securing
counsel for the arrested person and seeing
to it that his family is put into communica-
tion with him.,

However, because of the sweeping powers
and rights given the Master of Examination,
powers which insure that a person’s privilege
against self-incrimination will not be dis-
pelled by a “compelling atmosphere” inter-
rogation before the Master can continue for
only three hours without the presence or
specific walver of an attorney. If the attor-
ney, or any friend or relation is available,
they may be present during the interroga-
tion. Furthermore, if the arrested person de~
sires to assert his right to remain silent pend-
ing the arrival of the attorney or a relative or
friend, the Master of Examination will insure
the free exercise of such right. However, a
mere indication that the accused desires not
to be questioned will not terminate interro-
gation as it would under the Miranda dic-
tum. And, if the arrested person is willing
to talk, his statements would be admissible
even though previously or simultaneously he
has asked for and will receive the services of
an attorney at the earliest availability.

SAFEGUARDS AGAINST POLICE ABUSE

The final provision of my proposal is a very
explicit provision making it a misdemeanor
for a police officer to use coerclon, threats, or
promises of lenlency to elicit a confession.
This provides a safeguard against police
abuse that does not exist today.

I firmly believe that the proposal satisfies
the Fifth Amendment’s commeand that no
person shall be compelled in any criminal
case to be a witness against himself and the
Sixth Amendment guarantee of effective as-
sistance of counsel. No problem would seem
to arise under the Fourth Amendment.

We have taken a comprehensive approach
to the problem of out of court statements
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and provided appropriate safeguards for each
of the situations.

CONGRESS HAS RIGHT TO ACT

It is proper for the Congress, as a co-
ordinate equal of the Supreme Court, to
make rational distinctions in determining
the requirements of the Fifth Amendment,
and the Miranda decision ls replete with rec~
ognition of this fact. For example, the
Miranda decision held that, for purpose of
preventing a compulsive atmosphere, the
safeguards must apply when one is deprived
of his freedom of action “in any significant
way’”. I can foresee that the application of
this test creates many problems and have
thus attempted to provide some specificity.
My proposal provides that the twenty-minute
stop for preliminary exploratory questioning
is not custody nor such a significant restrie-
tion of liberty as to require a warning or the
presence of neutral observers or attorneys.
However, once the investigation shifts from
a general exploration of what has happened
to a focusing in on a particular individual,
the interrogation changes from non-custo=
dial to custodial and the accused is guaran-
teed his warning rights. This point is
reached when questioning goes beyond the
limited objects permitted during a “stop”,

On the other hand, we have provided that
once a person is arrested and taken into
police custody, substantial safeguards—
which include the introduction of elements
of neutrality—must be provided. This re-
moves the need for the absolute right to an
attorney. As is pointed out in the Harvard
Law Review, November, 1966 (80 Harvard
Law Review 125, 207 “The Supreme Court,
19656 Term") :

“If appraisal of right to counsel and the
right itself, are necessary only to insure that
the subject fully understands his right to
remain silent, they may be replaced by some
equally effective way of delivering the ad-
monition—perhaps by a magistrate. Even
if the right to counsel during interrogation
is granted to protect against abuses not eas-
ily proven, it would be unnecessary if the ac-
cused could be protected by a sound record-
ing or a neutral observer."”

The Supreme Court In Miranda stated
clearly that the Constitution did not “require
adherence to any particular solution”, and
the decision was not intended to create a
“constitutional strait jacket" to handicap ef-
forts at reform.

There are, naturally some minimal tech-
nical differences in the proposals I have made
from the literal rules laid down in Miranda
to govern post-custody interrogation. The
most significant difference is that under my
proposal the mere indication by an accused
that he does not wish to answer or that he
wishes to have an attorney present does not
necessarily require a halt to further interro-
gation If the Master believes it proper to
proceed.

While the Supreme Court in Miranda did
expound exact conditions for calling a halt
to interrogation where an accused indicates
a desire to remain silent or retain counsel,
I do not think that my proposed legisla-
tive reversal of such rules would be uncon-
stitutional.

For one thing, these particular require-
ments of cessation of questioning were not
necessary to reach the decisions on the facts
in Miranda and its related cases. Hence,
these supposed conflicts are based on no more
dictum which the Court may follow or not
as it sees fit. While I do not criticize the
Court for its desire to provide rules in this
troublesome area, its approach is severely
limited.

The Court should recognize that while it
fashioned rules to prohibit prolonged ques-
tioning in a police dominated atmosphere,
under my proposal such questioning would
be limited to a specific period (of which the
accused should be informed before it com-




April 27, 1967

menced) in a judicially controlled atmos-
phere of neutrality. The Court would be
faced with a situation where the accused
would be guaranteed the right immediately
to contact family, friends or an attorney
and such persons would have immediate ac~-
cess to the accused. The Court would see
that instead of the so-called manipulated
coercive atmosphere with which it was con-
cerned, there would be a controlled atmos-
phere, under the Master's supervision guar-
anteed to prevent psychological coercion.
The Court would also find a new criminal
sanction in addition to the exclusionary rule
to enforce the voluntariness of all proceed-
ings.

In other words, the very premises and as-
sumptions upon which the Court acted when
it enunciated the Miranda rules would have
been removed. I think the Court might
then recognize soctety’s interest in being able
to continue questioning without the fear
that a request by the accused to stop the
questioning or for the presence of counsel
might throw out an otherwise voluntary
confession.

In making this proposal, I am relying upon
the Court itself when it said in Miranda:

“It is impossible for us to foresee the po-
tential alternatives for protecting the privi-
lege which might be devised by Congress or
the States In the exercise of their creative
rule-making capacities. Therefore, we can-
not say that the Constitution necessarily re-
quires adherence to any particular solution
for the inherent compulsions of the inter-
rogation process as it is presently conducted.
Our decision In no way creates a constitu-
tional stralt jacket which will handicap
sound efforts at reform, nor Is it intended to
have this effect. We encourage Congress
and the States to continue their laudable
search for increasingly effective ways of pro-
tecting the rights of the individual while
promoting efficient enforcement of our crimi-
nal laws. However, unless we are shown
other procedures which are at least as ef-
fective in apprising accused persons of their
right of silence and in assuring a continuous
opportunity to exercise it, the following
safeguards must be observed.”

This legislation is an attempt to provide
effective safeguards for our people without
unduly diminishing the effectiveness of our
law enforcement agencies. It involves the
traditional American approach of balancing
important interests to advance the public
good.

TITLE: BUILDING BRIDGES TO THE
EXECUTIONER

Mr. BUTTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. AsaBroOK] may extend
his remarks at this point in the REcorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. ASHBROOEK. Mr. Speaker, al-
though the field of foreign policy can be
a complex one, the final custodians of
this policy are, in the final analysis, the
American voters, who, every 4 years
can change their national leaders.
There are those who hold that the aver-
age citizen is not equipped to evaluate
or judge the merits of foreign intrica-
cies; nevertheless, the American people
still have the final say through the bal-
lot box. And it is fortunate that this is
s0, for our national leaders have made
tragic mistakes in the field of foreign
policy in the past. One need only re-
member the comment of Congressman
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John F. Kennedy, later amply substan-
tiated by extensive Senatorial hearings,
concerning the downfall of China in
1949 that “what our young men had
saved, our diplomats and our President
have frittered away.”

One need only recall our nec-win policy
in Korea in the 1950’s which was exten-
sively explored and exposed by Senate
investigation.

One could cite other examples—the
blatant and brutal violation of the 1954
Geneva Agreement by Ho Chi Minh who
prevented thousands of North Vietnam-
ese from relocating in the South and
which was, in effect, ignored by the
United States; our tragic inaction in
Hungary during the revolt in 1956; this
Nation's tacit approval of the enslave-
ment of the peoples behind the Iron
Curtain to date, as evidenced by our
silence and inaction in the United Na-
tions on behalf of their freedom.

In viewing our past record, I think it is
safe to say that Divine Providence has
not endowed our policymakers with the
gift of infallibility.

It is with this perspective that Ameri-
can citizens must view our present policy
toward the Soviet Union, the main enemy
in Vietnam. A servieeman in Vietnam,
in a letter which I inserted in the Recorp
on February 27, cut through to the heart
of the matter when he asked in exaspera-
tion:

How can we trade with a country which
alds the soldier who tries to kill me?

This is the type of hardnosed logic
every citizen must employ in evaluating
our policies toward the Communist
countries:

How can we trade with a brutal interna-
tional movement which seeks slavery for all
free men, and to gain it will, if necessary try
to kill me?

This is the basic logic used by Father
Daniel Lyons, S.J., in an excellent article
regarding trade with Communist coun-
tries. Reverend Lyons is a noted author
and lecturer and has visited Vietnam
twice as an adviser at the request of the
Defense Department. He has coauthored,
with Dr. Stephen Pan, the compre-
hensive study of the situation in Viet-
nam entitled, “Vietnam Crisis.” In ad-
dition, he has appeared before the House
Foreign Affairs Committee to give testi-
mony regarding southeast Asia. In con-
trast to many of the signers of “stop-the-
bombing” petitions, Father Lyons’ views
are buttressed with impressive creden-
tials.

I insert the article, “Building Bridges
to the Executioner,” by Father Daniel
Lyons, S.J., who is now associated with
the Asian Speakers Bureau in New York
City, in the Recorp at this point:

BumLoiNng BRIDGES TO THE EXECUTIONER

There is a strange relationship being built
up by the United States toward Russia. Un-
til a year ago, Soviet Russla was visibly
worried that her military aid to North Viet-
nam would be resented by the United States.
But she soon came to realize that the ad-
ministration had no objection fo her furnish-
ing guns and missiles to Hanol. So Russla
began complaining about our helping the
South

The.more Russla complains, the more U.S.
officials do everything they can to help the
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Russian economy. Walt Rostow, the greatest
bridge bullder of them all, was made chief
White House advisor on Soviet relations.
Zbigniew Brzezinski, who also strongly
favors building up Russia, recently became a
top Presidential advisor, at Rostow’s in-
sistence. Brzezinski not only wants to do
everything we can to help Russia, he wants
us to persuade the rest of the free world to
do the same.

Rostow and Brzezinski have convinced the
President that he should go all out to bulld
up Russia. The President recently arranged
for the Export-Import Bank to use Federal
financing for increasing trade with the Rus-
slan bloe, saylng that it is “in the national
interest” to extend credit to the Union of
Soviet SBoclalist Republics.

Why it is in America's interest to finance
the very country that is supplying guns, Migs
and missiles to North Vietnam at the current
rate of $800 milllon a year is difficult to
understand. Yet the Administration has al-
ready arranged for shlpping such strateglo
items to Russia and her satellites as a ball-
bearing factory, radiation instruments, rail-
way equipment, combustion engines, rocket
engines, generators, chemical factories, a
huge hydrogen plant, synthetic rubber, cop-
per mills, steel mills, turbines, electronic
computers, nuclear radiation and detection
Instruments, and navigational equipment
for Russan planes.

The President recently listed more U.S.
measures for bullding up the USS.R. In
doing so he used Brzezinski's phrase, “peace-
ful engagement”. The cold facts, however,
are that Soviet Russia and the United States
have very few common interests. Those who
think otherwise are indulging in wishful
thinking. America has been talking a lot
lately about a detente with the Sovlet Union,
but there is no justification for it.

A striking example of our sad mistakes in
this regard was the wire recently sent by
President Johnson congratulating the Soviet
Union on the 49th anniversary of the Com-
munist Revolution., He sent the wire “on
behalf of the people of the United States,”
despite the fact that most Americans resent
the Communist takeover in Russia. That
takeover meant the suppression of religion
and bhuman rights, the murder of millions of
people, the occupation of all of Central Eu-
rope. Without the Communist revolt in Rus~
sla there would have been no Red China, no
Korean War, no Cuban takeover, no war in
Vietnam today.

Bridges should be built to our friends, not
to our enemies. But we build bridges to our
enemies and antagonize our friends. Rus-
sia’'s whole purpose in the non-proliferation
pact is to keep our allies, and particularly
West Germany, from getting the atomic
bomb. But Germany, Spain, Japan and Free
China are the countries we should be bulld-
ing up and arming.

Germany fears that any rapproachment
between the United States and Russia will
be at her expense. Germany is the heart of
our NATO defense. She needs nuclear arms
to defend herself against the Warsaw Pact
nations, Yet Germany has been unsuccess-
ful in her efforts to obtain such arms from
us. It is foolish for us to risk the relation-
ship we have so laboriously bullt up with
her., Nor should we risk severing the bonds
of friendship we have established with other
nations of the free world. But that is just
what we are doing, In exchange for an illu-
sory bond with leaders of the Communist
world whose number one goal is to bury us.

RESOLUTIONS OF THE F.
COOPERATIVE COMMISSION CO.
AT 52D ANNUAL MEETING IN
WICHITA, KANS.

Mr. BUTTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
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from Kansas [Mr. SHriver] may extend
his remarks at this point in the REcorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Speaker, the
Farmers Cooperative Commission Co. re-
cently held its 52d annual meeting in
Wichita, Kans. During its deliberations
the commission company adopted a num-
ber of resolutions which are related to
agrieultural and farm matters and con-
cern the membership of this large orga-
nization. I have been advised that these
resolutions are the result of careful and
intensive study by the resolutions com-
mittee; and the views of many farmers
were invited in the drafting of the res-
olutions.

They are deserving of the attention of
Members of Congress who recognize the
importance of a strong agricultural econ-
omy. The resolutions follow:

REsoLUTION No. 1—FARM PROGRAMS

The marketing of wheat and feed grains
has become a complex combination of do-
mestic and export transactions. Graln pro-
ducers are becoming more affected by In-
ternational trade agreements, Government
ald programs and barters.

Even with these complexities, farmers have
accomplished much with their general farm,
commodity and cooperative organizations.
A Government farm program is an additional
means avallable at present to gain the de-
sired end in many commodities, especially
wheat and feed grains.

We urge the continuance of price supports
and a loan program. We further recommend
the continuance of the present domestic
wheat certificate programs. We also rec-
ommend the use of export wheat certificates
or a similar devise to improve farmers in-
come,

We favor the continuance of the P.L. 480
Food for Peace program and the expansion
of Section 32 purchases, expansion of the
food stamp program and reduction of im-
ports where they affect prices and income to
producers.

ResoLuTiOoN No. 2—FOREIGN AID PROGRAMS
AND THE AGRICULTURAL BUDGET

The cost of the current government For-
elgn Ald programs are now charged to the
agricultural budget. These shipments do
much to ald our foreign policy efforts. We
recommend that the cost of the foreign aild
programs be charged to the State Depart-
ment or a similar interested department and
not to USDA. We recommend that a con-
certed effort be made to help the general
public recognize that a major portion of
the money spent by USDA benefits all peo-
ple, not just the farmer.

RESOLUTION No. 3—NATIONAL GEBAIN
RESERVE

We strongly urge that a so-called strategic
or minimum wheat reserve be established
during this seasion of Congress. This re-
serve to be set aside solely as a means of
protection against crop failure or in cases
of extreme national emergency. Such a re-
serve should be sufficient to meet these ex-
treme conditions.

We strongly urge that these reserves should
be completely isolated from the market and
at no time should they be used in influenc-
ing the market. Further, the cost of carry-
ing such reserve should be borne by the De-
partment of Defense, State, or a like or
proper department.
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REesoLUTION No. 4—TRANSPORTATION

The very large investments by farmers in
faecilities which are rail connected and which
were built in good falth in the expectation
of the continuance of transit can be de-
stroyed in short order by the elimination of
transit privileges.

We vigorously oppose any changes in the
present regulations pertaining to transit. We
further oppose multiple car freight rates,
non-transit rates, or rates based on mileage,

We further recommend that flour rates be
lowered to allow the flour mills of Kansas to
compete with mills in other sections of the
United States.

REesoLuTiON No. 5—GRAIN GRADING
STANDARDS

The present Federal Graln Grading Stand-
ards are unnecessarily strict, severe, and un-
duly expensive. We are convinced that the
present grading standards have not resulted
in any significant increase in exports or do-
mestic sales of wheat. Since the wheat pro-
ducer is the one who pays the discounts that
are created by these stricter standards, we
recommend that a reexamination of the Fed-
eral Graln Grading Standards be made for
the purpose of making necessary changes,
taking into account the financial effect on
wheat producers,

REsSOLUTION No. 6—EMPLOYEE TRAINING

The operation of all cooperatives is be-
coming more and more complex each year.
It is becoming more important to have com-
petent, qualified personnel to manage and
operate an efficlent and effective cooperative
business.

We recommend a vocational training pro-
gram that will teach young men and women
the necessary skills to fill the many areas of
employment vital to the successful operation
of our businesses.

We further recommend Co-op employee
training wherever possible through short
courses and institutes sponsored by Kansas
State University, Wichita Bank for Coopera-
tives, Farmers Cooperative Commission Com-
pany, Farmland Industries, and other re-
glonal cooperatives.

RESOLUTION NO. 7—RESEARCH AND MARKET
DEVELOPMENT

The directors and management of the
Farmers Cooperative Commission Company
are supporting market research and develop-
ment that promises economic improvement
to the membership and the area it serves,

We encourage continued research and the
employment of qualified personnel to find
additional grain products for sale in the
domestic and foreign markets. We recom-
mend that an adequate promotional budget
be maintained to support these products.

We commend the directors, the manage-
ment, and the employees of the Farmers
Cooperative Commission Company for their
diligence in developing new products and
markets for Eansas wheat.

RESOLUTION No, 8§—CONSOLIDATION
AND COMPETITION

Many cooperatives are still duplieating
services to members of a general area. There
are many cooperatives in the area served by
the Farmers Cooperative Commission Com-
pany that could better serve the membership
by being merged into a more efficlent busi-
ness. In most areas services could be ex-
panded, improved and even established.

It is desirable that managers and directors
study the possibilities of mergers both on the
local and regional levels.

We encourage the Farmers Cooperative
Commission Company to continue working
on the possibility of a merger of regional
cooperative grain marketing associations,
keeping in mind the best interests of the
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general membership of Farmers Cooperative
Commission Company.

Every cooperative should review its grain
pricing structure and grain handling proce-
dure with the alm of increasing grain mar-
gins to a level consistent with good business
management and the lasting welfare of its
members.

RESOLUTION No. 9—YOUTH AND FarM
COOPERATIVE MOVEMENT

Cooperative organizations are established
as permanent Institutions, bridging over the
generations. It is very desirable that all age
levels be represented, that a certain number
of board members, for example, be training
to take over the functions and responsibil-
ities of older board members with the passing
of the years.

It has been found very desirable also, from
the standpoint of insuring the interest and
participation of the younger farmers, that
positions on the boards of cooperatives, local
and regional, be filled by young farmers so
they may be thus encouraged to take a more
active role in the government of their coop-
erative institutions and their talent and ideas
best utilized.

RESOLUTION No. 10—PRODUCERS EXPORT
COMPANY

Producers Export Company is making
headway in the field of increasing export
sales of wheat and other grains marketed
by farmers through their own cooperatives.
It is yet a modest effort compared with some
of the international export companies.

It is the desire of the members of the
Farmers Cooperative Commission Company
to make the maximum use of the Producers
Export Company whenever possible.

REsoLUTION No. 11—NATIONAL FEDERATION OF
GRAIN COOPERATIVES

We are proud of our assoclation with other
cooperative marketing assoclations in the
National Federation of Grain Cooperatives,
and with its Executive Secretary, Roy PF.
Hendrickson.

The federation is devoted to the expansion
of cooperative activity by farmers throughout
the nation and the world. In this effort, our
association is anxlous to participate and to
forward the program of cooperative market-
ing development which is the surest road to
iimprovlng the bargaining ability of pro-

UCEeTS.

12—EKansas COOPERATIVE
CounNcIL

The EKansas Cooperative Council is orga-
nized for the purpose of representing the co-
operatives of Kansas in many areas and is
continually serving its cooperative members
both in information and representation,
especially in the Kansas Legislature. The
Council is also active In the development
of new ideas in the orderly marketing of
wheat.

Continued support of the Eansas Coopera-
tive Counclil is urged so that their important
work can be continued and expanded.
RESOLUTION No. 13—EaANsAs FARMERS SERVICE

ASSOCIATION

We commend the Kansas Farmers Service
Association and the C. R. Rock Company for
their continued excellent service. These
organizations are alert to the needs of their
members in providing auditing and insur-
ance services.

REsoLuTioN No,

RESOLUTION No. 14—IN APPRECIATION

The Farmers Cooperative Commission
Company enjoys an extremely high level of
membership loyalty and support and is an
outstanding example of teamwork in the
cooperative fleld today, We commend the
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directors and managers of local cooperatives
for their loyalty and support.

CADET ENOCKS TOPLESS IDEA

Mr. BUTTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. SCHADEBERG] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and inelude extraneous matter,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. SCHADEBERG. Mr. Speaker, re-
cently I placed my views on a proposed
topless go-go discotheque in Vietnam be-
fore the House and, generally, reaction to
this was favorable to my stand that this
idea was ridiculous, detrimental to our
Nation's basic God-fearing philosophies,
hurtful to our national image, and help-
ful to those seeking areas of damaging
propaganda. That the newspaper ac-
count would reach young men either
serving or preparing to serve our country
did not seem to be real to me at that
time but I have heard many reports of
reaction and have seen one reaction in
writing which I present here for my
colleagues to read at their leisure. It is
written by a West Point cadet, Philip D.
Reifenberg, and was printed in the
March 30, 1967, issue of the Milwaukee
Sentinel. In it, Cadet Reifenberg points
to the above arguments and does it in a
resourceful and freshly invigorating
style which reflects the fine, moral
tendencies of this young man and the
many like him who rebel at the thought
that topless women are what will “boost
the morale” of the soldier in Vietnam.

I believe the observations of this young
man are worthy of reading and I present
them to you, as follows:

ABOMINABLE
To the SENTINEL:

I would like to *“compliment’” Richard L.
Bast and Redex-Vietnam, Inc.,, on their pa-
triotic effort to “bring America to our boys
overseas” hy exportlng topless "“go-go" girls
to BSalgon (Sentinel, Mar, 2). This 1is
“surely” a move that will “boost the morale”
of the soldiers in Vietnam.

What does Mr. Bast think our soldiers are,
a bunch of sex craving flends? That patri-
otic effort of his is the most absurd thing
I've ever heard, not to mention being an
insult to the armed forces and to our fine
nation, Why doesn't he go one step fur-
ther—let him send LSD and marijuana with
his girls; this would be an even greater
“boost’” to their “morale”!

Mr. Bast’s proposal is pathetically ironical.
He plans to hire 10 to 25 “girls of high
caliber . . . nice, wholesome American girls"
to send to Vietnam to excite our soldiers’
sexual desires. But he doesn’t want any
“hard bitten strippers”! Naturally Redex-
Vietnam, Inc., will have to pay its employes
for their “services”; pay them with American
currency, of which every denomination with-
out exceptlon bears the inscription, “In God
We Trust.” I wonder if our “patriotic”
friend trusts in the same God the rest of us
believe in, a God Who abhors sin and loves
purity. If so, he is the best example of
hyproerisy I have ever seen.

Of course, Mr, Bast may be correct in his
assumption that exporting these girls to
Vietnam would be “bringing America to our
boys overseas." Maybe topless “go-go” girls
are the symbol of the American republic
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today. I could be wrong in believing that
the United States is still the God fearing
nation of high ideals that our forefathers
founded. It might be that I've mever seen
America in its real form—since I am Cath-
olic, and have great parents who taught me
the difference between right and wrong, at-
tended a fine high school, and am now “shel-
tered” by the walls of the United States mili-
tary academy at West Point, my eyes may
have been blinded to the true symbols of
the American way of life. But I refuse to
believe that the moral standards of America
have decayed to such a degree that raw sex
is now Indlcative of cultural entertainment
in this nation.

But let's look at this from other angles,

Just think how our national image would
suffer]l To the rest of the world we would
no longer be a great nation full of integrity
and honor, but a nation of pagans, running
around half nude, exporting our vices to
other countries around the world. (This
would be a wonderful source of propaganda
material for our enemies!)

How about the poor girl whose husband is
over in Vietnam? How long could she keep
her falth in him, thinking that he might
be replacing her with a “girlie show"?

If Mr. Bast succeeds in putting his sugges-
tlon into practice, I will personally be greatly
affected. In three years, I will no longer be
a West Point cadet, but a second lieutenant
in the army. Upon graduation, I will
promptly be assigned as a platoon leader,
probably stationed in Vietnam, or wherever
the trouble spot happens to be at that time.
I'll have 42 men to look after in my platoon,
physically and spiritually. I doubt if I
would be able to take much pride in myself
as a man, an officer or a Christian, knowing
that those under my authority, who are sup-
posedly fighting for the noble cause of peace
and freedom, were in actuality wasting what
little time and money they have for them-
selves to see an exhibition of *Bast's
Hussies.”

To me, Mr. Bast's plan is nothing more
than abominable. I hope that all of you
have this feeling, too. If so, do something,
anything about it. Write your representa-
tive, your senator, even Mr. Bast himself,
But please don’t sit back and be content to
merely think about the folly of the Redex-
Vietnam, Inc. Remember the words printed
at the top of the Sentinel's editorial page—

“The only thing necessary for the triumph
of evil is that good men do nothing.”

Caper PHILIP D. REIFENBERG,
Company F-4, U.S.C.C.
WesT PoInT, N.Y.

FUNDS FOR EDUCATIONAL AS-
SISTANCE PROGRAMS

Mr. BUTTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Remm] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous maitter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I am happy to join with my colleagues
on the Special Subcommittee on Educa-
tion in introducing today a concurrent
resolution establishing a joint commit-
tee to conduet a study on means of pro-
viding for earlier availability of funds
for educational assistance programs.

Mr. Speaker, hearings, studies, and
surveys conducted by the subcommittee,
under the able chairmanship of the
gentlewoman from Oregon [Mrs. GREEN],
indicate that late funding is wreaking
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serious havoc with educational pro-
graming at both the elementary and
higher education levels. Needless to say,
this works a serious hardship on a num-
ber of students. It is high time that the
Congress define ways to act with rea-
sonable dispatch so that the educational
community of the Nation will not suffer
due to our inability to make thoughtful
decisions.

The academic calendar and the Fed-
eral fiscal calendar move in different
cycles. Planning for the next academic
year must be done during the spring of
the preceding year while appropriations
for educational assistance programs are
rarely made before late summer or early
fall—when the school year has already
begun. School officials from a number
of States have testified to the difficul-
ties created by this disparity, and the
National Advisory Council on the Educa-
tion of Disadvantaged Children stated
that:

There is no doubt that implementation of
Title I was greatly hampered this year by
the nonavailability of funds until after the
school year began.

An official of a large university wrote
simply:

How do you establish matching funds for
an unknown budget?

Finally, Commissioner Howe indicated
the concern of the Office of Education:

It seems to me essential to look for appro-
priations practices which would prevent rela-
tionships with States and communities from
being regularly conducted on a crisis basis.

As an immediate step toward the solu-
tion of this problem, we are recommend-
ing by the introduction of this resolu-
tion that the problem of late funding be
subjected to a thorough and concerted
study by a joint committee to be com-
posed of Members of the House Commit-
tee on Education and Labor, the Senate
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare,
and both Committees on Appropriations.
The joint committee would be required
to submit its recommendations within 3
months.

Mr. Speaker, the Congress must act
now if the far-reaching legislation we
have passed in recent sessions is to be
of maximum assistance to those young
people who most need its help.

TO REMOVE THE PROHIBITION ON
THE ATTENDANCE OF INDIAN
SCHOLARSHIP STUDENTS AT SEC-
TARIAN COLLEGES AND UNIVER-
SITIES

Mr. BUTTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Alaska [Mr. PoLrock] may extend
his remarks at this point in the REcorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. POLLOCEK. Mr. Speaker, I have
today introduced a bill to correct an in-
equity existing in our laws relating to the
education of Indian students. At the
present time the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs is prohibited by statute from using
Federal funds for scholarships at see-
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tarian schools including, of course, in-
stitutions of higher learning. Other
Government scholarship funds can be
used for this purpose but scholarships for
Indians cannot. Certainly this is dis-
criminatory.

In my own State of Alaska there are
three institutions of higher learning—
one, the University of Alaska, is public
while the other two, Alaska Methodist
University and Sheldon Jackson Junior
College, are sponsored by churches. All
are accredited. Thus a native student
desiring to attend college in his own
State with a scholarship is given no
choice of schools.

My bill removes this prohibition for
institutions of higher education. Similar
legislation has been introduced in the
other body with 11 sponsors—S. 876. I
am hopeful that the Congress will con-
sider correcting this discriminatory sit-
uation this session.

The text of the bill follows:

HR. 9397
A bill to remove the prohibitlon on the at-
tendance of Indian scholarship students
at sectarlan colleges and universities

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the first
paragraph following the heading “SUPPORT
OF SCHOOLS" in the first section of the Act
of June 10, 1896 (29 Stat. 345), is amended
by striking out the second sentence thereof,

8ec. 2. The first paragraph following the
heading “SupPoRT OoF ScHooOLS” in the first
section of the Act of June 7, 1897 (30 Stat.
79; 25 U.S.C. 278), 1s amended by striking
out the second sentence thereof.

Sec. 3. The second sentence of the sixth
paragraph of sectlon 21 of the Act of March
2, 1917 (39 Stat. 988; 25 U.S.C. 278), is
amended by Inserting before the perlod at
the end thereof the following: “, except that
this sentence shall not apply in the case of
accredited institutions of higher education”.

LODGE'S RETURN

Mr. BUTTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. Morse]l may
extend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. MORSE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, this week a distinguished son of
Massachusetts came home after com-
pleting a second tour of duty as U.S. Am-
bassador to South Vietnam. Henry
Cabot Lodge fulfilled this public service
with the same competence, good judg-
ment, and devotion to duty that he ex-
hibited as a U.S. Senator from Massa-
chusetts and as U.S. representative in
the United Nations. This morning the
Washington Post saluted Ambassador
Lodge for handling *every assignment
with tact and skill.” T include this edi-
torial in the Recorp at this point:

LoDGE'S RETURN

Ambassador Henry Cabot Lodge has served
his country well in a difficult and danger-
ous post and is entitled to the praise of
his countrymen and the gratitude of his
country upon his return home.

It would be hard to imagine a more trou-
blesome asslgnment. An Ambassador's role
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is arduous enough under normal circum-
stances; but the Ambassador to South Viet-
nam functions in cilrcumstances far from
normal. The necessity of maintaining the
freest channels of communications with the
friendly government to which he is accredit-
ed is only the beginning of the matter. Am-
bassador Lodge has had to be not only a
diplomat but an administrator and a co-
ordinator and an advisor. He has conducted
himself with courage and with tact. He
has furnished his own government reliable
and intelligent estimates of the situation in
that country. He has handled every as-
slgnment with tact and skill. He has been
conscientious in the performance of a task
that no man but a patriot would willingly
have undertaken.

TURNING POINT IN LIFE RESOURCE
PLANNING

Mr. BUTTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. Morsg]l may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. MORSE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, our distinguished colleague, the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BRowN] re-
cently delivered an excellent address be-
fore the Ohio Planning Conference, in
Dayton, Ohio.

The gentleman's concern was the pres-
ervation of our natural resources, and
the urgent need for comprehensive plan-
ning and understanding of our goals. He
pointed out how many seemingly ex-
traneous factors must be included in any
of the decisions about planning for
growth and conservation in the years to
come.

Because of the gentleman'’s cosponsor-
ship of legislation to create a National
Commission on Public Management,
and because of his interest in the use of
modern management techniques to help
us solve our public problems, I include
the text of his remarks in the REcorp:

TURNING POINT IN LIFE RESOURCE PLANNING

The clvilized man’s occupancy of this con-
tinent with its particular set of resources
began 350 years ago, but the idea of conserv-
ing our resources did not begin until the mid-
nineteenth century, when we began to think
of our vast natural resources in terms of their
wisest use.

A century later, we have been forced to
abandon our previous narrow concept of
conservation In the isolated categories of
forests, wildlife, minerals and water. We
have been forced to recognize the interde-
pendency of all resources, and have found
that we cannot divide them into separate
definable units or keep conservation prob-
lems within state borders or city limits.

Soclal scientists today are emphasizing
that we live in a dual world of two external
environments: one the world of nature; and
the other the world man has built within
and around and on top of the world of na-
ture. This man-built world has been de-
scribed as including all our technologies from
the axe and the hair shirt to electric power
and atomic fission—and all our media from
the alphabet to telstar television.

One of conservation's most urgent tasks
today is to create a general awareness of
man's relationship to his environments in
both the blological and sociological senses.
Public expectation must be elevated to re-
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quire a more responsible performance from
everyone—individual, citizens, corporate in-
dustry and the agencies of government. The
new conservation also requires a more effec-
tive political machinery for formulating pub-
lic policy—a task which often involves a
difficult choice between conflicting public
interest and private demands.

When concerned people—leaders of the
community (or merely citizens interested in
a certain project)—get together and work
out ways of accommodating the interests of
the various “publics” involved, so that the
greatest good Is wrought with the total en-
vironment in mind, then the politics of con-
servation is working at its best.

Our resources include: Renewable re-
sources, on which we depend for life itself—
fresh water and clean air—resources which
when properly managed are self-replenish-
ing;

Non-Renewable resources such as ores,
mlinerals, coal, and so on. Open or green
space might also be considered a non-renew-
able resource, rather than a renewable one.

Resources which we, at present, consider
inexhaustible—the sun and the sea.

New and to-be developed resource of
which we do not realize the value today—
nuclear power, outer space.

The United States is now using up natural
resources faster than man, sclence and na-
ture, together, are creating them. The most
economical and most sensible use of re-
sources requires not only the skill of the
trained scientist and technician, but the
understanding and interest of the ordinary
citizen upon whom rests the ultimate polit-
ical responsibility for action. It also requires
the proper political procedures and the power
of funds (tax resources) which government
needs to effect its decisions.

Perhaps our first good example of regional
planning was the Miaml Conservancy Dis-
trict of fifty years ago, in which the single
entlty of the watershed of the Miami River
was taken into account with regard to com-
munity planning, flood control water re-
sources, soll conservatlon, grass, forest and
other crops, animal life, water and recrea-
tional interests in connection with one
watershed. The Miami Conservancy District
was given not only the legal and political
power with which to operate, but also the
taxing authority and therefore the financial
resources needed to do the job required.

In the last half century, we have learned,
in the Dayton community, that the com-
munity of interest of the Miami Conservancy
District is only one of the communities of
interest, or watersheds, we have to consider.

There are economic watersheds, educa-
tional watersheds, watersheds of retail com-
merce, of employment Interests, of residen-
tlal needs and many more. For Instance,
there is the consideration of medical serv-
fces. Since most of us these days are born
in hospitals and die there, regional hospi-
tal planning ought to be given consideration.
Barney Chlldren's Hospital is an example of
planning for community need. Formerly,
Dayton had to use pediatric facilities In
general hospitals in the Dayton area, or the
children's hospitals in Columbus or Cin-
cinnati. There obviously should be some
geographic coordination, however, in this
area of specialized service. For instance, if
Children’s Hospital in Columbus decides to
specialize in hematology, and Children’s in
Cincinnatl is concentrating on orthopedic
surgery, but there is no area hospital doing
top notch children’s heart or chest surgery,
then Barney could alm to meet this regional
need, I am not suggesting that this be the
specific case, of course, but only citing an
example of regional planning,

When we think of young people, we ob-
viously get very quickly to the school prob-
lem. School locations have to be planned
in such a way that transportation is both
convenient and practical.

R N S R ST T e e P
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People do not live in a location where they
can't find work, Therefore, arrangements
for industrial development obviously ought
to be planned into the community. People
also tend to develop commercial activities
convenient to where they live. Transporta-
tion plays a big part here—both locally and
regionally. Ask the Dayton merchants south
of Third and Main—and ask those of us who
wanted to go through Dayton quickly before
I-76 was finished.

We should also include athletics and rec-
reational activities and consider the con-
struction of swimming pools and YMCA/
YWCAs at the same time we talk about audi-
toriums and drive-in movies. Perhaps the
purchasers of the Cincinnati Redlegs ignored
Dayton in their considerations, but the Gov-
ernor of Ohlo sure got in the act.

And, of course, we must consider green
spaces and perhaps should even consider
zoning, for the protection of fast vanishing
rural areas, where agriculture can function
as one of the industries necessary to the sus-
tenance of life. Each of these interest areas
may encompass another area or portion of
another area, and each has to be given special
consideration, but consideration tied in with
the others. The municipal government sys-
tem obviously has to tie in with other politi-
cal subdivisions, just as the school systems
must integrate with each other.

Planning green spaces into an area may
even be more complex. The space will likely
have to come from existing rural areas in
order to serve people residing in metropolitan
areas—people not directly involved in the
local government of these green-space areas.
Champalgn Countlans are not the chief users
of the facilitles of Kaiser Lake in Champaign
County. On any weekend you can count
more' Dayton cars there than Champalgn
County cars. These regional interests, there-
fore, overlap and, not infrequently, conflict.
In order to resolve the conflicts, there must
be free and easy flow of discussion between
governmental units and organizational units,
whether it be a private organization running
a private industry or a ball club, or a Cham-
ber of Commerce expressing community in-
terest, or a School Board, or a commercial
enterprise. It is simply impossible to set up
governmental boundaries which can encom-
pass all the problems of our environment.

Obviously, the one organization which does
cut across all boundarles is the Federal
government. But this tends to ignore vital
local interests and eliminate completely the
various local options. Any system which is
set up should permit local determination as
to which regional interests should dominate
when they are in conflict. But, of course,
there ought to be more cooperation than
Court action. I serve on the Government
Operations Committee's Subcommittee on
Intergovernmental Relations, and this whole
field is one which has not been extremely
well-defined in legislation. But, it will be
the subject for future hearings or studies for
legislation.

Another plece of Federal legislation which
should be mentioned is the so-called Inter-
governmental Cooperation Act, which has
been re-introduced in both the House and
Senate by members of both parties. In the
House, the measure will be considered by
the Government Operations Committee's
Subcommittee on Executive and Legislative
Reorganization, on which I also serve, This
legislation, as you know, is designed to
achieve the fullest cooperation and coordi-
nation of activities among all levels of gov-
ernment in order to improve the operation
of our Federal system in our increasingly
complex soclety.

A classic example of the need to give seri-
ous conslderation to some legislation of this
type can be cited in the case of the City of
Phliladelphia, where the Federal government
literally ran into itself due to lack of coordi-
nated planning. Involved, is one of the most
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historic tracts of land in the United States,
that part of Philadelphia where the Consti-
tution and the Declaration of Independence
were drafted and adopted. First of all, the
Congress agreed to create a national histori-
cal park extending from Independence Hall
to the Delaware River. Within this area are
many buildings of critical historic value be-
cause of their part in the birth of our Re-
public. At the same time, the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania agreed to clear six
city blocks morth of Independence Hall to
make a great mall. Adjacent to this area, a
private, nonprofit organization launched a
rehabilitation and renewal program restor-
ing older houses and bullding new apart-
ments to replace the slums. All of this was
done according to a city plan,

In another phase of Philadelphia's renewal
plan on the banks of the Delaware, a mile of
waterfront is being demolished to create a
waterfront park containing museums and
marinas. Approximately $407.4 million has
been put into these projects by private agen-
cies, the City of Philadelphia and the Federal
government. However, the whole thing is
now being jeopardized by the construction
of Interstate 95 through the ara. The high-
way engineers want to bulld a 12-lane ex-
pressway which would rise up 23 feet, sever-
ing Independence National Park from the
river, blocking the view of the waterfront,
and making the waterfront park project
practically untenable. Nine out of ten dol-
lars of the cost of the Federal highway will
be paid for by the U.S. Government. How-
ever, the Pennsylvania State Highway De-
partment has the job of designing it. In so
doing, the State engineers have ignored long
years of work and millions of dollars of in-
vestment put into the area by fellow State
agencies. The City of Philadelphia street
department has ignored the long labors and
investments of the city planning commission,
the Philadelphia Redevelopment Authority
and the private rehabllitation agency. The
Federal Bureau of Public Roads seems ob-
livious to the huge sums invested by its fel-
low Federal agencies—the Department of In-
terior and the Urban Renewa] Administra-
tion. They are interested only in costs in-
sofar as they affect their trust funds financed
out of gasoline taxes. The matter is still un-
resolved. Obviously, what is needed here is
some supervision, some coordination, before
the Liberty Bell, itself, is buried under con-
crete.

We must recognize the interlocking char-
acter of all resources and the mounting pres-
sures against them In our present-day society.
Among these are: population explosion; pres-
sure against the land itself caused by our
mushrooming wurbanization, highway con-
struction, defense establlshments, airports,
and bullding development; and the insatia-
ble appetite for raw materials of our vast and
expanding industrial plant, spurred on by
the demands of Americans for an ever-higher
standard of living.

To meet these pressures, we need to study
methods of re-using more and more of the
materials our economy uses. In fact, some
experts call pollution “resources out of
place.” The principle of re-use is already
firmly established: Half of our steel, 56% of
our copper, 12% of our rubber and 21% of
our paper are presently derived from scrap
or reprocessed materlal. We need to have
recreation lands and to preserve our wilder-
ness areas.

We will need people trained in the sciences
dealing with the air, the sea, the earth, the
inter-relationships of living things and their
environment, pollution of air, water and
feod, new energy sources and synthetic sub-
stitution products. To make the best use of
our human resources, we must see that all
of our people are educated according to their
individual abilities. We must nurture our
country's human potential and provide them
with the opportunities for personal regenera-
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tion through recreation, In order to Include
all these things in just the consideration of
the water needs alone in a certain area—that
is to say water resources for industrial and
human consumption and recreational use,
agricultural development, flood control, pol-
lution control, etc.—one is tempted to yearn
for a computer into which all the facts might
be put and an answer arrived at to determine
how all the needs for water in an area can
most efficlently be balanced.

Well, that Is exactly what many experts
want to do. Many of them believe that the
efficient and, in the long run, essentlal ap-
proach to managing our resources, handling
pollution problems, etc., will be the new
sclence of systems analysis both for regions
and for Individual projects. The State of
California has already contracted with aero-
space companies who have considerable
know-how in systems work, for analyses of
preventing and managing waste and other:
community problems.

Republican-sponsored leglslation pending
in the Congress, which I have joined in in-
troducing, provides for the creation of a Na-
tional Commission on Public Management to
study the applicability of the systems man-
agement approach to public problems such
as water and alr pollution, the growing crime
rate, traffic congestion, slum housing, health
services, education, law enforcement and dis-
tribution of public welfare. The Commission
would examine the techniques developed by
the defense and aerospace industries for com-
plex problem-solving, and recommend how
best they might be applied to equally critical
domestic problems. This would engage the
free enterprise system in the solution of
public problems.

Let me digress for just a moment to pursue
in detall a speclalized interest—how to han-
dle industrial pollution.

As many of you no doubt know, I have re-
introduced a bill I sponsored last year to
allow an incentive tax credit to industries
which install facilities for abatement of air
and water pollution. This measure has
strong support in both the House and Senate.
Twenty-two Republicans and 8 Democrats
jolned me in introducing my bill in the
House on January 31, and several other Mem-
bers have introduced identical or similar bills
since that time.

If this country is to maintain and improve
the quality of its environment, it will cost
money, lots of it. This covers the whole
gamut from appropriations, recreation user
fees, tax policy, financial incentives to pri-
vate industry, competition for the dollar with
other activities of the Government, cost
sharing between levels of government, sub-
sidies of various sorts, etc.

There must be acceptance of responsibility
by State and local governments and the busi-
ness community. This need is not different
than that faced in many other public ac-
tions. But the centralization of power and
financing still tends toward the Federal Gov-
ernment with its 50-50 grants and outright
grants for a multitude of programs. And
with the Federal money, comes local Irre-
sponsibility and Federal authority. There
also comes Bureaucratic red-tape and delay.

Local initlative and local funds reverse this
trend. The GOP proposal to share Federal
tax revenues with the States, if enacted into
law, could have far-reaching effects in help-
ing to find solutions to the complex problems
we are facing. A good regional planning sys-
tem must have at its base some consideration
of financing methods. We must be able to
create taxing authorifies and levy taxes.
The cost, as I have mentioned, may be great
for all concerned; and ultimately, as Malcolm
Forbes has stated: “We who live long enough
to survive in our present environment will
pay for it in the price of what we buy. But
what's wrong with that?"

Secretary of Interior Udall has stated our
dilemma very well, I think, in his book, The
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Quiet Crisis: “We have built, but in most
places not with distinection, Ours is a power-
ful nation, but the question is do we have a
civilization of distinction? This Nation leads
the world in wealth and power, but also leads
in the degradation of the human habitat.
We have the most automobiles and worst
junkyards. We are the most mobile people
on earth and we endure the most congestion.
We produce the most energy and have the
foulest alr, Our factories pour out more
products and our rivers carry the heaviest
loads of pollution. We have rich cities, but
few handsome ones. We excel as developers
but not as conservers of order and beauty.
We will not restore balance and harmony
that we once had in the best American cities
unless we act with new respect for the land—
and for ourselves. Can we bring the conser-
vation idea in from the countryside to the
city? Can we bulld with true distinction?
We can, I believe, if we develop a new scheme
of values and a new politics as well. Hence-
forth, all of us must participate in the deci-
sions that determine the face and character
of tomorrow's America: the design of a
bridge, the location of highways, the expan-
sion of cities, the cleansing of air and water,
the saving of open space, the preserving of
wildlife and wild lands—rest on our involve-
ment in the decision-making process.”

This 1s why I feel we are at the turning
point in life resource planning. If we take
advantage of the opportunities avallable to
us—through governmental cooperation,
through the utilization of modern techniques
to get proper resource management and
through methods of adequate financing, as
well as education, objective pre-planning of
our requirements and effective utilization of
our resources—we do have the opportunity
to overcome the dilemma which faces not
only the United States of America, but the
entire world.

Future generations will not be bullding on
the rubbish heap of a past civilization, but,
rather, will be living in a well-maintained
civilization, which has retained the best of
the past and ordered the present, so that it
can achieve the best of the future.

If we are not at a turning point toward ac-
complishment of this end, in the final anal-
ysis, we will be at a turning point toward
ultimate failure in managing our own world
audits resources. Then, it may not be the
threat of nuclear war which mankind has
most to fear, but his waste and pollution of
his present resources and environment.

ADDRESS BY AMBASSADOR SOL M.
LINOWITZ

Mr. BUTTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. Morsel may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. MORSE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, last Friday, Ambassador Sol M.
Linowitz, the U.S. representative to the
Organization of American States, spoke
before the National Press Club on the
meaning of the recent Hemispheric Sum-
mit Conference. While Ambassador
Linowitz was heartened by the commit-
ment and dedication of the American
Presidents, he was also disturbed by the
failure of the Alliance thus far to ignite
the spark of commitment in the youth of
the Latin American nations.

This kind of balanced thinking is es-
sential to any effective attack on the mas-
sive problems that remain throughout
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the hemisphere. Progress has been made
to be sure, but we cannot rest content
with its pace. Far more must be done
to involve the people, all of all ages, in
their own development process, and the
first step toward the accomplishment of
this task is the recognition of its impor-
tance. This the Ambassador has done,
and I include the text of his remarks in
the RECORD:

ExcErPTS FroM ADDRESS BY AMBASSADOR SOL
M. Lmwowirz, U.S. REPRESENTATIVE TO THE
ORGANIZATION OF AMERICAN STATES, Be-
FORE THE NaTioNAL PrESS CLUB, WASHING-
Tow, D.C.,, oN THE SuMMIT CONFERENCE

What were the expectations with reference
to the Summit Conference at Punta del Este
and how well were they realized?

In launching and moving forward the
Conference, the Latin American Presidents
anticipated that the Presidents of this Hemi-
sphere might come together, recognizing
their common problems, and talk together
frankly, freely, and with mutual respect
about how to reach answers on the funda-
mental issues. The hope was that they might
then undertake important commitments af-
fecting the future of the Hemisphere. The
Conference would be a Latin American Con-
ference, organized and led by the Latin
American leaders; and President Johnson
would be present as a cooperating partner
assuring the Latin Americans of our support
and understanding and following their lead
in hemispheric progress and unity.

What happened at Punta del Este was
precisely that: eighteen Presidents, one
Presidentlal representative, and the Prime
Minister of Trinidad and Tobago met, spoke
frankly, and (with one exception) reached
agreement on issues of profound significance
to the future of Latin America. The Con-
ference was a Latin American conference,
led by the Latin American Presidents and
involving fundamental commitments on their
part more far-reaching than any since these
countries achieved their independence,
President Johnson was there as a helpful
junior partner in the effort, making clear
our own involvement and support and our
willingness to walk at their side as they
proceed along the bold path before them.

The relationships established, the under-
standings reached among the Presidents and
the spirit in which discussions were con-
ducted, all give promise of a new era in
Inter-American relationships.

It may be that the greatest contribution
of this Summit Conference will have been
not the decisions to move forward boldly
along specific lines—fundamental as these
decisions are—but rather its impact on the
minds of men. The milllons of the Hemi-
sphere were watching as their top political
leaders looked at their common problems,
discussed their differences and chose the dif-
ficult way of peaceful revolution and devel-
opment. This was a dramatic demonstra-
tion of a dominant fact of Latin America
today: that the Alliance for Progress repre-
sents the mainstream of political, social and
economic thought and action . . .

ON THE LATIN AMERICAN COMMON MARKET

Is a Latin American Common Market
really a feasible objective? Taking into ac-
count the disparity of development among
the countries of Latin America, is it reason-
able to expect that there can indeed be fash-
foned a common market for the continent
overriding political, economic and social bar-
riers?

I believe that it is. And my Dbelief is
grounded in the knowledge that many of
the leaders of Latin America today are men
of vision, men who know how to dream and
how to achieve; men who know that what
is needed most for that break-through is a
unified assault by their nations against their
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common problems—an assault that will
launch both mnew life into the Alliance for
Progres and a new era of common under-
standing in the Americas.

They also understand that nowhere is that
unified assault more important than in this
complex problem of Latin American eco-
nomic integration. For success here truly
could result in an upheaval of a continent
that would cast out the ills now paralyzing
so much of its potential.

And there is evidence that, vast though the
undertaking may be, and potentially dif-
ficult though it admittedly is, 1t can be done,
The first steps have already been taken
through the organization of the Central
American Common Market and the Latin
American Free Trade Associlation. The coun-
tries of Central America, for example, have
expanded intrazonal exports from $33 million
in 1960 to $1566 million in 1966. Upwards of
90 percent of all trade among the five coun-
tries of Central America is now restriction-
free and the proportion of their intra-
regional trade has more than doubled.

It is true that in the larger Latin American
Free Trade Assoclation—which includes
Mexico and all of South America—progress
has been slower. But even there, intra-zonal
trade jumped from $775 million in 1962 to
an estimated $1.56 billlon In 1966. In addi-
tion, some 9,000 tariff concessions have been
negotiated since LAFTA was organized.

Will the development of a Latin American
Common Market provide increased competi-
tion for some of our own export markets?
Probably. The same was also true of the
European Common Market. Yet the growth
of the European market has not affected our
industrial growth adversely; quite the con-
trary. For whether it be Europe or Latin
America—or any region, for that matter—
our prosperity is bound up with the world's.

We will have to make some adjustments
and there may be some short-term losses, but
these cannot be compared to our—and
their—long-term gains as we engage in a
mutually profitable trade. And the story
does not end with economics. There is a
political moral too: An economically viable
Latin America will have an even greater stake
than it does today in a free, stable and secure
world.

In conjunction with steps toward economic
integration, the Presidents agreed that there
will have to be action to overcome physical
obstacles to the regional flow of goods and
services: this will mean continental road
projects, interconnection of electric power
systems and telecommunications, and joint
investment in air transport, railroads and
steamship lines, as well as in such basic in-
dustries as fertilizers, pulp and paper, iron
and steel and petro-chemicals. These and
more are now grist for the Alliance mill as
approved by the Presidents, and each project
offers vast possibilities for transforming the
map of Latin America.

I believe that much of this Imagination
and vision can be provided by private enter-
prise. Certainly it has both the technical
know-how and the capital which are sorely
needed.

Considerable misunderstanding still exists
about the purposes and value of U.S. private
Investment in Latin American countries.
Some of the blame for this may fall squarely
on business, but less than popular concep-
tion has 1t.

Today, many of the Latin American coun-
tries are indeed making efforts to create a
better environment for private investment;
and United States businesses already supply
one-tenth of the continent's production, pay
one-fifth of all taxes, account for a third
of all export earnings, and provide jobs for
an estimated 1,500,000 Latin Americans. I
hope it will continue to participate to an
even greater degree, recognizing always the
great role it can and must play in meeting
the needs of the people of the continent.
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ON THE HUMAN FACTOR

In concluding his address at the Latin
American Summit Conference in Punta del
Este, Uruguay, earlier this month, President
Johnson spoke directly to the youth of the
Americas. To them he said:

“All that has been dreamed in the years
since the Alllance started can only come to
pass if your hearts and minds become com-
mitted to it. . . . Here in the countries of
the Alliance, a peaceful revolution has af-
firmed man’s ability to change the condi-
tions of his life through the institutions of
democracy. In your hands is the task of
carrylng it forward.”

Behind these words was the recognition
that the people of Latin America today are
baslcally a young people, younger than we.
Three-fifths of the Latin American popula-
tion are under twenty-four years of age, com~
pared with two-fifths for the United States
and Canada. These young people now con-
stitute the bulk of the electorate in Latin
America—the people the Governments must
answer to and heed—the people who, in a
few years' time, will be the leaders of the
continent.

It is the young people who must be con-
vinced that the Alliance for Progress holds
out a true promise for their future. I is
they who must understand that while the
Alliance for Progress can be their revolution,
all of us in both North and South America
share its ideals and its aspirations for some-
thing better; for hope, for dignity, for demo-
cratic institutions under law to carry on the
fight in the only way it must be carried on—
constructively, compassionately, and con-
cerned with the right of the individual.

In my visits to Latin America, I've talked
to university students about the Alllance
and the relations between the United States
and Latin America. I've been disappointed
in their lack of awareness of how much the
Alllance has been and is doing, and their
lack of excitement about its potential, Yet
unless we can arouse that sense of excite-
ment, that feeling of enthusiasm and loyalty
among the masses of people of Latin Amer-
ica, neither the Presidents’ program nor the
Alliance can succeed.

There are, of course, some who are afraid
of change, who fear that rocking the boat
can only lead to Communism in a region so
scarred with misery, poverty and special in-
terests, I think that the reverse is true—
that the sure way to Communism or to any
other extreme, right or left—is not the
change, not to understand the needs of the
people, not to give them the opportunity to
attaln the economic mastery of their lives
and, perhaps even more important, soclal
justice. The United States must, of course,
deeply concern itself with methods of oppos-
ing any overt or covert Communism attempts
to infiltrate this Hemisphere. But in doing
s0 we must also remember that anti-Com-
munism as such will not automatically com-
mand the attention of the average Latin
American, who is steeped in his own personal
struggle to keep his head above water. We
must show that we stand for something
better,

City slum dwellers denled hope and illiter-
ate rural Indians denied even a glimpse of
the Twentieth Century cannot offer a founda-
tion to sustaln or nurture democracy. A
demagogue who elbows his way upward
through the masses and who offers them
protection and food will have their sullen
support or mute acquiescence. For these
are the staple commodities they desperately
want and need. No promise or vision can
vie with that.

And that is the meaning of the program
undertaken at Punta del Este which must
become known to the people in human
terms. They must recognize that the Al-
liance for Progress is their charter, that the
commitments at Punta del Este are their
promise; and that even though “social jus-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

tice” was not listed on the formal Summit
Agenda, it was never absent from the Presi-
dents’ Conjference table. As President John-
son sald in his address:

“Our discussions here are couched in the
technical terms of trade and development
policles. But beyond these impersonal terms
stands the reality of individual men, women
and children. It is for them-—not the statis-
ticilans and economists—that we work, Ifis
for them—and especially for the young—
that the hope and the challenge of the Al-
liance exists.”

The promise of Latin America will be a
difficult one to fulfill. We will incur many
disappointments and encounter many frus-
trations. We shall probably become dis-
couraged from time to time, and then there
will be volces raised urging us either to
withdraw or to turn our backs on Latin
America. Yet this is a risk which we do
not dare take. If we lose heart in Latin
America now there may never be another
place nor another day anywhere or anytime.
For the stakes there are high—just about
the highest for which we have ever played,
and we cannot afford to lose.

PAYING TRIBUTE TO OUR CON-
GRESSIONAL SECRETARIES

Mr. BUTTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. GoopELL] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. Speaker, for 16
years the United States has been observ-
ing National Secretaries Week, noting
for a brief time the dedicated and ef-
fective work of the secretaries of this
country.

The theme suggested by the National
Secretaries Association for this year is
“Better Secretaries Mean Better Busi-
ness.”

I might suggest a variation on that
theme by stating that “Better Secre-
taries Mean Better Government.”

It can be said that there would be no
service to any constituent, there would
be no historic debate on the national
issues preserved for posterity, and indeed
there would be little government at all
today in the United States, without the
secretary.

It is a pleasure, therefore, to join my
colleagues in paying tribute to our secre-
taries. Without them the Congress could
not function. They are most important
cogs in the Federal machinery, without
which, we would all fall short of our
goals.

I urge the Members to join in this ob-
servance.

GENERAL DE GAULLE'S REPLY TO
JEAN-PAUL SARTRE CONCERNING
THE RUSSELL TRIBUNAL

Mr. BUTTON. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. FINDLEY] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.
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Mr. FINDLEY, Mr. Speaker, despite
the fact that France is our oldest ally,
there continues to be those in this coun-
try—some of them in positions of great
influence—who believe President de
Gaulle is hostile to the United States
and seeks ways to frustrate or embarrass
our policies. In my judgment, these
opinions are unjustified. This position
was substantiated by President de
Gaulle’s letter to Jean-Paul Sartre, dated
April 13, concerning the “Tribunal” pro-
posed by Lord Russell.

Lord Russell-and-Mr. Sartre had re-
quested President de Gaulle to permit the
“tribunal” to meet in Paris. This gath-
ering was for the purpose of putting
President Johnson on “trial” for his
“crimes in Vietnam.” Since Prance is
not only a member of NATO, but SEATO
as well, Sartre believed he would score
a propaganda coup if President de
Gaulle would permit this event to occur
on French soil. President de Gaulle’s
letter must have been a bitter disap-
pointment to Sartre, because he refused
permission for the undertaking in
France.

In concluding his letter to Mr. Sartre,
the French President pointed out that the
execution of justice belongs to the state
alone and that Lord Russell's group “are
invested with no power nor do they have
international mandate . . . they do not
give more weight to their warnings by
:igaring robes borrowed for the occa-

14y

Mr. Speaker, I ask that the text of the
De Gaulle letter be inserted in the Rec-
orp at this point:

GENERAL DE GAULLE'S REPLY OF APRIL 19,
1967, To THE LETTER FrROM MEe. JEAN-PAUL
SARTRE, DATED APRIL 13, CONCERNING THE
BERTRAND RUSSELL TRIBUNAL
In your letter of April 13, you asked me to

examine the case of Mr. Vladimir Dedijer

and, more generally, that of the persons
called on to take part, in one or other ca~-
pecity, in the work of the Russell Tribunal.

The sponsors of this tribunal propose to
criticize the United State’s Vietnam policy.
There is nothing in this to cause the Gov-
ernment to restrict their normal freedom of
assembly and of expression. Besides, you
know what the Government thinks of the
Vietnam war and what I myself have said
about it publicly and uneguivocally. Re-
gardless of the fact that, in our country,
freedom of the pen and of expression exist,
it would, therefore, not be a question of
restricting private individuals whose theses
on this subject are, moreover, close to the
French Republic's official position.

In any case, it is a question neither of the
right to assemble nor of the freedom of ex-
pression but of the duty—all the more bind-
ing on France since she has taken the stand
she has on the substance of the matter—to
make sure that a State with which she has
relations and which, despite all their dif-
ferences, remains her traditional friend, be
not the subject on her territory of proceed-
ings that greatly oversteps international law
and customs.

Now, this would seem to be the case of the
action being undertaken by Lord Russell
and his friends, since they intend to give a
legal appearance to their investigations and
the semblance of a verdict to their conclu-
sions. You are well aware that all justice,
in its prineiple as in its execution, belongs
to the State alone. Without questioning
the motives that inspire Lord Russell and
his friends, I must note that they are in-
vested with no power nor do they have any
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international mandate and that, therefore,
they could not carry out any act of justice.

That is why the Government is bound to
oppose the holding on our territory of &
meeting which, by the form it would take,
would be contrary to that very thing for
which the Government is bound to enforce
respect.

I will add that, to the extent that some of
the people gathered around Lord Russell
may have moral credit, lacking a public ju-
risdiction it does not seem to me that they
give more weight to their warnings by wear-
ing robes borrowed for the occasion.

BOY SCOUTS 12TH WORLD JAMBO-
REE “FOR FRIENDSHIP”

Mr. BUTTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Idaho [Mr. McCLUre] may extend
his remarks at this point in the RECORD
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Speaker, if Con-
gress decides to recess each August, I
would suggest that my colleagues con-
sider a vacation this year on Lake Pend
Oreille in Idaho’s First District. Here,
at Farragut State Park, over 8,000 Boy
Scouts and their leaders from all over
the world will join our Scouts in a mam-
moth encampment—the 12th World
Jamboree “For Friendship,” August 1
through 9.

We must acknowledge that the Scouts
of today will be the leaders of tomorrow.
Therefore, this meeting has an impor-
tant bearing on world peace and inter-
national understanding.

The President has indicated that he
will attend. I take this opportunity to
invite all Members of Congress to be
there as well. Not only will this meet-
ing be an opportunity to see the seldom-
publicized constructive side of today’s
youth, but an opportunity to see Idaho
at its loveliest.

Because the jamboree is to be held in
Idaho, the officials of my State have
worked endlessly for the authorization
of a commemorative stamp. Governor
Samuelson, Louise Shadduck, the State
direetor of the department of commerce,
and the Idaho congressional delegation
have seen their requests fall on deaf
ears.

But this is not the only or even the
best reason to support recognition of
this event. This kind of face-to-face
contact among young persons of demon-
strated good character holds much more
promise for the future than most of the
dubious “bridge building” efforts being
proposed today. It is this example of
international goodwill which we seek to
recognize. The fact that the Boy Scouts
are the instrument of contact and will
share in that recognition, merely adds
another reason for this action.

This will be the first world jamboree
to be held in the United States. It also
appears that we are to be the first host
country in the last 30 years which has
failed to issue a special stamp. Cer-
tainly, we do not want to do less to sup-
gort this event than other countries have

one.

And so, today I am offering two bills.
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One, as you might suspect, directs the
Postmaster General to issue a commem-
orative stamp. The other calls upon the
President to proclaim the first week of
August as Boy Scouts World Jamboree
“For Friendship” Week.

Since 328 Members of Congress have
participated in the scouting movement
at one time or another, I know there
is a great deal of sympathy within this
body for what these bills would do. I
hope that many of you will see fit to
support in this manner, the Boy Scouts
and their contribution toward a peace-
ful world.

CRAMER CALLS FOR ACTION ON
ANTICRIME AND ANTIRIOT BILLS
TO ASSURE SAFE STREETS

Mr. BUTTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. CRamER] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I had the
privilege today of appearing before the
Committee on the Judiclary hearing evi-
dence relating to anticrime proposals.

Because I believe that the combating of
the ever-increasing rate of crime in the
United States is one of the most critical
problems facing the Nation and believing
that this matter must be dealt with by
the Congress this session and dealt with
effectively, I am incorporating in the
REcoRD a copy of my testimony before the
committee calling for enactment of my
bills on the subjects of establishing:
HR. 421, antiriot bill; H.R. 6051, ob-
struction of justice; H.R. 6052, National
Institute of Law Enforcement and
Crime; H.R. 6053, immunity of witnesses;
and H.R. 6054, Joint Committee on Or-
ganized Crime.

In addition, I asked the committee to
consider ‘“clear and precise laws which
spell out the conditions under which the
police may interrogate a suspect, how
long the suspect may be retained, when
a confession is ‘voluntary,’ and when the
right to counsel begins.”

TESTIMONY BY CONGRESSMAN WiLLiaM C.
CramER BErore THE House Jupiciary Com-
MITTEE ON His Biurs, HR. 6061 anp H.R.
6053, APrIL 27, 1967
Mr. Cramer. Mr, Chairman, may I preface

my testimony today by expressing to this

Committee my pleasure in having an oppor-

tunity to appear here today. Having had the

privilege of serving as a member of this Com-
mittee for twelve years, it is with a sense of
nostalgia that I return.

As a former member of this Committee, I
developed a strong interest in anti-crime leg-
islation. Much of my time over the past
twelve years was devoted to this serious prob-
lem, And, because I was a member of this
Committee and participated in its considera-
tions, I can fully appreciate the heavy respon-
sibility you have in recommending legisla-
tion that toes that oftentime narrow lines
between Constitutional permissiveness and
social necessity. It is never an easy matter
to adjust the delicate balance between the
protection of the accused on the one side and
the rights of society to be safe from criminals
on the other. Nevertheless, when the scales
get out of kilter, it i{s this Committee’'s duty
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in the first instance to recommend ways to
adjust them. In my judgment, the heavy
thumb of Supreme Court decisions has placed
the scales of justice out of kilter and weight-
ed them—indeed, overweighted them—in fa-
vor of the accused. I might add that when
law-abiding, taxpaying American citizens ap-
pear before a Committee of the United States
Congress with their heads masked in sack
cloth, for fear of ecrimnal reprisal, then it's
rather obvious crime in America Is out of
hand. It is nigh time that this Congress ac-
cept the challenge and give serious consider-
ation to the enactment of laws which will
really make our streels safe and our persons
and property secure,

In this connection, I am amazed that the
Administration would recommend a bill
which it calls the Safe Streets and Crime
Control Act which doesn’t include a pro-
vision for keeping the streets safe from
rioters and rabble-rousers. The crying need
in America today is for a strong anti-riot
law which will give the Federal Government
authority to apprehend those who would in-
cite others to violence and then escape the
jurisdiction of local law enforcement au-
thorities by crossing state lines. I urge
this Committee to consider my anti-riot bill,
H.R. 421, which passed the House last session
as an amendment to the Civil Rights Bill of
1966, by a vote of 387 to 25. Such people as
Stokely Carmichael, George Lincoln Rockwell,
and Ku Klux Klanners, must be put out of
business and enactment of my anti-riot bill
and vigorous enforcement thereof would ac-
complish this goal.

I would also hope this Committee would
lend its support to the establishment of a
Joint Commission on Crime, a bill I intro-
duced and which is pending before the Rules
Committee., Surely, if we can support a
Joint Economic Committee which looks after
the economic health of the nation, we should
be able to support a Joint Committee on
Crime to look after the moral health of the
nation. Crime is constantly on the move and
yet from my past experience on this Com-
mittee, the only time it considers anti-crime
legislation 1s when it's told to do so by the
President. A Joint Committee on Crime
would have constant over-sight responsi-
bility, would be able to keep pace with the
growing rate of crime, and hopefully would
be able to come forth with timely legislative
recommendations to deal with the growing
criminal octopus.

I emphasize that these bills are only a first
step on what is a long journey towards mak-
ing it easier for law enforcement authorities
to secure criminal convictions. Congress also
has the responsibility to cast light on the
dark cave in which the Supreme Court has,
through ill-considered decisions, thrust the
fleld of law enforcement., This it must do
by setting forth clear and precise laws which
spell out the conditions under which the
police may interrogate a suspect, how long
the suspect may be retained, when a confes-
sion is “voluntary,” and when the right to
counsel begins.

Likewise, Congress must consider laws
which assist State and local law enforce-
ment agencies in Improving their capabili-
ties, techniques, and practices in the pre-
vention and control of crime and juvenile
delinquency. In this connection,'I have
introduced a bill, HR. 6052, which would
establish a Natlonal Institute of Law En-
forcement and Crime within the Department
of Justice. Patterned after the National In-
stitutés of Health, which looks after the
Nation's physical and mental health, my bill
would create an agency to assist in the pres-
ervation of the nation's moral health.

Unlike the Administration’s Safe Streets
and Crime Control Act, which this Com-
mittee is presently considering, my bill
would eliminate the extreme and complex
requirements and Federal controls which
would be thrust upon State and local law
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enforcement agencies in complying with the
criteria established by the President’'s pro-
posal. I am hopeful this Committee will
give serious consideration to a bill patterned
along the lines of my legislation. Clearly,
assistance in the form of education, re-
search and training for local law enforce-
ment authorities is needed and I mention
this at this point to indicate my interest in
and support for this needed approach to
fighting crime. I am also requesting at this
point that I be permitted to place in the
record of these hearings, following my testi-
mony, an explanation of this particular bill.

Specifically, I am testifying in behalf of
my bills, HR. 6051 and H.R. 6053.

The first of my bills, HR. 6051, amends
Title 18 by adding a new section prohibiting
the obstruction of Federal criminal investi-
gations, At the present time, attempts to
influence, intimidate, impede or injure a
witness or juror in a judicial proceeding, a
proceeding before a Federal agency, or an in-
quiry of investigation by the Congress or a
Committee of Congress, are prohibited.
(Sec. 1608 and 1505, Ch. 738, Title 18). In
the case of United States v. Scoratow, the
court construed these laws to not apply to
attempts to obstruct a criminal investigation
or inquiry before such a proceeding has been
initiated. My bill would remedy this de-
ficlency by providing penalties for attempt-
ing to obstruet communications to a Federal
criminal investigator or information relating
to a violation of a Federal criminal law. In
short, the measure would extend to inform-
ants and potential witnesses the protections
now afforded witnesses and jurors in judicial,
administrative and Congressional proceed-
ings.

The types of intimidation this bill is de-
sigred to make unlawful is well illustrated
by the Scoratow case wherein the defendant
threatened the life of a husband and his wife
if the husband volunteered any information
to the FBI. The court held that such in-
timidation was not made unlawful by exist-
ing obstruction of justice statutes because a
complaint had not yet been filed in the case.
Clearly, it is as essential to protect witnesses
from threats of viclence during an investiga-
tion as it is during the trial itself, and for
this reason, I am hopeful this Committee will
cure this glaring defect in the law.

My second bill, H.R. 6053, provides a statu-
tory method for compelling witnesses to
testify or produce documentary evidence
concerning violations of certain sections and
chapters of Title 18 offenses. Under this
proposal, a witness would be compelled to
testify or produce documentary evidence not-
withstanding a witness’ objection that such
testimony might be self-incriminating under
the Fifth Amendment of the Constitution.

Specifically, the bill would amend Section
1952 (interstate travel in ald of racketeer-
ing), Section 1503 (obstruction of justice by
injury or threat to a witness or juror), Chap-
ter 9 (bankruptcy frauds), and Chapter 11
(bribery, graft, conflicts of interest) of Title
18 of the United States Code. It extends im-
munity authority only to those areas of law
enforcement where a critical need has been
demonstrated, i.e., the investigation and
prosecution of organized crime, with respect
to which evidence is often unattainable
where accomplices and co-conspirators can-
not be compelled to testify.

The bill authorizes Federal prosecutors to
confer immunity from prosecution, in ap-
propriate cases, in exchange for testimony or
‘evidence relating to violation of the crimi-
nal statutes which cover the principal or-
ganized crime offenses; interstate gambling,
prostitution, bootlegging, bribery, graft,
‘bankruptey, fraud, jury tampering and
schemes for the obstruction of justice.

The purpose of this bill is to compel the
underlings to give evidence so that the
barons of organized, syndicated crime can
be prosecuted. If we want to stamp out the
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crimelords it is essential that we allow prose-
cutors to grant immunity to their under-
lings and for this reason, 1 strongly urge en-
actment of this bill. It might be pointed
out that since the 1895 case of Brown V.
Walker the Court has upheld the Constitu-
tionality of iImmunity statutes.

In summation, Mr. Chairman, this Com-
mittee is vested with a serious responsibility.
Congress must enact laws to get at the
sources of the ever-increasing crime rate in
America. Sometimes the sources are loop-
holes in the law. These we must close. My
bill prohibiting the obstruction of Federal
criminal investigations closes just such a
loophole. At other times, entirely new ave-
nues must be explored and my bill calling
for the establishment of a National Institute
of Law Enforcement and Crime within the
Department of Justice provides such an ave-
nue. Another such avenue is my bill provid-
ing immunity for certain witnesses so that
the masterminds of organized crime can be
prosecuted. These bills comprise a part of
an anti-crime package which, if enacted,
would go a long way towards assisting law
enforcement authorities in apprehending
and prosecuting criminals.

FEDERAL REDTAPE POLLUTES WA-
TER POLLUTION CONTROL PRO-
GRAM AS GREAT SOCIETY CUTS
CLEAN WATER ACT OF 1966 AU-
THORIZATIONS FROM $450 TO $350
MILLION

Mr. BUTTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. CraMeEr] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, during
this week the Subcommittee on Rivers
and Harbors of the Committee on Pub-
lic Works heard testimony on the prog-
ress—or lack of it—under the Clean
Water Act of 1966, and it was repeatedly
stated by many witnesses, and the evi-
dence pretty clearly established, that
this program is bogged down or polluted
with, if you please, governmental red-
tape.

A 20-page State application form in
small print came to light during the
hearings, as did the issuance of three
lengthy pamphlets containing Federal
guidelines, the loss of nearly 50 percent
of the 328 Public Health Service officers
and personnel which were supposed to
transfer to the Interior Department from
Health, Education, and Welfare under
the reorganization plan of the Presi-
dent, and numerous complaints of
lengthy redtape which has resulted in
too much inaction.

This coupled with a refusal of the
Great Society to set proper priorities for

-all programs and thus giving water pol-

lution control its deserved high priority
as a much-needed and ongoing program
has resulted in its being downgraded ap-
parently not only in interest but in money
as well.

The administration recommended only
$203 million of the $450 million author-
ized for 1968. While this was being rec-
ommended the Demonstration Cities or
Model Cities Act, a new program, was
being increased many hundredfold to
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$612 million; the Highway Beautification
Act—again a new program—was being
increased 100-fold from $80 million to
$160 million; and, of course, Teacher
Corps and antipoverty were being sub-
stantially inecreased. This is in com-
parison to a mere $53 million increase
recommended in water pollution control.
This is one of the most vivid examples
of the refusal to properly set priorities
by the Great Society. The administra-
tion having failed to do this, then the
Congress must accept the responsibility.
It is obvious that all Great Society pro-
grams enacted in the last few years and
all ongoing programs already in exist-
ence and expanded in many instances in
recent years, cannot go forward with full
force moneywise without risking fiscal
chaos when we are fighting a war in
South Vietnam and when to do so will
lead to a $23 to $30 billion deficit in 1968,

This downgrading of the water pollu-
tion control program plus polluting the
program with redtape is resulting in a
substantial slowdown in cleaning up the
waters of America. Congress acted
unanimously in passing the Clean Water
Act In 1966. It is unfortunate that the
Great Society has assigned it to only
partial success and to low priority while
at the same time bogging it down in
redtape.

I trust the hearings held before the
Public Works Committee will cause the
Great Society to mend its way and re-
evaluate the effort to clean up America’s
streams immediately.

For the information of my colleagues
I am submitting for the Recorp a copy
of an article entitled “Water and Sewer
Plans Red Taped” published in the De-
cember 8, 1966, issue of Engineering
News-Record, with a subheading en-
titled “Water Applications Pile Up."
ArprricaTiONS Prie Urp Wit WATER AND

SEWER PLANS RED TAPED

Top lobbyists for some 25 or tlo
met in Washington this week tog:sxilztath;:
wrath over red-tape delays in federal as.
sistance for water and sewer projects, and
to draw up a program of action for Congress
next year.

Brought together by the Consulting En-
gineers Council, the various assoclation ex-
ecutives have drawn case histories from their
memberships that illustrate the difficulty
of obtaining water and sewer money under
four basic federal-aid programs.

These four programs are authorized to
commit nearly $500 million in this fiscal year
for water and sewer projects. But some $3
billion worth of applications are piled up
in front of Washington’s payout windows.
Federal officials whittle down these requests
by finding technical flaws, incomplete an-
swers and inadequate responses—many of
them are valid objections, but all of them
result in processing delays.

Three basic proposals were discussed by
the associationexecutives at their closed-
door meeting:

Impose a specific time limit on the vari-
ous bureaus for processing water and sewer
applications.

Organize a concerted assault on Con-
gress to get more money appropriated for
the water and sewer programs.

Draw up some kind of a list for Con-

gress giving priority to water and sewer
projects. This maneuver, however, would
pit some of the groups agalnst each other,

‘school construction advocates versus water

treatment boosters, for example.
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RED TAPE SPAWNS MORE

The four separate federal-ald programs
for local communities wishing to build water
or sewer works are: the water and sewer
line program administered by the Housing
and Urban Development Department (HUD);
the waste treatment plant program run by
the Interior Department; rural community
assistance for water and sewer programs
from the Farmers Home Administration of
the Department of Agriculture; and water
and sewer construction assistance under the
Economic Development Administration of
the Commerce Department.

The four programs became so entangled
last year that a separate, special form was
devised just to direct a prospective client,
usually a local public works director, to the
appropriate federal office.

Sen. Edmund Muskie (D., Me.), chalrman
of a subcommitte on executive reorganiza-
tion, recently cited the form as a prime ex-
ample of unneeded and ridiculous red tape.
While the form itself consists of only one
page, it has four pages of instructions.

The comments at the hearing are indica-
tive of the situation:

“Well, this is a rather devastating presenta-
tion, Senator,” sald Interior Secretary Stewart
L. Udall when confronted by the instructions.

“A rather ludicrous example of the patch-
work method of coordination,” Muskie said.

POLITICAL GRAB BAG

Even more remarkable was Secrefary
Udall’s admission that politics determines the
fate of a grant request.

“Let’s be candid about it,” he testifled.
“We are sort of scattering a little grant here
and there across the countryside, depending
on the readiness of communities or the type
of pressure that comes from the HIilL"

And the words of the Secretary are mild
compared with comments ellcited by CEC
in a membership survey. A partner in one
large engineering firm pointed to the abso-
lute lack of cash. This “automatically puts
grants in the political grab bag.”

The delays and postponements by federal
officials have a far wider effect than just
slowing a particular project. Attracted by
the idea of the federal government picking
up the bill, city officials postpone all or most
projects hoping for payment by the federal
government. As a result, the entire public
works master plan of some cities is disrupted.

As one consultant sald: “If a city cannot
get a federal grant or loan it is inclined to
postpone the improvement until more federal
funds are appropriated, or city officials get
a sympathetic ear from one of our congres-
sional delegations.”

INTERLOCKING FOULUPS

One consulting engineer pointed to another
type of delay. The most common red-tape
maneuver used by HUD officials is to declare
the master comprehensive plan inadequate.
One prerequisite is that an up-to-date com-
prehensive plan of the area exist. Often
these plans are not within the control of
the smaller jurisdiction applying for the
federal grant.

No one is quite sure just how much money
actually 1s involved in the four federal-aid
programs, thanks to the intricate systems by
which government calculations are made,

The Federal Water Pollution Control Ad-
ministration, now part of the Interior De-
partment, funnels its money through state
public health agencies. Most consulting
firms have established good working rela-
tionships with these state officlals and wish
that other federal programs would follow
FWPCA’'s example,

But one of the problems in calculating
funds arises here. Just how much money is
allocated to the various state agencles, but
not yet spent, is all but impossible to de-
termine on a national basis. According to
the four-year act authorizing waste treat-
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ment plant expenditures, the level of spend-
ing could rise to $1 billion a year for this
program alone. But how much of these au-
thorized funds will be appropriated by Con-
gress in coming years Is uncertain.

The program administered by the Farm-
ers Home Administration is a little clearer,
although its statistics are clouded by the fact
that its water and sewer money can be used
for other purposes. Basically, however, FHA
is thought to have some $26 million in grants
and some $85 million in loans to make this
fiscal year. Reportedly, “little FHA” has on
file some 4,000 applications requesting $1 bil-
lion for water and sewer projects.

The Economic Development Administra-
tlon, of the Commerce Department, has vir-
tually closed down its operations in the last
few months, It received about $170 million
and has an authorization for 500 million,
but is believed to have pending applications
asking for $1.3 billlon,

The HUD program of 50% federal financing
recelved $100 million in spending authority
this year in the face of 4,700 applications
seeking $2.7 blllion.

The dollar figures in pending applications
must be regarded with skepticlsm. A letter
of Inquiry from a mayor actually can't be
considered a bona fide application. There
also may be some duplication in requests to
the agencies.

STRANGE ALLIES

CEC finds itself in a new role. Suddenly,
leglons of special interest groups, some previ-
ously unknown to engineering circles, have
fallen in behind CEC's banner.

CEC with only three staffmen and six
secretaries fully occupied by the task of
marshaling opinion into a major pressure
group, is now searching around for someone
to take over the cause.

Yet to glve someone else the problem will
be difficult, since engineers play such a vital
role in the whole process. Few of the other
interested groups know the problems so well.

Only city officials, who dare not arouse the
wrath of federal officials, and the consulting
engineers know all of the detalls of the red-
tape pile up.

THE NEED FOR A NATIONAL COM-
MISSION ON LABOR RELATIONS

Mr., BUTTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. RoBisoN] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROBISON. Mr. Speaker, the Na-
tion is apparently only days away from a
paralyzing shutdown of its railroads—
if the present course of events remains
unchanged.

And, sad to relate, there is comparable
paralysis already existing at both ends
of Pennsylvania Avenue—at the White
House and in the Congress—over what
to do about this developing erisis.

There has been enough handwriting on
the wall to have long since alerted every-
body about the need for a review of the
operations and adequacy of the emer=-
gency labor disputes provisions of the
Rallway Labor Act and the Labor-Man-
agement Relations Act, but apparentily
both the President and the Congress
have forgotten how to read.

Instead, hoth seem content to abide
by the forlorn hope that “something will
turn up”—or that some sort of consensus
will develop overnight for just the right

April 27, 1967

kind of legislative changes needed to pro-
tect the national interest in situations
such as we are again drifting into;
changes that, magically, would be em-
braced by the administration, the Con-
gress, and by labor and management.

In the absence of that consensus—
and unless the President can somehow
still manage to get the present disputants
together—Congress appears likely to be
asked, next week, to either consider gov-
ernmental seizure of the railroads or to
enact legislation requiring the parties
Eio submit the dispute to binding arbitra-

on.

In light of the urgency, and the over-
riding public interest, one or the other of
these actions will probably be taken, un-
satisfactory though either may be. But,
in the end, we will merely have reacted
to another in a lengthening series of
crises—and succeeded in solving nothing.

Right now, the responsibility for draft-
ing the long-range legislative proposals
that everyone admits are needed in this
difficult and complex area seems to have
been accepted by no one—and I, person-
ally, have no confidence that this Con-
gress, with all its previously demonstrated
desire to avoid the controversial and the
self-evident malaise from which it seems
to suffer, will rise to the level of its clear
duty to get to work on this problem, with
or without the President’s approval and
consent.

Only we can legislate in this area.
Before attempting to do so, however, we
ought to have the advantage of the best
guidance and suggestions as to how to
proceed that we can find. In the con-
tinuing absence of any Presidential ad-
vice, we must look elsewhere for that
guidance, and this is why I am, today,
reintroducing a bill which I sponsored in
the 89th Congress for the creation of a
national Commission on Labor Relations,
to be composed of 15 members of the
academic community who are partie-
ularly qualified not only in the theory
but in the practice of labor relations.

The members of the Commission—
which would be a temporary body similar
in nature and in power to others created
to serve comparable purposes—would be
chosen and appointed by the President
on & nonpartisan basis, by and with the
advice and consent of the Senate, and
would be required to report back to both
the President and the Congress with
their recommendations within 6 months
after creation of the Commission.

The source of this legislative idea was
an editorial carried in the Christian
Science Monitor on last August 1. That
editorial stated, in part:

Perhaps Congress, with the help of the
Department of Labor, should draft the legis-
lation. But we wonder if a broader view-
point might not be needed, Would it not

be worthwhile for the White House to ap-
point a national committee of scholars on
labor questions to come up with recommen-
datlons? BSuch a committee would, or should
be free from political fear. It would, we
hope, be free from either a pro-business or
pro-labor bias,

What are needed are recommendations
which the American people can believe are
drafted without fear or favor and solely in
the broad national interest. We think that
a non- scholars’ committee might
provide an answer. Polltics must not be



April 27, 1967

allowed to hamper or delay early action
from whatever source.

Mr. Speaker, this suggestion made good
sense to me, then—and it still does. If,
in our effort to obtain the help we need,
we do so reach outside the confines of
official, politically hamstrung Washing-
ton cireles for guidance, we will find a
wealth of highly qualified “scholars” in
the labor relations field waiting to serve
in this capacity—men, and women, such
as on the faculty of the New York State
School of Industrial and Labor Relations
at Cornell University, in my congressional
district, or on the faculties of some at
least 35 other such schools across the
Nation, individuals who, by virtue of their
training, background, and experience,
would be capable of making a valuable
and objective contribution to the suc-
cessful completion of such a Commis-
sion’s appointed task.

I would suppose that, in a sense, this
Commission would seem to duplicate the
function of the already existing, top-
level President’s Advisory Committee on
Labor-Management Policy, a council es-
tablished under Executive Order 10198
by the late President Kennedy, in 1962,
and which has among its concerns the
question of problems involved in collec-
tive bargaining. But, so far as I can
discover, this Committee has not issued
a report on this subject since 1962—or,
if it has, such a report has not been
made public—and such Commitee re-
mains more or less in limbo. This is
why I think we—and the President—
ought to look elsewhere for guidance, and
the requirement that the Commission’s
report would come both to Congress and
the President would at least mean that,
upon its receipt, we would not again have
to await Presidential initiative.

Mr. Speaker, this suggestion may be
far from perfect—but I believe it still to
be a constructive one. As others have
said, it is time for action on many fronts.
Our people can no longer be asked to
continue to bear the burden of massive
strikes. Our economy, our system of
government and the private enterprise
system, itself, will only suffer if we con-
tinue to drift in the fashion we have.

DAIRY IMPORT ACT OF 1967

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Speaker, it was
my privilege today to introduce a meas-
ure which will regulate imports of milk
and dairy products. I was convinced of
the necessity of such a bill because re-
cently some dairymen visited my office
and asked for some time to tell me the
truth about the dairy business. They
pointed out there are solutions for the
present plight of the dairyman that were
available but never used. Their refer-
ence was to import control.

One of the startling statistics left in
our office was the fact 125,000 dairymen
quit in the last 2 years. It is a fact the
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number of firms selling milk or cream
is the smallest at any time in this cen-
tury. Likewise, the number of milk cows
on the farms is the smallest since 1900.
The exodus of farmers from dairying is
by no means limited to the small, mar-
ginal, or sideline dairyman, but full-time
commercial dairies as well with good
equipment and with herds of 40 or more
cows have discontinued their operations
within the last 2 years.

In spite of this decline in the number
of dairy farms, there has not been an
apparent solution to the dairy situation.
In comparison with 1950, annual milk
production is up 4 billion pounds. Per
capita milk production is down by 125
pounds annually. Per capita milk con-
sumption is down 121 pounds annually.

Why is it the dairymen are quitting?
Simply stated, the basis of return on
their investment is very low. Put in
other words, it is a matter of low income
and high costs as the reason dairymen
cannot continue. Our Nation cannot af-
ford any more economic “dropouts” in
dairies.

If the net returns to dairymen are not
sufficient to make operations profitable,
then dairy herd dispersal sales will in-
crease. No one benefits from dairy de-
cline. The business economy is hurt.
There are several injurious byproducts
when dairymen quit the business.

It is no secret the dairy industry has
been fighting for its survival. It has
been losing ground because of lower per
capita consumption of dairy products
and the competition of substitute
products.

A loss which is not always clearly con-
templated is the depletion of the tax
base when a dairy goes out of business.
Many dairies are the backbone of the
rural community. Each is a sort of an
industry in itself, Take the buildings,
equipment, and cattle and there is a val-
uation of from $50,000 to $75,000. True,
if the dairy farm ceases operation, the
land may continue to be cropped, but
there is certainly a diminution of the
local tax base.

There are other complex interrela-
tionships by the segments of the agricul-
tural economy. The decline of a dairy
may have an adverse effect upon beef
prices. Pressures may be put upon beef
prices when farmers cull the herd and
sell poor producers for beef. When a
dairyman quits, some of the animals
may go to another dairy but many al-
ways end up in a slaughter market.

Another side effect of the decline of
the dairy is the fact that each cow con-
sumes a feed grain in hay of about 3
acres of land, If the milk cow popula-
tion is reduced, this will require new out-
lets for the products of 3 acres per cow.
Since 1950, there are 9 million fewer
milk cows.

This means 27 million acres of feed
grain and hay lands pushed into the
surplus category.

The new Import Act would deal with
the huge influx of “loophole” products
which is about 10 times greater than the
amount authorized under section 22
regulations.

The Dairy Import Control Act is a
moderate, responsible solution. Con-
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gress must provide new tools to plug the
loopholes in the wall provided by section
22 to keep out the sea of foreign dairy
supplies such as Colby cheese, and
Junex. If we are to save our dairymen,
there must be early hearings and prompt
enactment of import controls on dairy
products.

NEED TO REVISE THE QUOTA CON-
TROL SYSTEM ON THE IMPORTA-
TION OF CERTAIN MEAT AND
MEAT PRODUCTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DINGELL). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Price] is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
in introducing this bill to revise the
quota control system on the importation
of certain meat and meat products, I
would like to summarize the bill and the
reasons I believe the revision is neces-
sary.

I was not here at the time the so-called
Meat Import Act of 1964, Public Law
88482, was passed, but as I understand
it, there were many who voted for it with
some reservations as to its effectiveness.
Now in a period of less than 3 years,
these doubts have been confirmed by
harsh facts, that is, the continuing and
rapidly growing rate of meat imports
and their effect on the livestock market.

You who were here then could prob-
ably say, “This is where I came in.” I
was on the other end of the stick at that
time as a rancher and well remember
the beating I and other cattlemen all
over the country took when prices went
on the skids and stayed there.

Choice slaughter steers in Chicago
were bringing $30 a hundred in the fall
of 1962 but by May of 1964 the price had
plunged to $20.52. These were bank-
ruptcy prices and I know because I am
also part owner of a small bank.

Admittedly, there was a domestic over-
production problem at the time but any-
one knows that when imports, especially
cheaply produced imports and whether it
is cow meat or bull meat or whatever
kind of beef reaches a figure of more
than a billion pounds a year, which was
more than 10 percent of domestic pro-
duction, then the cattle market must suf-
fer. And the guy who suffers most is the
one on the bottom who raises this beef
from calves. It is all passed down to him.
You never did see any substantial drop in
retail meat prices during the time the
cattleman was taking actual loss prices
for his cattle.

Well, the bill was passed and the quota
was rolled back to a 5-year average, 1959~
63 which, of course, included the high-
est year on record, 1963. The act estab-
lished a base figure on that average of
725 million pounds which was bad
enough, but better than more than a bil-
lion pounds,

The real joker in the bill, however, was
the formula under which that figure was
adjusted upward in two ways before the
quotas can be imposed. First imports
are allowed to grow at the same rate as
domestic production. As of now, this
growth has reached 179,200,000 pounds,
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thus resulting in an adjusted base quota
of 904.6 million pounds for 1967.

This provides further that quotas can-
not be imposed except when imports are
expected to amount to 110 percent of this
adjusted base quota. This so-called trig-
ger point amounts to 995 million pounds
for 1967.

But, finally, the quotas are imposed on
the basis of an advance estimate by the
Secretary of Agriculture as to the level
that imports are expected to reach for
the year. The law says that at the be-
ginning of each year and quarterly
thereafter, the Secretary of Agriculture
is to estimate the quantities of the speci-
fied types of meat that will come into
the country and quotas will be imposed
only if his estimates of expected imports
exceeds the trigger point.

This bill would, essentially, do six
things.

First, it would eliminate the 10-percent
overrun so that imports could not exceed
the actual adjusted base quota.

Second, it would relieve the Secretary
of Agriculture of the duty of estimating
in advance the level of imports to deter-
mine whether they might be greater than
the allowable. Instead, the quota would
be imposed by the law itself such as now
provided under the Sugar Act which gov-
erns sugar imports from various coun-
tries.

Third, the bill would change the period
under which total quotas would be based.
This bill would use the average of the
5-year period 1958-62, thereby eliminat-
ing the highest year on record, 1963, and
establish the base at 585,500,000 pounds,
a more representative base period.

Fourth, theé bill proposes that quotas
be imposed quarterly instead of annually
at present and thereby smooth out the
flow of imports throughout the year and
prevent seasonal surges.

Fifth, the bill would give the execu-
tive branch authority to impose quotas
on the importation of other meat prod-
ucts if necessary to prevent a damaging
flood of other products such as canned
and cured beef, fresh lamb, and pork.
Last year imports of lamb were higher
than in any year since 1963 as well as
prepared and preserved beef—neither
included in guotas under the present law.
. This authority would be necessary in
case the quotas on fresh, chilled, and
frozen beef and mutton were filled and
there should be an effort to get around
those quotas by importing beef in other
forms. This, in fact, is exactly what has
happened in the case of dairy imports
which increased by more than 300 per-
cent last year. The formulas and per-
centages of butterfat were varied to skirt
limitations on a specific product by com-
ing up with a so-called new product.

Sixth, the bill provides that offshore
purchases of meat by the Department of
Defense for the use of our troops abroad
or otherwise shall be charged against the
quota applicable to such meat. As an
example, the Department recently nego-
tiated the procurement of 10 million
pounds of lamb from New Zealand and
Australia for use in Vietnam. Both of
these countries are, of course, standing
beside us in Vietham but 10 million
pounds is a very large chunk in terms of
domestic lamb production.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

I need not, I am sure, remind you of
the serious and worsening condition of
the entire agricultural economy. Farm
parity ratio for the past two months at
T4 is the lowest level since 1934. Per
capita farm income is less than two-
thirds the national average. Farm debt
went up 10 percent last year.

Since last year, the price of cattle has
declined sharply. Choice steers on the
Chicago market in March averaged
$24.67 a hundred pounds compared with
an average of $29.22 for March a year
ago. Cattlemen are facing—if not al-
ready in—a repetition of the conditions
of 1963-64 when imports were finally
rolled back, but not nearly enough.

This time an effective bill which would
be fair to both domestic and foreign
producers could and should be passed.
I am a firm believer in reciprocal trade
but agriculture cannot be sold down the
river in the interest of industrial ex-
ports and a favorable balance of trade
without further serious injury to the
farmer and rancher and his ability to
supply this country with the abundance
to which we have become accustomed.

Mr. BELCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate this opportunity granted my
able colleague from Texas to express my
grave concern about this whole problem
of agricultural imports. Today, the
dairy industry faces a serious threat
from imports. Our textile industry and
our sheep growers are likewise threat-
ened; indeed, the threat seems nearly to
run the gamut of agricultural commodi-
ties. In my opinion, and certainly from
the standpoint of folks in my area, one
of the most serious import threats is that
posed to beef.

As the gentleman from Texas has
pointed out, the price of cattle has de-
clined sharply since last year. Choice
steers which were averaging $29.22 a
hundred in March a year ago were down
to $24.67 on the Chicago market last
month. In only 5 out of the 20 years
since the removal of price controls in
1946 have cattle prices been below $24 a
hundred for choice fed cattle in Chicago.
Prices of feeder cattle have declined too.
Good feeder steers in Kansas City,
weighing 550 to 750 pounds, averaged
$26.57 a hundred in March of 1966 and
$23.08 a hundred in March of this year.
With the decline in the price of fed
cattle, it is not unlikely that the price of
feeders may fall even further.

This whole agriculture import situa-
tion is one whieh, if allowed to continue
unabated, is going to wreck untold havoc
upon the entire economy. ;

It has been my hope that the admin-
istration, using the authorities which it
already has under the law, would move
to halt the excessive flow of agricultural
commodities into our markets. But
what do we find? The Secretary of Agri-
culture clearly has the authority to pre-
cipitate a section 22 action to reduce
dairy imports and the President has au-
thority to act immediately in that regard.
What has happened? The Secretary
asked the President, the President asked
the Tariff Commission, the Tariff Com-
mission is supposedly investigating the
situation and meanwhile back on the
farm hundreds of dairymen are going out
of business.
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My friends, the farmer has long been
getting the short end of the deal from
Washington. But, I submit that it is
going too far when an administration
which only last year used the emergency
power under section 22 to increase im-
port quotas on cheddar-type cheeses
cannot find its way clear to use that
same authority to reduce dairy quotas.
When farmers are in such bad shape
that they will resort to destroying their
product in an effort to gain some kind of
recognition of their plight by their own
Government, we are in trouble.

The USDA has admitted to having er-
roneously estimated the number of cattle
in the country early this year by 2.3 mil-
lion. That was probably a legitimate
error. But it is serious; and it is peculiar,
when it fits so well into the pattern of
forcing down the price of beef and other
agriculture commodities through a policy
of expanded imports justified in the
name of reciprocal trade. No wonder
the farm income situation, as published
today by the USDA, predicts & 5-percent
or more drop in realized net farm in-
come for 1967.

If the administration is not going to
deal effectively and promptly with this
serious problem—and so far the signs
are certainly not encouraging that it is—
then I believe we in Congress should
certainly give serious consideration to
the bill my colleague from Texas has in-
troduced to curb beef imports and to the
various other legislative remedies in re-
gard to imports of other commodities
now pending in the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Speaker, one
sometimes gets the impression that this
administration is determined to find out
how far it can push the farmer before
he hollers, “Uncle.” This is particularly
true of our meat producers.

Livestock prices have dropped drasti-
cally in the past year. Choice steers, for
example, are down $3 to $5 per hundred-
weight, Choice and prime wooled lambs
are down $4.75 to $5.256 per hundred-
weight. Butcher hog prices have dropped
$4.75 to $5 per hundredweight since a
year ago. And the farm parity ratio
stands at the depression-day level of T4
percent.

It is not hard to find the reason why.
The Department of Agriculture says that
total imports of red meats in 1966 was
1,273,000,000 pounds. That is 26 per-
cent higher than the year before. The
fact that the trend is continuing is indi-
cated in figures released for the first 2
months of 1967. Particularly disturb-
ing is the fact that beef and veal im-
ports increased 20 percent over Janu-
ary and February of last year.

When Congress passed the Meat Im-
port Act of 1964, it was in response to
the administration’s refusal to act even
in the face of near disaster for domestic
meat producers. As is usual with meas-
ures where anything is an improvement,
the provisions of that act were much too
little and far too late.

The base quota is 725.4 million pounds.
Since average domestic production dur-
ing the years 1965 through 1967 is esti-
mated at 24.7 percent above the 5-year
average of the base period—1959 to
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1963—the gquotas for the current year are
904.6 million pounds. But imports must
reach 110 percent of that figure—in other
words, 995 million pounds—before quotas
can be instituted.

Countries importing to the United
States are well aware of how far they
can go to get the maximum share of the
choice American market without being
placed under quotas. One would assume
that the Johnson administration is
aware of this also. If it is, it is mighty
hard to tell, in view of the fact that the
President has not even submitted a farm
message yet.

It is hardly encouraging for farmers
to review the actions of this administra-
tion when other segments of the economy
were threatened by imports in the past.
In this regard, I recall the situation in-
volving the National Tile & Manufactur-
ing Co., of Anderson, Ind. It wasa thriv-
ing business for more than a half cen-
tury. But in 1951 tariffs on tile were cut.

In subsequent years, foreign tile flooded
the market. Sales of Japanese tile in
the United States went from 2,700,000
square feet in 1952, to 54,000,000 square
feet in 1963. During that period, Na-
tional’s sales were cut in half.

Following the Trade Expansion Act of
1963, the company appealed to the Tariff
Commission for help and was turned
down. In October of 1966 the company
folded and 525 employees were thrown
out of work. I would hope that the ad-
ministration treats the American farmer
more kindly.

I am at a loss as to how to bring this
matter to the President’s attention. If
I write the President, the letter is re-
ferred to the Secretary of Agriculture.
If I write the Secretary of Agriculture,
the letter is referred to the head of an
interdepartmental agency. If I write the
agency head, the letter is referred to
“‘congressional liaison.” Perhaps, if we
could interest the junior Senator from
New York in the meat import problem,
the President might suddenly come up
with a proposal of his own.

Among other things, this bill leaves
out the disastrous year of 1963 in figur-
ing permitted imports. Quotas would be
based on actual meat import figures
rather than Secretary Freeman's esti-
mates. The bill abolishes the 10-percent
overflow figure that triggers the quotas.

I am also pleased that the bill in-
cludes offshore purchases of meat as im-
ports. This would certainly discourage
the administration from such actions as
purchasing 10 million pounds of meat
from Australia and New Zealand for our
servicemen in Vietnam. And, in this
connection, I find it difficult to believe
that with our facilities for getting all
other supplies to the troops in southeast
Asia, it is impossible to ship U.S.-pro-
duced meat there.

It is regrettable that the callous dis-
regard for the agricultural community
by this administration has been respon-
sible for the current crisis, But I am
also aware that in the final analysis, it
is the Congress that writes the laws.
Should we fail them, also, the farmers of
a;is Nation will have no one left to turmn

Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma.  Mr.
Speaker, I wanted to take this oppor-
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tunity to congratuate my colleague from
the neighboring 18th District of Texas,
Bos Pricg, and other colleagues upon his
introduction of a bill to revise the quota
control system on the importation of
certain meat and meat products. The
Meat Import Act of 1964, Public Law 88—
482, in my opinion has been completely
inept in bringing about any real relief
for the meat producers of this country.

I am sure that I need not remind any
of the distinguished gentlemen on this
floor today of the serious and worsen-
ing condition of the entire agricultural
economy of the United States. Farm
parity ratio for the past 2 months at
74, is the lowest level since 1934. Per
capita farm income is less than two-
thirds the national average. Farm debts
went up by at least 10 percent last year.

As a part of all this, since last year
the price of cattle has kept pace with
declining farm prices generally. For in-
stance, beef on the Chicago market in
March averaged $24.67 per 100 pounds
compared with an average of $29.22 for
March, 1 year ago. The bill intro-
duced by my distinguished colleague, the
gentleman from Texas [Mr., PRricel,
would essentially do six things. First,
it would eliminate the 10-percent over-
run so that imports could not exceed
the actual adjusted base quota. Sec-
ond, it would relieve the Secretary of
Agriculture of the duty of estimating
in advance the level of imports to de-
termine whether they might be greater
than the allowable. Instead the quota
would be imposed by the law itself such
as now provided under the Sugar Act
to govern sugar imports from various
countries.

Third, this bill would change the
quota under which total quotas would
be based. The bill would use the aver-
age of the 5-year period 1958-1962,
thereby eliminating the highest year on
record, 1963, and establish the base
at a more representative base period.
Fourth, my distinguished colleague pro-
poses that quotas be established quar-
terly instead of annually, and thereby
smooth out the flow of imports through-
out the year and would therefore prevent
seasonal surges. This bill would also
grant to the executive branch the au-
thority to impose quotas on importation
of other meat products if necessary, to
prevent a flood of other produets such
as canned and cured beef, fresh lamb,
and pork. This executive authorization
is absolutely necessary in a case in which
the quotas such as fresh frozen beef
and mutton were filled and there should
be an effort to get around those quotas
by importing beef in other categories.
Also, this bill would provide that off-
shore purchases of meat by the Depart-
ment of Defense will be charged against
the quota applicable to such meats.

Mr. Speaker, if the present unfair con-
dition of inadequate farm prices and in-
creased agriculture imports which com-
pete with products produced domestically
continue, then we can certainly expect to
see a continued decline in the number of
farms in this country. The number of
farms in operation declined 4 percent
last year, and the Department of Agri-
culture, even though it has not even
bothered to send a farim message to this

11111

Congress, has already predicted that
82,000 farms will be liquidated in 1967.
The Great Society has certainly turned
out to be a “great nightmare" for Ameri-
can agriculture. The attitude of the
Great Society toward the farmer could
not be made more clear by the fact that
farming rated one short sentence in
President Johnson’s state of the Union
message. It should be noted that the
estimated annual personal income from
nonagriculture resources increased 8 per-
cent from March 1966 to March 1967,
while the personal income from farming
dropped 15 percent. Our farmers are
crushed under the burdens of record-
breaking production cost, recordbreak-
ing farm debt, and recordbreaking agri-
culture imports. This is the reason that
over 122,000 farms went out of business
during 1966.

I believe that imports are probably
the greatest serious threat to the wel-
fare of the American farmer. Enough
dairy products were imported in this
country to equal 6,000 farms with 50
cows each. Cheese imports last year
were up from 2.8 million to 3.7 million
pounds and President Johnson has asked
the Tariff Commission to raise the figure
to 9.6 million pounds. Beef and veal im-
ports were up 27 percent in 1966, pork
was up 14 percent and mutton was up
102 percent. If any one group in this
country has a cause to go on strike for a
fair financial return, it should be the
farmer.

Mr. Speaker, because of the serious
economic condition of American agricul-
ture, I shall gladly join in cosponsoring
this bill, and I again congratulate my dis-
tinguished colleague, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Pricel, in his efforts to
rectify the situation insofar as meat im-
ports are concerned. This action is time-
ly and absolutely necessary if the Ameri-
can farmer is to survive the apathy of the
Great Society.

Mr, DOLE. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to join Congressman PricE and other
Members of the House in introducing
this bill to amend Public Law 88-482.
When this meat import law was passed
in 1964, it was with the understanding
that the law would be tested for a time
and then carefully reviewed and amended
to correct any inadequacies preventing
the establishment of proper safeguards
for our Nation’s meat industry.

In the past 3 years, beef and mutton
imports have been steadily increasing.
Today farmers and ranchers across the
country again. face prospects of another
year of operating at a loss. Cattle prices
are sharply declining; and meat imports,
which are expanding at an alarming
rate, are one of the key factors con-
tributing to the problems of the meat
industry.

The provision of this bill which gives
to the executive branch the authority to
impose quotas on meat products not
presently covered by quotas is of partic-
ular interest to me. Under the present
law, imports of canned, cured, and
cooked meats are not covered by quota
legislation. Whenever quotas on fresh,
chilled, and frozen beef are fllled, there
can now easily be efforts to avert those
quotas by importing beef in other forms.
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This situation would parallel that which
presently plagues the dairy industry.
The importation of certain dairy prod-
ucts is strictly forbidden by quotas, but
artificial substitutes not covered by U.S.
regulations are brought in to evade the
purpose of the quota. Foreign producers
are able to find ways to evade quotas by
producing and shipping products vary-
ing just enough to avoid the coverage of
the guotas.

It is necessary that timely action be
taken whenever any attempts are made
to evade the quota limits and when im-
ports of any agricultural commodities
take an unfair share of the increase in
our domestic market. Under the pro-
posed amendments to Public Law 88-482,
the Executive could act quickly to cur-
tail the importation of such products
which would further threaten our domes-
tic market.

The time has come to recognize the
imminent danger to the livestock indus-
try of our country. I urge Congress to
act immediately to tighten present meat
import quotas and place them on a more
realistic basis.

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Speaker, today,
we are calling for legislation to aid the
livestock producer whose economic well-
being is vital to the economy of Kansas
and to this country. Today, we ask for
legislation which will aid the livestock
producer in his struggle, not only to
compete with the high costs of produc-
tion, but to compete with “cheap” meat
being imported into this country at
alarming and increasing rates. The fu-
ture of the farmers and ranchers in this
Nation depends upon what we do. The
effect of imported meats on the market
prices for our own products cannot be
overemphasized. The farmer of today
has been ignored, shoved under the rug,
and used as a “whipping boy”’ by this ad-
ministration. It should surprise no one
that he is angry. In the name of a de-
cent living for livestock men, we ask that
this legislation be given immediate con-
sideration. While all other income levels
rise with this inflation-ridden economy,
the farmers are fighting tfo maintain de-
pression-year prices.

The farmers of this country have been
filled to the neck with Secretary of Agri-
culture Freeman’s promises. They will
be satisfied only with action—no more
will words soothe their tempers and
words cannot fill their empty pockets.
The record of Secretary Freeman is well
documented in the market prices of to-
day. March 30, I received from him a
series of speeches, entitled “Agriculture
2000,” in which he discusses in glowing
terms the prospects for agriculture in the
21st century. Well, the farmers of today
cannot wait 33 more years for a fair
share of this Nation’s wealth. And it is
obvious, that the Secretary has wisely
chosen to discuss agriculture in the 21st
century rather than the state of agri-
culture today.

What can be said about agriculture to-
day? Between March of 1066 and March
of 1967, the index of prices paid by the
farmer increased from 331 to 340, while
the index of prices received by the farm-
er declined from 269 to 250, and the
parity ratio fell from 81 to 74 in
March of this year. The current market
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prices, based on the Government’s most
recent agricultural price listing, show
that the price of hogs is down 25 per-
cent; beef cattle down 10.4 percent;
lambs down 19.8 percent; sheep down
16.1 percent, and on it goes, always
down. The foregoing facts would not
make very good copy for a speech by the
U.S. Secretary of Agriculture. He
would also have to tell us that his
estimate of meat imports for the current
yvear runs between 900 and 960 million
pounds—while at the same time he has
undertaken a special buying program in
an attempt to remove some of the “sur-
plus” meat from the market. And if the
Secretary is estimating imports at 900
million pounds, we can expect them to
exceed that mark by at least 120 million
pounds—that is how far off he was last
year. The Secretary of Agriculture esti-
mated 700 million pounds of imports
early last year and then began revising
his estimate in an attempt to keep up
with the imports. But even his last esti-
mate did not equal the actual imports of
1966, which totaled 823.5 million pounds.

When it became clear in 1964 that the
cattle crisis of 1962, 1963, and 1964 was
due to excessively high meat imports, the
Congress, in spite of this administra-
tion’s resistance, passed the Meat Im-
port Quota Act. Now it is clear that the
watering down which was completed
in the name of “compromise” must he
removed. It was an achievement to get
the law of 1964 on the books, but the
effect of meat imports on our domestic
producers causes us now to strengthen
that law. It has proven in its applica-
tion by and under the Secretary of Agri-
culture to be inadequate and to contain
improper safeguards.

As it now operates, the beef-import law
gives the importer every advantage.
First, we set the quota on the basis of
imports from 1959 to 1963, allowing the
record high import level of 1963 to be
computed in determining the base. Then
we adjust it upward, with increased pro-
duction here in the United States.
Third, we allow the Secretary of Agri-
culture to estimate imports and impose
an import on that basis. Fourth, we im-
pose the quota only after imports sur-
pass by 10 percent the established level
calculated for the year. Fifth, the De-
partment of Defense offshore purchases
of meat are not calculated within the
quota; and finally, by imposing this in-
effectual quota only annually, we allow
seasonal surges to depress our own mar-
ket prices.

The bill before us would take up the
slack, close the loopholes, and help the
livestock producer in his fight to take a
rightful place in this society with his
rightful share of what this economy has
to offer. First, it would allow the base
level to be determined from an average
of imports from 1959 to 1962, thereby
eliminating from the average the record
imports of 1963. Second, this bill
would allow for the quota to be written
into the terms of the law and eliminate
the Secretary of Agriculture’s estimate
procedure. It would abolish the 110-per-
cent trigger factor and impose gquotas
when the limit is reached. It would ex~
tend import quotas to canned and cured
meats when they threaten the market.
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Department of Defense purchases would
be counted within the quota, and quotas
would be imposed quarterly instead of
annually.

The State of Eansas will benefit great-
ly from this legislation. The Great
Plains State—where the grazing lands of
the Flint Hills are unequaled, where
livestock production makes up the largest
segment of agriculture, where the note-
worthy Kansas City steaks are pro-
gjuced—deserves and needs this legisla-

on.

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Speaker, today I
am introducing legislation which is aimed
at revising the quota control system on
the importation of certain meat and
meat products. First, I want to com-
mend the able Representative, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. Pricel, for his
leadership in bringing to the attention
of the House one of the perplexing prob-
lems which continues to depress farm
income. He is knowledgeable concern-
ing such matters and is particularly
aware of those factors which affect the
important livestock industry in his State
and across America.

More than 3 years ago I was one of
those who called for meaningful legis-
lation to limit imports of beef and other
meat products. In 1964 Congress passed
a Meat Import Act, Public Law 88-482.
Unfortunately, we have noted evidence
that this law really did not provide the
relief for meat producers which many
of us sought.

During the past 3 years the trend in
meat imports has been steadily upward.

Public Law 88-482 relates only to beef,
veal, and mutton—fresh, chilled, or fro-
zen. It does not cover canned, cured, or
cooked beef, or lamb or other meats.

Of the meats covered by the law, im-
ports in 1965 amounted to 614.2 million
pounds. For 1966 at the beginning of
the year the Secretary of Agriculture
estimated that the volume of imports
would be 700 million pounds. That esti-
mate was later revised upward twice—
to 760 million pounds and then to 800
million pounds. But the final total for
imports in 1966 was 823.5 million pounds.

Today the farmer finds himself in a
price squeeze. His cost of living is up;
his cost of operation is up. But farm
prices are down. In the case of the cat-
tleman, he has seen very little improve-
ment in cattle prices in the last 3 years.

Yesterday in Chicago prime steers
sold at $26 a hundred pounds with choice
types bringing 50 cents less than that.
The average price last month of choice
slaughter steers in Chicago was $24.67 a
hundred pounds, compared with $29.22
a hundred during March of 1966—a de-
cline of over $4.50 a hundred pounds.

I need not belabor the importance of
the livestock industry to my State of
Kansas. Kansas has one of the top beef
production programs of any place in the
United States. Livestock products ac-
count for more than half of all farm in-
come. No other single commodity pro-
duces a larger slice of Kansas cash farm
receipts than does cattle or calves.
Closely related and allied to the livestock
segment of our economy is the meatpack-
ing industry. More than 1 billion
pounds of red meat are produced an-
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nually in Kansas, and the meatpacking
industry employs nearly 9,000 persons.

Mr. Speaker, we cannot afford to turn
our backs on the American farmer. He
is responsible for supplying to all Amer-
icans an abundance of food to which we
are accustomed. More than that, we
look to him to help fight hunger in the
underdeveloped countries throughout the
world.

I urge that prompt and serious consid-
eration be given to this legislation which
would help provide an equitable solution
to the problems of imports.

Mr. REIFEL. Mr. Speaker, it is a
pleasure to join the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Price]l and other colleagues
in introduecing a bill to control more
effectively excessive imports of certain
meat and meat products.

I commend the distinguished gentle-
man from Texas, who represents an im-
portant livestock producing area, for this
display of leadership and concern for the
impact these skyrocketing imports are
having upon the producer.

On April 13 I joined with the distin-
guished gentleman from Nebraska [Mr,
MarTIN] in introducing a more limited
measure as an expression of our concern
at the ineffectiveness of the Meat Im-
port Control Act of 1964, I am happy
to note that this more comprehensive
measure, worked out in conjunction with
the National Livestock Feeders Associa-
tion and other leading livestock groups,
incorporates the main provisions of our
bills, H.R. 8505 and H.R. 8293. Our bills
have helped to serve as a starting point
and a catalyst for further action.

I commend, too, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Nebraska [Mr. Hruskal who
has provided so much research and
leadership on this subject this year as
he did in our initial import battle of
1964. It is extremely regrettable that a
measure similar to Senator Hruska's hill
has become bogged down as just another
extraneous amendment bill in the
“Christmas tree” debate in the other
body.

As a result it is imperative that the
House, which is charged with initiating
tariff legislation, take prompt and affirm-
ative action on this bill.

We know there is widespread support
for it in the other body. We know the
livestock producers of this country are
suffering immeasurable damage. We
know that if it is left to the administra-
tion no relief will be forthcoming. We
know that the livelihood and income of
the domestic livestock producer will con-
tinue to be used as a pawn in the interna-
tional tariff negotiations while so-called
friendly nations carefully construct pro-
tectionist barriers against our meat and
farm products.

In my State, well over 70 percent of
farm income is derived from the sale of
livestock and livestock products. The
South Dakota State Legislature has
passed a resolution decrying the exces-
siveness of current meat imports and
loopholes in the present law.

With the farmer's return lower than
that of 20 years ago and with per
capita farm income only 60 percent of
that for city workers, it is high time we
end the “foreigners first” policy in agri-
culture.
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By eliminating the 10-percent overrun,
by elilminating the Secretary of Agricul-
ture’s reporting requirements and by im-
posing quotas on a quarterly basis, by us-
ing a more representative base period, by
including nonquota products and by
making Defense Department purchases
chargeable against the quota, we are tak-
ing steps that should have been included
in the 1964 law.

It is quite possible that enactment of
this measure could mean a slight increase
in grocery prices. I doubt that it would
be necessary, but it could happen.

Here again, I cite the recent Minne-
sota poll which showed that more than
seven out of 10 Minnesotans, 72 percent,
agree that the Nation’s farmers are not
getting a fair return for their products,
and that 57 percent of the Minnesota
public as measured by that poll would
be willing to pay higher food prices if it
meant improved income for the farmer.

I feel sure the same feeling applies
across our land at a time when every-
one knows the farmer is not sharing
equally.

Let me remind my colleagues, too, that
farmers also buy groceries and meat
products, just as they are good customers
for almost everything industry pro-
duces—provided we give them a chance
to make a decent living without the un-
fair competition of excessive foreign im-
ports.

Again I commend the distinguished
gentleman from Texas and the distin-
guished Senator from Nebraska for de-
veloping this proposal and bringing it
before us today. I urge the distin-
guished chairman of the House Commit-
tee on Ways and Means, himself a live-
stock producer who understands the
problem, to call early hearings and initi-
ate the legislative steps needed to cor-
rect this situation.

Mr. ELEPPE. Mr. Speaker, when
Public Law 88-482 was enacted in 1964,
many Members of Congress, together
with farmers and ranchers, expressed
grave doubt that it would effectively
curb meat imports. It is something of
an understatement to say their fears
were well grounded.

The act has not worked. It would not
work with the present excessively high
quota on meat imports, imposed on an
annual basis. Even the so-called trig-
ger in the law would not work. By the
time the trigger can legally be pulled, the
target is out of range.

Meanwhile, mounting meat imports
put increasing pressure on domestic cat-
tle, hog, and sheep prices which are al-
ready in a tallspin. According to the
U.S. Department of Agriculture, prices
received by farmers for all commodities
dropped 7 percent from March 15, 1966,
to the same date this year. Livestock
prices have declined much more sharply.
During the same period, prices paid by
farmers increased by nearly 3 percent.
This tumbled the parity ratio from 81 to
T4. And it is heading lower.

Twenty years ago, American farmers
were receiving close to $40 a hundred-
weight for choice cattle and $30 for top
hogs. Today cattle and hog prices are
little more than half of those amounts.
It should further be pointed out that
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today’s dollar has only about two-thirds
of the purchasing power of the 1947-49
dollar, which makes these price com-
parisons even more unfavorable.

With farmers and ranchers receiving
depressed prices, even in terms of di-
luted dollars, and paying inflated and
ever-increasing production costs, there
is little wonder that American agricul-
ture finds itself at a financial crossroads
today. The meat import bill we are dis-
cussing here would not solve all of the
problems confronting the livestock in-
dustry, but it represents a step in the
right direction—a step urgently needed
now.

Mr. BATTIN. Mr. Speaker, my
rancher constituents in Montana and
their city neighbors who well understand
their problems are fed up with Argentine
and Australian beef. The economy of
my State relies heavily on the cattle in-
dustry so the banker, who deals with cat-
tlemen for ever-increasing debts, and
the merchant who suffers right along
with the rancher when times are bad,
know the beef industry is not sharing
the advances of a booming economy.

Hardly a day passes that I do not re-
ceive mail from a rancher who is ready
to give up and move into the city be-
cause he is frustrated at the prices he
receives for his livestock. The price he
pays for equipment necessary to run a
modern ranch has climbed to an alltime
high after more than 6 years of infla-
tion. Cattle production is hard work
and these people are not being paid
adequately for the effort and investment
they put into their ranches.

West Donohoe, a Luther,
rancher, writes:

I don't know a single cattle producer or
feeder who is satisfied with the present beef
import quotas. Is there any chance of get-
ing a lower quota?

Mrs. E. M. Kluver, of Forsyth, also
complained to me about the present meat
import laws and attaches the blame
where I think it belongs:

In 1952, Montana ranchers recelved
around $150.00 for their calves. Last year,
1966, we averaged about $90. It has varled
very little in the past six years, since Mr.
Freeman became Secretary of Agriculture.
‘We have been informed recently that red beef
supplies for 1967 will be increased by 30%
more than in 1966. Already the feeders are
in bad shape and this will reflect on the
cattle producers next fall. I hope you will
take up the cudgel in our behalf again.

I gladly take up the cudgel offered by
Mrs. Kluver and all of the ranchers of
this country and ask this Congress to
close the door on the almost billion-
pound import market which is destroying
the home market.

These letters that I have quoted from
are only a sampling of the mail I have
received on this subject. Cattlemen and
their associations never mneglect to
mention this trouble when I meet with
them in my State, and their every letter
pleads for some relief.

The problem with beef imports 1is
both in the administration of the act and
the law itself. The law provides that
when imports reach a stated level of the
previous year’'s consumption, they shall
be curtailed so as basically not to af-

Mont.,
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fect domestic production. Secretary
Freeman opposed this law and therefore
has not given his full attention to its en-
forcement. This, coupled with the Agri-
culture Department’s so-called inadvert-
ent miscount of several million in cat-
tle population, has created havoc in the
markets.

Congressmen E. Y. Berry, of South
Dakota, and Boe Pricg, of Texas, as well
as other Members from cattle-producing
States, have introduced identical bills to
cope with the problems besetting our
ranchers. Congressman BErrY’s detailed
listing of beef trade statistics over the
past 12 years points out the drastic need
to furnish Secretary Freeman with
tighter import controls and a reminder to
support and enforce this legislation in
the best interest of American ranchers.
Mr. Freeman's refusal to follow the in-
tent of the present Beef Import Limita-
tion Act—Public Law 88-482—has led us
to the point where we must enact even
stricter controls.

Three years of experience with the
present meat import laws have shown
that we cannot depend on the Secretary
of Agriculture to follow the intention of
Congress. So the time has come to enact
specific legislation that does not allow
as broad powers to the Secretary to ex-
tend our wishes. This bill would elim-
inate the provision that allows the ad-
ministration to set a 10-percent overrun
which he has announced he plans to use.

It will also relieve the Secretary of the
task of estimating in advance the amount
of imports. He has not been able to do
this accurately, so I see no need in con-
tinuing this authority. Instead, the
quota will be provided in the law just as
imports are set in the Sugar Act which
governs sugar imports from foreign pro-
ducers.

I am not closing my mind to the need
for reciprocal trade, but I believe the
time has arrived when we must support
our own people and stop selling the ef-
forts of our ranchers down the river,
across the seas. Our actions should pri-
marily be for the benefit of our ranchers,
and only after they are fairly treated
should we look to the welfare of other
countries’ beef markets.

Those of you who represent population
centers might be concerned that your
people will pay for enactment of this bill
in higher food costs. But the history of
this import legislation shows that the
amount of beef imported from other
countries has little to do with the price
a housewife pays for beef over the
counter.

When the bill was enacted in 1964, the
bottom fell out of the American beef
market. Slaughter steers that had
brought $30 per hundredweight in Chi-
cago in the fall of 1962 were suddenly
worth only $20. These were bankruptey
prices, but I never noticed any noticeable
drop in meat prices in the supermarket.
Quite the contrary, meat prices have sky-
rocketed.

I need not remind you of the condition
of agriculture because it is constantly in
the news and has elicited the remark
from Secretary Freeman that “condi-
tions are poor.”

This bill will help to give the cattleman
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a share in the booming economy which
ke deserves for his efforts and it will pro-
tect a sizable portion of this economy
by assuring better conditions for our own
people.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today in support of the meat import
legislation which I, and several of my
colleagues have introduced in the House.
There are serious difficulties confronting
the American cattle industry which can
be corrected by this legislation,

I note with great concern that farm
income is down. Parity now stands at 74,
the lowest it has been in some 30 years.

When livestock sells for low prices, as
they have been and are now doing, not
only are farmers and ranchers hurt, but
everyone else is also hurt. The farm
income decline is felt by many other seg-
ments of the national economy. Farm-
ers are purchasing less equipment, fewer
and cheaper automobiles, and less con-
sumer goods than a year ago. They are
being forced to seek more and bigger
loans to meet operating expenses.

The meat import bill would tighten the
present meat import quota law and make
it more realistic with conditions that
ocecur in the all-important farm segment
of our Nation’s economy. I am pleased
at the broad support already shown by
Members of this great body for this leg-
islation. The number of cosponsors is
indicative of the grave national concern
over the status of the farm economy.

This matter demands the immediate
attention of the House and the Ways and
Means Committee. I shall help push for
early hearings fo expedite the passage of
this bill,

Mr. BUSH. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to join with my distinguished colleague
from Texas in introducing the bill to
revise the quota control system on the
importation of certain meat and meat
products. This legislation is a positive
measure which will provide important
relief to domestic meat producers.

There are many good features of this
bill. It changes the period under which
total import quotas are based by adopting
the average of the years 1958-1962, a
more representative base period than
the present formula being used. The bill
also imposes quotas quarterly instead
of annually, thus smoothing out the flow
of imports throughout the year and
preventing seasonal surges.

The legislation also provides that off-
shore purchases of meat by the Depart-
ment of Defense for the use of our troops
abroad be charged against the quota
applicable to such meat.

I truly hope this constructive measure
will become law and serve as a positive
solution to the present situation which
has only depressed the market price of
domestic beef and driven many producers
from the market.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, it is with
great pleasure that I join with my col-
league from Texas in the cointroduction
of this much needed meat import quota
bill. I commend him for the research,
the portrayal, and the solution.

All phases of agriculture have been
caught in a “price squeeze' that threat-
ens the viability of the entire farm econ-
omy, and surely penalizes the producer.
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Recently, the livestock sector has not
been immune from the price squeeze.
Cattle prices are down 10.4 percent from
March of 1966. Pork prices are down 25
percent and sheep prices are down 16
percent from the same period.

Coupled with this decline in meat
prices has been increasing meat imports.
These imports are approaching an all-
time high. The Department of Agricul-
ture estimates that meat imports in 1967
will be at least 900 million pounds. This
compares to the 614.2 million pounds of
beef and mutton imported in 1965 and
the 823.5 million pounds in 1966.

Mr. Speaker, as a result of the import
situation in 1963, Congress took action
to establish a reasonable control program
intended to prevent recurrences of the
1963-64 price disaster. Efforts by Con-
gress at that time to establish some sem-
blance of control over imports of foreign
meats were first resisted vigorously by
the administration. It relented only
after the price situation had become so
bad that it could no longer be ignored.

The chief accomplishment of the 1964
congressional action was the official rec-
ognition that quotas on imports of beef
and beef products were justified and nec-
essary. It was paradoxical that under
aegis of another department of the Cabi-
net we banned our own export of hides.

I think it is now clear our experience
to date demonstrates that the present
law is not working effectively, and that
changes should be made if we are to
protect the American livestock industry
from further price declines. It is not
working because we have allowed im-
ports to increase at a time when domes-
tic prices are already falling. It cer-
tainly makes no economic sense for us to
continue to allow inereased beef imports
on the one hand, while on the other
hand the Government engages in a spe-
cial purchase program of beef in an ef-
fort to shore up domestic prices, to be a
good neighbor, or for any other reason.

The bill that I am cointroducing does
not eliminate the basic framework of
our 1964 law—Public Law 88-432—but
rather seeks to improve on the applica-
tion of the objectives that Congress had
in mind when it passed this law. It
would change the basic quota used for
calculating annual allowable import
levels to a base period of 1952-62, which
is much more realistic than the 1959-63
base has provided at the present time.

It would eliminate the present over-
run provision by which imports into this
country are allowed to exceed the pre-
scribed cutoff level by 10 percent. It
would extend the import econtrols to
other livestock products such as canned,
cured, and otherwise preserved beef;
which have been coming into the coun-
try at increased rates. This proposal
would also improve the method of esti-
mating and reporting import trends,
thus assuring more effective imple-
mentation of the control objectives, than
has been the case in the past.

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, all of
American agriculture has been experi-
encing a severe price-cost squeeze. This
trend has already caused great hardship
as we strive to maintain and raise our
standards of living. If it continues the
impact on agriculture will be disastrous
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and the repercussions will be felt
throughout the economy.

I again salute the gentleman in the
well of the House for this worthwhile
proposal, and gladly join in support.

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Speaker,
I congratulate the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Price]l on his initiative and am
happy to join today in the introduction
of legislation designed to give aid to our
sorely pressed livestock industry. I have,
on many occasions, called attention to
the very serious plight of many segments
of our agricultural industry and the ap-
parent inability—or will—of those now
shaping our farm programs to cope with
it.

In my weekly newsletter sent to my
constituents, for release today, I said, in
part:

The same situation exlsts in the livestock
industry where imports of beef, pork, and
sheep and lamb are all up alarmingly. In
the area of beef imports, it is particularly
bad. An admitted “boo-boo” on the part
of USDA on cattle estimates, plus an un-
realistically based 10 percent above-quota-
imports “trigger clause,” is causing cattle-
men great concern. But Secretary Freeman
refuses to move off dead-center, One can
only wonder why the “top hands” in the
administration won't pull the trigger on the
gun Congress has provided to protect our
livestock industry.

This bill, Mr. Speaker, would take
this action out of the hands of the Secre-
tary of Agriculture. Not only would it
eliminate the 10-percent overrun so that
imports could not exceed the actual ad-
justed base quota, it would impose the
quota by law, thus obviating the neces-
sity of having the Secretary estimate in
advance the level of imports.

Passage of this bill would eliminate
for future years the situation in which we
now find ourselves where meat imports
are expected to be in excess of the quota
level of Public Law 88-482, but below the
level which would direct the setting of
import quotas.

Turge its passage.

GUARANTEED MINIMUM INCOMES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Washington [Mr. PeLry] is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, for the past
few years one of the most discussed anti-
poverty proposals on the national level
is a plan to guarantee to everyone a mini-
mum level of income. At the moment it
is not a Federal legislative issue, but,
sooner or later, it will be. Probably
sooner because the objective of assuring
unemployed and unemployables a raise
in the level of their living standard has
plenty of appeal, socially and politically.

Because the guaranteed income pro-
posal is new and different and because
socially and economically, in one form or
another, it has already attracted advo-
cates, it deserves to be thoroughly stud-
ied. If, as some say, it has merit in part
or as a whole, the public should be told
about it; if 1t lacks merit in part or in
entirety, the public likewise should be
given the facts—especially before its pro-
moters under an attractive label are able
to ignite the flame of its popularity and
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start something which, like a forest fire,
takes another fire to put out. And that
might be more destructive than the orig-
inal fire.

Recently I received a research paper,
“The Ripon Forum,” dated April 1967
supporting a program to combat poverty
called the negative income tax. Ad-
dressed to Republicans like myself, the
Ripon Society proposed conquering pov-
erty by breaking down the barriers to
free participation in the economic life of
our Nation. In short, it called for an
adequate education for everyone, elimi-
nation of discrimination in hiring and
housing, and, finally, reducing the inse-
curity and dependence of the poor. To
be specific, it called for supplementing
and stabilizing low incomes by adoption
of a negative income tax.

Under this latter plan, all families
with incomes below a certain standard
would be paid the difference between its
earned income and that standard. The
formula recommended, according to the
Ripon Society study, would encourage
families to move up the income scale by
providing a slightly higher pro rata pay-
ment as the earned income increased
until it reached an automatic cutoff at
the point that the family would begin to
pay taxes.

At the outset, I want to frankly say
that the idea of a guaranteed income or
a negative income tax, whatever form it
takes or whatever one calls it, has great
appeal—or at least when I began toying
with the idea, I was intrigued. This was
my first blush of superficial reaction.
Take the farmers, I told myself. Under
any such program, the Government
would be saved several billions a year in
subsidies and we would cuf off about
100,000 Department of Agriculture em-
ployees. I began by thinking that the
Government could actually save itself
money. I thought of the high cost of
administering welfare and other pro-
grams compared to the cost of issuing a
Federal check.

Then I came back to earth and de-
cided before going off halfcocked, I had
better determine, if possible, just what
this guaranteed income proposal in-
volved. How would it cure the causes of
poverty and, in other words, would it pro-
mote the general welfare? What would
it offer in the way of incentives to work
and produce and get ahead in the world?
What would it cost and so forth?

Fortunately, there was plenty of ma-
terial on the subject in order to study
the advantages and disadvantages of
this proposal, or rather of the different
proposals on the subject. It is obvious
from this material that there is much
support for the general theory of guar-
anteed income for poor people. This
support covers the desirability of reliev-
ing poverty on the basis of need, and
that money rather than moral uplift is
what is needed. Certainly no one denies
that for the past 30 years or more in the
United States, it has been accepted that
the Government has a responsibility to
see that people have a minimal sub-
sistence. Buf ideas as to the best means
of discharging that responsibility differ.

Our Federal, State, and local govern-
ments, of course, already offer many
benefits of various kinds to low-income
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individuals, including students, unem-
ployed workers, veterans, older citizens,
and so forth.

As to the straight guaranteed income
plan, it would provide a formula under
which the Internal Revenue Service,
based on income and family size, would
make Government payments to nortax-
payers, These payments would assure a
minimum income in accordance with a
formula such as a $3,000 minimum an-
nual income for a family of four. If the
family income was $2,000, the Govern-
ment payment would be $1,000. Another
plan, the negative income tax, has an
incentive provision in its formula so that
as the income of a family increases, the
Government payments or income sup-
plement would decline—but would not
decline dollar for dollar as income in-
creased. Thus the total income of a
family would increase more than the
earned income. At some income level,
then, the Government would cease to
pay supplements altogether.

It is argued that presently in this
country we already have a collection of
Government programs that guarantee
individuals a level of subsistence. Those
favoring the Internal Revenue reserve
tax plan argue that the present system is
a trickle down to the poor—a sort of
grab bag in many instances. Under
their proposal every dollar goes directly
to alleviate poverty. Also it is pointed
out that programs like food stamp plans
often fail to help the poor because many
families have no money for matching
purchases. Also, it is pointed out that
minimum wage laws do not help people
who have no earnings. Certainly, too,
the obvious defects of certain antipov-
erty programs due to being administered
or maladministered by the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity have caused many of
us to look hopefully for some other forms
of assistance. Particularly, some favor
assistance in a more useful form;
namely, cash.

I agree with those who say our present
welfare system is incapable of eliminat-
ing poverty and in many cases helps to
perpetuate it. In this connection, I
think a guaranteed income plan would
have the same adverse effect, only on
a wider scale. As to the negative income
tax, let us see what those who have
analyzed this proposal say.

One strong argument made against it
is that the negative income tax would
tend to perpetuate welfare as a way of
life, by sacrificing social services de-
signed to eliminate the causes of need
for an income level guarantee. Likewise
it is stated, and I would agree, that of
those who earn only slightly more than
the minimum of the basic formula, many
would tend to forgo working at all.
Meanwhile, rehabilitation and encourag-
ing the needy to produce and become
self-sustaining is ignored.

The appeal that first registered with
me of a plan to fill the income gap of the
poor was based on eliminating duplica-
tion, waste, and the heavy overhead of
Government administration. Frankly,
on more mature consideration, I am fear-
ful that any such savings would be far
less than the cost of a new program. We
are told the difference between existing
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substandard incomes and the poverty
line is $12 billion. So this whole pro-
gram would be expensive and any illusory
cuts in existing welfare costs would not
approach that cost.

So, while I continue to seek some prac-
tical means of raising incomes of the
poor and removing misery and ugliness
and insecurity, and while I want to see
the Republicans in the forefront of a
national effort to cure poverty, I have
concluded that a cash minimum stand-
ard by Government guarantee is not the
answer. .

Rather, under the philosophy of Lin-
coln, there is a better way. Any new ap-
proach should help the helpless and
guarantee opportunity only to those who
can help themselves. The function of
the social worker is vital and necessary
and cannot be eliminated. We must help
the blind and the deaf and the afflicted.
We must provide education and job op-
portunities. But, I have concluded, a
dole to all low-income persons even with
incentives for additional earnings will
not attack the causes of poverty. There-
fore, I believe that our problem would
be intensified rather than solved by any
of these proposals.

HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP-
MENT PROGRAM RECOMMENDED
BY THE NATIONAL HOUSING
CONFERENCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr., PATman] is rec-
ognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, the Na-
tional Housing Conference has just con-
cluded its annual membership meeting
which was attended by representatives
of public-interest organizations who
came from all parts of the country. This
was the 36th annual meeting of the Na-
tional Housing Conference.

For many years, this organization has
been recognized as the conscience of the
public interest in housing and urban de-
velopment. In the cause to get better
housing in better neighborhoods for the
people, the National Housing Conference
is the national organization which has
always provided long-term leadership
and guidance. It acts as the clearing-
house for public-interest organizations
in focusing public understanding and
support on programs to meet the press-
ing problems of housing and urban
development.

Along with other Members of Con-
gress, I had the privilege of addressing
the membership of NHC. During the
meeting which I attended, there was
some discussion of the resolutions which
were later adopted by the membership.
I was deeply impressed by the proposed
program.

These resolutions recommend the
measures required to achieve a national
goal during the next 20 years to elimi-
nate and replace all slums and substand-
ard housing; also, to build sufficient
additional housing to provide for the
one-third inecrease which will ocecur in
our population during this period. Be-
sides building enough new housing, the
program contains recommendations to
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bring the supply of existing housing up
to a decent living standard. Concur-
rently, NHC points out that we must
solve human problems by an intensifica-
tion of social programs and services to
improve the quality of American life.

The NHC resolutions state that we are
at a time of crisis in housing. Today,
when the Nation’s need for housing is
at its alltime peak, housing is at its low-
est level of production in many years.

NHC further states that our Nation
is experiencing an urban erisis, with so-
cial unrest and violence in our cities. Its
resolutions recommend that we take vig-
orous and immediate action to initiate a
program now at the rate necessary to
accomplish the 20-year goals.

The comprehensive scope of this pro-
gram is indicated by the following major
subjects which are included in it:

20-Year Goals and Required Priorities and
Actions to Achleve Them.

Model Citles Program and Metropolitan
Planning.

Housing Programs to Meet Needs During
Next 20 Years.

Financing Nursing Homes and Facilities
for Group Medical Practice.

Urban Renewal Program.

Providing Necessary Mortgage Funds and
Lower Interest Rates.

Public and Community Facilities Includ-
1!13‘ Water, Sewer and Mass Tra.nsport-atlon.

New Towns and Rural Housing and Re-
newal.

Urban Technical Assistance, Research, and
Training.

The NHC report is a careful study and
analysis of our needs for housing and
urban development. It presents a real-
istic program to meet these needs. I
recommend that this report be read by
everyone who is concerned about these
critical problems facing our Nation.

I ask unanimous consent that the res-
olutions adopted by the National Hous-
ing Conference be included in the Rec-
oRrD at this point. The material follows:

RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED BY THE MEMBERSHIP OF
THE NATIONAL HOUSING CONFERENCE

CHAPTER A. 20-YEAR GOALS AND REQUIRED PRI-
ORITIES AND ACTIONS TO ACHIEVE THEM
A-1. General statement of objectives

The National Housing Conference, assem-
bled for its 36th Annual Meeting, presents
herewith a program for housing and com-
munity development scheduled to be
achieved over a period of 20 years. We must
establish a national goal to eliminate all
slums and substandard housing, and build
enough housing to replace them during that
perlod. We must also bulld sufficient hous-
ing to provide for the one-third increase
which will oecur in our population during
this period.

To achleve these goals we must bulld 50
million new dwelling units in the next 20
years at the rate of 2},-million a year. At
least 10 million of these new dwellings must
be for people of low and moderate incomes
who are not served by the normal private
housing industry, at the rate of one-half
million dwellings a year.

It is not enough to bulld new housing.
The supply of existing homes must be
brought up to a decent living standard. Con-
currently, we must solve human problems by
a great Intensificatlon of social programs
and services to improve the quality of Amer-
ican life.

While the Viet Nam confiict continues, we
must protect our home front. It is neither
sound nor equitable to throw the burden of
domestic restrictions on the housing and
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urban development programs. We are at
a time of crisis in housing. Today when the
Nation's need for housing is at its all-time
peak, housing is at its lowest level of pro-
duction in many years. We all know that
our Nation is experiencing an urban crisis
with social unrest and violence in our cities.
If we are to avoid increasing demonstra-
tions and violence in our cities, we must take
vigorous and immediate action to provide
good homes and good neighborhoods for the
1ll-housed. We can no longer tolerate bad
housing conditions which are at the heart
of the urban crisis.

We must take all of the measures neces-
sary to initiate a program now at the rate
necessary to accomplish our 20-year goals.
We call for action, prompt and decisive, that
will redress the imbalance and restore
strength and vigor to residential bullding,
and will avold a recession. We must bring
such construction up to the level commensu-
rate with the housing needs of the people
and with the requirements of a healthy, ex-
panding economy. A decent home in a good
nelghborhood for every American should be-
come a reality.

A-II. Message of the President of the United
States on urban and rural poverty

On March 14, 1967, the President sent to
the Congress his message on poverty in the
United States. In his message, the President
recognized the debilitating influence of slum
dwellings on the hopes and desires for bet-
terment of the Natlon’s poor who are pres-
ently living under rural and urban slum
conditions. In establishing a “Strategy
Against Poverty,” the President called for a
breakthrough on varlous fronts, including
housing, transportation and water supplies.
The Natlonal Housing Conference (“NHC")
commends the President for his great con-
cern with our Natlon's poor and ill-housed
citizens and supports his recommendations.
In the specific Resolutions appearing under
appropriate subject headings, NHC recom-
mends the measures necessary to eliminate
the urban and rural slum conditions and
meet other housing problems described in
the President’s message,

A-III. Summary of present and long-range
housing needs

Adequate legislative proposals require that
we first re-examine the present and long-
range program and policy position of NH
in the light of the tremendous requirements
for housing, community facilities, and total
community development and redevelopment
which are foreseeable in the mext 20 years.

The following recommendations and con-
clusions are presented by NHC in order to
fulfill its role as the national organization
which provides long-term leadership, and a
clearing house for focusing public under-
standing and support on programs to meet
the pressing problems in our areas of in-
terest. These recommendations are intended
to gear the legislative proposals of NHC (and
others who are like-minded) to the un-
precedented challenges which confront us
and the Nation now and during the coming
20 years,

The following factors summarize and em-
phasize the dimensions of the present and
future needs of this country for housing,
community facilitles and community de-
velopment and redevelopment; also, they
show the corresponding requirements for
drastic expansion, recasting and broadening
for federal and local programs if these needs
are to be met in accordance with the aspira-
tions and resources of our American Society.

1. At the end of 1865, the estimated pop-
ulation of the U.S. was 1856.5 million. The
median official projection is that in 20 years
the population will grow to about 260 mil-
lion in 1985. This will represent a growth of
about one-third in two decades, representing
65 milllon people and about 20 million
households. By the year 2000, the U.S.
population will be substantially In excess of
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300 million. At least four-fifths of this
population growth will occur in urban and
urbanizing areas.

2. In 1960, 11.4 million dwelling units in
the U.8. or almost one out of every five dwell-
ings in the U.8. were dilapidated or deteri-
orated. There has been no substantial im-
provement in this overall sifuation in the
succeeding six years, In addition, many
of the so-called standard dwellings are obso-
lete or obsolescent, poorly located, or defi-
cient in modern facilities and will require
replacement before the end of the century.

3. In 1964, in the midst of unprecedented
national afluence and prosperity, 18 percent
or approximately 10 million American house-
holds had annual incomes below $3,000 and
35 percent or 19.6 million households had in-
comes below §5,000. Households in these
income ranges occupy an overwhelmingly
large proportion of the substandard dwelling
units previously identified.

4, For a number of years, there has been
widespread agreement that a sustained hous-
ing production rate in the general range of
2.5 million dwelling units a year will be re-
quired to meet population growth and to
eliminate the slums and bad housing con-
ditions summarized above. The fact is, as
we all know, that actual housing production
has been frozen for years at about 60 per-
cent of this target and has served almost
exclusively families and individuals above
the national median in incomes. There is
no evidence of any major breakthrough in
this regard. Furthermore, the two on-going
federal programs which have demonstrated
abllity to meet the needs of families and
individuals of low and moderate income—
the Low Rent Public Housing Program and
the FHA Below Market Interest Rate Pro-
gram—produced between them about 45,000
dwelling units in each of the years 19656 and
1966. This figure represents 8% of the an-
nual rate needed for those of low and mod-
erate incomes.

5. Resldential construction in 1966 was
alarmingly below this minimum. The rate
of housing starts skidded downward until it
reached a 20-year low in October 1966. For
the whole of 1966, the rate of non-farm
housing starts had dropped disastrously to
1.25 million dwelling units. This is half of
the annual rate of 2.5 milllon which we need.
As is well known, the greatest drop in con-
struction has occurred in multifamily hous-
ing. Yet it is the multifamily housing that
is most responsive to the needs of lower in-
come families and the needs of our cities.

6. Housing starts in 1967 are destined to be
fewer than in any year since 1946. This is a
dismal prospect. For millions of our fami-
lles, it is the prospect of distress from an
unmet housing need. We must reject the
inevitability of this prospect. Instead, we
call for action, prompt and decisive, that
would redress the imbalance and restore
strength and vigor to residential building.
We must bring housing construction up to
the level commensurate with the needs of
the people and with the requirements of a
healthy, expanding economy. A decent
home for every American family should be-
come a reality in this prosperous nation of
ours. We can’t achieve that goal unless we
increase the flow of money into housing in
the amounts necessary for an adequate
housing program to meet the needs of all
income groups.

7. The shortage of existing community and
public facilities of all types, even in advance
of the projected population growth, and the
increasing obsolescence and deterioration of
many existing facilities continue to be the
hallmark of the urban and suburban scene
throughout the country. This is the product
of the severe limitations on local public
financial resources—notwithstanding large
Increases in local debt and local taxes—and
of the grossly inadequate scope of federal ald
programs in most categories.
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8. The spread of suburban sprawl contin-
ues to mar the landscape, reflecting inade-
quate support for planning, short-sighted
land policies, and the inadequate scale of
programs for central city renewal and recon-
struction,

9. The housing deficit—enhanced by the
lag and depression in housing construction—
is at the heart of the urban crisis, In meet-
ing the urban crisls, our efforts must be
directed to the solution of this central prob-
lem: the unmet need for good homes within
the financial reach of all Americans.

10. The persistence of slum and blighted
conditions constitutes a glaring contradic-
tion to American resources and achievable
American aspirations to establish a decent
standard of living and a rewarding environ-
ment for all our population. As recent ex-
perience has shown, these large areas of
blight, dilapidation and poverty are also
breeding grounds in our cities for social dis-
orders which are a blot on the image of
American Soclety, at home and in the world.

A-IV. Suggested priority of housing and
urban affairs in Federal programs

This grim picture will inevitably become
grimmer unless there is a drastic realign-
ment of national priorities. Such a realign-
ment will require a re-thinking in depth of
our federal and local programs and activities
and a massive upgrading of the federal finan-
cial commitment for programs affecting the
welfare of the vast majority of the American
people.
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The human needs of HUD programs have
been given a lower priority in the Budget
than space and other programs. This is
clear from the wholly inadequate level of
all HUD programs when measured agalnst
needs affecting the welfare of the vast ma-
jority of the American people. The programs
for housing and meeting our urban crisis
should not be glven a lower priority than the
highway program, the space program, or put-
ting a man on the moon.

As a nation, we have fully recognized the
importance of space exploration, but we have
failed to recognize the even greater impor-
tance of an adequate program for housing
and for meeting the urban crisis. If we can
spend over $5 billlon a year on the space
program, we should certainly spend much
more than that amount for necessary hous-
ing and better communities—and we mean
net expenditures, after deducting receipts
from sales of participations in HUD loans
or repayments on such loans,

As a people, we are willingly spending $30
billion for the interstate highway system at
an annual rate of $4.4 billion in Federal
grants. We spent $5.9 billion for space re-
search and technology in Fiscal Year 19686.
Indeed, as shown by the 1968 Federal Budget
figures cited below, we will spend 13 times
more money for space research and technol~
ogy during Fiscal Years 1966, 1967, and 1068
than we will spend on all of the programs
administered by the Department of Housing
and Urban Development (“HUD*) during
the same period.

Department of H and Urban
Developmegt !
Fiscal year Space and
technology
Expenditures Receipts Net expen-
ditures

$5,126, 000,000 | $4, 360,000,000 |  $767, 000,000 | $5, 900, 000, 000
6, 478, 000, 000 | 5, 892, 000, 000 588, 000, 000 &, 600, 000, 000
6, 289, 000, 000 | 6, 391, 000, 000 ® 5, 800, 000, 000

1 For the supporting figures as to Department of Hous! and Urban Development ex
L B o aatited. “Troaaant of Hotu p

nditures in the Budget for Fiscal

1 No net expenditure, but net budget receipt of $102,000,000

Authorizations and Ex

In the Budget for Fiscal Year 1968, HUD
will not have any net expenditure—instead
it will have a net income of $102 million.
What is the explanation of this? First, it
is because HUD is recelving recoverable as-
sets on many of its programs, which are loans
rather than grants. Through sales of par-
ticipations, private financing is taking over
the HUD investment in these loans. The
proceeds of participation sales represent re-
celpts which offset the expenditures for the
recoverable loans made by HUD. Becond, it
is because FHA and FNMA charge fees or
insurance premiums which cover their ad-
ministrative expenses and offset losses on de-
faulted loans. Third, it is because the HUD
programs of grants and alds are wholly in-
adequate to meet the needs of this country
as described in these resolutions.

It is now time to allocate our resources
in a way to make sure that the human needs
of our people—which includes their need for
8 good home in a good nelghborhood—re-
celve the high priority which they deserve.
Housing and other human needs of our peo-
ple must not be sacrificed to the needs of
space, highway and other programs,

‘We should now unleash the resources, the
initiative, and the drive of the American
economy to carry out the housing, com-
munity facilities, model citles, and other
programs recommended in these resolutions.
They are at the heart of the urban crisis.
We should apply the same daring and in-
genuity in these flelds that we have applied
in other flelds where America has won world
acclaim,

These programs should be given the money
they need to do the job that must be done.

ditures and receipts,

and Ul_'Pan Development—Summary of Bu gef

ear 1068,

The Administration should remove its re-
straints on the use of funds already author-
ized by law. Congress should increase the
authorizations which are Inadequate for
these programs. We should set our domes-
tic economy on a path of sound and balanced
progress and growth to meet the housing
needs of our people and to overcome the ur=
ban crisis; also, to increase the level of resi-
dential construction to sustain the require-
ments for a healthy economy and to avold
a recession.

Besides giving high priority in the federal
budget to housing and urban development,
the Administration should include HUD in
all of the top councils of government con-
cerning the formulation of policies on finan-
clal, planning, and economic matters. This
includes not only immediate programs as
recommended in these resolutions, but those
that relate to the Post-Viet Nam perlod. As
Vice Presldent Humphrey sald in a recent
speech, the United States must be prepared
to use wisely the billlons of dollars which
will be available for the good and welfare
of this country once the Viet Nam conflict
is over. Certainly, at that time housing and
Rrban development should have a top prior-

¥

A-V. Schedule of programs needed to
accomplish obfectives

The following is a schedule of the pro-
grams needed to accomplish our objectives
now and for the coming decades:

1. Massive programs to increase and im-
prove the national housing supply through
measures which will raise production to the
absolute minimum of 2.6 milllon dwelling
units per year; also, to eliminate slums,
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blight and deterioration within 20 years and
provide for needed replacements.

2. The development of programs which
will result in the production of at least
500,000 dwelling units per year for families
and individuals of low and moderate income.
This requires a many-fold Increase of the
total current volume of production for low
and moderate income familles and individ-
uals, To achieve this, we must fully utilize
all authorizations, speed up processing, and
remove government restraints, All existing
authorizations must be translated into pro-
duction. It is necessary that there be a full
implementation of the rent supplement pro-
gram, with authorizations in the Appropria-
tions Act for rent supplement contracts in
the total amounts provided in the 1965 Act.
In addition, we must increase three-fold the
total amount of the present inadequate Con-
gressional authorizations for housing to serve
those of low and moderate incomes.

3. Establishment of vacant land develop-
ment programs and land reserves programs
which will be essential for the new housing
and related facilities needed to accommodate
the population growth in urban centers and
to permit the remewal and redevelopment
of slums and blighted areas.

4, The establishment of programs recog-
nizing the fallure of most residential re-
habllitation efforts and introducing the capi-
tal or other subsidies necessary to make
rehabilitation work on a large scale.

5. The establishment of federal grants for
local public facilitles of all types at a scale
of at least $2 billion a year, with maximum
flexibility for local determinations based on
sound plans, "

6. The development of new approaches to
bring order and progress out of the present
metropolitan area chaos through: substan-
tial financial incentives for coordination of
metropolitan area functions; the establish-
ment of federal local governmental ap-
proaches for area-wide problems and pro-
grams; the encouragement of the consolida-
tlon of local governments where appropriate;
and the encouragement of Interstate com-
pacts where desirable. This could be accom-
panied in large urban centers by administra-
tive and political decentralization of deci-
sions that are local In character and impact.

7. Effective programs of federal assistance
for the establishment of new towns on a
planned basis to help meet the needs of
metropolitan population Increases and -to
organize dispersal in order to relieve con-
gestion within the cities.

8. The full implementation of the model
cities program with an appropriation of $900
million for supplemental demonstration
grants and an additlonal $12 milllon for
planning. In addition, this program should
be extended to all qualified cities, with addi-
tional authorizations in an amount sufficient
to meet the long-run need for financing the
model citles program on a nationwide basis,

A-VI. The 20-year housing perspective

1. To achieve the housing priority pro-
posed above, it will be necessary to bulld a
total of 45 to §7 million new dwelling units in
the next 20 years; the high range in this pro-
jection would represent in effect the equiv-
alent of the entire national housing stock
in existence In 1960. This would represent
an average 20-year annual production rate
of between 2.2 million and 2.8 mlilion units
a year, with a rate In excess of these averages
during the closing years of these decades in
order to offset the lead-time which would be
involved in expanding production up to the
required levels. These projections contem-
plate accommodating the anticipated net
household formation over the next 20 years,
the replacement of existing substandard
housing as well as of the units which will
be eliminated by other demolition or losses,
and the replacement of other presently exist-
ing housing at an annual rate of one percent
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to two percent of the present national
inventory.

2. An indispensable element in achieving
these goals as well as of accomplishing the so-
cial objectives of this housing priority will be
to expand the rate of production of housing
for the largely neglected low and moderate
income segment of our population at an even
sharper rate. If real progress is to be made
in providing satisfactory housing for this dis-
advantaged section of the American popula-
tion, a minimum 20-year target is production
at an average annual rate of 500,000 units to
produce a total of 10 million dwellings by
1987. This would require a three-fold in-
crease in annual production over the levels
contemplated by the 1966 Act. It would also
clearly require overhauling and increasing
flexibility of the existing programs and
doubtless the development of additional ap-
proaches for housing production and finance
in this critical phase of the market.

3. The accomplishment of the related 20-
year goal of replacing all substandard hous-
ing by 1987, will obviously require a very large
expansion in the critically underfinanced
urban renewal program and the perfection of
more flexible approaches to speed up the ex-
ecution of urban renewal projects and multi-
family housing on a greatly broader scale.
Communities currently are generating de-
mands for federal urban renewal grants at a
rate of about $130 million per month or $1.5
billion per year. A tripling of this rate of
urban renewal commitments would appear to
be a minimum if the 1887 goal is to be
achieved. This would also give financial
reality to the model cities program for broad
scale local programs to eliminate slums and
blight.

4. The extension of the model cities pro-
gram to all cities that can gqualify, with in-
creases to 1 billlon dollars annually in the
authorizations for supplemental Federal
grants and for planning.

A-VII. Support for new legislation enacted
in 1965 and 1966

In response to the wise and farsighted
recommendations of the President, the 89th
Congress enacted legislation which repre-
sented a memorable landmark in the recog-
nition by our national government of its
responsibilities for leadership and assistance
in meeting the massive problems of urban
and urbanizing communities where the great
preponderance of the U.S. population lives
and works, The legislation also covered
rural areas which have been left behind.
The major laws enacted were:

1. The Housing and Urban Development
Act of 1965 (“‘the 1965 Act"').

2. The Law establishing the Department of
Housing and Urban Development.

3. The Demonstration Citles and Metro-
politan Development Act of 1966 (“the 1966
Act”).

4. The laws to stimulate the low of mort-
gage credit for residential construction
through FNMA purchases of mortgages and
through participation sales in mortgages
previously purchased by FNMA.

5. The Act amending the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 and providing
new authorizations and training and re-
search programs.

We pay tribute to the outstanding serv-
ices of the chairmen of the committees and
subcommittees which handled the legisla-
tlon—Senator Sparkman, Congressmen Pat-
man and Barrett—and to Senator Muskle
who accepted Senate sponsorship of the
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan De-
velopment Act; also to their able staffls. We
express appreciation to many members of
Congress in both parties who supported this
legislation, We want to acknoweldge the
able work of the Secretary of HUD and his
staff on this legislation and its presentation
to the Congress and the people; also for the
drive of the Congressional liaison staff of the
White House. Finally, we want to empha-
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size the great assistance of the many na-
tional organizations who worked together
in securing public understanding and sup-
port of the legislation,

Notwithstanding the importance of this
legislation and the signficance of the new
and extended programs which it authorized,
our total machinery for meeting the meas-
urable needs and requirements in these areas
is still fractional. We need a long overdue
breakthrough toward establishing national
programs in dimensions and scope commen-
surate with national needs for housing and
community development and for meeting
the urban crisis.

A-VIII. Accelerated production instead of
restraints by administration

These resolutions cite the slow rate of
production of housing under government-
assisted programs where laws have been
passed which provide necessary funds and
authorizations. At this critical time of
urban crisis, we need a speedup in programs
designed to meet that crisis. NHC urges af-
firmative action by HUD to carry out the full
intent of housing and urban development
laws, and to remove restraints and restric-
tions which have slowed down these pro-
grams that are so urgently needed.

NHC finds that in the administration of
programs under HUD there exists a damag-
ing disparity between (a) statutory objec-
tives concerning housing and urban develop-
ment programs, and (b) the administrative
interpretations, actions and Inactions under
existing laws. There is a lack of uniform
interpretation of statutes and regulations,
and unwarranted administrative determina-
tions which defeat the objectives of the laws
and the intent of Congress. This results in
disastrous delays and costly failures in meet-
ing urgently needed housing and community
development programs.

Too often, decisions and policies are made
by HUD which are largely responsive to, and
influenced, by, attitudes of a few Congres-
sional critics, rather than the mandates in
the laws adopted by the majority of the
Congress. There are many Iinstances cited
in these Resolutions of administrative ac-
tions and restraints which are resulting in a
slowdown of housing construction and denlal
of homes which are desperately needed now
to overcome the urban crisis. Two specific
examples may be cited:

1. There was a general complaint by NHC
members that edministrative cost limitations
have been established in many HUD pro-
grams which are unworkable in the larger
cities that face the greatest need for these
programs. As a result, this housing is being
pushed into outlying areas instead of being
built within the cities where the great need
exists, near places of employment and public
transportation. The existing statutory cost
limits permit HUD to enable housing to be
built within the larger cities which will
serve the income groups contemplated by
the programs. HUD should fully use this
authority.

2. In determining family incomes for ad-
mission to projects subject to income limits,
HUD uses different rules in housing programs
which are comparable and should have the
same rules. For years, public housing has
allowed appropriate deductions or exemp-
tions in computing family income, but simi-
lar deductions or exemptions are not recog-
nized in the FHA programs involving rent
supplements or the 221(d) (3) below-market
program.

HUD has discouraged the submission of
new applications in programs where a back-
log of unsatisfied applications exists. NHC
is strongly opposed to this discouragement
of applications for HUD assistance. Even
when there is an unsatisfied backlog of ap-
plications, HUD should continue to accept
applications. There is no better way by
which HUD can learn the needs and demands
for programs which it administers, so that it
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can document and support requests for nec-
essary Congressional authorizations and ap-
propriations.

In many of the HUD to meet
urban housing and development problems,
we are pioneering in difficult areas of need,
which will inevitably involve risks that the
government must assume. In some pro-
grams, premiums are charged for government
insurance against these risks. Present re-
straints and restrictions which seek to elimi-
nate all risks are resulting in the biggest risk
of all for our nation—the slowdown of hous-
ing construction and denial of homes that
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are desperately needed now to overcome the

urban crisis
The publ.lc and social purposes of these

programs are paramount. They must be car-
ried out with all the drive and daring that
is required and with full recognition that the
government is underwriting risks.

A-IX. Failure of administration to use au-
thorizations for FNMA special assistance
programs
In addition to the foregoing HUD re-

straints and restrictions which have slowed

down programs, the Administration has
failed to use fully the authorizations in ex-
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isting laws. The Administration has im-
pounded large amounts of Congressional au=
thorizations, even though these authoriza-
tions are grossly inadequate to meet current
needs. This fallure to use Congressional au-
thorizations has contributed to the current
low rate of housing construction and the
denial of homes which are urgently needed
by people of moderate incomes. The follow=
ing table makes a comparison between the
amounts authorized for FNMA speclal assist-
ance programs and the much lower amounts
which the Administration has made available
for allocation and commitments:

Comparison of congressional authorizations with their use by administration

Programs l Amount authorized J Amount which administration made available for use
: assistance purchase of mort- | The committee report on H and Urban Dev ent | Ofabout $450,000,000 projected for this fiscal year, the adminis-
lmder Beo, ﬂl(d)(S) below-market I Act of 1065 stated the admminummn planned mm:e tration init lggmndod all but 532.060.000 Later
Egenst rate program. £1,500,000,000 of additional FNMA special assistance au- th.rough aru tion sales and loan repayments and ad-
thorization hr purl:hase of below-market interest rate ditional 000 was made available to FNMA for
mortgages. was to be available at an acceleratin, 221(d)(3) ni!m so $200,000, is still impounded.
mtawhlch would tnvolve about $450,000,000 for the eurrent During this fiscal ear. tha rate of 221(d) (3) allocations will
fiscal y be greater than $250,000,000 mad ble, due to re-

captures and -overs. 'The imi unding of $200,000,000

2. Cooperative revolving fund authorized in 1955
for FNM A purchase of FHA-insured mort-
gages under sec. 213, now fixed by law at a |
maximum of 534 percent interest rate. l

|
I

3. FNMA special assistance on projects:
(a) Located in urban renewal areas; and |
(b) Nonprofit homing for the elderly and |
experimental housing.

(a)
(b) §1

T?;;?is was a fransfer of $500,000,000 from special assistance

Uncommitted balance of $131,000,000 in revolving fund

Uncommmed balance of about:

341,000 000 for housing in urban renewal areas;
000,000 for nonprofit elderly housing and experl-
entnl housing.

For fiscal year 1968, the budget mntemphtes a l:otsl of

D Carry
of 221(d)(3) funds has contributed to a slowdown in the

p ass al’ tha pmgram as adequate allocations are not
project planning and initiation. 'Since

the m(d)(a) dpromm started in , there has been FHA
insurance and starts of onl 58 000 units, In calendar year

1960 s‘earts totaled nbuut 14,000 units instead of the expected

40,000 un 3 nj:red action: Full balance of $200,-
0?]0.0021 ot 221( )(3) n.uthoﬁzatlon should be released now for
allocation.

For the remainder of fiscal year 1967, administration had

impounded the entire balance in the fund, until it recently
released $50,000,000. Of these released funds, about $17,-
000,000 has been committed. Of the $131,000,000 uncom-
mitted balance, $33,000,000 is available for FN‘\«IA oM~
mitment and $08,000,000 is impounded. Budget for fiscal
year 1968 oontemplntes use of only $20,000,000, Coopera-
tive proj d without FNMA commit-
ments since ﬁnaneing ‘at the statntory maximum rate of
514 percent is not otherwise available. Required action:
Impounded balance of $98,000,000 should be released now

for FNM A commitments
S
000,000 for projects in urban renewal areas.
action: When nddltiona] funds become availahle thro
the sale of FNMA participations or otherwise, there sh d
be a restoration of the $500,000,000 taken from FNMA

for these and other p I&mms when Congress au- special assistance for multifamily housing, so it will be
thorized 1,000, MA purchm of home available for FNMA commitments.
mortgages as desm'i l.n ltem 5 bel
4, Last vear Congress authorized FNMA to gm.r Such construction financing is nuthnrlaed on most of the | The administration has not implemented th
ticipate with pﬂvnte lenders in provi f special ce programg described in 1, 2, and 3 above. Whl!o more funds are available for constmction gnanclng
construction fin: on multifamily wviously, FNMA putlci?etlon in cons
ectsineasaswhm NMA is now au cgoisstlﬁmededwupadtamu]uhmﬂyhousmg
tzad to issue !nl assistance oommjtmenm for Jower income families; also to assure that such financing
gurchm martgnge upon completion is available at reasonable interest rates and service charges.
of the project m:;&ulrad action: This law should be implemented without
5. Last Congress authorized FNMA special | $1,000,000,000__ Istration had impounded all of this ex $250,000,000,
purchases of insured mor €3 on hnt recently released an sddmonnl $550, 008% ulreli
homes where amount does not $15,000 action: Ba].anoa of 8200000,000 remains fmpoun
per house (subject to certain exceptions). should be released for FNMA purchases of mortgngea.

FI While the Participation Sales Act of 1086 repealed $450,000,000 of the additional

assistance authorization available on July 1,

stated that it had been assured there would be a oompensatlns amount restored to this
tions. Eo repeal

suthorization through sales of FNMA partici
affect the amount available for FNMA special assistance.

In the above table, the most notable ex-
ample is the impounding of over $200 million
of 221(d)(3) allocation authority for later
FNMA commitment. This results in a slow-
down of the program to serve people of mod-
erate incomes who cannot be reached by
normal private enterprise at market interest
rates

The 221(d) (3) program is seriously jeop-
ardized by the lack of adequate funds for
allocation to projects. There Is a long lead
time involved on 221(d) (3) and other multi-
family housing projects. It is imperative
that allocations be made now to enable the
advance planning and initlation of entire
projects. Otherwise, even next year, we will
not reach the projected level of 40,000 units
of construction contemplated by the law.
The full balance of $200 million allocation
authority should be released Immediately for
allocation under the 221(d) (3) program.

This will not affect the Budget during this
or the next fiscal year, since there would be
no actual disbursements until the fiscal year
commencing July 1, 1969, This is due to the
long period of time required to initiate and

1966, the Senate committee
reservations of $500, ow,uw
was not intended to rate program.

Additional FNMA special

complete multifamily housing projects be-
fore FNMA would be called upon to purchase
these mortgages on the completed projects.
This same situation exists with respect to
the recommended releases of FNMA special
assistance authority on other multifamily
housing as listed under items 2 and 3 of the
above table.

The Administration should utilize all of
these authorizations and do so fully and
quickly. It should also provide all of the
staff that is needed for these programs, free
from present employment cellings and from
restraints on filling vacancies. The Ad-
ministration should carry out the mandates
expressed in the laws as finally enacted by
the majority of the Congress in response to
the dynamic and effective leadership of the
President.

CHAPTER B. MODEL CITIES PROGRAM AND
METROPOLITAN PLANNING
B-I. Model cities program

NHC is deeply impressed by the objectives
of the Demonstration Cities Program au-
thorized last year., Notwithstanding the

assistance anthorizations of $550,000,000 and $525
July 1, 1967, and July 1, 1968, m;?ectlvely For

$525,000,000 are to become available on
fiscal year 1068, the budget estimates
MA special assistance for the below-market interest

progress and expanding activities directed
toward the elimination of slums and blight
in more than 800 communities throughout
the country, it is obvious that only a small
fraction of these pressing problems have been
corrected by national efforts to date. There
persist in most communities large sections
characterized by slums, congestion, poverty
and all the attendant soclal evils.

Through the hearings of the Subcommit-
tee on Executive Reorganization of the Sen-
ate Committee on Government Operations,
public attention was concentrated on the
problems causing our urban crisis and on
the need for large Federal programs and ex-
penditures to solve those problems—as we
are recommending in these resolutions.

NHC registers its enthusiastic endorsement
of the broad objectives of the model citlies
program (which it iIs now more aptly called)
to launch massive local programs for the up-
grading of broad cections of cities through
the coneentrated and coordinated use of all
available federal aids and local private and
governmental resources, including the sup-
plementary federal grants authorized by the
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law. NHC welcomes the law’s recognition
that the solution of the human problems in
these areas requires more than the upgrad-
ing of the physical environment and must
involve equally a great intensification of
social p: and services. The solution
requires a tremendous expansion in the sup-
ply of adequate housing for low and mod-
erate income families and individuals and
of essential community facilities and services.

The comprehensive and coordinated at-
tack on these problem areas in the 1966 Act
therefore holds forth the promise of greatly
expanded local programs and greatly ex-
panded federal assistance to communities
to overcome these blots on American Society.
NHC is convinced that, on the basis of ex-
perience and progress in communities over
the past decades and of the growing recogni-
tion of the need for greatly expanded efforts
in this direction, these objectives can be
achieved if sufficient federal financial sup-
port and leadership are forthcoming.

NHC recommends and urges that Congress
appropriate the full amount of funds au-
thorized by the 1966 Act for supplemental
grants and for planning under the model
citles program. This amounts to $900 mil-
lion in supplemental grants—$400 million
for the fiscal year ending 1968, and $500 mil-
lion for the fiscal year ending 1969. It in-
cludes $250 million of urban renewal au-
thorizations for model cities, in addition to
the authorizations of $750 million for the
regular urban renewal program during each
of the fiscal years 1968 and 1069. It also
includes the appropriations for the addi-
tional #12 million of planning funds for
the model citles program for the fiscal year
1968. In his message on Urban and Rural
Poverty, the President has urged that Con-
gress appropriate the foregoing sums appli-
cable to the 1968 fiscal year.

To achieve the objectives of the model
citles program, it is also necessary that there
be full coordination among all of the par-
ticipating constituents within HUD and all
of the other participating agencles of the
Federal Government. Moreover, each of
them must effectively utilize all of its powers
in doing its share of the total job that must
be done. This is a challenge that requires
the full measure of devotion on the part of
all concerned.

There are some people who favor ‘“block
grants” and a Federal tax sharing with State
and local governments, but who nevertheless
oppose supplemental grant for the model
cities program. This we find hard to under-
stand. The model cities program is the only
one now on the statute books which will give
local governments the untled grants urged
by block-grant advocates. Consistent with
their principles, they should support the sup-
plemental grants for model cities.

NHC believes that the untied supplemental
grants are justified in the model cities pro-~
gram where they serve a sound public pur-
pose. They are given as an incentive to
cities to develop model programs for the
improvement of entire nelghborhoods.

With respect to proposed programs of block
grants and Federal tax sharing which involve
untied grants generally, NHC opposes such
programs because they do not provide neces-
sary incentives or requirements to achieve
social objectives, such as the housing and
urban development programs recommended
in these Resolutions.

Today, when our most pressing domestic
problem is to provide housing and urban de-
velopment to meet the urban crisis, the Fed-
eral Government must pay large sums in
grants for these programs. In these Resolu-
tions we have recommended the programs
which require such grants and the amounts
of grants that are necessary to achieve our 20-
year goals, Also, we have urged Increases in
the percentage amounts of these grants
which are needed because of the finaneclal
plight of local governments. We can only
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meet the housing and urban development
needs of America if the Federal grants are
given, subject to incentives and conditions
which will assure that the moneys will be
used to meet these needs.

NHC has reservations with respect to the
1966 law. These do not run to its objectives
but rather to the question of whether ade-
quate federal resources will be made avall-
able to realize these promises. Specifically:

1. There can be no question that the
number of cities throughout the United
States which are qualified to meet the re-
quirements for a model citles program, and
which would be vitally interested in availing
themselves of this imaginative broader ap-
proach, are substantially in excess of the
65 to 70 citles which were intended to par-
ticipate in the program. In the interest of
the long overdue expansion in national pro-
grams for elimination of slums and blight,
NHC seriously questions a policy which
would discriminate against cities of equal
capaclty and equal commitment to accom-
plish the laudable objectives of the law.

NHC therefore strongly wurges that the
model cities program be made available to
all qualified citles which apply, NHC also
strongly recommends that contract author-
ity for the total supplemental demonstration
grant of 8800 million recommended by the
President become available immediately, in-
stead of being split between the fiscal years
1968 and 1969, and that planning funds in
the amount of $25 million be macde avallable
annually. The volume of the ensuing appli-
cations from qualified cities would then
place both the Administration and the Con-
gress in position to gauge the long-run need
for financing of the model cities program,
which clearly will be at least $1 billion a
year,

2. Another factor of equally great concern
is the inadequate financing of the under-
lying programs which would establish the
basis for model city programs. It is clear
that the most fundamental of these pro-
grams is urban renewal which obviously
would represent the core of any model city
program. The urban renewal capital grant
authorization, as established by the 1965 Act,
is far below the rate of request for commit-
ments for eligible projects which are cur-
rently being received from the more than 800
communities participating in that program.
The result is that there is a current backlog
of applications involving about $1.4 billion
in capital grant commitments and that com-
mitment authority for any new projects, no
matter how meritorious or urgently needed,
is evidently not possible before the begin-
ning of the next fiscal year. Furthermore,
as to the additional contract authority of
87560 million for the fiscal year 1967-68, the
indications are that the backlog of pending
eligible applications will rapidly exhaust this
amount.

The whole implication of the Demonstra-
tion Cities Act is that urban renewal activity
in the participating cities will have to be
greatly expanded in order to accomplish the
objectives of the program. This situation
leads to two major conclusions: first, that
the urban renewal program as such is sub-
stantially under-financed and, second, that
the increased demands for urban renewal
commitments which will be generated by the
model citles program cannot be accommo-
dated by the increase in the 1966 Act of 8250
million above the present urban renewal
authorization of $760 million for fiscal years
1968 and 1969.

It is necessary to Increase substantially the
urban renewal authorization. NHC there-
fore urges that the capital grant authoriza-
tion for urban renewal be Increased by $1
billion per year for a 3-year perlod (as de-
scribed more fully ir the later resolution
on this subject). Thereafter, the increase
should be threefold above the $750 million
level per year.
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3. In the light of the far-reaching objec-
tives of the 1966 Act, comparable problems
of underfinancing are presented by related
grant programs authorized by the 1965 Act
which are involved in many if not all aspects
of the model cities program. This relates
particularly to the programs for grants for
basic water and sewer facilitles, grants for
neighborhood facilities, and grants for ur-
ban open space and beautification (as de-
scribed more fully in the later resolution on
this subject).

4. There must be an Increase in the supply
of adequate housing for low and moderate
income families and individuals as an in-
dispensable element in the undertaking of
the proposed model cities program. The ac-
complishment of this objective, and the
satisfaction of the relocation requirements
of the program, will necessarily require the
development of new housing and related
community facilities either on vacant land
or on other sites not involving substantial
resldential displacement. It should there-
fore be clearly recognized that increased fed-
eral assistance will be necessary for such
residential development, particularly multi-
family housing which will predominate in
the larger cities as land costs and densities
Increase. Such housing is not limited to
what will be provided in the model program
area or in the clty itself.

B-11. Metropolitan planning

NHC recommends the appropriation for
fiscal years 1067 and 1968 of the combined
amount of $§80 million which was authorized
by Congress as supplemental grants for met-
ropolitan planning. These are needed to
achleve more effective coordinated metro-
politan area planning and program develop-
ment. The supplementary grants author-
ized for metropolitan areas would provide
an important incentive for the development
of sound metropolitan plans and programs
to accommodate the vast expansion in pop-
ulation which will oceur in these areas over
the coming decades. We therefore recom=-
mend favorable action by Congress on the
full amount of the foregoing appropriations
to implement this program.

At the same time, we again point out
that the requirements for public facilities
of all types which will be needed in support
of the impending sharp expansion in metro-
politan area population will greatly exceed
present funding of the related federally-
alded programs. Substantial increases in
these authorizations are essential (as later
described) in view of the severe limitations
on local governmental financial resources.

CHAPTER C-HOUSING PROGRAMS TO MEET NEEDS
DURING NEXT 20 YEARS
C-I1. Low-rent public housing

The 1965 Act authorized annual contribu-
tions contracts sufficient to finance about
60,000 dwelling units per year for public
housing purposes for four years through new
construction, rehabilitation, lease or other
contractual arrangements for use of suitable
private housing. Of these units, the legis-
lative history indicates that only about 385,-
000 units per year will be new housing.

The NHC is convinced that there is dem-
onstrable need for additions to the supply
of low-rent public housing at a rate of at
least 125,000 units a year. For the 4-year
period covered by the 1965 Act, this would
require additional annual contrlbution au-
thority sufficlent to finance an additional
65,000 units per year or a total of 260,000
new units. The additional authorization
should include the past, present, and future
portion of the 4-year period covered by the
1065 Act, as this will help meet the backlog
of need.

As set forth below, NHC also favors various
amendments to the U.S. Houslng Act of 1937
which would improve the workability of the
program and broaden its local acceptance.
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NHC is impressed by the early evidence of
widespread community acceptance of the
new provision in the 19656 Act authorizing
the use of suitable private housing for low-
rent purposes through lease or other agree-
ments between local authorities and the
owners and operators of the private housing.
As an extension to its present authority to
use existing private housing, NHC also rec-
ommends legislation authorizing housing au-
thorities to enter into agreements with pri-
vate developers for the use of portions of new
housing developments.

We commend HUD for its flexibility in
using existing legislative tools to develop an
innovative program which will enable low-
income families to live in the same projects
as families of moderate incomes assisted un-
der Bection 221(d)(8), instead of isolating
families based on their incomes. This pro-
gram will enable low-income families to con-
tinue in occupancy when their incomes in-
crease, at which time they would no longer
receive public housing subsidies, but would
get the benefit of a below-market interest
rate. When the family becomes self-sup-
porting, it would pay a full market rate of
interest.

In addition, NHC urges local authorities to
examine their legal jurisdiction under state
statutes from the standpoint of utilizing
available private housing outside central
cities for low-rent housing purposes, and,
where such legal jurisdiction does not exist,
to seek appropriate amendments to state
laws.

NHC recommends the following perfecting
amendments to the basic low-rent public
housing legislation:

1. Authorization to HUD to make 100 per-
cent Federal capital grants for writing down
land costs and other site development costs
for new low-rent public housing projects in
excess of the re-use value not in urban re-
newal areas.

2. The revision of the annual subsidy
formula to permit annual contributions
equal to full debt service as established by
permanent financing, with residual receipts
being used either for project rehabilitation
and improvement, or accelerated amortiza-
tion. At any time after completion of a pub-
lic housing project, provision should be made
for reopening development cost, if necessary,
and (a) making additional loans for needed
rehabilitation or improvement with annual
contributions correspondingly increased, or
(b) making grants for such purposes as cir-
cumstances dictate.

3. Authorization for the sale of any project
or part thereof to individuals, tenant cooper-
atives, condominiums, or other non-profit
corporations where such sale would benefit
community development but not restrict or
reduce the number of dwellings for low-in-
come families who need low-rent housing
within that community. Such sales shall not
be made where it would create company
housing for rental by the employer to his
employees. The proceeds from the sale of
such projects or parts thereof shall be ap-
plied to the provision of substitute dwelling
units for low-income families.

4. Supplement the language of the United
States Housing Act of 1938, as amended, to
emphasize the importance of good public
housing design to the low-income family and
to the local community; increase the present
statutory limits on construction costs per
rental room from $2,600 to $3,000 and Iin-
crease the additional allowance for high cost
areas from $250 to $500; and provide that
the only monetary limitation to be applied
in project development shall be the statutory
room costs. In other words, administrative
limitations should not be imposed, as is now
the case.

5. Repeal the provision in the U.S. Housing
Act of 1087, as amended, which requires a
20% gap between the lowest private and the
upper rental limits for admission to public
housing.

6. Authorization to permit low-income in-
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dividuals (in addition to low-income fam-
ilies) to be eligible for occupancy of low-
rent public housing.

7. Necessary changes in the requirements
for participation In low-rent public housing
to enable municipalities to construct such
housing for those of low income who will
later migrate into such municipalities to ob-
tain employment in industries located there-
in or in servicing activities. This would in-
clude new towns or municipalities outside of
central cities. It would facllitate dispersal
of population and reduce the concentration
of low-income families in the central cities.

8. In new and existing low-rent housing
projects, there is great opportunity to provide
social impetus and vitality not only to those
living in the development but also to the sur-
rounding neighborhoods. The need is both
for physical community facilities on a large
scale and for skllled and dedicated personnel
to operate them imaginatively. The new pro-
gram authorized by the 1965 Act for two-
thirds Federal grants to assist communities
in developing neighborhood facilities of all
types, with preference to those in neighbor-
hoods involved in the antipoverty program,
affords a new opportunity to provide needed
physlcal facilities.

9. There 1s an urgent need for the provi-
sion of necessary social and counseling serv-
ices in low-rent housing projects and neigh-
borhoods. Where funds cannot otherwise
be obtained after consultation and coordi-
nation with other agencies, local authorities
should be permitted to use project funds
for this purpose and adequate provision for
soclal and counseling services should be a
required part of a project budget.

10. NHC calls attention to the fact that
neither the new leasing program for use of
privately owned housing for public housing
purposes nor the rent supplement program
for families and individuals within the pub-
lic housing income range, require a local
finanecial contribution in the form of exemp-
tion from local real estate taxes. The con-
tribution of required tax exemption on reg-
ular low-rent projects (with a payment of
10% of shelter rents in lieu of taxes) there-
fore places such projects in a disadvanta-
geous position from the standpoint of local
governmental acceptance. In order to bring
low-rent projects more closely in line with
tax payments on other programs, NHC rec-
ommends that local housing authorities be
permitted to pay 169% of gross rent in lieu
of taxes, but not to exceed full taxes., Fed-
eral annual contributions should be in-
creased accordingly.

11, At present, the speclal subsidy for
housing elderly and displaced persons is
available only in the event of a deficlt oper-
atlon. NHC recommends that it be made
available in every instance and in an amount
equal to the difference between the rent
paid per month and the average cost of
operation.

12, NHC recommends that the documenta-
tion required of the local planning authori-
tles in order to qualify initially for the
leasing program be reduced to eliminate the
current requirements for development of
detalled hypothetical data as to the extent
of the potential supply of units.

13. In the 19656 Act there was a repeal as
to future projects of Section 10(c) of the
United States Housing Act of 1937, as
amended, which provides that annual con-
tributions to public housing agencies shall
be reduced by any amounts by which the
recelpts of an agency exceed Its expendi-
tures. As a matter of fairness and to meet
the needs of local public agencies, NHC rec-
ommends that this repeal should also apply
to public housing projects existing at the
time of the 1065 Act, as well as future
projects.

C-11. Other housing programs for low and
moderate income families

1. To expand housing production up to the
annual level of 214 million dwellings needed
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to meet national needs over the coming
decades will require great expansion of con-
struction for low and moderate income fam-
ilies and individuals—the segment of the
total housing market which is not effectively
served by the normal private housing indus-
try with financing at market interest rates.
NHC is convinced that the achievement of
this expansion will require a wide range of
approaches, Including new methods not cov-
ered by existing programs, all as described
in the following resolutions in this Chapter.

C-I111. The rent supplement program

1. The principal innovation in this direc-
tion contained in the 19656 Act is the rent
supplement program.

2. NHC supports the recommendation in
the President’'s message that, in its Appro-
priation Act for the Fiscal Year 1968, Con-
gress authorize the full amount of contracts
for rent supplements authorized by the 1965
Act. This amounts to $40 million for the
Fiscal Year 1968.

3. In addition, we urge that the Appro-
priation Act authorize contracts for the
previous amounts provided in the 1965 Act
which have not been implemented by previ-
ous Appropriation Acts. Before the Fiscal
Year 1968, the law provided for a total of $65
million of rent supplement contracts, in
Fiscal Years 1966 and 1967. However, only
$32 million of this was authorized by previous
Appropriation Acts.

4, Construction cost limitations have been
established in the rent supplement program
which are unworkable in many cities that
face the greatest need for this program.
NHC recommends that there be sufficient in-
creases in these cost limitations to make it
possible to build rent supplement projects
within the cities where the great need exists.
Only in this way can the rent supplement
program fulfill its purpose of serving low-
income familles in the cities and near the
places of employment and public transpor-
tation.

5. The success of the rent supplement pro-
gram requires a staff in FHA who have the
proper social motivations and qualifications.
This is a social purpose program. It re-
quires people who are wholly sympathetic
with it and who are fully gualified to deal
with the human problems involved. NHC
urges that necessary actlon be taken now
to assure such a staff and the e tious
achievement of the objectives of the rent
supplement program., This includes social
betterment as well as physical improvement
of living conditions, The recommendations
contalned in this paragraph also apply to
the below-market interest rate program de-
signed to serve those of moderate incomes.

6. Suitable counseling services should be
made available to housing programs where
rent supplements are used. Such services
should be allowable housing costs in com-
puting rent supplements.

7. As finally enacted the rent supplement
program was limited to serve low-income
familles in the group eligible for public
housing. In the basic rent supplement pro-
gram which Involves loans at a market rate
of interest, there is grave question whether
these projects will achleve the objective of
successful integration of different income
groups in a housing development. Only 10%
of the rent supplement program was author-
ized for use in the program involving loans
at an interest rate of 3%. This part of the
program will successfully achieve integration
of different income groups in a housing de-
velopment. NHC urges an amendment to the
rent supplement program so that at least
one-half of the total authorization is made
avallable for projects financed at the below-
market interest rate, since this will achieve
the sound objective of combining in one
project housing for familles of moderate in-
comes and for families of low income. Hous-
ing for the elderly should be Included in this
additional authorization for a rent supple-
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ment program financed at the below-market

interest rate. (See also “Workable Program
Requirement”, Chapter J-IIL.)

8. The 1965 Act limits rent supplements
to lower income families who are lving in
substandard housing. However, overcrowded
conditions are not recognized as a substand-
ard housing condition. As a minimum, the
law should be amended to specifically in-
clude overcrowded conditions as a substand-
ard condition., Further, the law should be
amended to permit any low-income family to
be eligible for housing alded by rent sup-
plements, so long as the family qualifies as
to income. Such a family should not be re-
quired to come from substandard housing.

9. NHC also believes that the provision in
the rent supplement legislation requiring
that low-income families pay rents equal to
25 percent of their annual income before be-
coming eligible for rent supplements is ex-
cessive. To eliminate the hardships caused
by this provision, NHC recommends that this
requirement be reduced to 20 percent, which
would be generally consistent with long-es-
tablished policies under the Federally-aided
low-rent public housing programs as well as
the continuing procedures under the FHA
below-market interest rate program.

10, In addition, the present rent supple-
ment program excludes nonprofit mortgages
not insured under 221(d)(3). Many non-
‘profit mortgagors today hold bulldings which
are financed otherwise and which they are
finding difficult to maintain properly and
to charge rents low enough for low-income
families. NHC therefore recommends an
additional rent supplement program for non-
profit mortgagors, however financed, for low
and moderate lncome families in dwellings
that meet local code standards. The present
rent supplement program for existing struc-
tures requires an expenditure for rehabilita-
tion of an unworkable percentage of mort-
gage proceeds. Since there is a need to pro-
vide standard housing quickly for many more
low and moderate income families, NHC rec-
ommends that the requirements be changed
so they are workable and so they will quickly
stimulate a large rehabilitation program.
Also, loecal housing authorities should be
eligible as sponsors of Section 221(d) (3) be-
low market interest rate, Section 202 (hous-
ing for the elderly) and rent supplement
programs.

C-1V. Housing for families receiving public
assistance and others with very low in-
comes; also, code enforcement

1. Some 4 million American families now
recelve all or part of their income from pub-
lic assistance programs. Many of these fami-
lies are ill-housed, primarily because grants
in all but a few jurisdictions are inadequate
to pay the cost of standard housing. More-
over, public welfare programs provide no con-
trols over the quality of housing occupled by
recipients.

2. NHC commends the objectives of legis-
lation previously introduced by Representa-
tive Widnall aimed at setting and enforcing
minimum standards for housing occupied by
recipients of public assistance. We wurge,
however, that such legislation require that
public assistance shelter allowances cover
the full cost of housing to the occupant and
commit the Federal Government to bear the
entire additional cost of meeting this
requirement.

3. The 10656 Amendment on Code Enforce-
ment should be further perfected by pro-
viding that the federal grants should equal
75%, irrespective of the size of the city. At
present the larger cities only receive a two-
thirds grant, while citles under 50,000 re-
ceive the 76% grant. The larger cities need
the larger grants as much as the smaller
citles. NHC urges an acceleration and em-
phasis in the program of concentrated code
enforcement in deteriorated or deteriorating
areas, together with necessary public im-
provements to arrest the decline in these
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areas. These improvements should include
the provision and repair of necessary streets,
sidewalks, street lighting, tree planting,
parks, open areas, recreational facilities and
similar improvements within these dete-
riorating nelghborhoods. (A new program
for rehabilitating properties up to code
standards is discussed in Chapter C-IX.)

4, NHC endorses in principle and will un-
dertake to study, the provision of grants to
provide housing that is up to minimum code
standards for familles of low income who
are not recelving public assistance. Such
grants would be administered by a local hous-
ing authority or other appropriate agency.
C-V. Housing for those of moderate incomes

1. A major difficulty in our housing pro-
gram today is the failure to provide sufficient
housing for those whose incomes are above
the maximums set for admission to low-rent
public housing, but below the income needed
to obtaln standard private housing financed
at market interest rates, As y pre-
sented to Congress, the rent supplement pro-
gram is limited to families eligible for pub-
lic housing, so that no part of that program
will meet the needs of the moderate income
families who are in the so-called no man’s
land or gap between the eligibility for public
housing and the financlal ability to obtaln
good housing in the private market.

2. The 18656 Act provided for an additional
below-market Interest rate program under
221(d) (3) of 40,000 dwellings a year during
a four-year period. There was a correspond-
ing increase in the FWNMA special assistance
authorization to purchase mortgages under
this 221(d) (3) program. This housing un-
der 221(d) (3) has been provided by coopera-
tive, nonprofit, and limited distribution
mortgagors. It serves those of moderate in-
comes who are unable to obtain adequate
housing in the private market.

3. Progress under this program has been
much slower than anticipated. Since the
program was started in 1961, there have been
FHA insurance and starts of construction or
rehabilitation on only 58,000 dwellings.
During calendar year 1966, such starts to-
taled about 14,000 dwellings instead of the
contemplated rate of 40,000. This low rate
of starts under 221(d) (3) has been due to
several conditions which NHC urges the
Administration to correct:

(a) There has been a cutback in the
amount of funds made available for alloca-
tions. There have been corresponding re-
ductions in the amounts allocated and re-
strictlons that have discouraged new
requests for allocations. Thus, of about
$450 million in FNMA authorization pro-
jected for use in the Fiscal Year 1967, the
Administration impounded $200 million.

(b) There has been such long and cum-
bersome processing that it takes an average
of 18 months from the time a project is ini-
tiated untll FHA issues its commitment for
insurance. Then, 1t often takes an addition-
al 18 months to complete the FHA-insured
finanecing and the construction. So, fre-
quently, it takes 8 years before 221(d)(3)
housing is occupled.

(e) There has been difficulty in getting
construction financing at fair rates and
charges. Yet, the Administration has
falled to implement a 1966 law which au-
thorizes FNMA to participate with a private
lender in providing such construction
financing. :

4. To accelerate the construction of hous-
ing for those of moderate incomes, the Ad-
ministration should make Immediately
avallable the $200 million which it im-
pounded from the $450 milllon that became
available on July 1, 1966 for the 221(d) (3)
program, In addition to this $200 million,
the Administration should fully utilize the
additional FNMA special assistance authori-
zations of $550 million to become available
on July 1, 1067. For the Fiscal Year 1968,
the Budget estimates reservations of only
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$600 milllon of these FNMA speclal as-
sistance funds for the below-market interest
rate program. There will be a remaining
8525 million of authorization of FNMA spe-
cial assistance that will become available on
July 1, 1968 pursuant to the 19656 law.
NHC recommends the full and expeditious
use of these funds.

5. These authorizations in the 1965 law are,
however, demonstrably insufficient to meet
anywhere near the volume of housing needed
by the moderate income group. There must
be a three-fold increase in annual produc-
tion over the levels contemplated by the 1965
Act. We need a new FNMA authorization
of 3% Interest loans under 221(d) (3) cover-
ing 100,000 additional dwellings a year or
300,000 additional dwellings during the next
3 years, NHC recommends and urges a $1.56
billion increase in the FNMA special assist-
ance authorization to provide the funds re-
quired for this program. Since this would
be an increase in a revolving fund which
would be replenished by sales of FNMA par-
ticipations in the mortgages purchased, this
amount of increased authorization should
suffice to cover the 300,000 additional dwell-
ings during the next 3 years.

6. The FNMA authorizations constitute a
revolving fund for future loans under this
program through the utilization of the 1965
Act to pool and sell participations to private
investors in a trust secured by below-market
interest mortgages. The 1965 Act author-
izes Federal appropriations to relmburse
FNMA for the difference between the rate
FNMA pays on the sale of participations to
private investors and the 39 rate it charges.
With the sale of FNMA participations, pri-
vate investment money is substituted for the
Federal investment, so the program will rep-
resent no burden on the Budget, except for
the differential in interest rates.

T. Section 221(d) (3) of the National Hous-
ing Act should be amended to permit more
than 109% of the units in a project to be avail-
able for moderate-income individuals as dis-
tinguished from families; such permission for
10% was authorized in the 1966 Act. All
moderate-income individuals would then be
treated In the same manner as individuals
who are elderly or handicapped.

8. The administrative regulations of FHA
and FNMA applicable to the 221(d) (3) pro-
gram should be amended in the following
ways:

(a) To adopt measures which will remove
impediments to the development of projects
in high-cost areas, including high-rise (and
in some instances low-rise) buildings in ap-
propriate locations where they are needed.
The present cost limits are unworkable for
such areas, The practical effect of present
FHA cost limits is to force most of the 221
(d) (3) housing into outlying areas, rather
than to encourage its construction within
the cities where employment and needed
public transportation are avallable. While
FHA allows its present cost limits to be in-
creased in the event there is a partial tax
abatement, such tax abatement is often not
avallable because of restrictions in state and
local laws. Moreover, many of the cities are
facing problems of inadequate tax revenue
and are reluctant to grant tax abatements.
Tax abatements on such housing under 231
(d) (3) should not be required, since it is
not required under the program for the leas-
ing of privately-owned housing for public
housing purposes or under the rent supple-
ment program. The present FHA cost limits
need to be increased to enable 221(d)(3)
projects to be built within cities, without
tax abatement. Such housing is urgently
needed within the cities to serve those of
moderate incomes near their places of em-
ployment and near public transportation.

(b) To amend the FNMA Ilimitation on
special assistance purchases of mortgages
under 221(d) (3) so that it will include the
exception for urban renewal areas which is
applicable to other multifamily housing.
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This is necessary due to the higher costs of
housing that generally prevail in urban re-
newal areas.

(¢) To amend existing regulations and di-
rectives which preclude nonprofit sponsors
from participating in the 221(d) (3) program
because of requirements for guaranties which
are unworkable as applled to most nonprofit
sponsors, including church groups. This
recommendation is discussed in more detail
in a later resolution.

9. To facilitate the formation of nonprofit
organizations to sponsor 221(d) (3) housing,
NHC recommends that a program be devel-
oped along the lines of the Travia Bill in
New York State to make seed money avall-
able to nonprofit organizations (including
cooperatives) for this purpose.

C-VI1. New programs for rental, cooperative,
and sales housing for lower and middle
income families

NHC is convinced that additional new pro-
grams will be needed in order to stimulate the
large volume of new housing needed to reach
national goals. This is consistent with the
position taken by us during recent years and
confirmed by the vote of the NHC member-
ship. The following new programs should
be adopted to assist in expanding the supply
of decent housing available to serve families
in the lower and middle income groups:

1. Rental or Cooperative Housing. Profit-
making rental projects, and nonprofit rental
or cooperative projects, should be financed by
Federal loans written at the market interest
rate for private mortgages. The Federal loan
should cover the cost of the project, which
would involve either new construction or
rehabilitation. The loan would require that
rents for a portion of the units be scaled
down in accordance with familly incomes.
The rents or monthly charges which these
families could pay should be certified by the
local housing authority (if available) or by
another local public body. For each family
paying less than the market rate because of
insufficient income, the sponsor should re-
celve a corresponding credit on his monthly
debt service payment to the Federal Govern-
ment. The reduction for any family should
not exceed the debt service on its unit. There
would be no income limits for admission or
continued occupancy, and rent-paying ability
would be reviewed only when leases or oc-
cupancy agreements are renewed. When a
family becomes able to pay the full market
rent, its subsidy would cease, but it would
continue in occupancy at the market rent.

2. Sales Housing. The 221(d) (3) formula
should be extended to cover portions of ordi-
narily financed owner-occupled sales hous-
ing developments involving new construction
or rehabilitation. The program would be
subject to certain limitations. Thus, the
sales price should be identical to the prices
at which other comparable units in the same
project are being sold, so as to assure that
preferential credit terms are not used to in-
flate prices of specially assisted housing. In-
comes of buyers should be subject to a credit
review procedure. The interest rate on each
mortgage should be set to accord with the
monthly payment ability of the family. As
families' Incomes rise, they would be reviewed
periodically by a credit report to establish
a current monthly payment rate and current
mortgage rate. When the family income can
support a market rate mortgage, the mort-
gage would be converted to a regular mort-
gage. If any owner of a home who was the
beneficiary of a submarket interest rate de-
sires to sell his home, the house may be sold
with conventional financing on the market
at any price if the special financing iz can-
celled. If the owner does not desire to sell
the house with conventional financing, ob-
tained by the owner or the purchaser, he may
convey title to the servicing lender who can
sell the house subject to conventional finan-
cing or sell it at a fixed price (the unamor-
tized balance plus costs) to another eligible
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income buyer at an interest rate meeting the
needs of that buyer. Such resale would be
subject to the same preferences and proce-
dures used at initial sale.

C-VII. Cooperative housing

1. In urban areas where multifamily hous-
ing will predominate, cooperatives provide a
means of achieving home ownership by the
people. This produces better communities
where the control and responsibility rests
with the people who have a stake in their
own housing development. This program has
been successful in achleving ownership of
housing: (a) by moderate income families
under Section 221(d) (3) where FNMA financ-

is provided at a 3% Iinterest rate; and
(b) by middle income families under Section
213 where FNMA financing is provided at
514 % interest rate, Congress has given full
mandates and authorizations for such co-
operative ownership, which we fully support.

2. Ten years ago, Congress established a
revolving fund of $225 million for the pur-
chase of cooperative mortgages insured by
FHA under 213. This financing has made it
possible for middle income consumers to join
together to help themselves get good hous-
ing through their cooperatives. While there
have been extensive mortgage purchases from
the cooperative revolving fund, much of the
money has been returned, so it now has an
uncommitted balance of about $131 million.

For more than 10 years, whenever there
was a balance in the cooperative revolving
fund, FNMA commitments were issued to co-
operatives upon request. Cooperatives have
relied upon the avallability of this fund to
buy their mortgages. Suddenly, and with-
out notice, the Administration impounded
this fund, contrary to the clear mandate of
Congress. NHC has previously urged the Ad-
ministration to withdraw the limitation on
the use of this cooperative revolving fund, so
cooperatives can proceed with the construc-
tion of their projects and provide housing to
middle-income consumers who have pur-
chased these homes. We are gratified that
the Administration recently released $50 mil-
lion of the uncommitted balance of the re-
volving fund. However, additional funds are
needed In order to provide FNMA commit-
ments for projects which had acted in reli-
ance upon the avallability of the revolving
fund and which have already received FHA
approvals for their feasibility. NHC urges
the Administration to make these additional
funds available. On these projects it is not
possible to obtain private financing, since
the interest rate is limited by law to 514 % and
the cooperative's entire program was predi-
cated on that interest rate.

3. In addition to providing additional
funds for cooperative projects already initi-
ated in reliance upon FMNA financing from
the revolving fund, NHC strongly recom-
mends that the balance in the cooperative
revolving fund be made immediately avail-
able for the purchase of mortgages on future
cooperative projects. If these funds are not
made avallable for FNMA purchases of co-
operative mortgages, the cooperative housing
program under 213 would be killed. This
would be a catastrophe, since the 213 pro-
gram meets an important need among those
middle income families and individuals who
can only afford the lower monthly charges
achlevable through cooperative economles
and finanecing.

4. The remalning $131 million of the FNMA
revolving fund authorization in the 1955 law
is insufficlent to provide the volume of co-
operative housing needed by such middle in-
come families. To achieve a three-fold in-
crease in such cooperative housing, the co-
operative revolving fund should be increased
by $250 milllon. This should be sufiicient
because there will be sales of FNMA par-
ticipations in the mortgages purchased and
a return of such sales proceeds to the re-
volving fund.

5. FHA should implement the 1966 Act
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which re-enacted the directive contained in
a 1955 law for the appointment of a Special
Assistant for Cooperative Housing and added
to the duties of such Assistant the additional
cooperative housing programs which had
been enacted during the past ten years. The
1966 Act contains a mandate that the Special
Assistant for Cooperative Housing s to ex-
pedite these cooperative housing operations
and eliminate obstacles to the full utilization
of cooperative authorizations under Sections
218, 221(d) (8) and the rent supplement pro-
gram.

6. An amendment is needed In the coop-
erative housing program under Section 213
s0 that cooperatives can perform a larger role
in providing better homes at lower monthly
costs. One of the major amendments re-
quired is to assure the adequacy of the
amount of financing under an FHA-insured
mortgage to enable the acquisition of an
existing property by a consumer cooperative.
FHA should insure the mortgage of the co-
operative on such property in an amount
Which can be carried by the income from the
property when operated on a nonprofit basis.
Appraisal formulas which capitalize income
are appropriate for property operated on a
profit basis. They are not workable for prop-
erty operated on a nonprofit basis by a co-
operative which seeks to produce only enough
income to cover its costs,

C-VIII. Multifamily housing in urban areas

1. To achieve success in the model citles
program and to meet the housing needs of
urban areas, it is necessary to achieve a high
volume of production of multifamily hous-
ing, particularly for familles of low and mod-
erate incomes,

2. During the past two years, FHA-assisted
multifamily housing was only about 7% of
the total multifamily housing production or
only about 32,000 units a year. This FHA
participation included about 14,000 units
which were covered by financing under the
below-market interest rate program. Apart
from the below-market program, FHA's par-
ticipation in multifamily housing production
was about 4%. This shows that FHA has
performed a relatively minor role in such
production. Yet, there is a great and pre-
dominant need for multifamily housing in
urban areas which are facing crises and so-
clal disorders generated by slum conditions.

3. The rate of housing starts under the
221(d) (8) program is only about one-third
the rate projected when the legislation was
presented to Congress. Thus in calendar
year 1968, such housing starts—including
new construction and rehabilitation—
totalled only 14,000 units instead of the con-
templated rate of 40,000. While this Resolu-
tion cites some of the reasons for this low
rate of starts under 221(d)(3), additional
reasons are set forth under previous Resolu-
tion numbered C-V.

4. In view of the need to increase produc-
tion of multifamily housing, NHC urges that
there be a removal of the restraints and re-
strictions which are impeding multifamily
programs. There must be an affirmative
FHA program to encourage multifamily
housing and to speed up its production.
Otherwise, we are faclng certaln failure in
the accomplishment of the objectives of the
model cities program and in meeting the
housing needs of our people.

5. Besides the removal of restraints and
restrictions on multifamily housing, the con-
struction of such housing should be en-
couraged and expedited by an enlarged staff
of dedicated and socially motivated experts
in multifamily housing, both in Washington
and in the fleld. The staff should be fully
qualified and experienced in the special tech-
niques and procedures involved in the financ-
ing, developing, and management of multi-
family housing.

6. As pointed out elsewhere in these Reso-
lutions, FHA processing of multifamily hous-
ing is long and cumbersome. It takes an
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average of 7 months for a sponsor to make
submissions to FHA before FHA will accept
an application for mortgage insurance. Then
it takes another 11 months for FHA to process
the application. This is too long a lag in
the time between the initiation of a project
and the issuance of an FHA commitment.
During this time lag, there is likely to be a
substantial increase in construction and
other costs. By the time the builder and
sponsor get an FHA commitment and are
ready to start construction, they are often
unable to build the project due to the cost
increases which have occurred since the initi-
ation of the project. As cost estimates are
made at an early stage in processing, it is
necessary that FHA reflect an allowance to
cover cost increases that are likely to occur
by the time the FHA commitment is issued
and construction is commenced. Moreover,
there is an urgent need to reduce FHA
processing time on mulfifamily housing, just
as FHA has done successfully on single family
housing,

7. Many investors or sponsors are reluc-
tant to understand multifamily projects in
urban areas because of the current FHA
requirement that they provide a guaranty
against operating deficits until the projects
become self-supporting. Thus, in wurban
renewal areas, experience has demonstrated
that many projects will not achieve a self-
supporting status until the areas have been
redeveloped on a major scale and until they
have become established as attractive com-
munities, Moreover, FHA does not make
the determination as to the need and extent
of the operating-deficit guaranty until the
time immediately prior to the issuance of its
insurance commitment. By that time, the
investor or sponsor has spent so much money
on the project that it cannot afford to with-
draw. Knowledgeable investors and spon-
sors are therefore refraining from initiating
multifamily housing projects because of the
uncertainties concerning the guaranties
that may be required.

8. When this guaranty requirement is ap-
plied to nonprofit sponsors, it severely limits
their ability to undertake 221(d) (3) projects
which would serve moderate income faml-
lies. Such nonprofit gponsors generally do
not have the funds to provide the guaranty
or the legal authority to give a binding com-
mitment. Thus, many churches are unable
to undertake an obligation which would
commit their congregations to provide funds
to meet operating deflcits on a housing
project. For these reasons, FHA should
rescind the requirement that non-profit
sponsors provide a guaranty against operat-
ing deficits.

9. In 1961, a law was passed providing that
if there were losses during the first two
years of operation of a multifamily project,
FHA was authorized to increase the mort-
gage by an amount equal to the operating
losses. However, this does not solve the
problem as Investors or sponsors are re-
quired to give a guaranty in advance. More-
over, they have no assurance that the oper-
ating losses will be added to the mortgage
at a later date, since this is entirely discre-
tionary with the FHA and the financing in-
stitution. To avold this and other problems,
NHC recommends an amendment in the law
to authorize the inclusion in the original
mortgage of the estimated amount of the
operating losses for the initial two-year
period. Although this amount would be in-
cluded in the mortgage, there would be a
requirement that any mortgage funds not
needed to meet such losses would be used to
reduce the mortgage; also, that the investors
are not to receive any return on thelr in-
vestment during the period when operating
deficits are being met from mortgage
proceeds.

10. There is a balance of only about $40
million in the FNMA special assistance fund
for the purchase of mortgages on housing
in urban renewal areas. However, even this
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inadequate amount was impounded by the
Administration until the next fiscal year.
The reason the fund is so low is because a
1966 law transferred $500 million away from
the special assistance fund for multifamily
housing (i.e., housing located in urban re-
newal areas, nonprofit housing for the elderly
and other moderate income housing) to a
fund to buy mortgages on single family
homes. It is necessary that this $500 million
be restored to the FNMA special assistance
fund to purchase mortgages on the eligible
multifamily housing., To provide for this
and for other FNMA special assistance pur-
chases recommended in these resclutions, the
revolving fund for FNMA special assistance
should be Increased by a total of 3 billlon
dollars to provide the financing required for
the expanded housing programs described
in these resolutions. The expenditures by
FNMA for mortgage purchases do not repre-
sent grants, but are recoverable assets.
Through the sale to private investors of par-
ticipations in these FWMA loans and the HUD
loans for college housing and elderly housing,
private investment is substituted for the fed-
eral funds. The only cost to the government
is the difference between the interest rates
on the HUD loans and the rate paid by FNMA
to private investors on participations. Ex-
cept for the loans at below-market interest
rates, this represents no cost and no net
expenditure to HUD. As to below-market
interest loans, the annual cost and net HUD
expenditure is the difference between the
below-market interest rate and the market
rate on FNMA participation sales,

11. It is necessary to Increase and accel-
erate the volume and production of multi-
family housing in order to meet the urban
crisis and achleve success in the model citles
program. There are restralnts and restric-
tions in multifamily housing programs which
seek to eliminate all risks and assure that
there will not be losses on projects. These
restraints and restrictions are impeding the
program and denying homes to people who
urgently need them. Many of the multi-
family housing programs are ploneering in
difficult areas of need which necessarily in-
volve greater risks and which may entail
losses that exceed the amount of premiums
collected. Since these projects affect the
public interest and involve important social
objectives, it should be recognized that nor-
mal business underwriting criteria cannot
be applied to these programs, particularly
those designed to meet needs among lower in-
come families or those located in areas of
urban renewal. It is recommended that the
law be specifically amended to provide for
appropriations to cover such losses when they
exceed the amount of premiums collected
on such programs which are affected by a
special public interest or social purpose. This
would include programs such as rehabilita-
tion, housing in urban renewal areas under
Se-2tion 220, and market rate 221(d) (3) pro-
grams involving rent supplements or the re-
housing of displaced persons.

12, As recommended in an earlier Resolu-
tion, local housing authorities should be
eligible as sponsors of multifamily housing
in the programs under Section 221(d)(3)
(below-market interest rate), Section 202
(housing for the elderly) and rent supple-
ments.

C-IX. Rehabilitation

1. NHC finds general agreement that we
lack adequate tools for an effective rehabili-
tation program. No substantial progress has
been achieved through private efforts to
acquire scattered buildings and obtain ade-
quate financing. Everyone recognizes the
importance of saving existing neighborhoods,
where feasible, through rehabilitating sult-
able structures and other conservation meas-
ures. The model cities program 1is relying
upon rehabilitation of housing as one of the
major means of accomplishing its objectives.
It 18 sound public policy to improve our

April 27, 1967

present housing supply and conserve neigh-
borhoods, rather than to allow them to de-
teriorate and subsequently require that
greater costs be incurred in demolition and
reconstruction. For this reason, NHC is
pleased to note that the President intends
to assemble an expert group of private citi-
zens to examine every possible means of
establishing the institutions to encourage
the development of a large-scale efficient re-
habilitation industry.

2. We must give reality to the popular but
generally elusive goals of large scale rehabil-
itation of existing deteriorating housing
which is above the level requiring demoli-
tlon. There are some significant innovations
underway which hold promise for more suec-
cessful rehabilitation efforts. But, by and
large, our attempts to achieve large scale re-
habilitation have failed in any broad sense
by reasons of the absence of realistic financ-
ing and technological mechanisms.

3. We must modify present programs and
devise new ones which will achieve the vol-
ume of rehabilitation which is necessary for
a successful program in model cities and for
the improvement of deteriorated areas In
other cities, This will require more favor-
able and realistic financing terms and the
development of advanced technological meth-
ods for effective application.

4. Present federal assistance is not ade-
quate and effective in achieving large-scale
rehabilitation. Our attempts to achieve
such rehabilitation have falled because of the
absence of a realistic program of federal as-
sistance. We need new financing programs
which will work. The formulas for deter-
mining mortgage amounts on rehabilitation
must recognize the actual cost of acquiring
and rehabilitating properties that are struc-
turally sound. There must be subsidies to
write down the cost of propertles to be re-
habilitated where this is necessary in order
to achieve monthly charges low enough to
reach those to be served.

5. There should also be a contingency
allowance built into a new financing formula
based on replacement cost. This allowance
should be included in the mortgage. In re-
hablilitation, the contractor 1s often not
aware of potential structural, electrical or
plumbing problems until he breaks into the
walls and ascertains the actual conditions.
At present, when the contractor incurs extra
costs due to unforeseen conditions, he must
meet them from his profit allowance which
means he Is likely to end up with no profit
or with a loss. For this reason, many con-
tractors are unwilling to undertake FHA-
insured rehabilitation projects.

6. In those projects where the property is
owned or controlled by the proposed mort-
gagor, cost savings may be achieved by strip-
ping down the building and tearing out the
interior walls before making estimates or
getting bids for the rehabilitation work. In
such cases, FHA should recognize the costs
of gutting the building since this increases
the value of the property before rehabilita-
tion. It also attracts contractors to do the
rehabilitation work, because conditions are
known and wunforeseen contingencles are
minimized.

7. To reduce the monthly charges to the
level which moderate-income families can
afford, it is necessary to eliminate present
requirements for short amortization periods
on rehabilitatlon projects. Where rehabili-
tation properties are located In a central city,
there are likely to be Increments in land
value which will enable the repayment of the
loan, even though demolition occurs well in
advance of the remaining estimated life of
the improvements. At present the statute
provides that such mortgages should not
have a maturity exceeding 34 of the remain-
ing economic life of building improvements.
This limitation should be repealed. FHA
should be authorized to fix forty-year ma-
turitles when it determines this is appro-




April 27, 1967

priate in order to accomplish the purpose
of the program.

8. It appears entirely clear, on the basis
of experience, that large-scale rehabilitation
programs will require capital and other sub-
sidies comparable to those involved in ac-
quiring and clearing slum properties. It re-
quires subsidies to write down the costs of
properties to be rehabilitated and to pro-
duce monthly charges which are within the
financial reach of the lower income familles
to be served.

9. The 1966 Act adds Section 221 (h) which
provides for the new program initiated by
Congresswoman Sullivan of 8% loans to non-
profit organizations for rehabilitation of sub-
standard housing for resale to low-income
purchasers. It authorizes $20 million of
FHA-insured mortgages for the program. We
urge that this new program be encouraged
and expedited, with additional authoriza-
tlons commensurate with the nationwide
need. (For a further discussion of this pro-
gram, and our commendation of Congress-
woman Sullivan for sponsoring it, see Chap-
ter C-XII-3 of these Resolutions.)

10. The 1965 Act provides that at least
10% of the aggregate of the new urban re-
newal grant authority—and the authoriza-
tion for low-interest rehabilitation loans
under Section 312 of the Housing Act of
1964—shall be used for code enforcement
and rehabilitation to minimize the need for
demolition and clearance of existing urban
structures. We commend Congressman
Widnall for initiating and securing the en-
actment of this legislation. It should stim-
ulate code enforcement and rehabilitation.

11. NHC recommends that legislation be
enacted, along the lines recommended by
Senator Clark of Pennsylvania, which would
provide standby financing of necessary im-
provements to homes owned and occupied
by low-income elderly couples or individuals
in urban renewal areas. Under such ar-
rangements, Interest and amortization on
FHA-insured loans for these purposes would
be deferred until the death of the owner
or earlier sale of the property.

12. A new minimum rehabilitation pro-
gram is needed for short-term rehabilitation,
to be administered by HUD, although it
should be recognized as part of the anti-
poverty objectives. The key to early suc-
cesses in poverty reduction and the creation
of self-respecting citizens is what happens
to the children of impoverished families.
Since housing and rehabilitation are com-
plex private industries, it takes a long time
to achieve results. Housing Improvements
are required now to provide decent homes
for impoverished families and their children.
‘We need a fast program to bring housing up
to code standards without overcrowding in
occupany. In addition to grants for code
enforcement, HUD should finance: (a) the
purchase of slum buildings which are in
violation of housing codes or are over-
crowded; (b) thelr rehabilitation up to code
standards; and (c) rehabllitation grants up
to #1,600 to low income owner-occupants
outside of urban renewal areas where an
official code enforcement program is under-
way. The housing should then be provided
at monthly charges which the familles can
afford, with HUD grants to make up the dif-
ference between what the poverty familles
can pay (using 20% of their income) and
the economic monthly cost of the housing.
NHC recommends necessary legislation to
enable HUD to undertake this program,
which possibly could be done through the
urban renewal process if funds are made
available.

13. NHC commends Senator Javits for his
leadership in a proposal to help solve the
serious rehabilitation problem. NHC In-
tends to study the bill which he introduced,
8. 1199, so as to determine whether it can
support it with such amendments as it
deems necessary. While very important, the
rehabilitation program is only one of many
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programs required and recommended in
these Resolutions to meet our housing and
urban development needs and to achieve our
20-year goals.

C-X. Housing for the elderly

1. The authorization of loans under Sec-
tion 202 for housing for the elderly should
be increased by 100,000,000 a year for the
next three years. The 1965 Act authorized
a total of $150,000,000 of loans for a 4-year
period. This is inadequate in view of the tre-
mendous need. In addition, the present
policles under Section 221(d) (3) should be
modified to permit the construction of such
projects exclusively for the elderly, rather
than limiting such financing to projects
which also serve other age groups.

2. In accordance with the statutory au-
thority for loans equal to total development
costs, HUD should eliminate the require-
ments in the 202 program that an approved
sponsor must make an investment to cover
the cost of facllities, furnishings, equip-
ment and working capital. Such costs
should be included in the loan. The con-
tribution of the properly-motivated spon-
sor consists of its devotion of time, ingenuity
and energy in initiating, developing and ad-
n;Inlsterlng projects, all without compensa-
tion.

3. Cost limits under the 202 program
should be increased so that they will enable
housing to be built within the cities where
they are urgently needed to serve the elder-
ly. In view of land costs and densities of
the cities, this should include high-rise
buildings. Moreover, the program should
include rehabilitation as well as new con-
struction. Tax abatement should not be
required in order to undertake high-rise
construction or otherwise incur construc-
tion costs that are required In built-up areas
of cities. Buch tax abatement is often not
available because of restrictions in state and
local laws. Moreover, many cities are facing
problems of inadequate tax revenues and are
reluctant to grant tax anbatements. Housing
for the elderly under section 202 should be
permitted to pay full faxes, particularly
since this is permitted under the program
for the leasing of privately-owned housing
for public housing purposes and under the
rent supplement program.

4, There is also need for speclal programs
to provide: (a) Federal grants to assist in
the training of professional personnel for
the management of elderly housing pro-
Jects; (b) grants for the capital cost of nec-
essary related facilities, such as senior ac-
tivity centers, health maintenance units,
dining rooms, hobby and craft rooms, and
counseling centers; and (¢) grants for work-
ing capital and seed money to States, locali-
ties and national nonprofit organizations
such as church groups, labor unions, and
fraternal organizations.

5. NHC urges that housing for the elderly
be included in all planning under model
cities programs.

C-XI. College housing

Since the passage of the National Defense
Education Act of 1958, our Nation has in-
creasingly recognized its dependency upon
higher education for its security, welfare,
and continued prosperity. In order to meet
the demands made upon them by the ex-
panding numbers of student applications
and by required increases in facilities, addi-
tional housing must be provided for stu-
dents and faculty.

Congress recognized the appropriateness
of meeting such needs nearly twenty years
ago. In the Housing Act of 1950, it provided
for the institution of low-interest loans for
housing and other educational facilities for
students and faculties, As Increased since
1850, the loan fund authorized is $1.675 bil-
lion, which amount is Increased by $300 mil-
lion each year from 1961 to 1968. This $300
million yearly increase 1s wholly inadequate
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to meet current needs. A recent study con-
ducted under the auspices of the American
Council on Education has indicated that
approximately $1.5 billion per year will be
needed for college housing for the next ten
years. Recognizing that a portion of this
amount may be derived from non-Federal
sources, the Council recommends that Con-
gress authorize a minimum of $1 billion per
year for the next ten years In the form of
a long-term, low interest loan for the con-
struction of housing facilities. NHC sup-
ports this recommendation.

The Housing Bill of 1967 proposes an in-
crease In the Interest rate on college loans
from 3 percent to a rate equal to the current
average market yleld on comparable maturi-
ties of U.8. obligations—with discretion in
HUD to make a reduction of not more than
1 percent below this average yield. Since
the present average market yleld is 45 %,

‘this means that the interest rate on college

loans would be increased from 3% to at least
3% % and, possibly, to 45;%. NHC is op-
posed to this Increase in the interest rate
on college housing loans. We belleve
that these loans should continue to be
made at the same 3% Interest rate
that Congress previously approved. We com-
mend Chairmen Patman and Barrett for
deleting this provision from the Housing
Bill of 1967 which they introduced separately.

C-XII. Recent proposals for homeownership
by lower income families

1, In his message to Congress on Urban
and Rural Poverty, the President has
called for a new program of low-income home
ownership. He has directed the Secretary of
HUD to carry out, within existing authority,
a pillot program in this direction and has
authorized FNMA to use $20 million of its
funds to support this program. The program
is intended to (a) Identify low-income fami-
lies with the potential to build an ownership
equity in a home, (b) Provide guidelines to
assure the economic soundness of their in-
vestment, (¢) Explore a program to insure
low-income families against mortgage de-
faults and foreclosures that result from loss
of health or economic recession, and (d)
Encourage ownership equity to be acquired
through self-help in the construction of
homes. The President has stated that the
various forms of ownership should all be ex~
plored, including cooperatives and individual
ownership of single-family homes and apart-
ments; also that multifamily bulldings and
individual homes, whether new or rehabili-
tated, should be included in the program.

2. NHC commends the President for imple~
menting this program and urges the Secre-
tary to formulate as speedily as possible the
necessary actions for its effective execution.
However, to achieve widespread home owner-
ship by low-income families, we need to do
more than start the pilot operation approved
by the President.

3. In the field of rehabilitation, the 1966
law added a new Section 221(h) which is in-
tended to Initiate a program of home owner-
ship among low-income families. Under this
program, & nonprofit corporation will acquire
and rehabilitate substandard housing. These
rehabilitated houses are to be sold for indi-
vidual ownership by low-income purchasers.
We compliment Congresswoman Sullivan for
her major role in initiating and securing the
enactment of this important law. We urge
HUD to take all necessary measures to expe-
dite and facilitate its use in achieving its two
principal purposes: (a) to provide a new
finaneing technique for rehabilitation; and
(b) to enable low-income people to achieve
ownership of such homes, FHA recently
issued its regulations and instruction hand-
book to implement this law. For the reasons
set forth in paragraph C-VIII-(8) of these
Resolutions, we recommend that FHA should
not require that nonprofit organizations give
a guaranty against deficits that may occur in
this housing program. In view of the great
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need for this program, we recommend that
the Congressional authorization of FHA in-
surance be increased commensurate with this
need.

4(a) We need to establish the President's
program on a permanent leglslative basis,
with adequate continuing authorizations
which will meet the nationwide need. To
do this, amendments could be made to exist-
ing legislation under Section 221 which
would accomplish the following:

Use existing agencies to carry out the
program which would operate within the
existing legislative framework.

Pattern the new program after Section 221
(h), but broaden it to include new construc-
tion in addition to rehabilitation.

Provide for interest rates which are low
enough to serve lower-income families, which
rates could be below the present 3% rate.

Include other forms of ownership as rec-
ommended in the President’'s message, such
as cooperative ownership where the housing
would be occupied by its resident members
who qualify as lower-income families.

Authorize FNMA special assistance pur-
chases of such mortgages, with a necessary
increase in the FNMA authorization.

Utilize FNMA sales of participations in
such mortgages which would substitute pri-
vate investment for the Government invest-
ment in the loans.

Authorize annual appropriations to cover
the difference between the low interest rates
charged lower-income famillies and the mar-
ket rate pald by FNMA on its participation
sales,

Insure the participating lower-income fam-
ilies against mortgage foreclosures due to i1l
health or economic recession.

(b) The proposed program is urgently
needed to fill a gap In our existing housing
programs and meet the neglected needs of
a “lower-income group” than those served
by the 221(d) (3) program with a 3% interest
rate, whom we describe as the “moderate in-
come group.”! While this neglected group
has lower incomes than those of moderate
incomes served by this 221(d)(3) program,
their incomes are above the level reached by
subsidies under public housing or rent sup-
plements who constitute the “low-income
group.” Through an interest rate below 3%,
it will be possible to meet the needs of these
people of lower incomes who have a potential
to achieve and retain ownership.

(c) We are not proposing that there be
separate projects or developments to serve
those in the moderate income group and
those in the lower income group respectively.
We belleve that it is desirable to have fami-
lies of different income groups occupying the
same project and living in the same commu-
nity, since this avolds the undesirable social
consequences of isolating people by incomes.
This can be accomplished by having different
interest rates attributable to the dwellings
occupied by those of different incomes, with
appropriate adjustments In the interest rates
according to the needs of the residents and
what they can afford. It should be recog-
nized that a family would continue in own-
ership and residence as its income increased.
As the family’s income Increases, its monthly
charges would be increased to reflect a higher
interest rate until the family is paying the
full market rate.

5(a) Recently, Senator Percy of Illinols
presented a plan which is variously described
as “An Imaginative Proposal for Home Own-
ership” and “A New Dawn for Our Clties.”
NHC commends Senator Percy for his con-
cern and leadership in proposing solutions

1 In the program under 221(h) where lower
costs may be achieved through rehabllita-
tion, it should be possible to reach some of
the low-income group—particularly in urban
renewal and other areas when there are write-
downs in the sale of the substandard prop-
erties to be rehabilitated.
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to the difficult and continuing housing prob-
lem of lower-income families. NHC is in
agreement with the basic objectives of the
plan to achieve home ownership by lower-
income families as a means of encouraging
the following values, as stated in the plan:

Human dignity and self-esteem

Motivation to achleve

Feeling of security and “roots”

Community responsibility and stability

Physical preservation and improvement of
residential neighborhoods

Encouragement of participation and lead-
ership in community activities.

These are values that the NHC has consist-
ently belleved in and supported. However,
NHC recognizes that for many Americans
rental housing offers a better solution to
their particular needs and desires, because
of their need for mobllity or other reasons—
such as a lack of potential to achleve and
retain ownership.? In addition to the prin-
ciples of home ownership, the plan seeks to
encourage self-help and meaningful partici-
pation by lower-income families in decision
making. It also endeavors to encourage par-
ticipation by private enterprise, including
nonprofit organizations.

(b) To fulfill these objectlves and princi-
ples, the plan proposes new federal legisla-
tion which would include the establishment
of a nonprofit corporation to be called the
National Home Ownership Foundation
(NHOF). Two-thirds of its Board would be
from the private sector and one-third ap-
pointed by the President with Senate ap-
proval, NHOF would be authorized to issue
debentures which would be federally guar-
anteed. Originally, low interest loans were
to be achieved by granting federal tax ex-
emption to NHOF debentures. Recently,
however, Senator Percy has shifted from tax
exemption of the NHOF debentures to a
direct federal interest subsldy which would
make up the difference between the interest
rate on the NHOF debentures and the lower
interest rate charged by NHOF, Since such
lower Interest rates must be charged in order
to achieve low enough monthly charges to
bring individual and cooperative ownership
to lower income familles, Congressional ap-
propriations will be required to pay the
difference between these lower interest rates
and the market-interest rates on NHOF de-
bentures. Besides providing homes to lower-
income families through this program, there
would be NHOF Insurance of the home owner
against foreclosure due to curtailment of in-
come through i1l health or economic reces-
slons, The risk of this program would be
spread over all NHOF borrowers, NHOF
would be subject to Government corporation
audlting, budgeting and reporting require-
ments and specifled consultation procedures,
but 1t would be privately controlled. The
plan contemplates an active role for housing
cooperatives which have provided a way for
families to achieve ownership in the multi-
family housing construction which is tending
to predominate in the larger citles as a result
of increasing land densities and costs. The
foregoing description of the plan is based
upon published reports, and responses to
inquiries, concerning the plan. However,
NHC has not yet seen the proposed leglsla-
tion which would implement the plan, so we
reserve further comment and recommenda-
tions until we have made a study of the bill
after it is introduced.

(c) The proposed plan ralses many ques-
tions which require careful study. The fed-
eral guaranty of debentures raises ques-
tions concerning (1) the appropriateness of
the delegation of authority to a corporation
which would be under private control and

2 As pointed out in paragraph 12, it is nec-
essary to establish more realistic credit cri-
teria for lower income families so they can
achieve individual or cooperative ownership
of thelr homes.
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(2) the adequacy of federal regulation of
such a corporation. On the proposed in-
surance program to protect home owners
agalnst foreclosures due to 11l health or eco-
nomic recession, there are questions concern-
ing the cost of such insurance and whether
NHOF borrowers could afford it and provide
adequate reserves. On the proposal to estab-
lish a new corporation and an entirely new
legislative framework for the program, we
raise the question why it would not be better
to use existing agencies which would operate
within the existing legislative framework,
but with necessary amendments as outlined
above. While NHC has these and other
questions of policy and legality concerning
the plan, NHC welcomes the proposal of a
plan designed to meet the housing needs of
lower-income familles and to bring the bene-
fits of home ownership to them. NHC in-
tends to continue its study of the plan so as
to determine whether it can support the plan
with necessary amendments. NHC is always
interested in the development of additional
tools to meet the critical housing needs of
the American people, particularly those who
are underprivileged,

6. Meanwhile, it should be noted that for
many years, NHC has advocated and helped
secure the enactment of legislation to bring
individual and cooperative home ownership
to moderate income people. In the following
paragraphs, this resolution summarizes many
tried and tested programs which are now in
operation to enable moderate-income fami-
lies to achieve ownership of individual homes
or cooperative ownership of multifamily
housing. An expansion of all of these exist-
ing programs is required. With such an ex-
pansion of programs now in operation, it will
be possible to produce desired results quickly.
We urge the Administration to take the ac-
tions necessary to implement and fund all of
these programs and to seek necessary addi-
tlonal authorizations. In addition, these res-
olutions contain proposals for new programs
to enable lower-income families to achieve
individual or cooperative home ownership.

7. Among the existing programs is coopera-
tive housing under Section 221(d) (3) where
almost one-third of this 3% interest-rate pro-
gram involves home ownership for moderate-
income famillies. For middle income families,
cooperative home ownership is being achieved
through the 514 % Interest-rate program
under Section 213. These programs for co-
operative home ownership have achieved the
values and benefits listed above. They in-
volve participation by the members in deci-
slon making, since every cooperative Is a
democratic organization owned and con-
trolled by the resident members,

8. An amendment in the 1966 Act adopted
the principle of self-help in cooperative hous-
ing projects. It would allow members of a
cooperative to donate their labor in helping
to produce housing for themselves, which
would reduce their housing costs. On such
labor donated by the housing consumers,
the prevalling wage requirements are walved.
Likewise, under cooperative housing, there is
self-help by the members in providing some
of the maintenance and upkeep of the prop-
erty, such as interlor decorating.

9. FNMA special assistance funds are avail-
able to purchase mortgages on individual
homes which do not exceed $15,000 (subject
to some exceptions). This achieves home
ownership on housing of relatively moderate
cost. The use of FNMA’s special assistance
funds helps to provide mortgage financing at
reasonable cost.

10. The programs described above observe
the principle of utilizing private enterprise,
since there is: (a) private ownership of the
housing—being either individual or coopera=
tive home ownership; (b) private construc-
tion of the housing by private builders and
contractors; and (c¢) private capital through
interim flnancing until the project is com-
pleted and through the sale by FNMA to
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private investors of participations in the
mortgages purchased with special assistance
funds.

11. On the legislation covering recent pro-
grams which provide for individual and co-
operative home ownership by moderate-in-
come families, we gratefully acknowledged
the sponsorship and support of Senator
Sparkman and Congressmen Patman, Bar-
rett, and Reuss and Congresswoman Sulllvan,

12. To further encourage and increase in-
dividual and cooperative home ownership
among familles of moderate, lower and low
incomes, NHC recommends a change in the
FHA regulations regarding credit approvals.
The credit requirements are too stringent as
applied to such families. Thus, it denies
them an opportunity for home ownership if
their credit reports indicate they have ex-
perienced past difficulties in meeting obliga-
tlons, which frequently occurs among these
income groups. However, this should not
bar them from home ownership. It is neces-
sary to establish and apply more realistic
credit criteria for such familles. NHC rec-
ommends that such familles should be
accepted as satisfactory credit risks if they
have established a good record of meeting
thelr monthly charges for housing during
the preceding year, provided that the amount
which they have paid is comparable to what
they would pay for their proposed housing
under individual or cooperative ownership.

13. In these Resolutions, NHC recommends
legislation authorizing the sale of public
housing for cooperative or individual owner-
ship, subject to appropriate restrictions; also,
additional programs to provide such owner-
ship by those in the lower income group.

14, HUD and Its constituent agenciles
should fully use all available legislative tools
under existing programs to achieve the val-
ues and objectives of bringing individual
and cooperative home ownership to people
with incomes which are moderate, lower or
low. This should include the following:

(a) There should be an active program
to encourage such ownership under the
221(d) (3) program; the rent supplement
program; the 202 program; the public hous-
ing program; the program for leasing private
housing to serve public housing families;
the mixed private and public ownership
program to provide housing for people with
incomes which are moderate, lower, or low;
and other programs,

(b) In the disposition of housing acquired
by HUD and its constituent agencies, a pri-
ority should be afforded to the residents who
should have the opportunity to acquire the
properties either through individual or co-
operative home ownership.

(¢} In the disposition of property by urban
renewal agencles, there should be a recogni-
tion in the disposition plan that it is im-
portant to achieve Individual or cooperative
home ownership in residential urban renewal
areas. Accordingly, part of these areas
should be considered for the development of
housing to be so owned by the people. As
to such areas, there should be a disposition
condition that those who acquire the prop-
erty agree to develop it for housing that will
involve such ownership. To encourage the
building in urban renewal areas of the re-
quired volume of cooperative housing, the
same profit and risk allowances are needed
in the cooperative programs as in other
multifamily programs of FHA, in recognition
of the greater costs and risks when buillding
and preselling in urban renewal areas.
CHAPTER D. FINANCING NURSING HOMES AND

FACILITIES FOR GROUP MEDICAL PRACTICE
D-I. Financing nursing homes through pub-
lic housing annual contributions contracts

There 1s a continuing desperate need for
hundreds of thousands of nursing home
beds, especlally among the low-income elder-
ly. This will be increased by demands gen-
erated through Medicare, Iocal housing
authorities, with their long experience in
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planning, bullding and operating low-rent
housing for the elderly are well qualified
to develop nursing homes for low-income
persons. They should be authorized to
coordinate their housing programs with
nursing home facilities to meet community
needs for the low-income group. This can
be done most effectively and with all of the
advantages of public housing financing, by
amending the U.S. Housing Act of 1937, to
authorize annual contributions contracts
with local housing authorities for nursing
home facilities. In addition, Section 202
should be amended to permit the inclusion
of nursing quarters and facilities in projects
for the elderly financed under that section.
By this amendment, elderly persons becom-
ing in need of nursing facilities would not
have to leave the community in which they
are living.

D-II. Direct loans for nonprofit nursing
homes

NHC supports legislation proposed by Sen-
ator Harrlson Willlams of New Jersey which
would authorize HUD to make direct loans
covering 100 percent of development cost
for new or rehabilitated nursing homes to
nonprofit groups, limited dividend corpora-
tions and public bodies. The loans would
be made at a maximum interest rate of 8%
and for 50-year terms.

D-III. Group medical practice

The 1966 Act includes & program of FHA
insurance for facilities used for group medi-
cal practice. NHC reaffirms its support of
this program and urges the Administration
to implement the program in a way that will
encourage the development of nonprofit co-
pperatives whose members will obtain the
benefits of bona fide group medical practice
at a reasonable cost. The program should
operate in both urban and nonurban areas.

CHAPTER E. URBAN RENEWAL PROGRAM
E-1. The urban renewal program

1. The 19656 Act increased the urban re-
newal capital grant contract authorization
by $2.9 billlon, NHC and its cooperating
public interest organizations testified before
the legislative committees of the House and
Senate that this increase would be insuffi-
clent to maintain the momentum of the
program and to accommodate the increasing
requirements of communities for this vital
urban assistance. The accuracy of the fore-
cast is confirmed by the fact that the au-
thorizations for each fiscal year have fallen
far short of meeting the backlog of eligible
applications plus new applications entering
the pipeline, notwithstanding discourage-
ment of new applications. This shortage is
accentuated by the fact that important new
urban renewal activities—such as grants for
demolition outside urban renewal areas, re-
habllitation grants, and increased relocation
grants—are a direct charge agalnst the over-
all urban renewal authorization, in addition
to urban renewal projects themselves,

2. NHC therefore urges that the capital
grant authorization for urban renewal be
increased now by at least $3 billion for a 3-
year period. This $3 billion increase in
authorization is essential for urban renewal
to bring new life to the decaylng central
cities and towns, according to their needs
and requirements. The need for this in-
crease is made even more urgent by the
expanded demands which will be generated
by the model clitles program. When we get
the full impact of that program, we will
need to triple the present annual rate of
$750 million of urban renewal grants in
order to achieve our 20-year goals. This
means that there should then be an annual
rate of ruban renewal grants of $214 billion.

3. I the $3 billion Increase in the urban
renewal authorization is not feasible at this
sesslon of Congress, as a minimum the NHC
strongly recommends that the balance of the
contract authority of $750 million (which
was made avallable by the 1965 Act) be
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released now, without any limitation as to
fiscal year. This would have the result of
satiasfying the present backlog of demands,
the continuing applications which will be
filed by communities at an increasing rate,
and the Increased demands which will be
generated by the model citles program. This
would also place the Congress in posltion
to reappraise the long-term continuing need
for urban renewal funds. Because of the
long lead-time involved In wurban renewal
activities between the initial commitment
of capital grant funds and their actual ex-
penditure during project execution, the
impact of such action on budgetary expendi-
tures in the next two fiscal years will be
very small.

4. The NHC also recommends amendments
to the urban renewal laws, as described
below.

5. On capital grants for urban renewal,
code enforcement, and other comparable aid
programs, there should be an increase in the
federal grant to three-fourths from the pres-
ent two-thirds which is pald to larger cltles.
The higher grants are now made to smaller
cities, but they are needed equally by the
larger cities. Correspondingly, in cases
where the community elects to finance survey
and planning costs at its own expense, the
project capital grant should be increased to
five-sixths from three-fourths.

6. Authorization to local public agencies
to engage in the purchase, rehabllitation and
sale or lease of properties sultable for such
treatment, without limitation as to propor-
tion or number. As indicated in an earlier
resolution, an adequate and successful re-
habilitation program must include a large
expansion in the program for urban renewal
acquisition of properties for rehabilitation.
Likewlise, there should be adequate funds
available for grants to write-down the resale
price on such properties subject to require-
ments for their rehabilitation.

7. As a further stimulus to rehabilitation,
the Federal Urban Renewal law should be
amended to authorize loan and grant con-
tracts to assist the rehabilitation of scattered
properties in resldential neighborhoods or
districts designated for conservation and re-
habllitation or intensive code enforcement
by an approved Community Renewal Pro-
gram in the locality. Provision should also
be made to recognize the cost of any new
public improvements serving the rehabilita-
tion properties for appropriate local grant-
in-aid credits.

8. Local public agencies should be author-
ized to make sales of industrial and commer-
clal land for later development to non-profit
industrial development corporations or any
other properly constituted public body spon-
sored by the local agencies on the same basis
as that now authorized under economie
development.

9. The existing statutory provisions for
recognition of real property tax losses by the
locality in an urban renewal area as a local
grant-in-aid credit should be broadened to
include the entire tax loss from the date of
acquisition of the property to the comple-
tion of the redevelopment in accordance
with the urban renewal plan for the project.

10. In any community where there is a
project in execution and where long-term
real estate tax abatement is provided by the
municipality to a private non-profit or coop-
erative housing development for the purpose
of achieving lower rents and facllitating re-
location, such tax abatement should be ac-
cepted as a non-cash local grant-in-aid to
the project.

11. Title I should be amended to assure
that gross project costs shall include the
fair market value of any substandard build-
ing which the local public agency determines
should be eliminated, as well as the cost of
demolition of such bullding, irrespective of
whether the local public agency acquires the
fee to the property on which such building
is situated.
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12. All Community Renewal Frograms
should include adequate studies and pro-
grams—by public agencies including Local
Housing Authorities—for meeting the needs
of low-income and elderly families. In lo-
calities without CRPs or with CRPs deficient
in programming for low-income or elderly
families, funds should be made available
(irrespective of the size of the City) under
CRP or Section 701 for these necessary
studies and programming.

13. The NHC supports the objectives of the
special urban renewal provisions for Central
Business Districts which were introduced in
the 88th Congress by Senator Clark and the
then Congressman Rains. These would per-
mit waiver of residential requirements in re-
newing central business districts; recognize
that commercial, industrial, and cultural
functions of central business districts are of
vital importance to community growth and
rehabilitation; and permit HUD to qualify
site improvements and supporting facilities
as part of the gross project cost and as a
local grant-in-aid. They also would allow
for rehabilitation and acquisition of historic
properties in such areas.

14, NHC favors an amendment to the
urban renewal law whereby any public fa-
cility in a community having more than one
urban renewal project and having a Work-
able Program and a Community Renewal
Program would be eligible for non-cash
grant-in-aid credit if the development of the
facility was occasioned by the urban renewal

5 15. NHC recommends that there should be
no limit to the amount of grant for a par-
ticular demonstration project, which means
that the Federal Government in special cases,
could pay up to 1009 of the cost of the dem-
onstration program.

16. NHC recommends that Section 107
non-cash grant-in-aid credits be extended
to cover air rights development costs for 221
(d) (3) projects in which a minimum of 20%
of the units are rented to families or persons
qualifying for and receiving rent supplement
payments.

17. NHC recommends that 76% grants un-
der the urban renewal program should be
available for the reclamation of unbuildable
land which s located within metropolitan
areas. There are often large avallable areas
of land which are not suitable for building
because of problems which can be corrected
by appropriate expenditures of public funds,
such as the draining of swamps in meadow-
lands. Such land constitutes a below ground
slum which can be eliminated to make the
land suitable for development for residen-
tial and other purposes. In such areas, this
will provide a convenient site for housing and
other community facilities needed by those
now living within the overcrowded areas of
central cities.

CHAPTER F. PROVIDING NECESSARY MORTGAGE
FUNDS AND LOWER INTEREST RATES
F-1. Tight money market and increase in
interest rates

1. The tight money market has caused a
depression in housing construction with a
disastrous drop in the rate of production and
a precipitous rise in interest rates. Hous-
ing has borne the greatest brunt and suf-
fered the greatest damage. In the past year
the average interest rate on conventional
home mortgages has increased by 24 of 1%,
which is a 10% Iincrease in Interest costs.
On a $20,000 mortgage, this means an in-
crease of over $10 per month for the first
year. It means that many people who need
homes cannot afford them now—even though
they could have afforded them last year at
the lower interest rates.

2. The increase in interest rates has been
an important factor in increasing the cost
of living, Each month the Indexes have
shown that the costs of housing have in-
creased. While fiscal controls were sup-
posed to help stop inflation, they contributed
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to inflation by increasing interest rates and
increasing the cost of living.

3. Besides the increase In interest rates,
the tight money market has drastically re-
duced the amount of money available for
financing the building of homes that are
urgently needed. Last year we bullt about
20% fewer homes than we built the year be-
fore when we were not building enough.

4, The recent easing of interest rates has
had & negligible effect on the interest rates
on housing mortgages. The Administration
should take strong measures to roll back the
interest rates on housing mortgages and re-
duce them to a reasonable level,

5. The Administration should also take
strong additional measures to further as-
sure an adequate flow of money for home
bullding. Inadequate action has been taken
by the Administration to provide additional
mortgage money for housing. The amounts
made available through the Federal Home
Loan Bank Board and the $800 million of
special assistance funds through FNMA are
not adequate to meet the need. Moreover,
only single family home construction is
helped by this action. Only $50 million of
additional special assistance funds was re-
leased recently for multi-family housing—
for use by cooperatives under Section 213.
Yet, the greatest drop in construction has
occurred in multifamily housing, which is
the most responsive to the needs of families
in urban areas.

F-II. Proposed administration increase in
mazimum interest rates on multifamily
housing
1. As recommended by the Administration,

the Housing Bill of 1967 proposes to estab-
lish a uniform maximum interest rate of 6%
for FHA mortgage insurance programs on
multifamily housing. At present, most of
these programs have a maximum Iinterest
rate of 6%, but the elderly housing program
has & maximum interest rate of 515 9% and
other programs have a maximum interest rate
of 5% %, including cooperative housing under
Section 213, condominiums under Section
234, and rental housing under Section 207.
The Administration has stated that a uni-
form maximum Interest rate of 6% would
provide flexibility, so that in tight money
periods there would be an avoidance of ex-
orbitant discounts and a greater assurance
of the availability of financing.

2, While NHC recognizes the advantage of
having a uniform interest rate on multl-
family programs Iinvolving market-rate
financing for use during tight money periods,
we urge Congress to obtain an assurance
from the Administration that this legislation
would not be used to increase Interest rates
at this time when everyone should be en-
deavoring to loosen the tight money market.
Now that the Federal Reserve Board has
reduced the discount rate to 4% and the
banks are reducing thelr interest rates on
loans, NHC urges the Adminlstration to take
action to reduce interest rates on future
FHA-Insured loans where the present Inter-
est rate 15 6%.

3. In another resolution NHC has recom-
mended increases In the FNMA special as-
sistance funds for the purchase of mortgages
which are now eligible for purchase under
that program. These include projects which
accomplish desirable social objectives or
otherwise promote the public interest. NHC
recommends that the FNMA special assist-
ance program be utilized for the purchase
of such mortgages as a means of supporting
the drive to lower interest rates to a reason-
able level and to avold the unwholesome
practice of charging points in the purchase
of FHA-insured mortgages. This is one way
to help roll back the interest rates from the
unreasonable levels which are jeopardizing
the housing program and the health of the
economy.

4. NHC is opposed to a proposed uniform
statutory maximum interest rate of 6% on
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all multifamily housing mortgages. If Con-
gress favorably considers such legislation,
NHC recommends that the proposed legisla-
tion be amended so that it will not be retro-
active on a project which has previously re-
celved an FHA feasibility approval at a lower
interest rate. On such a project where the
mortgage is eligible for purchase by FNMA
under the special assistance program, FNMA
should be required to purchase the mortgage
at the lower interest rate in effect at the
time FHA approved the feasibility of the
project. Otherwise, under its present re-
quirements, FNMA would refuse to purchase
the mortgage unless the interest rate is in-
creased to the highest rate permitted by FHA
at the time FHA issues its insurance commit-
ment. This would impose a great hardship.
There is rellance on the interest rate in effect
at the time FHA approves feasibility since
sales and other commitments are made
which are predicated on that interest rate.
Furthermore, a statutory maximum interest
rate of 69 could jeopardize the lower inter-
est ceilings existing on housing programs
having specific social objectives, such as co-
operative housing under Section 213 and
nonprofit housing for the elderly under Sec-
231. These mortgages are eligible for FNMA
purchase with special assistance funds. Con-
gress should direct FNMA to purchase them
when necessary to support the statutory in-
terest rates and avoid discount sales of mort-
gages on such projects.

F-11I. FNMA special assistance

In recognition of the serious problems of
the tight money market and the increase in
interest rates, a number of laws were passed
in 19668 to provide FNMA special assistance
which would help meet these problems. In
addition, there are laws which previously
had been enacted to provide FNMA special
assistance. NHC strongly recommends that
all of these speclal assistance authorizations
should be fully used to help meet the prob-
lems of tight money and high interest rates.
These include the following:

1. The full balance of the funds author-
ized for the 221(d)(3) program should be
made available immediately for allocation
under the below-market interest rate pro-

gram.

2. The full balance of the Cooperative Re-
volving Fund authorized in 1955 should he
made avallable for FNMA purchase of FHA-
insured mortgages under Section 213, now
fixed by law at & maximum interest rate of
5 .

3. The full balance of FNMA speclal as-
sistance funds should be made available for
the purchase of mortgages on projects lo-
cated in urban renewal areas, non-profit
housing for this elderly and other moderate
income housing.

4, The Administration should implement
the 1966 authorization for FNMA to partici-
pate with private lenders in construction fi-
nancing on projects which FNMA now un-
dertakes to finance, upon completion, under
its special assistance programs. Many pro-
jects have been delayed due to the lack of
construction financing at reasonable cost.
The Administration has not implemented
this law which was passed last year. NHC
strongly recommends that this be done im-
mediately as one of the measures needed to
stimulate and expedite the building of hous-
ing for lower-income families.

5. A 1966 law provided for FNMA special
asslstance purchases of insured mortgages
on homes where the amount does not exceed
$15,000 per house (subject to certain ex-
ceptions). It authorized $1 billion to be
used for this purpose. The Administration
had impounded all of this except $250 mil-
lion. Recently, however, the Administration
released $5560 million more of the $1 billion
fund., NHC recommends that the $200 mil-
lion balance of the money be released and
used. NHC also recommends that in all ree-
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ognized high-cost areas, the mortgage limi-
tation should be raised to $17,5600 per house.

6. There should be an immediate release of
the $20 million of FNMA special assistance
funds for Section 221(h), This was added by
the 1966 Act and provides for a program of
3% loans to nonprofit organizations for re-
habilitation of substandard housing for re-
sale to low income purchasers.

In addition to the immediate release and
use of all of the foregoing FNMA special as-
sistance funds now authorized by law, NHC
recommends that the revolving fund for
FNMA special assistance should be increased
by #3 billion dollars to provide the funds
required for mortgage purchases on the ex-
panded housing programs described elsewhere
in these resolutions.

CHAPTER G. PUBLIC AND COMMUNITY FACILI-
TIES INCLUDING WATER, SEWER AND MASS
TRANSPORTATION

G-1. Water, sewer, public and community
facilities, and other programs for urban
area growth and development

1. The urban and urbanizing areas of the
nation are and will carry the main impact
of the unprecedented population growth
which is now under way. At the same time,
both the established central cities and the
growing suburban communities are suffering
from a backlog of deferred needs for public
and community facilities of all types and are
prevented by limited financial resources from
overcoming these deficiencies, to say nothing
of preparing for the multiplying demands
which lie ahead.

2. The 19656 Act contained new authoriza-
tions for Federal grants to assist in the de-
velopment of new basic water and sewer fa-
cilities. To meet the demonstrated needs,
NHC urges that the funds authorized for
grants for basic water and sewer facilities
projects under Section T02(a) be increased
substantially, as indicated below.

3. NHC recommends that an appropria-
tion be made for the 1968 fiscal year in the
amount of $400 million instead of the £165
million recommended in the Budget. The
1965 Act authorized grants of $200 million
for each of the 1966, 1967 and 1968 fiscal
years, but only $100 million was appropriated
in 1966 and only $100 million is estimated
to be appropriated in 1967. The authorized
but unappropriated $200 million from the
1966 and 1967 fiscal years should be added
to the 1968 authorization and the full $400
million should be appropriated.

4, In addition, NHC supports H.R. 4349,
introduced by Congressman Widnall, which
would increase by $300 million the authori-
zation for grants for baslc water and sewer
facilitles. However, NHC believes that this
increase is not sufficient, It therefore
strongly renews its recommendation of a
year ago for leglslation authorizing 2 billion
annually for a 4-year peried for 759% grants
to local governments for (a) basic water
and sewer facilitles and (b) for all other
types of public improvements and commu-
nity facilities as described below. To achieve
our 20-year goals, the program should be
continued thereafter at the annual rate of
$2 billion.

5. Besides the grants for basic water and
sewer facilities, the proposed authorization
would include grants to local governments
which are required for many other types of
public improvements and community facili-
ties. The 19656 Act contalned important new
programs for advance acquisition of land
for such public facllitles and for neighbor-
hood facilities, particularly in low-income
neighborhoods. The public facility program
should include the acquisition of land to
provide open space, parks, and recreational
facilities within the citles, so that they are
closely accessible to the people who need
them most. When so accessible, they will be
actively used on a year-round basis, They
will add beauty and charm to our cities.
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The 1965 Act was a promising opening step
in the right direction, but its authorizations
and scope are far from equal to the dimen-
slons of the present and future needs for the
public facilities described above. These
local needs are so large that they are beyond
the financial capacity of most communities
without adequate federal assistance. In all
cases there should be an increase in the
amount of the federal grant to 756% for these
purposes.

6. NHC recommends that the regional plan
requirement for municipal water, sewer and
other grants be walved in those instances
where the improvements have no regional
implications and where no regional planning
mechanisms exist.

7. There is a great need for the foregoing
federal public facility grants to asslst hard
pressed communities in overcoming serious
backlogs in replacing substandard or obsolete
facilitles (especially in the central cities),
elilminating water pollution and accommo-
dating the unprecedented demands for addi-
tional facllities and services generated by
population expansion. These needs cut
across whole metropolitan areas and regions.
They involve the central citles, the existing
suburbs, and new suburbs and new commu-
nities still to come. Properly ordered, this
essential expansion In federal aid could pro-
vide a potent influence in resolving the pres-
ent chaotic conditions created by the multi-
plicity of local governmental jurisdictions in
most metropolitan areas. This in turn has
led to: suburban sprawl; a tragic misuse of
land; rampant land speculation; and fre-
quent fallure of metropolitan area and re-
glonal planning as an actual effective tool
for the control and guidance of new devel-
opment. Such a program could provide im-
portant leverage to the establishment of
federated local governmental approaches to
control programs of area-wide and region-
wide significance. At the same time, it could
foster decentralization of local governmental
functions of strictly local application,

8. In this connection NHC believes that
such grants should be generally restricted
to communities that are providing simul-
taneously adequate housing for low and
moderate income families. However, NHC
recognizes that there may be instances where
the need for such housing does not exist.
Therefore, NHC will study this matter with
a view toward proposing legislation that will
accomplish the objective of encouraging the
provision of housing for low and moderate
income families in communities outside of
central cities, as well as the provision of
much needed public facilities,. NHC also
feels that there should be better coordina-
tion between HEW and HUD with respect to
public service grants Inasmuch as both de-
partments administer these funds with dif-
fering requirements and cost sharing ratios.

G-II. Mass transportation program

The Mass Transportation Program was ini-
tiated by Congress in 1964 and its authori-
zations were increased in 1966. This pro-
gram represents an essential tool for
achieving balanced local transportation pro-
grams and for overcoming the blighting im-
pact of traffic congestion in metropolitan
areas.

The present authorizations for the Mass
Transportation Program are at the annual
rate of $150 million for fiscal years 1967,
1668 and 1969. The objectives of this im-
portant program clearly require higher au-
thorizations and longer term funding. NHC
therefore recommends legislation authorizing
additional mass transportation grants of
$750 million per year for the next three years
and recommends further that HUD under-
take studies establishing the long-term re-
quirements of this program. To provide mass
transportation grants for 1969, we need the
full appropriation this year of the $230 mil-
lion that has been requested by the Admin-
istration.
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CHAPTER H. NEW TOWNS AND RURAL HOUSING
AND RENEWAL

H-I New towns

1. There is an urgent need for a program
to develop New Towns. New Towns are
planned communities designed to help meet
the needs of the expanding metropolitan
population and to provide an orderly dis-
persal of the population to relieve city con-
gestion. New Towns are communities where
people, employment, culture and recreation
are planned in convenient relation to each
other.

2. To achieve the objectives of the New
Towns program, the law should recognize
that it is also necessary to:

(a) Buy land at low cost and keep it avail-
able for resale at low prices.

(b) Achieve integration, both economic
and racial.

(¢) Minimize the amount of transporta-
tlon required by assuring that there would
be employment within the New Town itself
for its residents, along with some employ-
ment in nearby areas; also, that there would
be housing available for the lower-income
service and domestic help.

(d) Achieve a layout and construction
which provides for the separation of pedes-
trian and automobile traffic, safety of chil-
dren, convenient playgrounds and other ad-
vanced technology. By internally relating
homes, employment, and recreation, auto-
mobiles oan be used for shorter trips and at
non-peak road densities. By proper vehicu-
lar use relationships, we can reduce both
travel peaks and daily trip lengths.

3. A public authority should generally be
the instrument that would undertake nec-
essary land acquisition and carry out the de-
velopment of the New Town directly or
through its long-term leasing or other dispo-
sition of land to private enterprise and to
appropriate public agencies. It is desirable
to permit certain non-governmental agencles
to undertake a New Town program. This
should include nonprofit private foundations
or other public-interest type organizations;
also, certain types of limited-dividend pri-
vate organizations which do not operate un-
der the compulsion to achieve quick and high
profits. In addition, there is need for a
separate governmental agency which would
have all the powers, functions and respon-
sibilities of the New Town.

4, Loans to public agencies or public-
interest type organizations are required for
periods of forty years, particularly in a pro-
gram where the land would be leased and
the rentals utilized to repay the loan. The
legislation should be further amended to
provide for such loans at a fixed rate of
3%.-

5. With the passage of the 1966 Act, Con-
gress recognized the need for a program to
develop New Towns. While this legislation
was a vital step in the right direction, it is
only designed as an experimental program.
Amendments are necessary to establish the
New Towns program on & permanent basis.
Accordingly, there should be a repeal of the
present $250 million limitation as to the ag-
gregate amount of mortgages which may be
insured for New Towns. In addition, the
requirements enumerated above should be
stipulated as conditions to the financial ailds
avallable for the New Towns program.

6. Since there would be a substantial waif-
ing period before the land authority would
be collecting money under land leases, the
loan should provide that payments of prin-
cipal would not start until the time when
monies would be available from the land
leases. Likewise, interest should be treated
as a developmental cost up to the point
where sufficlent monies will be recovered to
carry the loan.

7. The 1968 Act extended to New Town
programs the benefits of the Urban Planning
Grant Program of the Housing Act of 1954.
To the extent necessary to meet the needs
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for planning on a permanent program of New
Towns, there should be an increase in the
present authorization for the Urban Plan-
ning Program.

8. In its large program of land acquisi-
tion, the Bureau of Public Roads should
purchase excess land beyond the amount
needed for the roads themselves, Since
road-building programs result in the dis-
placement of people from their homes, there
should be recognition of the duty and re-
sponsibility of the Bureau to acquire land
that is suitable for residential development
and make it available to rehouse such dis-
placed families. This relocation responsi-
bility should be discharged similarly out-
side of New Towns wherever Federal high-
way programs displace large numbers of
people. At large road interchanges, this

should include the acquisition of
additional land for the development of New
Towns where they are needed to rehouse
displaced families and to meet the needs of
our growing population. Such land can gen-
erally be acquired by the Bureau at low cost
at the time when land is being acquired for
new road systems.

H-II, Rural housing and renewal

As a general objective, NHC recommends a
program of rural housing and rural renewal
which will make available to rural areas the
same kinds of financial assistance as are
provided for urban housing and urban re-
newal. Specific proposals to achleve this
objective are set forth below.

NHC recommends and urges that the
Farmers Home Administration (a) imple-
ment its program of extending credit at a 8%
interest rate for the construction of rental
and cooperative housing in rural areas for
people of all ages; (b) implement the new
legislative authorization of consulting fees
for services rendered to cooperatives by non-
profit organizations; and (c) glve more sym-
pathetic consideration to the existing co-
operative housing provisions to alleviate the
housing ills in the rural areas.

We further recommend that Congress be
urged :

1. To provide rent supplements where they
are needed, similar to the payments avail-
able under the rent supplement program of
HUD

2. To re-establish and increase by $50 mil-
lion a direct-loan fund in the Farmers Home
Administration loan program to supplement
the mortgage insurance program and espe-
clally to keep the interest rates from going
too high; such loan fund should be increased
from time to time commensurate with the
needs.

3. To give the Secretary of HUD authority
to walve rules and regulations of HUD pro-
grams in order to give very small cities and
towns an equitable share of HUD programs.

4. To provide an expansion of the low-
interest loan program to predominantly rural
areas under the Alken-Poage Water and
Sewer Act and add community facilities such
as police and fire facilitles, street lighting,
and community centers.

5. To provide a new program of grants
together with 3% loans for low-income fam-
ilies and individuals in rural areas for hous-
ing repair and rebuilding and for self-help
housing, and appropriations for the existing
program of grants,

6. To provide a small experimental pro-
gram of aid to rural areas and small towns
to establish public, cooperative or nonprofit
transportation systems.

7. To provide that only the new farm
home and the immediate lot (not exceeding
1 acre) would be encumbered in home mort-
gages under the Farmers Home Administra-
tion.

8. To provide a model housing program
for rural areas and small towns of less than
5,000 population. We urge a program for
small rural communities comparable to the
model cities program.
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9. To double appropriations for the Farm-
ers Home Administration.

10. To increase the mortgage term to
forty years for most rural housing loans.

NHC urges the Secretary of HUD to imple-
ment section 4(c) of the Departmental Act,
assigning to the Director of Urban Program
Coordination specific responsibility for con-
tinuing consultation with the Secretary of
Agriculture and with industry and public
interest groups—to the end of making fed-
eral housing and community facility aids
for rural areas equivalent to those avall-
able in cities and metropolitan areas. We
look toward greater use of HUD's experience
through exchange of technical information
as much as through new Executive and Con-
gressional actions. Better coordination at
the executive level between HUD and the
Department of Agriculture should result in
programs that meet sound standards of de-
velopment appropriate to rural areas.

NHC supports the Rural Areas Redevelop-
ment District Bill, We call attention to the
items mentioned above as necessary to im-
plementation of the plans of these Districts.

NHC is pleased to note that the Presi-
dent has asked the Secretary of Agriculture
and the Director of the Bureau of the Budget
to review all existing Federal programs to in-
sure that rural areas recelve an equitable
share of their benefits. In addition, a Na-
tional Advisory Commission on Rural Pov-
erty has been established, and the Secretary
of Agriculture has been asked to ldentify
development problems in rural areas in order
to coordinate the various Federal programs
and avold duplication. NHC supports these
steps and urges the officials involved to take
bold and comprehensive action.

H-I1I. Planning aids for multi-county areas

Recognizing that the Nation no longer
consists of small towns and communities
which can develop independently, the Presi-
dent and the Housing Bill of 1967 ptropose
that Congress amend the Housing Act of
1054 to authorize $20 million to provide
HUD-administered grants to States of up
to 24 of the cost of technical assistance:
(a) for comprehensive planning by multi-
county planning agencies in non-metropoli-
tan areas; and (b) for technical assistance
to the multi-county planning agencles of
the Department of Agriculture.

NHC urges Congress to enact the legisla-
tlon recommended by the President. The
proposed multi-county planning is necessary
to achieve the sound development of smaller
urban communities and surrounding rural
areas, These areas should have opportuni-
ties and facilitles which are comparable to
those of large cities, so as to attract and re-
tain residents and avoid further congestion
in the large cities., However, it should be
understood that this program should not
encourage the pirating of industry.

H-IV. Migrant farm workers

In his recent message to Congress, the
President has also called for the institution
of an expanded program of self-help housing
for migrant farm workers. He recommends
the authorization of $35 million to provide
such services as education and health and for
the construction of 2,000 self-help housing
units. NHC agrees that migrant farm work-
ers are among the forgotten Americans, and
urges Congress to support the President's
recommendations.

CHAPTER I. URBAN TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE,

RESEARCH, AND TRAINING

I-I Urban information and technical

assistance

The 1966 Act recognizes the need to assist
States to make available information and
data on urban needs and assistance pro-
grams and activities; also, to provide techni-
cal assistance to small communities seeking
to solve their urban problems. It provides
for a Federal grant of 50% of the cost of an
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urban information and technical assistance
program. Accordingly, the law authorized
the appropriation of $2.56 million for the
1967 fiscal year and $5 million for the 1968
fiscal year for Federal grants for the urban
information and technical assistance pro-
gram. NHC recommends an appropriation of
the full $7.5 million authorized, instead of
the $6 million requested by the Budget.

I-II. Urban research and development

In his message to the Congress on Urban
and Rural Poverty, the President observed
that: “Less than one-tenth of one percent of
our total research and development expendi-
tures in government have been devoted to
the field of housing and urban affairs. Yet,
70 percent of our citizens live in urban areas.”

Recognizing that the failure to apply tech-
nological and sclentific advances and re-
sources to this vitally important area of
American life must not continue, the Presi-
dent outlined a three-fold program to build
a baslc store of urban knowledge. NHC
strongly supports the President's following
three-point program which has now been em-
bodied in the Housing Bill of 1967:

1. Legislation to authorize a new Assistant
Secretary in HUD for research, technology
and engineering. Under the new Assistant
Secretary, an office for urban research, tech-
nology and engineering would be established
in a form proven successful in other gov-
ernmental agencies. HUD would also serve
as an information source for state and local
governments and private Industry.

2. The Secretary of HUD would encourage
the establishment of an Institute of Urban
Development as a separate and distinct or-
ganization which would engage in seeking
solutions to future urban problems and re-
gquirements,

3. The appropriation of $20 million in fis-
cal year 1968 for use by HUD for general
research and an Increase from $13 to 818
million for other studies and experimenta-
tion in the flelds of housing, urban devel-
opment and urban transportation.

I-I1I. Grants for training and fellowships

1. The shortage of trained professional
and sub-professional personnel in the
broad field of community development has
long presented a serlous problem in the
development of effective action programs.
Unless corrected, this problem will become
increasingly acute as the dimensions and
pace of community development activities
increase.

2. The Housing Act of 1964 contained a
two-part program intended to combat this
shortage. The first part authorized 810
million, without fiscal year limitation, for
matching grants to States. These grants
were to be used by the States to asslst in
organizing, developing or expanding pro-
grams to provide special training in skills
needed by those persons employed or to be
employed by governmental bodles respon-
sible for community development and to
support research required for housing pro-
grams and needs. The second part of the
program contained an authorization for the
appropriation of £0.5 million annually for
a three-year period beginning on July 1, 1964
to provide fellowships for the graduate train-
ing of professional city planning and urban
housing specialists.

3. These were ‘mportant first steps in
meeting this problem. The Budget indi-
cates, however, that with respect to the
training program, in fiscal years 19668 and
1967 no Federal expenditures have been
made or are anticipated. For fiscal year 1968,
the Budget requests 85 million for the train-
ing program and NHC supports this re-
quest.

4. With respect to the fellowship program,
the Budget indicates that no funds were
appropriated in fiscal year 1966. For fiscal
year 1067, the Budget contains an estimate
of $0.5 million. Finally, the Budget requests
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$0.5 millions in fiscal year 1968 for fellow-
ships and indicates that this request is in-
tended to carry out authorizing legislation
which has not yet been . The NHC
recommends favorable action on this appro-
priation and the proposed authorizing legis-
lation for fellowships in fiscal year 1968.
NHS further recommends the three-year ex-
tenslon of the grant program for fellowships
which is proposed by the Housing Bill of
1967.

6. NHC feels, however, that the foregoing
program amounts are clearly inadequate to
do the job. It, therefore recommends:

(a) That $100 million a year be authorized
for training for four years;

(b) That the fellowships be Increased to $2
million a year for four years; and

(¢) That additional funds be provided for
the training of sub-professionals in the
broad field of community development.

This would be done through the Institute
of Urban Development, as proposed by the
President of the United States for establish-
ment in the Department of Housing and
Urban Development; and further, that the
grant ratios be equal to those provided for
in Title I of the Higher Education Act of
1965. NHC also recommends that research
and training funds be made available direct-
1y to local communities without requirement
for a local matching share.

CHAPTER J—PROGRAMS FOR GENERAL
APPLICATION TO HOUSING

J-I. Equal opportunity for housing

1. Throughout its entire life, NHC has
been committed to equal opportunity for
all American families to secure good housing
in good neighborhoods. It again reaffirms
this position. While recognizing the slow
but significant progress that has been
achieved in recent years, it deplores the fact
that this opportunity is still denled to mil-
lions of American families throughout every
section of the land because of their race,
color, creed or national origin, or because of
the myths which exist as to their desire, or
ability to pay for and maintaln good homes.
To overcome this denial of opportunity and
to dissipate these myths are great challenges
facing the Nation.

2. NHC has long supported the principle of
a competitive housing market open to free
bargaining by all American families without
regard to racial or ethnic background. Many
localities have been limited in achieving this
objective, however, because of the lack of
adequate supplies of low and moderate-cost
living accommodations and by the congestion
of many minority group families in limited
sections of the community. To provide an
adequate supply of housing, it is necessary to
raise production to a minimum of 2.5 mil-
lion dwelling units per year.

3. We applaud the past actions taken by
the President and the Congress of the United
States as steps in the direction of providing
an equal opportunity for housing. We urge
the Administration to take all necessary ad-
ditional actions to achieve this objective.
As a further necessary step in meeting this
critically growing problem, the NHC approves
and supports the President's message recom-
mending to the Congress the enactment of a
falr housing law in 1967. We recommend and
urge that the Congress adopt and incorporate
the President’s recommendations in the en-
actment of a Civil Rights Act of 1967.

J-II. Workable program requirement

NHC endorses the principle that the re-
quirement of a local workable program for
community improvement be made a condi-
tion for approval of all federal assistance
programs. NHC believes that the criteria for
such workable programs should be reason-
ably flexible in relation to local conditions
and should be judiciously administered with
provision for recertification of such programs
every two years.

Until the workable program requirement is
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extended as a condition for all federal assist-
ance programs, NHC opposes any requirement
that there be a workable program, or ap-
proval by the governing local body, before
the undertaking of a program involving rent
supplements, conventional public housing, or
public-housing leasing of private housing.

J-III. Relocation

1. NHC has long recognized the need for
coordinated relocation payments and prac-
tices within the various programs of the fed-
eral government. We, therefore, have given
strong support to the Uniform Relocation
Act now pending before Congress.

2. When home owners are being displaced
through urban renewal or other govern-
mental action, adequate payments should
be made for the acquired home and for the
relocation of the homeowner so the dispos-
sessed homeowner will be able to get and own
a decent home elsewhere.

8. When a small business is being dispos-
sessed through urban renewal or other gov-
ernmental action, afirmative action should
be taken to assist its relocation either with-
in the urban renewal area or elsewhere. If
it is to be relocated within the urban renewal
area, there should be a policy to establish
a rental for the small business which it can
afford. In order to achieve this, an appro-
priate write-down should be made in the
disposition of property under the urban re-
newal program. While it is recognized that
there are allowances under present legisla-
tion to cover the cost of relocation by a
business which is displaced h urban
renewal, we recommend this additional af-
firmative action to help assure the protection
and continuance of a small business that is
being displaced. NHC also recommends the
full implementation and use of the 1965
amendments to the Small Business Act for
businesses which are being displaced through
urban renewal or other governmental ac-
tions.

J-IV. Uniform system for computation of
inecomes within HUD

At the present time the computation of
incomes differs among the constituent agen-
cles of HUD which are administering com-
parable housing programs involving income
limits. For years public housing has rec-
ognized appropriate deductions or exemp-
tions in computing the family income.
Thus, there 1s a deduction from the income
of a secondary wage earner which recognizes
that there are expenses in earning such
wages, so they do not represent a full in-
crement to family income. Likewise, de-
ductions are allowed for the amounts paid
for the care of children or sick or inca-
pacitated family members when these are
necessary to permit employment of a wage
earner. There are other limited allowable
deductions for minors or dependent adults,

While these deductions or exemptions are
made in the public housing programs, they
are not now recognized in the FHA program
involving comparable subsidies under rent
supplements or under the 221(d) (3) program
which involves lesser federal ald through
below-market interest rates. NHC recom-
mends that similar deductions and exemp-
tions be allowed by FHA in computing fam-
ily income in both the rent supplement and
the 221(d) (3) programs.

J-V. Disposition of Federal lands

NHC recommends that local housing au-
thorities have equal opportunity with Fed-
eral agencies for the acquisition of surplus
Federal lands for low-rent housing needs.

J-VI. Rat control

The President’s message on Urban and
Rural Poverty and the Housing Bill of 1967
contain a proposal for a much-needed pro-
gram of rat control and extermination. The
President has stated that he will request
Congress to provide $20 million in fiscal 1968
for the initiation of this program. Recog-
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nizing the clear menaces of rodent infesta-
tion, NHC commends the President for his
leadership in mounting a campalgn to meet
this problem and urges Congress to support
the President’s request.

J-VII. Federal controls on interstate sales of
real estate

NHC supports the enactment of 8. 275, in-
troduced by Senator Harrison A. Willlams of
New Jersey which would provide for a full
and falr disclosure of the nature of interests
in real estate sold through the malils and
communication in interstate commerce. This
proposed legislation would prevent frauds
and misrepresentation in the sale of such
real estate.

In recent hearings before the Senate Sub-
committee on Frauds and Misrepresentations
Affecting the Elderly, it has been shown that
are Increasing instances of deception and
fraud inflicted upon the unwary public. This
bill would provide effective protection of the
public from being bilked Into buying lots
that are actually located in deserts, swamps,
or other remote areas.

J-III. Support for internationdl programs for
housing

1. NHC is aware of the critical housing
problems elsewhere in the world, particularly
in the developing countries. We urge con-
tinuation and expansion of our Government's
foreign aid programs for housing in the de-
veloping countries, particularly cooperative
housing to provide ownership by moderate
income families as contemplated by the
Humphrey Amendment to the Foreign Assist-
ance Act.

2. Further, we urge our Government to
support efforts: (a) to elevate importance of
housing in the economic development proc-
ess by supporting efforts to establish within
the framework of the United Nations a spe-
cialized international agency dedicated to
solving the housing problems of the develop-
ing countries; and (b) to increase U.S. finan-
cial support to U.S. universities and other
institutions for research and training pro-
grams to help solve these housing problems
and supply the trained personnel so badly
needed.

3. NHC applauds the leadership provided
by the United States in the adoption of a
resolution by the United Nations Social De-
velopment Commission giving emphasis to a
demonstration program for the improvement
of squatter areas; also, the resolution calling
for a study to establish an International
Housing Year.

J-IX. Appropriations requested by
administration

NHC strongly recommends Congressional

approval of the budgetary requests of the
Administration for HUD programs. These
funds are greatly needed to meet the critical
problems of our urban areas and the short-
age of adequate housing for persons of low
and moderate incomes. In addition to the
87560 million for urban renewal grants for
fiscal 1960, we urge Congress to make full
appropriations of the following amounts re-
quested and previously authorized by Con=
gress:
1. 412 million for supplemental and plan-
ning grants for the model cities program for
fiscal year 1968, together with the $250 mil-
lion increase authorized by Congress for ur-
ban renewal in model cities.

2. $40 million increase in contract author-
ity for the Rent Supplement Program for the
fiscal year 1968.

3. $230 million for Urban Mass Transpor-
tation grants in fiscal year 1969,

4. 850 milllon for urban planning assist-
ance grants,

5. $20 million for urban research and tech-
nology.

6. $30 milllon for supplemental grants to
encourage metropolitan growth planning,

7. $125 million for open space and beauti-
fication.
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8. $42 million for neighborhood centers.

9. 86 million for urban information and
technical assistance.

10. The amounts requested by the Admin-
istration for annual subsidies for low-rent
public housing, water and sewer grants, di-
rect loans for housing for the elderly and
handicapped, community development train-
ing and fellowships, low-income housing
demonstrations, and grants and loans to the
State of Alaska for housing for low-income
residents.

11. Adequate funds as requested by the
Administration to permit HUD to fully and
effectively discharge its important functions.

THE FOOD-STAMP PROGRAM

Mr. EKAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. GALLAGHER] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Speaker, I
rise to bring to the attention of my col-
leagues the urgent need to continue to
provide for the operation of the food-
stamp program on a sound and fully
operable basis. We will have the oppor-
tunity to make this crucial decision in
the very near future.

In my own State of New Jersey, quite
frankly, the program got off to a rela-
tively late start. The first such pro-
gram—in Mercer County—did not begin
operation until June of last year. But,
the success of the food-stamp program
has led other counties to join.

As of March of this year, four counties
were operating food stamp programs and
another four, including Union County,
are scheduled to begin operations in the
near future. And, additional counties,
Hudson included, want to be able to take
:g\lrantage of the benefits as soon as pos-

e.

In passing the Food Stamp Act of 1964,
the Congress indicated to the States that
it contemplated the progressive expan-
slon of the food-stamp program to all
areas of the country wishing to partici-
pate. This was to be a gradual process.

Now, there is a move in the House to
change the rules. This new proposal
would require the States to pay 20 per-
cent of the cost of the free, or bonus,
coupons, This—it is contended—is nec-
essary to insure that the States and lo-
calities have control over the programs.

Mr. Speaker, the States and localities
do now control the programs and their
participation in them. It is strictly a
voluntary program. The Department of
Agriculture cannot, by law, start a single
food-stamp program in any State unless
the State and locality has requested it.
Further, the State and locality must be
willing to pay the cost of administering
the program. If a county starts a pro-
gram and then decides it is no longer
needed, it can summarily withdraw.
Frankly, I cannot see how this 20-per-
cent requirement is going to give any
more local control than already exists.

Mr. Speaker, this proposed cost re-
quirement for the States is no minor
change in the law. I submit that the
move to require the States to match 20
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percent, of the cost of the bonus coupons
will, in effect, end the program and,
most assuredly, end it in those areas and
States where it has had, and is having,
the most beneficial impact.

Why anyone wants to halt this pro-
gram is beyond my understanding. It
has proved conclusively to be more ef-
fective than the free distribution of sur-
plus food and, more importantly, it leaves
intact the pride and sense of contribu-
tion of those families using the program.
It has been well administered by both
the Department of Agriculture and the
States. Even taking into account the
pilot program begun in 1961, the critics
of the food-stamp program fail to point
out any abuses or poor administration.

There is an additional important con-
sideration. Would the legislature of your
State appropriate funds to match the 20-
percent requirement when they could
easily go back to the free surplus food
donations? And this overlooks the fact
that the surplus food program was far
more inefficient and less beneficial to
the poor it was designed to help.

And, Mr, Speaker, the supporters of
the move to eliminate the food-stamp
programs try to console us with the fact
that the States will be able to go back
to distributing surplus food which the
States do not contribute to the cost of.
This seems to indicate that they are not
really concerned about State control of
the program.

There are several reasons why the
States will be unwilling to match the 20~
percent cost requirement, even though
the program has proven so successful in
the past and gives such great promise for
the future.

In many cases, the States simply can-
not afford it. In fact, if States were able
to finance the kind of public assistance
that is required to meet the needs of low-
income people, then they would not need
a food-stamp program.

If this situation is true in New Jersey—
and it is—it 1s even more true for other
States that now have substantial food
stamp operations.

Some States cannot now even raise the
revenue to take full advantage of Federal
moneys available to help operate other
public assistance programs. These are
the States where the food stamp pro-
grams are most urgently needed. It is
sheer folly to pretend that these States
are suddenly going to find a new source
of revenue fto finance the cost of the
coupons.

The State could, of course, pass this
additional cost on to the counties. But,
the counties most in need of the program
would be those least able to pay and most
would be forced to drop the program,

The stamp program is not a welfare
program—it is a food program. It is a
means of putting a national resource—
our abundance of food—to work to meet
a national need. It does not replace or
lessen the need for the States to finance
a public assistance program. It simply
puts our overabundant food resources to
work to help make up the deficiencies in
State public assistance programs—de-
ficiencies that arise out of the States’ in-
ability to fully finance such basic as-
sistance.
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Mr. Speaker, the district which I rep-
resent combines parts of two counties.
Each of these will be severely affected by
this proposed change in the Food Stamp
Act. Union County is scheduled to begin
a food stamp program on June 1, 1967.
This means that unless the program is
extended, the county will operate the
program for a little more than a year.
I seriously doubt that the county can
afford to pay out 20 percent of the cost
because of the already extentive and
costly public welfare programs it now
carries on.

On the other hand, Hudson County
wants to begin participation after July
1. The county has a tremendous popu-
lation of older people, many of whom
could qualify to benefit from the food
stamp program. Again, I feel that the
comprehensive public assistance pro-
grams already borne by Hudson County
preclude their paying 20 percent of the
cost of a food stamp program.

Here then, in these two counties, the
poor will be denied desperately needed
assistance as a sacrifice to false economy,
should the 20-percent requirement be
enacted.

The supporters of this requirement
point to the high cost of the war in Viet-
nam. I only have one question to ask.
Is the economy of our Nation so weak
and are we so hardened to poverty, that
we would deny poor families a dignified
way of helping themselves to get an ade-
quate supply of food?

And, remember, they say the States
can always go back to the commodity
program. It is not a choice between
spending or not spending dollars to as-
sist low~income families to eat better.

Mr. Speaker, many false, yet super-
ficially attractive, issues of economy and
control have been raised in regards to the
food stamp program. I think we should
brush these aside and get right to the
heart of the matter: Whether to end the
program or not. I submit that the an-
swer is that we do not want to and more-
over we cannot afford to end it.

NEED TO REVISE SELECTIVE
SERVICE LAW—LIV

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. KASTENMEIER] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr., KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker,
some opponents of abolition of the draft
have warned that a voluntary armed
force would be composed of mercenary
troops. General Hershey has also
echoed similar sentiments, I am not
quite sure what the general and these
other individuals have in mind, unless
they assume that those who would en-
list would do so only for monetary
reward, hence, qualifying them as
mercenaries.

Today, we call upon many of our young
men to perform what perhaps is the
highest act of patriotism—to risk their
lives in the defense of their country.
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Their financial compensation, however,
is extremely meager. Under a voluntary
system, the man in uniform may also
be asked to risk his life for this Nation,
yvet, because he may be paid what might
approximate a living wage, should he
thus be labeled a mercenary? Is this
the term opponents of abolition would
attach to those in the officer corps, who
are adequately compensated? Obvious-
ly not.

Such statements are nothing more
than unfair blanket indictments against
all those who volunteer to serve in our
Armed Forces. General Hershey should
know better, particularly since he, him-
self, voluntarily enlisted in the Indiana
National Guard when he was 16 years
old. When there was a voluntary sys-
tem of recruitment in the 1920’s and
1930’s, no one called those who enlisted
“mercenaries.” The economic life of
many of the enlisted men would be far
more rewarding, financially, in the civil-
ian economy. There is nothing wrong
in making military life more attractive
and if this means increasing military
salaries, then it should be done.

AN EDITORIAL FROM THE WOON-
SOCKET CALL, PERTAINING TO
THE POST OFFICE

Mr, KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Rhode Island [Mr. ST GERMAIN]
may extend his remarks at this point in
the Recorp and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Speaker, the
postal service—and particularly its prob-
lems and what to do about them—has
been the subject of nationwide attention
ever since Postmaster General O’Brien
called for a nonprofit corporation to
take over our mail delivery system. There
is no question that the situation is serious
and steps must be taken to improve
postal service. Postmaster General
O’Brien’s proposal and the need for im-
mediate action to modernize the post
office were discussed in a thoughtful edi-
torial appearing recently in the Woon-
socket Call which I would like to bring
to the attention of my colleagues.

The editorial follows:

THE POSTMASTER GENERAL'S FRUSTRATION

If, as is probably the case, Postmaster
General Lawrence F. O'Brien has tried to do
his job conscientiously, one can understand
his obvious frustration, He has proposed
that the Post Office Department be turned
into a non-profit government corporation
headed by a professional executive.

O'Brien’s idea is bereft of details, but he
clearly suggests that something ought to
be done to straighten out the department.
Only & month ago he described it as being
on the road to catastrophe, another example
of his frustration.

That the postal service has deteriorated
in recent years is no secret to anyone who
uses it. The deterioration appeared to set
in when deliveries were cut from two to one
dally. The cause for the cutback at the
time was sald to be the increased volume of
malil., The volume has continued to in-
crease to the point where post offices in large
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metropolitan areas are virtually snowed
under.

Right here in Woonsocket postal workers
are handicapped by rather antiquated quar-
ters, at least as regards size. This situation
will hopefully be remedied when the gov-
ernment bullds its new federal building.
The volume in the Woonsocket office has
increased over the years to the point where
some areas don't receive a mail delivery
until late afternoon.

The situation that exlsts in Woonsocket
exists also in many, perhaps most, post of-
fices throughout the nation. There is ap-
parently just too much business under the
existing setup.

There are some skeptics who contend that
a private Industry could take over the postal
service and make a profit. That's a moot
question. We have always regarded the
malls as a service provided by government
because it would be too costly for private
enterprise, It has generally operated at a
deficit, which is eventually made up from
taxes.

That the postal service demands a com=-
plete overhaul is unquestioned. It is a laby-
rinth of old-fashioned and outmoded rules
and regulations. Some segments have be-
come dumping grounds for political ap-
pointees. Many of its facilities have outlived
their usefulness.

A recipe for rejuvenation is in order, but
Postmaster General O'Brien will have to be
more specific if his proposal is to get the
necessary attention.

A BILL TO AMEND THE SOCIAL
SECURITY ACT

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Rhode Island [Mr. St GERMAIN]
may extend his remarks at this point in
the Recorp and include extraneous
matter,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Speaker, one
of the glories of an afluent society is its
ability to adequately care for its senior
citizens—to care for those citizens who
generously contributed toward the great-
ness of our Nation and who have now
reached the sunset of their lives.

Though ours is a most affluent society
which possesses the ability to adequately
care for its senior citizens, we have
nevertheless failed to do so. It is shock-
ing, I think, to learn that this country,
which is the wealthiest in the world, uses
less of its national wealth for the social
welfare of its citizens than other ad-
vanced industrial nations and frequently
less than many poor and developing na-
tions. While West Germany and Luxem-
bourg use 17 percent and 16.6 percent, re-
spectively, of their gross national product
for social welfare measures, the United
States uses only 7 percent.

We have not adequately met our over-
all social welfare obligations and we have
particularly failed to give our senior citi-
zens a just return for their labors while
sending billions of dollars overseas to
care for others—many of whom may one
day turn against us.

The failure, I believe, has been a legis-
lative one. We have failed to take into
account the problems inherent in a dy-
namic economy and society. Though our
intent has been good, we have failed
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through the years since the inauguration
of the social security program to make
legislative provisions which would enable
adequate and timely adjustments of so-
cial security benefits in accordance with
changes in the cost of living.

Oh yes, we have made periodic in-
creases in benefits in an effort to main-
tain the purchasing power of social se-
curity beneficiaries through the years
but such periodic adjustments have
been far too few, too little, and too late.

Rather than providing a realistic and
elastic system of payments that closely
adhered to the cost of living, we let our
senior citizens get by as best as they could
on a fixed pension while rising costs of
living robbed them of their purchasing
power.

Far too many of our senior citizens
have known the agony of trying to sus-
tain oneself on a fixed social security
pension while the cost of living leaps far
ahead. To illustrate, during a T-year
period, beginning in 1958, we experienced
an increase of over 8 percent in the con-
sumer price index while the cost of serv-
ices, which mostly affects the elderly, in-
creased over 16 percent. However, dur-
ing the same period social security bene-
ficiaries received no increase in benefits
to offset these increases.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I am intro-
ducing a bill today that will provide for
an automatie increase in benefits when-
ever there is a 3-percent increase in the
cost-of-living index.

We are not speaking of a small seg-
ment of our society when we refer to our
senior citizens who rely on social security
payments to sustain themselves. There
are almost 22 million Americans num-
bered in this group. They deserve our
vigorous attention and support. We
must assure them that their golden years
will be lived in the dignity for which they
worked so hard to attain and will not be
darkened by poverty’s long and ugly
shadow.

Though many of our citizens have
found other financial means to sustain
themselves after reaching their sixties,
the overwhelming majority of the popu-
lation reaches retirement age with so-
cial security as their only benefit.

This problem of which we speak is be-
coming increasingly acute because peo-
ple are living longer and longer and,
consequently, must depend upon social
security payments for more years of
their life.

We cannot expect these people to
manage today's living costs on yester-
day’s fixed income. Through the many
yvears of their retirement, we must con-
tinuously adjust social security benefits
to living costs. This should not be left
to the cumbersome legislative process of
periodic increases as voted by the Con-
gress. It can only be accomplished by
the establishment of an escalation clause
whereby rises in the cost of living will be
matched by automatic increases in
benefits without the necessity of legis-
lative action on the part of the Congress.
An automatic increase provision in our
social security law is essential for infia-
tion strikes more rapidly than the Con-
gress acts.

In addition to an escalation clause, my
bill calls for an immediate 12 percent
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across-the-board increase in all benefits.
This will align benefits with today’s cost
of living while the automatic adjust-
ments will meet future needs.

My bill also provides:

First. That the minimum benefit be
raised from $44 to $80 per month. We
must keep in mind that the minimum
affects the neediest persons receiving
benefits.

Second. That persons with 25 years of
coverage, 100 or more quarters, will re-
ceive a minimum benefit of $100 per
month and $150 for a couple.

Third. That outside earnings limita-
tion be increased from the present
$1,500 per year to $2,000 and that our
pensioners be allowed to earn $3,000 be-
fore the dollar-for-dollar withholding
from social security benefits becomes
effective.

Fourth. That the taxable earnings
base be automatically increased when-
ever there is a 3-percent increase in the
national earning level. Many of the
most serious shortcomings of the benefit
structure in the past have been directly
attributable to the chronic and continu-
ing inadequacy of the base. The base
has persistently failed to keep pace with
the rising wage levels.

Fifth. That veteran pensioners be al-
lowed this increase in social security
benefits without a reduction in their vet-
eran pensions.

Sixth. That under the Internal Reve-
nue Code, increased social security bene-
fits not be counted as income as com-
puted by private trust and pension plans
when determining benefits under their
programs.

Mr. Speaker, the time to modernize
our social security system is now. We
must provide a program that will be re-
sponsive to tomorrow’s needs and the
growth of our economy. I believe that
the bill I offer today will help to ac-
complish this.

JUDGE QUILICI COMPILES HISTORY
OF ITALIAN-AMERICAN LAWYERS
IN CHICAGO

Mr, KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. ANNUNZIO] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, the
Honorable George L. Quilici, judge of the
circuit court of Cook County, has written
a brief history about the Italian-Ameri-
can lawyers of Chicago.

Judge Quilici is a former law partner
of the Honorable Arthur J. Goldberg, the
U.S. Representative to the United Na-
tions. He was elected judge of the mu-
nicipal court of Chicago in 1940 and was
reelected in 1942, 1048, 1954, and 1960.
He was elected judge of the superior and
circuit court in 1962. The superior court
was eliminated under the judicial article
and he is now judge in the circuit court
of Cook ;

One of the most respected members of
the Chicago judiciary, Judge Quilici has
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had an outstanding career. He was the
famous prosecutor of the vote fraud cases
and served as commissioner on character
and fitness of the Illinois Supreme Court.
He has been the recipient of many
awards including the Star of Solidarity
and the Commendatore al Merito della
Republica from the Republic of Italy,
the American Legion Citation of Merit,
and the Chicago Industrial Council Com-
munity Services Award.

Judge Quilici received his LL.B. degree
from DePaul University, and his J.D.
degree from Northwestern University
and John Marshall Law School. He has
served as president of the Public Housing
Association of Chicago and the Justinian
Society of Lawyers, and has given gen-
erously of his time and effort to nu-
merous civic and community activities.

In compiling a brief history about the
Italian-American lawyers in Chicago,
Judge Quilici has made a valuable con-
tribution to the maintenance of accurate
records about the development and
growth of Italo-American participation
in the field of law, jurisprudence, and the
courts of Chicago.

It is my pleasure to insert the text of
Judge Quilici’s publication, which fol-
lows, in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

THE ITALIAN-AMERICAN LAWYERS OoF CHICAGO

The United States Census of 1870 lists no
Itallan lawyer in Chicago (lists one phy-
siclan)., The U.S. Census of 1900 lists 7
lawyers, (17 physicians). By 1920 there were,
still, fewer than 40, but the rate of increase
was rapidly accelerating.

Gilovanni E, Schiavo in his book "“The
Italians In Chicago”, published in 1928, lists
65.

At the end of 1966, there are over 500 Ital-
ian lawyers in Cook County. This figure is
reached by counting 431 listed in Sullivan’s
Law Directory (1966-67), adding those ad-
mitted to the bar since publication, and
estimating those not listed, elther because
they are with various businesses and corpo-
rations, or are located in suburban towns.

The yellowed, and crumbling pages, of the
Chicago City Directory of 1800, lists as law-
yers: Angelo Cella, John J. Mandioni, Ono-
frio Serritella, Emil Ferrio.

Also listed with Itallan sounding names
are: Frank O, Campe, Frank V, Campe, John
Ela, Michael F. Cure, Willlam A. Lemma,
William Flora, Frank Crozi.

Which of these were Italian, we do not
know.

The Clerk of the Illinois Supreme Court
states that there is no record of Mandioni or
Ferrlo having been admitted to practice,
Emil Ferrio appears on early Justinian letter-
heads. It is possible that he (and perhaps
Mandioni, also) may have been admitted to
practice elsewhere, such as Indiana.

The earliest lawyer we are certain about,
to date, was Angelo Cella, He was admitted
to practice on March 16, 1892, Nothing is
known about him.

Onofrio Serritella was admitted October 22,
1894, Traglcally enough, shortly after the
turn of the century, he was slain by an
enraged client, who believed that an ab-
stract of title, examined, and certified, by
Serritella, was defective.

It was almost one-half century later, that
violence, once more, struck down a lawyer.

William John Granata was capable, per-
sonable and popular. He had made impor-
tant strides, politically and professionally.
He had served as an Industrial Commissioner
of Illinois,

He was axed down October 8, 1948, in the
prime of life, at midnite, in the doorway of
188 West Randolph Street where he main-

April 27, 1967

tained his apartment, in downtown Chicago.
The perpetrator of the maniacal crime was
never ascertained.

The duty of the historian requires the
inclusion of tragic events.

What kind of men, and lawyers, were these
pioneers and founders? Many were born in
Italy. Arriving here, they had to start learn-
ing the language. Their first earnings went
to re-pay, more often than not, those who
had loaned them the passage money. Many
had had only a minimum of elementary
education.

The others were the sons of immigrants—
first generation American born.

With the loving sacrifices of their parents,
and their own industry and endurance of
handicaps, they worked their way through
schools, and to a law degree.

Admitted to the bar, they had to compete
for law business, with the long established
lawyers. There having been no Italian law-
yers, the expanding law business of the
Itallan merchants and industrialists, was, of
course, handled by non-Italians,

It was under these conditions, that the
ploneers struggled to make a beginning.

The political field, also, was pre-empted
by others. But the beginnings were made,
and built upon, as will, presently, be seen.

First, an over-all glance of these individ-
uals. They were, variously, tall and small,
lean and heavy, bushy-haired and bald,
earnest and lighthearted, somber and fun-
loving (and liking a glass of wine, or two),
affable and ready to leap to the fray, articu-
late and oratorical. In short, they were hu-
man beings. They were competent, and
zealous of thelr profession.

They had a profound feeling for the
mother country, Italy, and were intensely
proud and loyal American citizens.

Many may be seen in the two photographs;
one taken at the Formal Annual Ball (Ballo
di Natale) February 16, 1928; the other of
“The Itallan Lawyers Committee For Italian
Relief dated December 5, 1931. (The photo-
graphs appear herein-after.)

These lawyers are the ones who paved the
way for the sons and grandsons in the pro-
fession today.

We have said, above, that political “beach-
heads” were established, and bulilt upon.
We, therefore, start with the Judges.

Who were, and are, they? Of what Courts,
and when?

JUDGES

Bernard P. Barasa, Municipal Court, 1916
to 1924,

Francis Borrelll, Municipal Court, 1922 to
19486,

Alberto N. Gualano, Municipal Court (June
to Dec.), 1922 to 1922,

John J. Lupe, Municipal Couri, 1923 to
1935; Superior and Circuit Court, 1935 to
present.

Francis B. Allegretti, Municipal Court, 1924
to 1932; Superlor Court, 1932 to 1948.

John A. Sbarbaro, Municipal Court, 1926
to 1932; Superior Court, 1832 to 1860.

Nuncio Bonelli, Municipal Court, 1932 to
1950.

George L. Quilici, Municipal Court, 1940 to
1862; Superior and Circuit Court, 1962 to
present.

Michael L. Rosinla, Municipal Court, 1046
to 1947.

Joseph A, Pope, Municipal Court, 1949 to
1956; Superior Court, 1956 to 1961,

Alexander J. Napoll, Municipal Court, 1950
to 1960; Superior and Circult Court, 1960 to
1966; U.S. District Court, 1966 to present.

Daniel A. Covelll, Superior and Circuit
Court, 1951 to present.

Felix Buosclo, Municipal Court and Asso-
clate Judge Circuit Court, 1957 to present.

Alfred J. Cilella, Circuit Court, 1958 to 1964.

P. A. Sorrentino, Superior and Circuit
Court (April), 1962 to present,

Mel R. Jiganti, Associate Judge Circult
Court, 1962 to present.
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Richard A. Napolitano, Associate Judge Cir-
cuit Court (July), 1963 to present,

Nicholas J. Bua, Associate Judge Circuit
Court, 1963 to present.

Robert L. Massey, Circuit Court, 1964 to
present.

Circuit Court Magistrates (1966-67) : Frank
‘W. Barbaro, Russell Dolce, Louis J. Giliberto,
Frank B. Loverde, James P. Piragine, Joseph
A. Salerno, Frank M. Siracusa, Adam N. Stillo.

The first Judge was Bernard Philip Barasa.
He was born at Negaunee, Michigan, (not
far from Lake Superior), in the mining coun-
try. April 15, 18756. He attended the Uni-
versity of Michigan, and Eent College of Law.
He was admitted to the bar 1905.

He served as Judge of the Muniecipal Court
of Chicago 1816-1924. He voluntarily re-
tired from the bench, and returned to a suc-
cessful practice.

He was one of the most popular vote-
getters of his time.

It was a period of political party factions.
Judge Barasa was a candidate, either as an
independent, or with factlonal support, for
State’s Attorney, for member of the Board
of Review (predecessor to the Board of Tax
Appea!a) and for Mayor of Chicago.

In each instance he received wide support,
but because of party divisions, fell short of
election.

He recelved many honors, but of course,
his greatest pride were his daughter, and his
two sons—all lawyers.

Kathryn Barasa served as an Assistant City
Attorney. She married Samuel A. Rinella
(who is, now, President of The American
Academy of Matrimonial Lawyers).

The Rinellas are the parents of two sons—
each a lawyer: Bernard B. Rinella, with the
Rinella firm, and Richard A. Rinella, an As-
sistant State’s Attorney.

This is a mile-stone, marking the first Ital-
ians achieving three generations of lawyers.

To complete the impressive law plicture of
this family, there are Judge Barasa's two
sons, both in the private practice, J. Laurence
Barasa, and Bernard L. Barasa, formerly, Sec-
retary Industrial Commission of Illinois.

To the Barasa family goes the honor of
“First Family of the Law."

(Judge Barasa died at Daytona Beach,
Florida, in March 1964, just short of reach-
ing the age of 89.)

Judge Francis Borrelll was born February
2, 1880. He was of small stature. Never-
theless, this little man won fame, by pitch-
ing several no-hit games, for the University
of Michigan teams. He served 24 years on
the Municipal Court bench, retired in 1946,
and died in California past 75 years of age.

Judge Alberto N. Gualano was born at San
Vicenzo Al Volturno, Campobasso, Italy, In
1868. He served on the Municipal Court 6
months, by appointment of the Governor, to
fill an unexpired term. He falled of re-elec-
tion in November 1922,

After many years of practice in Chicago, he
retired fo California, where he lived to be
past 90 years of age.

Judge Francis B. Allegrett! was born in
Trevigno, Potenza, Italy, March 21, 1881. He
was admitted to the Bar 1904. He served on
the Munlieipal Court, and was, then, elevated
to become the first to serve on the Superior
Court. He retired, after 24 years as a Judge,
in 1948. He now lives at Sugar Grove, Illi-
nois, and was 86 years of age on March 21,
1967.

Four judges died while in office:

Muniecipal Court Judge Michael L. Rosinla,
took office in December 1946. Less than one
year later—on September 24, 1947, he died.
He had served as The City Prosecutor, when
it was a separate clty office, with a large staff
of assistants, under his administration. He
was an unselfish, cultured, genlal gentleman,
and his loss was greatly mourned.

Superior Court Judge A. Sbarbaro, also,
one of the most beloved and popular mem-
bers of the bench, lost his life in a commer-
cial plane explosion, over southern Indiana,
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while Florida-bound, on March 17, 1960. No
trace of his remains was ever found.

Judge Joseph A, Pope, an able Judge, and
a quiet, easy going person, in his early 50's
died suddenly in his Chambers on September
19, 1961.

Judge Alfred J. Cilella, who previously had
rendered outstanding public service, as mem-
ber of the Legislature, Alderman, Committee-
man, and as Judge of The Juvenile Court
(then The Family Court) died at the age of
54, on August 4, 1964. He was greatly inter-
ested in the problems of the young, and in
efforts to help them.

Judge Nuncio Bonelll served 18 years on
the Municipal Court. He too, was an hu-
manitarian, and a friend of the under-
privileged youth. He died in Chicago Sep-
tember 23, 1958,

We let the dead rest for the moment, and
turn to the living.

The Honorable Helen M. Cirese is a distin-
guished lady, and a member of still another
“law-family”.

Judge Cirese was the first Itallan woman
admitted to the Illinois Bar (1921).

She has served as Presldent of the West
Suburban Bar Assn.; President of The Wom-
en's Bar Assn. of Illinois; President of The
National Assn, of Women Lawyers.

Miss Cirese was elected, and served, as Jus-
tice of the Peace, in Oak Park, Illinois,
1945-1961.

She was assoclated In the law practice
with her two brothers, the late Charles C.
Cirese, and Eugene L. Cirese, her present
partner,

Circult Court Judge John J. Lupe, now
sitting in Chancery, is the “Dean” of the
Judges. He has served continuously since
1923. He was the first Itallan to be elevated
to the Appellate Court (1946).

Judge Lupe is affectionately regarded by
all, for his benign and gentle spirit, and re-
spected for his vast legal learning,

Next in seniority, of the living Judges, is
George L. Quilici, who has served on the
bench since 1940,

The nomination of Judge Alexander J.
Napoll, by President Johnson, as the first
Italian Judge of the United States District
Court, met with universal acclaim,

Judge Napoli brought to the Federal
Bench, a distinguished record of service on
the Municipal Court, the Superior and Cir-
cult Courts, and as Chlef Justice of the
Criminal Court.

These historical “firsts' are recorded:

LAWYER “FIRSTS"” CHICAGO (COOK
COUNTY) ILLINOIS

PFirst judge (Municipal Court):
P. Barasa (1916).

First woman (admitted to bar: Helen M.
Clrese (1921).

First Judge (Superior Court):
Allegretti (1932).

First Illinols Commerce Commissioner:
William Parrillo (1941).

First Tllinois Industrial Commissioner:
Willlam John Granata (1941).

First Chief Justice (Criminal Court):
John A. Sharbaro (1942).

First Justice (Appellate Court):
Lupe (1946).

First Secretary Industrial Commission:
Bernard L. Barassa (1853).

First Member of Congress: Roland V.
Libonati (1957).

Pirst dean of Law School: Philip Romiti
(1960).

First dean of Law School (De Paul Univer-
sity) : Philip Romiti (1960) :

First elected to county office (Clerk of
Probate Court): Anthony G. Girolami
(1961).

Pirst Judge (U.S. District Court): Alex-
ander J. Napoll (1966).

Pirst-First assistant States Attorney: Louis
B. Garippo (1966) .

First President Joint Civic Committee of

Bernard

Francis B.

John J.
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Itallan Americans (President Emeritus at
time of death, Aug. 28, 1965): Joseph
Barbera.

By 1921 there were about 40 Italian lawyers.
Their offices were in the lower-rent older
buildings (now gone) on north Clark, Dear-
born and LaSalle Streets.

Many were in the Ashland Block (155 North
Clark) present site of the Greyhound Bus
Station; others in the City Hall Square
Bulilding, now part of the site of the new
Civic Center, and in the Reaper Block (north-
east corner of Washington and Clark
Streets), and in similar buildings. With few
exceptions, they were all north of Madison
Street.

On the other hand the large law firms
that represented big business and industry,
the banks, insurance companies and the rail-
roads, were all south of Madison Street—
the “line of demarcation.”

In the fall of 1921, John De Grazia called
a meeting of lawyers, in his offices in the
Ashland Block, for the stated purpose of or-
ganizing a bar association of Itallan lawyers.
30 answered the call.

The Justinian Society of Advocates was
chartered by the State of Illinols, In October
17, 1921. (The name was amended to
Justinian Soclety of Lawyers—on September
3, 1953.)

On the charter, the incorporators are: John
De Grazia, Helen M. Cirese, Joseph R. Orrico
and George L. Quiliei.

De Grazia, the founder of the Society, was
tlag;:;ed President, two terms, and served 1921-

The original officers and members were:

ORIGINAL MEMBERS (1921) JUSTINIAN SOCIETY

John De Gragia, president.

George L. Quilici, treasurer.

Spiro Chiesa, vice president.

Joseph R. Orrico, secretary.

Charles C. Arado, Francls Borrelll, John A.
Brizzolara, Vincent Chisesl, Helen M. Clirese,
Anthony T. Clementi, Rocco R. Covello, Guy
C. Crapple, Francis J. Cuneo, Vito B. Cuttone,
Rocco De Stefano, Joseph M. Fiore, Alberto
N. Gualano, Frank Ingraffia, Thomas H.
Landise, John J. Lupe, Frank Mirabella,
Nicholas A. Pope, Jerry Priore, Michael A,
Romano, Michael L. Rosinia, John A. Shar-
baro, George J. Spatuzza, Horatlo Tocco,
Henry M. Tufo, Gerard M. Ungaro.

The Justinian Soclety became inactive,
about the time of World War II, and re-
mained so for a number of years.

It was in the late 40's, and early 50's that
men, such as Richard Altlerl, initlated steps
to re-activate the Soclety, and to up-date its
purposes and functions. Without interrup-
tlon, the Soclety has continued, and pros-
pered ever since.

The Italian lawyers have honored the pro-
fession, served well the community, and re-
flected credit on thelr progenitors.

It is not the purpose of this history to deal
with the contemporary Bar. That is left to
the historian, who will write History IIL.

This history s of the Bar of 35 years, and
more ago. But reference is made to some of
a later perlod, to note accomplishments of
significance.

George L. Quiliel, was elected the second
President of the Soclety (1923) and was, in
turn, succeeded by George J. Spatuzza, who
became the third President (1924).

Spatuzza is a sagaclous lawyer, and an im-
portant political figure. He served for many
years as the Supreme Grand Venerable of the
Order Sons of Italy in Amerlca.

His lawyer son, John G. Spatuzza, served
as Grand Venerable, State of Illinois, of the
same Order. Also, served as President of the
Justinian Soclety, giving the Spatuzzas the
unigque distinction of being the only father
and son combination to have done so.

The Libonati family is another notable
one, in our legal record. Michae]l Libonati,
the senlor brother, and first of the three
brothers to become a lawyer, lost his life in
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World War I. Elliodor M. Libonati, a highly
competent lawyer, died in 1954.

Roland Victor Libonati, the surviving
brother, served as the youngest commis-
sioned officer in the U.S. Army in World War
I. He was elected to, and served many
terms, in both the House of Representatives,
and the State Senate of Illinois. He was
elected as the first Italian Congressman from
Illinois (1967). His son, Michael, a brilliant
scholar, is finishing his law studles at Yale.

Judge Felix M, Buoscio is the Supervising
Judge of the Traffic Center. He has two
lawyer sons: F. Ronald Buoscio, and Harry
R. Buoscio, an assistant Corporation Coun-
sel of the City of Chicago.

Magistrate Frank S. Loverde has a son,
Charles M. Loverde, practicing law, and, also,
& brother, Joseph J. Loverde.

Horatlo Tocco, Br. is the top expert on Im-
migration and Naturalization. He has re-
ceived many honors, including the highest
award of the Government of Italy, that of
Commendatore. He is, and has been, since
1929, the attorney for the Consul General of
Italy in Chicago.

His son, Horatio Tocco, Jr., a lawyer, is a
leading Savings and Loan, banker and
executive.

Other highly successful Business, Banking
and Financial lawyers include: David S.
(Cesarlo) Chesrow, James V., Sallemi, Al-
fred E. Gallo, Peter D. Giachini, Nello Fer-
rara.

The stories of their climbs to the pinnacles

of success, would, in each case, require writ-

Lx:g to fill a book, as is the case of many listed
ow.

ON THE FACULTIES OF LAW SCHOOLS

De Paul University: Philip Romiti (dean),
8. John Insalata, N. A. Glambalvo.

Loyola University: James Marchese For-
kins, Vincent F, Vitullo, Ronald J. Salamone.

John Marshall Law 8School: Alphonse
Cerza.

Chicago Kent College of Law: Dean J.
Sodaro.

MEMBERS OF THE STATE LEGISLATURE OF

ILLINOIS

Anthony Scariano, Nicholas S, Zagone, Vic-
tor A. Arrigo, Lawrence X. Pusateri, (Winner
of First Justinian Law Scholarship (1953)
and Past President Justinian Soclety. He
is on the Board of Managers of the Chicago
Bar Assoclation.)

FORMER MEMEBERS OF LEGISLATURE

State senate: Anthony J. De Tolve.

1Hc\um of representatives: Andrew E. Euz-
zino.

OTHER NOTABLES

Gerard M. Ungaro (financier, corporation
executive and philanthropist).

Dominic Tesauro: (Regilonal Administra-
tor, U.S. General Service Administration.
Has an outstanding record of service in U.S.
Army, Military Government, in Italy, in
World War I1.)

LONG TIME MASTERS-IN-CHANCERY
Henry E. (Pieruccini) Perry, Anthony J.
Mentone (president, Chicago Library Board),
Anthony A. Pacelli, Samuel L. Montelione
(son, Anthony 8. Montelione, is an assistant
State’s attorney).

OTHER NOTEWORTHY ACHIEVEMENTS

Peter R. Scalise (member, Chicago Com-
mission on Human Relations).

Antone F. Gregorio (member Illinois Su-
preme Court Commission on Character and
Fitness. Past president, Justinian Soclety).

Willlam J. Russo (assistant commissioner,
Illinols Commerce Commission).

Antonia Rago Herbert, Michael Fio Rito
(arbitrators, Industrial Commission of Illi-
nois) . .

Armand Chiappori (former arbitrator, Illi-
nois Industrial Commission).

John De Feo, Joseph T. Lavorel (recognized
trial lawyers representing insurance carriers
in negligence litigation).
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Charles C. Arado (erudite writer on legal
and philosophical subjects).

Maurino R. Richton (mayor of Chicago
Heights, I1l.) .

Paul C. (Ceffalio) Ross (political leader
and ward committeeman) .

John J. Moreschi (veteran labor attorney).

Lawrence N. Marino (former assistant U.S.
district atty., past president, Italo-American
National Union).

Maurice R. Marchello (writer and colum-
nist).

Robert 8. Clementi (expert in real estate
law, as was his father, Anthony T. Clementi,
Clementl is also a past president of the
Justinian Soclety, of which his father was a
charter member.)

Emil Caliendo (served as an industrial
commissioner of Illinois (starting 1963), by
appointment of the Governor).

Giuseppe Zaffina (promoter of opera in
Chicago, past president, Justinian Soclety).

Richard P. Fredo, James 8. Montana (for-
mer assistant probate judges. Montana es-
tablished the first (for a number of years,
starting 19563) Justinian Annual Law Schol-
arship Award).

Guy C. Guerine, and his brother George
N. Guerine (old settlers of Melrose Park,
Ill.,, and holders of public offices there, for
many years).

Paul Comito (department head of the Chi-
cago Title and Trust Co.).

Italian lawyers have moved “south of Mad-
ison Street,” and have become partners in
law firms of the greatest consequence. Some
are listed here:

PARTNERS IN LEADING LAW FIRMS

Baker, McEenzle and Hightower: Michael
A Coccia.

Bodell, Sears, Foster, Sugrue and Crowley:
N. A, James Giambalvo. (Mr. Giambalvo is,
also, on the faculty of De Paul University).

Eckhart, McSwaln, Hassell and Husum:
Marie A. Palumbo.

Hill Sherman, Meroni, Gross and Simp-
son: Charles ¥, Meroni, Anthony R. Chiara.

Kirkland, Ellis, Hodson, Chaffetz and Mas-
ters: George H. Dapples, Caryl P. Bonotto.

Ross, Hardies, O'Eeefe, Babcock, McDugald
and Parsons: John B. Angelo.

Spray, Price, Hough and Cushman: Theo-
dore W. Grippo.

Winston, Strawn, Smith and Patterson:
Charles J. Calderini, Richard J. Faletti,

Nor were the lawyers so preoccupied with
the law as to forget romance.

Some husband and wife lawyer pairs are:

Frank Martoccio, Julia Palermo; Donald
D. Panarese, Genevieve Cacclatore; Emile J.
Rago, Catherine Barbino; Samuel A. Rinella,
Kathryn Barasa; Joseph O. Rubinelli, Mary
Jane Saccone (head of the inheritance tax
division of the office of the Illinois attorney
general).

At the close of this work is an appendix:

A. Names from Justinian letterheads, dat-
ing before 1935, of lawyers not otherwise
named herein,

B. Those whose whereabouts are unknown,
and are considered “missing.”

There follows “In Memoriam” naming the
revered dead.

To preserve some idea of their personalities
and activities, a few are selected for this
purpose.

Rocco DeStefano, was a giant of the crim-
inal defense bhar. Although a kindly man,
with a twinkle in his eye, when the twinkle
turned to filrey flash, the thunder pealed.
He was articulate and a formidable debater,
Often, without compensation, he represented
indigent unfortunates, in the interest of jus-
tice.

Michael A. Romano had served as an As-
sistant State's Attorney. He was eloquent,
handsome and debonalr. He was interested
in, and had much talent for the theatre.
After much preparation in drama schools, he
left his law practice, and went to Hollywood.
He appeared in several movies. Later he re-
turned to Chicago, where in addition to
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maintaining a law office, for a number of
years, he played roles in radio dramas. He
was found dead in bed, having died in his
sleep.

Robert Romano, also a former Assistant
State's Attorney, and member of the Illinois
Legislature, now deceased, was his brother.

Stephen A, Malato, with his handsome,
rugged features, and his shock of gray hair,
was one of the most colorful of all. He was
a man of dignity. He spoke in measured
tones. He had a great feeling for the com-
mon people.

Early in life he married Nina Van Zandt,
the “widow" of August Spies.

On May 4, 1886, a street rally was in prog-
ress at the Haymarket Square—Desplaines
and Randolph Streets. The police marched
on the meeting. A bomb exploded killing
and injuring a number of them. The police,
then, fired on the crowd killing and wound-
ing many.

Spies, and the other “anarchists,” although
not present at the occurrence, were charged
in a conspiracy indictment, convicted and
sentenced to hang.

While an appeal was pending, Nina Van
Zandt, visiting the doomed men, fell in love
with Spies. She was in her teens, and had
attended Vassar College.

Because she felt that, somehow, it might
help save him, and the others, she “married"
Spies, by proxy, when the authorities refused
to permit a ceremony in the jail.

The appeal was lost. The sentences of
some of the condemned, were commuted.

Sples, Fischer, Engel and Parsons, were
hanged, together, at the old jail, at Hubbard
and Dearborn Streets, on November 11, 1887.

John Peter Altgeld was elected Governor
in 1892, On June 26, 1893, Governor Alt-
gelt pardoned the “Haymarket” men, who
were serving commuted sentences of life
imprisonment. This created a great furor.
Those were days of turbulence, unrest, and
high feelings.

It was in this climate, that Malato married
Sples’ “widow,” Nina Van Zandt.

Later many came to recognize that the
Haymarket “trial” was a legal travesty.

Malato served in the legislature, and he
was a highly respected lawyer.

On the high bluffs, overlooking Lake Mich-
igan (near South Haven), Malato possessed
a pleasant estate, where he grew fruit trees
and cultivated flowers.

His pleasure was to invite friends, for good
Lood, good wine, and stimulating conversa-

on.

Joseph Barbera was born at Campobello
di Mazzara, Province of Trapani, Sicily, in
1905, and brought to the United States as a
youngster.

He established a brilliant record as a schol~
ar, was Valedictorian of his class, recelving
his Law Degree from De Paul University
College of Law.

He was admitted to the Bar in 1933, His
skill as a trial lawyer was soon recognized.
Barbera speclalized in the fleld of Personal
Injury (Negligence) cases, As his victories
mounted, and his reputation expanded, cases
poured into his office by referral from other
lawyers.

Barbera was of medium height, swarthy,
and possessed piercing eyes. He spoke flu-
ently and persuasively.

He had the deserved confidence of the
courts, and the respect of lawyers. He was
ethical, and his word was good. Even his
adversarles, whom he had stung on frequent
;)ocaslons. with heavy verdicts, mourn his
os8.

He served as President of the Association
of Plaintiff’s Lawyers in Illinois.

He was elected as the first President of
the Joint Civic Committee of Italian Amer-
icans, This Committee united some two
score societies, lodges, civic and professional
organizations, for joint action In promoting
their common interests.

One of the things brought about by his
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dynamic leadership is the annual Columbus
Day State Street Parade, now recognized
as one of the largest and most colorful in
the country.

Barbera was re-elected President, year
after year, and then honored as “President
Emeritus”,

In 1957 he was knighted “Cavaliere”, by
the Republic of Italy.

Joseph Barbera, the distinguished lawyer,
and honored citizen, was justly proud of his
Sicilian-Ttalian ancestry, and he would fight
untiringly in defense of his inheritance.

He became a leader in the movement
against the defamation of Italian Americans,
by certain newspapers, and TV programs
such as the unspeakable series “The Un-
touchables”.

Barbera gave generously of hls vast ener-
gles and resources, to the efforts to end these
irresponsible and scurrilous doings, injurious
to millions of decent Americans.

In these struggles the timid were silent,
and the indifferent looked the other way.

Barbera is gone, but the fight is an un-
ending one, New leaders will continue to
rise.

Joseph Barbera died August 28, 1965, at
the age of 60, after a long and wasting illness.
The spirit of the great man lived with him
to the very end, and lives today in the
memory of those who knew and honored
him.

His lawyer-nephew, John J. Milano, and
his associates, now conduct the Barbera of-
fices, in a manner that would be sure to
please the absent one.

Joseph I. (Imburgio) Bulger was tall,
handsome and dapper. He had a fine mind,
and was soft spoken.

He was a leading trial lawyer, who had ex-
perienced many courtroom dramas.

He was President of the Italo American
National Union.

He owned twin engined planes, and an
alr-port, and was a skilled pilot. He had
flown his planes across oceans, and around
the world.

On December 2, 1966, he was Florida-
bound, on a night flight over Tennessee. His
plane became ice-encrusted in a severe storm.
His last words, heard at radio towers, were
“The plane is out of control. I am flying
up-side down. I am about to crash.” His
body was recovered in the wreckage.

It is by co-incidence, that this history be-
gins with a tragedy—the slaying of the first
lawyer, about whom anything is known, and
ends with a tragedy—the plane disaster that
so recently, took Bulger's life.

The historian who will write of the suc-
ceeding generation of lawyers, will have a
wealth of material to exceed the pages of this
modest volume.

APPENDIX
ADDITIONAL MEMBERS OF THE BAR
(Found on old Justinian letterheads (before
1935)
A. STILL PRACTICING

Joseph F. Barsano, C. Jerome (Bisesi)
Bishop, Paul Broccolo (formerly justice of
the peace), Joseph B, Carracci, Anthony V.
Champagne, Samuel J. Coco, Francis J, Cuneo
(formerly assistant State's attorney), G. J.
De Vanna, John A. Filpl, Joseph M. Fiore,
James Gimabrone, Peter A. Grosso (formerly
assistant State's attorney), Mario H. Gulda-
relll, Frank Ingraffia, Louls J. Leo, Anthony
J. Mercurio, Anthony J. Muffoletto, Nicholas
A. Pope, Donald J. Rizzlo, Henry E. Sasso,
Joseph (Scuccimarie) Scoville, Scott Vitel
(Salvatore Vitello), James Yacullo.

B. NOT LISTED IN SULLIVAN'S LAW DIRECTORY
(1966-67)

Anthony W. Alfinl, Albert E. Buceclere,
California (former assistant State's attor-
ney), Anthony Caliendo, Coast Guard, Wash-
ington, D.C. (lately at Milwaukee, Wis),

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

George R. Caruso, Arizona, Rocco R. Covello,
Ettore A. Ferrai, Louis Littiere, Peter L.
Moricl, James Percival Pio, Aurelio A. Por-
celll, California, Biagio Raimondi, Florida,
Joseph A. Sambreno, Anthony J. Schiavone,
Dominic H. Valens, Vito J. Viviano.

IN MEMORIAM

(Deceased members of the bar
(alphabetically) )

Paul Altier, Robert Altirl.

Bernard P. Barasa (judge), Joseph Barbera
Leo Bartoline (legislature), Nuncio J. Bonelll
(judge), Francis Borrelll (judge), John A.
Brizzolara, Joseph (Imburgio) Bulger.

Benjamin Caruso (assistant U.S. district
attorney), Nicholas E. Caruso (legislature),
Spiro Chiesa, Vincent Chisesl (asslstant city
prosecutor), Alfred J. Cilella (judge).

Charles C. Cirese, Michael Costabile (city
attorney of Chicago Heights), Guy C. Crap-
ple (assistant U.S. district attorney), Vito B.
Cuttone (assistant State’s attorney), An-
thony T. Clementi.

Frank De Bartolo, John De Grazia (founder
of Justinian Society), Rocco De Stefano,
Michael R. Durso (legislature).

Emil Ferrio.

Gabriel C. Garro, Calroli Gigliott (pub-
lisher), William John Granata (commissioner
Illinois Industrial Commission), Alberto N.
Gualano (judge).

Sabatino Insalata.

Thomas H. Landise (assistant State's at-
torney), Elliodor M. Libonati, Michael Libo-
natl, Salvatore Lo Sasso.

Stephen Malato (legislature), Carlo Merlo,
Frank Mirabella, Joseph Munizzo (assistant
attorney general), Charles V. Muscarello.

Frank P. A. Navigato, Willlam Navigato
(assistant U.S. district attorney), Joseph H.
Nicolai (assistant State's attorney).

Joseph R. Orrico.

Vincent Pace, Willlam Parrillo (commis~
sloner, Illinois Commerce Commission), Pat-
rick Petrone (alderman), Joseph A. Pope
(judge), Jerry Priore.

Frank H. Repetto, Michael A. Romano (as-
sistant State’s attorney), Robert Romano
(legislature), Michael L. Rosinia (judge),
Ugo Rutili, Philip Salerno.

John A. Sbarbaro (judge), Charles Scha-
vone (referee), Onofrio Serritella, Robert
Solarl.

Joseph Taglia (asslstant attorney general),
Henry Tufo.

SAVING THE FOOD STAMP
PROGRAM

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. ANNUNZIO] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, one of
the best things which has happened in a
long time for the poor people of Chicago
was the initiation of the Federal food
stamp program 2 years ago, on April 1,
1965. Before that time, we had the com-
modities distribution system in effect,
but it was a completely unsatisfactory
way of meeting the food requirements of
our needy people; in fact, it had the op-
posite effect by forcing very poor fam-
ilies to subsist largely on whatever sur-
plus agricultural commodities were given
out free by the Department of Agricul-
ture each month—flour, cornmeal, lard,
dried beans, powdered eggs, powdered
milk, and so forth.

But since April of 1965, families in
Cook County whose incomes are suffi-
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ciently low, compared to family size, to
make them eligible for the food stamp
program have had the opportunity to
obtain a good, well-rounded, nutritious,
American standard of living diet for the
same amount of money they would nor-
mally spend for food on an austere diet.
This is a great thing for the children
of needy families of Chicago and Cook
County, for it means that the child can
enjoy a good breakfast before going to
school and a good dinner at night, in ad-
dition to the lunches served in school.
The advantages of good nutrition for our
youngsters should be obvious to all.
PARTICIPANTS IN COOK COUNTY NUMBER 85,000

In Cook County, about 85,000 men,
women, and children are now enjoying
the good food which is within their
reach in the grocery stores under the
Federal food stamp program. Most of
these people are in families on public
assistance, but thousands of them are
not on welfare—including elderly per-
sons on social security who do not qual-
ify for welfare but do not have enough
income to enable them to buy the food
they should have for good nutrition.
Similarly, large families where there is
employment income but not enough to
feed the family properly and still meet
other necessary expenses, can also qual-
ify for food stamps. For instance, a
family of 10 can have an income up to
a maximum of $490 a month and still
qualify for some help on food costs, if
the liquid assets of the family are $600
or less. For a family of four, the income
limit is a little more than $60 a week.

In most cases, however, those on the
food stamp program in Chicago are fam-
ilies on public assistance. Our welfare
standards in Illinois are relatively high
compared to many other States, but as
any social worker will quickly concede,
the food budget provided for under our
welfare program, while sufficient to keep
people from actually going hungry,
would not provide the kind of diet Amer-
ican families would regard as adequate.

AVERAGE COUPON BONUS IS $5.11 PERE MONTH

According to information provided by
the Secretary of Agriculture, the aver-
age value of bonus coupons received by
people in Cook County participating in
the food stamp program is $5.11 per
month, or about 27 percent of the total
expenditures for food made by, or for,
such a person each month. Thus, the
people themselves pay an average of 73
percent of their monthly food costs out
of their own funds in order to participate
in the food stamp program.

It should be noted that the higher the
income an eligible family may have, the
more it must pay of its own money for
the food coupons, and the smaller the
value of the bonus food coupons it re-
ceives. So those families at or near
the top limit of income eligibility receive
a comparative small bonus in food cou-
pons, while those at the lower end of the
income scale receive the major share of
the benefit. The idea is to assure each
family an adequate diet regardless of its
income, and in a country which can pro-
duce such a tremendous abundance of
food—so much, in fact, that we can help
feed the hungry in many other lands—
it is incumbent upon us to make sure
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that our own needy people can eat prop-
erly.
PLEDGE OF SUFPORT TO CONGRESSWOMAN
SULLIVAN

I am grateful to the gentle lady from
Missouri, the Honorable LEonor K. SuL-
L1vaN, of St. Louis, who is the chairman
of the Subcommittee on Consumer Af-
fairs, on which I also serve, on the House
Committee on Banking and Currency, for
having initiated the food stamp legisla-
tion in 1954 and for working for many
long years to make it into a reality.

I will certainly support her efforts to
remove from her bill, HR, 1318, the
crippling amendments added to it by the
Committee on Agriculture when this leg-
islation comes before the House. One of
those amendments would limit the au-
thorization for appropriations for the
program to 1 year only—placing this
great program is jeopardy next year
again and every year thereafter until
new legislation could be passed to au-
thorize further appropriations. The
other amendment is even more serious,
and would require the States to pay 20
percent of the value of the bonus cou-
pons under the program.

For Cook County alone, it would mean
a cost to the State of nearly $100,000 a
month for the continuation of the pro-
gram at present levels, or more than §$1
million a year, just for Cook County's
program. For the State as a whole, with
53 counties now participating and 14
more scheduled to enter between now
and June 1 and 35 additional counties
seeking to have the plan extended to
them, the cost would be astronomical un-
der the Agriculture Committee amend-
ment. It would be at least $2 million
a year, and probably higher.

I have received a letter from Gov.
Otto Kerner which indicates that the
State could not fund the added costs
under this amendment in view of the
very high expenditures Illinois is already
making for welfare, including the very
substantial costs to the State of its pres-
ent obligations in participating in the
food stamp program.

EXCELLENT LETTER FROM GOVERNOR KERNER

Mr. Speaker, the Governor's letter
spells out this problem very clearly, and
I submit it at this point in my remarks,
as follows:

STATE OF ILLINOIS,
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,
Springfield, Ill., April 24, 1967.
Hon. FRANK ANNUNZIO,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR CONGRESSMAN ANNUNzIOo: Through
the Natlonal Governors’ Conference and
other sources I am advised that the House
Agriculture Committee has sent the Food
Stamp Bill (HR 1318) to the floor with an
amendment which will require State welfare
agencies to pay for 20 per cent of the value
of the “bonus' stamps.

I shall greatly appreciate anything you can
do to have this provision eliminated from
the Bill. It will have the effect of negating
for all practical purposes, the significant role
the Stamp Plan has played in providing the
poor with diets more in line with those pur-
chasable by other low-income persons not
requiring welfare aid.

I am not informed of the reasons behind
this proposal of the Agriculture Committee.
If the intent Is to force those States which
have been using the Stamp Plan as a sub-
stitute, at least in part, for increasing their

| o - AR e o R e =

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

public aid grants for food up to the stand-
ards the States themselves say are Necessary
for minimum subsistence, I fear the result
will only be to depress diets of the poor in
these States back to pre-Stamp Plan levels.
These States, presumably, are granting ald
below their standards because at the present
time they cannot finance ald at the level of
thelr standards. It follows that other meas-
ures are indicated to correct the problem
in such states, rather than deprive the poor
of an exlsting help in the situation.

In the case of Illinois—which bases its
public ald food allowances on an adaptation
of the U.8. Department of Agriculture’s Low
Cost Adequate Diet and which grants 100
per cent of this standard—the bonus stamps
have meant for the poor in Illinois just what
the word “bonus” implies. It has given
them not an expensive table, nor even a lib-
eral table, but one which has not required
the close figuring in expenditure of each
dime and nickel necessary to manage on
USDA's Low Cost Adequate Diet. This has
meant a lot in our efforts here in Illinois
to motivate persons on our public aild rolls
who have any potential for employment, or
for other improvements in their condition,
to undertake educational and fraining pro-
grams and move off public ald into self-sup-
porting status.

Currently, food allowances in our direct
maintenance grants are costing us about
864 millilon per month for some 364,000
persons receiving help through the federally-
alded programs, This money provides a
grade school child on the Ald to Dependent
Children program with about $23 per month
for food; a teenager with $28; an ADC par-
ent with about $25; and an adult on the
program for the Aged, Blind or Disabled with
about $25. As noted previously, these sums
will provide an “adequate dlet” but they ob-
viously take some figuring and here is where
the “bonus stamps” provided by the Federal
Stamp Plan have had the plus value men-
tioned.

Illinois 18 now spending something over
#1 million a year in State moneys for operat-
ing expenses of the Stamp Plan, With our
food allowances already established at an
adequate level, we could not possibly justify
diverting from other urgent items of need
in our public aid programs an additional
amount of at least $2 million per year which
would be required by the Agriculture Com-
mittee’s amendment. Its adoption would
compel us to two alternatives, both undesir-
able: (1) withdrawal from the Stamp Plan
or (2) lowering of our food standard to ac-
commodate for the moneys diverted to pay-
ing the proposed 20 per cent of bonus Stamp
Costs,

The Stamp Plan is now in effect in 53 Illi-
nois counties and will be spread to an addi-
tional 14 countles as of June (Attached is a
list of the total of 67 counties in which the
plan will be in operation as of June). As
of March, the value of the bonus stamps re-
celved by persons participating in the Plan
was $772,884. At this rate—and the value
will go up as the plan expands both geo-
graphically and in recipient participation—
the Agricultural Committee’s proposal would
require us to pay for the bonus stamps at
least $2 million per year.

You will note from the list of Illinois coun-
ties that the Illinois program is operating
in rural areas as well as in the highly ur-
banized areas. Contrary to assumptions in
many quarters, the poor in rural areas have
just as much a problem in securing an ade-
quate diet as do the poor in the cities and
larger towns.

I am sure you will have before you, in
connection with Soclal Becurity Act amend-
ments on other measures, information con-
cerning the wide range now existing in State
standards for basic maintenance grants to
the poor. After you deduct such fixed cost
items as rent and utilities, you will note how
very limited the food purchasing power of
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most of the poor people in this country is.
Until the States have the time and means
to bring these standards up to minimum
levels, the Food Stamp Plan is a very neces-
sary and practical approach to meeting one
of the most pressing problems of poverty.

In summary, the amendment proposed by
the House Agriculture Committee would de-
feat one of the most important moves that
has been made in recent years to improve
the condition of the poor in this nation.
With the States already strained in obtaining
sufficlent revenues to finance their existing
share of public ald costs, they cannot assume
the additional outlay that would result from
enactment of the Agriculture Committee’s
amendment.

I shall appreciate anything that you can
do to assure continuation of the Food Stamp
program under the present arrangements.
We are counting on it materially as an im-
portant ald in developing our Illinois public
aid programs In the years immediately ahead.

Sincerely,

OtrT0 KERNER, GOovernor,

Illinois counties participating in food stamp
plan program
County Effective date
Alexanfer: o oL i) ol il May 1966.
Bondt sonliliowi=], L35 4 January 1967
Oalnorn AN sy o January 1967.
Champalgn. - e oo - February 1967.
Clarle Dot L Sl Sy February 1967.
031 paiey e GRS AT T January 1967.
Bidte) 0 SR e e S January 1967.
[o] {7 St I e S T February 1967.
s ) SSRGS 5 A e April 1965.
Crawfords Sl i o January 1967
Cumberland______________ February 1967.
DeWtt o Sie e s i siit e February 1967.
Douglas - February 1867.
Edgar February 1967.
b T R SR January 1967.
---. February 1967.

January 1067.
June 1966.
July 1961,
January 1967,
June 1966.
June 1966.
February 1967
May 1866.
January 1967.
May 1966.
TOIBOY . e i e January 1967.
Johnson - May 19686.
Lawrence. January 1967.
Macon February 1967.
MACORPIN. Zo e s January 1967.
Madison -- December 1965.
MAXION - o e o e January 1967
___________________ May 1966.
OB e e gier January 1967
Montgomery. - .concasmmawn January 1967
MO0 e ca s February 1967
January 1967
February 1967
May 1966.
May 1966
F January 1967.
Richland ---- January 1967.
Saline December 1965.
T e S e e February 1967.
i e L SR T O December 1965.
Lop e L e S L May 1966.
Nermillon. oo e February 1067
WRDaRaN: =i st Sl e January 1967.
Washington . .o ceocecnaaa. January 1967.
WAyRnSe. - e o January 1967,
b e May 1966.
Willlamson._ - ________..___ December 1965.

Countles to be added June 1967: Adams,
Brown, Cass, Christian, Hancock, Logan, Ma-
son, McDonough, Menard, Morgan, Pike,
Sangamon, Schuyler, Scott.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS MUST BE DEFEATED

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I think
those of us from urban areas who have
helped to pass much legislation of value
to the farmers of this country must make
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it clear by our votes on the crippling
amendments proposed by the Committee
on Agriculture to Mrs. SuLrivan’s bill,
H.R. 1318, that we do not intend to have
the very successful food stamp program
dismantled on the spurious grounds that
this country cannot afford to continue
it.

The fact that 14 of the 35 members

.of the Committee on Agriculture voted
against H.R. 1318 in committee even after
the crippling amendments were added
to this bill indicates that the 20-percent
“sharing” idea must have won their sup-
port not as a way of improving the pro-
gram but of ending it.

I have assured Congresswoman SULLI-
van of my continued enthusiastic support
for her humane efforts to assure good
diets for all Americans, and I will cer-
tainly vote with her to knock out the
committee amendments to HR. 1318. I
hope all of my colleagues from Cook
County, and from other areas of Illinois
which have food stamp programs in
operation, or where they are scheduled
to start, or where the localities have re-
quested the plan, will join me in making
the Illinois delegation 100 percent in
favor of continuation of this successful
program without the committee amend-
ments.

COMMUNITY SELF-HELP THROUGH
COMMUNITY ACTION

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from California [Mr. ReEgs] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. REES. Mr. Speaker, President
Johnson, in his message to Congress on
poverty, underscored the importance
of individual communities analyzing the
problems they face and developing a
strategy for their own self-help effort,
through a community action agency.

These agencies play a vital role in the
attack on poverty through programs they
have shaped to answer their own needs.

I have been gratified to note that a
number of these agencies have included
consumer education programs as part
of their local war against poverty. The
poor in the slums pay more for what
they buy than those who live in more
favored circumstances. This is unfor-
tunate, but it is also very much a fact
of life. The reasons are not difficult to
identify. The poor are unable to buy
in quantity, their choices are limited,
and they are often the victim of sharp
salesmen who take advantage of their
lack of knowledge and their inexperi-
ence.

Locked in poverty, their reduced pur-
chasing power helps to keep them in
poverty, The consumer ecucation pro-
grams seek to overcome these barriers.
Homemakers are taught how to shop,
where to shop, what to shop for. They
are taught how to secure their full
money’s worth, so that every dollar can
go further.

Most homemakers automatically check
sizes and prices, and read the fine print
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in contracts. However, when you have
never been exposed to these shopping
techniques, when no one has ever told
you that buying 5 pounds of sugar may
be cheaper in the long run than buying
2 pounds, the full value of what money
yvou have is never available to you.
Consumer education seeks to cor-
rect this inequity. A number of buying
clubs have been set up in various cities,
an outgrowth of these consumer educa-
tion programs. Their purpose is to com-
bine the money of housewives so that
staple foodstuffs can be purchased in
bulk and then distributed to the mem-
bers at a saving. Hopefully, these buy-
ing clubs contain the element of self-
destruction for after the members learn
how money can be saved through care-
ful shopping, they will no longer need
the club to do their shopping for them.
A few dollars saved every week may ap-
pear as a minor victory, but when people
learn how to handle their own resources,
they are in a more favored position to
move out of poverty.

Consumer education programs are
only a small part of community action,
but they are indicative of the many levels
on which the problems of poverty are
being attacked. This diversity of attack,
this molding of local programs to meet
the individual needs of a poverty area,
are strong points in community action
and offer sound reasons why the war on
poverty should be supported.

ACCELERATED RESEARCH IN
WATER POLLUTION

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. HOWARD] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr, Speaker, Chair-
man JoHN A, BLATNIK'S inquiry into the
status of the Nation’s water pollution
control program brought to light some
excellent testimony. One of the valuable
contributions to the overall inquiry came
from Roy Gaunt’s very able presentation
of the capabilities of industrial research.
His discussion of the need for accelerated
research and its impact on industry is of
great interest to all of us. His statement
follows:

ACCELERATED RESEARCH IN WATER POLLUTION

I am Roy E. Gaunt, manager of the water
province department of the Westinghouse
Electric Corporation. This department co-
ordinates the firm's activities related to man-
agement of water resources. We draw upon
people and technology in our own depart-
ment and througout the company for broad
analyses of water problems and for research
and development. Similarly, we utilize our
own resources and other facilities of the
company for production of equipment—in-
cluding equipment for desalting, other
methods of water purification, waste treat-
ment, detection and measurement of pollu-
tion, pollution abatement, and so forth,

We appreciate the opportunity, as an in-
terested private firm, to participate in the
committee's review of the national Program
for clean water. Since this is an overall re-
view, rather than an inquiry into specific
legislation, it may be appropriate to suggest
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three very broad points which, it seems to
me, need increased emphasis.

First, we need widespread recognition of
the full dimensions and cost of the increased
effort that lies ahead.

Our nation's need for usable water will
expand from about 400 billion gallons a day,
the amount we withdraw from lakes and
streams now, to about 12 hundred billion
gallons a day within this generation. Our
ability to satisfy this crucial need is threat-
ened by an ugly tide of pollution which al-
ready has rendered many streams and lakes
unfit for many uses, and endangers many
more. Yet we are confronted with the re-
cent judgment of Assistant Secretary of In-
terlor DiLuzio that despite greatly increased
efforts, we may be losing more water battles
than we are winning. That is, new and ad-
ditional sources of pollution tend to offset
all our present efforts to prevent and reduce
pollution. In the net, we are not improving
our water resources but are barely holding
our own, if that.

We are doing better compared with past
standards of performance but we are not
making nearly enough progress to meet to-
morrow's needs.

I am not sure that any of us—industry,
Federal government, state and local offi-
clals—can escape some share of the respon-
sibility.

It has been estimated, for example, that
industry withdraws about 20 percent of the
water used daily, but contributes about 40
percent of the pollution. Mr. M. A, Wright,
president of the United States Chamber of
Commerce, has cited one study to the effect
that business alone will have to spend $32
billion by the year 2000 to meet water con-
servation needs. While industry has enor-
mously increased expenditures for pollution
control, it has not yet remotely approached
that pace.

It seems to me we need to move toward
full acceptance in production economics of
the cost of preventing pollution. In the
past, the measurement of such cost often
did not include the toll taken by waste
products, or the cost of preventing this toll.
In the future, we must count as a normal
cost of production the cost of acceptably
disposing of the wastes caused by produc-
tlon. Just as we include the cost of main-
taining clean equipment, so must we include
the cost of maintaining a clean environ-
ment. And the public must understand
that pollution control is a proper part of the
cost, and hence the price, of industry's out-
put—and this cost will be very large, indeed.

But industry is not the only polluter, and
may not be the major one. We must also
find the way and the financial means to
greatly expand and improve the treatment
of municipal wastes. The city, no less than
industry, must consider that a normal cost
of its operations will be adequate disposal
of its wastes.

Only ten years ago, it was considered a
somewhat revolutionary step to appropriate
$50 million a year in Federal funds to help
bulld municipal waste treatment plants.
Today, this program has been increased
threefold—but, again, the tendency has been
to underestimate, rather than to overstate,
the cost and scope of the actions required.
A 1965 survey of the Conference of State
Sanitary Engineers showed that 5,800 munic-
ipalities still had no treatment facilities, or
inadequate facilities,

Systems that are adequate today will
clearly be inadequate tomorrow—as popula-
tion increases and urbanization expands, we
not only will have to expand capaclty, but
we will have to provide much more advanced
treatment. Yet, contract awards last year
for sewage treatment faclilitles (in constant
dollars) were actually less than those for any
of the previous four years, and more than
20 percent below the level reached In 1962
and 1963, In view of the need, it is somewhat
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startling that this effort 1s declining. A
study by a Congressional committee showed
that only 11 major citles would need more
than $450 million for waste treatment facili-
tles during fiscal 1968 alone.

Over-all, varlous studles suggest that ex-
penditures of approximately $100 billion will
be needed to curb water pollution over the
next three decades or so. Somehow, the full
dimension of the need—and the crucial im-
port of what is at stake—must be gotten
across to more people. Certainly this com-
mittee deserves much credit for its leading
role in the effort to alert the nation.

Second, we need not only an erpansion of
effort, but broader coordination in planning
and management.

Whenever we look at water, we are con-
fronted with a somewhat bewildering com-
plexity and diversity.

There are many different uses for water.
It slakes our thirst, nourishes parched lands,
cleanses man’s habltat, generates power,
keeps industry turning, produces food, pro-
vides recreation, and serves as a medium of
transportation for man and animal. There
are many different threats and problems—
floods, temporary droughts, permanent short-
ages, and an ever changing and complex
burden of pollution from a seemingly endless
variety of sources, There are many possible
alternative actions to help to meet these
problems.

And there are myriads of units at all levels
of government and industry which are in-
volved in these matters. In the past three
years alone, the Congress has passed more
than 156 major acts dealing with water re-
sources—to expand research, encourage plan-
ning, strengthen enforcement, provide for
water quality standards, enhance recreational
uses, expand the salilne water program, ex-
pand municipal waste treatment, and so
forth. These and many previous acts are
administered by at least 22 separate Federal
bureaus and offices, scattered through five
cabinet departments and three independent
agencles. Add to this picture an almost infi-
nite variety of state and local statutes, and
state and local agencles, and the complexity
of the governmental arrangement becomes
apparent.

The point here is that all these diverse
uses, and problems, and possible solutions
by a variety of agencles, are closely inter-
related, and sometimes even conflicting. All
of these factors, then, point to the urgent
need for coordinated planning and manage-
ment on a much more comprehensive scale
than has been typlcally evident in the past—
a total systems approach.

Consider a few of the questions that arise.
In improving water quality, for example, is it
more efficlent overall to treat wastes partially
and discharge them into the stream, relying
on aeration and other natural processes for
improvement, plus treatment as needed by
downstream users; or is it more efficient on
the whole to treat waste completely and re-
use the water In a closed cycle within a city
or plant? What would be the relative costs
and benefits of diluting pollution by increas-
ing stream flow? In mitigating flood dam-
age, what are the relative costs and benefits
of improved watershed practices, construc-
tion of dams, flood plain zoning, flood fore-
casting, and even flood Insurance? What
will be the effects of these various develop-
ments upon recreation and scenic attrac-
tions, pollution, or other water supply prob-
lems downstream? How do we balance the
need for water for irrigation with the in-
crease in pollution this is likely to bring?
Can we meet future needs more economically
by tapping more ground water, or ocean wa-
ter, or building reservoirs, or transporting
water, or ellminating wasteful uses, or reduc-
ing pollution?

Since rivers and pollution are unaffected
by state or municipal boundaries, and the
actions of each unit within a river basin may
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affect and be affected by many others, broad-
er coordination is needed than is provided
now under the various programs for state
water quality standards and municipal treat-
ment plants. How will the standards in one
state relate to standards in another state on
the same river? What is the priority and
total systems planning involved in determin-
ing which municipal plants should be built
first, to provide what degree of treatment?

A plecemeal, uncoordinated approach to
water problems will not suffice. The logical
approach would be to consider an entire river
basin as a single system, which it is. Then
we could review the water uses and water
needs within the basin well into the future,
and develop the relative costs and benefits of
many alternative ways of meeting these
needs, From these considerations the most
efficient overall plan could be developed—a
reservoir here, this type of industrial waste
treatment there, improved watershed prac-
fices particularly in this zZone, such a degree
of municipal waste treatment here, and so
forth. And the priorities as to timing could
be established—which steps are most im-
gg:ta.nt, which steps can and should be taken

t.

I am reminded that in 1908, a commission
appointed by President Theodore Roosevelt
recommended “prompt and vigorous action”
by the states and the Federal Government to
develop comprehensive water management
plans for all the nation's river basins. Only
recently, however, has legislation been en-
acted to encourage establishment of river
basin commissions, And far too few of our
rivers even now have the benefit of a com-
mission with adequate authorilty to plan, de-
cide, enforce, and manage on a comprehen-
sive basis.

Third, in water resources research, we need
more emphasis upon pushing through to
problem-solving.

There are many studies which lead mainly
to more studies, to large accumulations of
paper data on too many small fragments of
a problem. Too many of these studies are
not designed to follow through to explore, or
recommend, or test, or demonstrate, possible
solutions to the problem.

I do not suggest that basic data are not
valuable and necessary. It is very helpful,
for example, to know the amount of a par-
ticular pollutant in a certaln portion of the
Ohio River; it is more helpful to know the
distribution of this pollutant throughout the
river; it is even more helpful to know the
distribution of many pollutants throughout
the river, and where they come from, and
how they affect all the uses of the river.
But it 1s most helpful of all to explore, and
test, and demonstrate, what can be done
about it.

As Commissioner Quigley of the Water
Pollution Control Administration testified
last year, we need not only more research but
“more practical research.” Support for re-
search by Federal agencles is subdivided
among several units and further subdivided
by somewhat different statutory programs
within these units.

In this connection, it seems to be that the
technical capabilities and problem-solving
orientation of modern industry need to be
applied more fully to the analysis and solu-
tion of many water problems. Industry has
& potential for research and development in
water purification, in waste treatment, in
instrumentation and measurement of water
flows and pollutants, In automation of water
systems, and in broad-scale systems analysis
which has not been fully tapped. The blame
for this, if blame there be, may rest in part
with both industry and government. Indus-
try has not shown the initlative in this area
which is justified by the magnitude of the
problem; and government, perhaps, has been
too inclined to turn for the most part to
government, or universities, In defense,
space, and other flelds, government, and
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industry have demonstrated a more effective
partnership.

I might mention that at Westinghouse,
we have developed a research proposal which
puts into effect the principles I have dis-
cussed here. We call it full-scope stream
pollution control. In summary, the project
would be divided into four phases: first, se-
lection of a stream site with typical, varied
pollution problems and water uses; second,
development of a highly sophisticated, auto-
mated, electronic system for continual in--
strumented surveillance of the stream, to de-
tect and measure all meaningful pollutants,
and their flow within the stream; third, de-
velopment and installation of the most eco-
nomic and effective techniques to prevent or
abate all significant pollution, to bring the
selected stream to acceptable water quality
standards; and fourth, continued monitor-
ing to test the effectiveness of these tech-
niques, detect new or emerging problems,
and develop new remedies as indicated.

Where existing methods and equipment
are adequate to identify and solve specific
pollution problems, these would be employed.
They would be modified or improved as re-
quired. When no existing method can meas-
ure specific pollutants, or provide adequate
abatement, the most efficlent techniques
would be developed through further research.
The entire project would be designed as an
on-site laboratory to demonstrate that a
coordinated effort can achieve effective con-
trol of stream pollution; and to provide com-
plete data on the most effective and eco-
nomiec monitoring and abatement tech-
niques, which could then be applied or modi-
fied to solve specific similar problems on
many streams throughout the country. We
are confident such a research, development,
and demonstration project could have signif-
icant nationwide impact.

In conclusion, I will simply relterate three
principles which we belleve should guide the
complex effort to assure adequate supplies of
clean water: a greatly expanded investment
by all involved, more coordinated and com-
prehensive planning and management, and
more emphasis upon pushing through to de-
velop and demonstrate actual full-scale solu-
tlons. We believe these principles are es-
sential to success in the quest to provide ade-
no longer take for granted, a commodity
yuate supplies of a commodity which we can
which offers almost countless benefits to our
developing society.

INCREASE IN SOCIAL SECURITY
BENEFITS

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. ROSENTHAL] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorb and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Texas? "

There was no objection.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, I am
today introducing a bill to increase social
security benefits by an average of 50 per-
cent.

The case for such legislation is obvious
to all who are concerned that our elderly
citizens live in dignity and comfort., Out
of 21 million Americans receiving month-
ly social security benefits, 14 million are
retired workers and their dependents.
Yet, of these, some 5 to 7 million have in-
ﬁomes which fall far below the poverty

ne.

To most beneficiaries, social security
is the major source of income, and to
nearly half it remains virtually the only
source of income. But because of the
low level of present benefits, many bene-
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ficiaries live in abject poverty. Last year,
benefits paid to retired single individuals
averaged only $84 a month, or $1,000 a
year; and to retired couples $142 a
month, or $1,704 a year. This is an in-
tolerable situation in a country as af-
fluent as ours.

My bill contains two major new pro-
visions for raising social security bene-
fits to a level which will bring our older
citizens out of poverty and into a retire-
ment of dignity and self-respect. The
most important of these would finance a
part of the proposed increase from gen-
eral tax revenues. By 1977, 35 percent
of social security benefits would be fund-
ed from this source. In the light of the
needs of our citizens and the future good
prospects of our economy, this is both
a realistic and a fair proposal. The other
provision would insure that benefits au-
tomatically keep pace with rises in the
cost of living.

In specific terms, the bill establishes
minimum monthly benefits at $100, as
against the present average of $84. For
those whose lifetime earnings averaged
between $1,200 and $3,000 a year, the bill
provides for a 50-percent increase in
benefits. For those who earned more
than $3,000 annually, the bill provides
for somewhat smaller, but still substan-
tial, increases. Also, to insure that re-
tirement benefits accurately reflect
earning power during the most produc-
tive years, the bill provides that bene-
fits can be calculated on a basis of aver-
age earnings during the 10-consecutive-
year period when earnings were high-
est. Present law requires that the aver-
age be based on the entire working life,
leaving out only the 5 lowest years.

In addition to these changes in the
benefit structure, my bill corrects a num-
ber of other deficiencies in the existing
law. The present $255 limit in Iump-
sum death payments is clearly outdated
and falls far short of present-day fu-
neral costs. To correct that situation,
my bill provides that the lump-sum
death benefit be equal to the highest
monthly amount payable to a family or
to three times the primary insurance
amount, whichever is lower. The bill
also provides that widows of benefici-
aries receive the same pensions as their
husbands received, instead of just 8215
percent as under present law.

The low limit placed on supplemen-
tary earnings by social security benefici-
aries places many in straitened circum-
stances. Under present law, a benefici-
ary can earn only $1,500 and still receive
full benefits. For every dollar he earns
in excess of $1,500, he loses $1 of bene-
fits for every $2 earned. For every dol-
lar he earns in excess of $2,700, he loses
$1 of benefits for every dollar earned.
My bill would raise these limits sub-
stantially. The $1,500 limit would be
raised to $2,400, and the $2,700 limit to
$3,000. A special provision for widowed
mothers would allow them to earn $3,600
without any loss in benefits.

It is one of the sadder aspects of pres-
ent social security law that older, wid-
owed Americans cannot remarry without
one of the couple losing his benefits. My
bill would correct this by allowing both
partners in a marriage occurring after
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age 55 to retain the full benefits they had
as single people.

The bill also closes a number of gaps
in the benefits provided for the disabled.
In particular, it extends disability bene-
fits to young people who have suffered a
disability before age 22, to disabled wid-
ows in certain cases, and to dependent
sisters, and disabled dependent brothers
of retired, disabled, or deceased workers.

These are some of the major provi-
sions in the bill which I introduced
today. I feel, as do many inside and out-
side Congress, that a basic overhaul of
the structure of social security benefits is
essential if we are to meet the needs of
our people. I hope that Congress will
give favorable consideration to the many
;:orthwhile provisions contained in my

ill.

ACTION ON THE WESTERN FRONT

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the genfleman
from Texas [Mr. PickLE]l may extend
his remarks at this point in the REcorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I believe
it is time that we in Congress proceed
with the task of renovation of the west
front of the Capitol.

Since the appropriations were denied
for this project last year, there has been
a lot of loud opposition and criticism.
Personal conflicts have crept into the is-
sue, very little progress has been made
this year, and the problem now seems at
a standstill.

The west front is now in a sad state of
disrepair. The latest report by the
American Institute of Architects ac-
knowledges this fact. I say that it is
time to stop squabbling and proceed
with the work.

I have read several speeches and ar-
ticles concerning the plan, and noticed
that there is criticism that the west front
has fallen into disrepair due to a lack of
proper maintenance. If this is the case,
I would hope that it was done in good
faith and on the assumption that the
problem would soon be attacked on a
scale larger than simple upkeep. I do
not condemn anyone for shortcomings
or overzealousness in official duties, nor
for a desire to preserve historic tradi-
tions and monuments, but I submit that
the time for action has come.

In light of the serious need for repair
on the west front, I am glad to see that
the Speaker and the Commission for
Extension of the U.S. Capitol have rec-
ommended that the repair include an
extension to provide more space in the
Capitol. I agree that we need this room
badly. As a member of the National
Capitol Visitors’ Commission, I am
painfully aware of the cramped and
crowded conditions all visitors must en-
dure in visiting the Capitol. The public
facilities here are entirely inadequate.
It is estimated that between 10 and 11
million people enter the Capitol in a
single year. On a heavy day, the count
has been estimated at 50,000 visitors.
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In light of figures like this, I look with
disbelief on the challenges made to the
need for more facilities in the Capitol.
In the busy summer months, there sim-
ply is not room for people to sit down
and relax; restrooms and water foun-
tains are scarce; eating is virtually out
of the question for all but the hearty.

In jest and disillusionment, some have
suggested that the National Visitors’
Center Commission should study trans-
portation systems designed to zoom tour-
ists into the Capitol, give them a quickie
tour, and swiftly redeposit them several
miles from Capitol Hill. If we are thus
going to preserve the ‘“‘greatest symbol
of our country,” only to have it effec-
tively inaccessible to most of the Ameri-
can public, then I say we are flouncing
about in a sea of illusion.

To any Member who suggests that
tourist conditions here are not as bad as
I indicate, I would suggest that you visit
the Capitol some morning as a private
citizen. Stripped of the privilege to go
to the head of any line, I wonder how
long it would take for the inadequacies
to appear?

INSTANT REHABILITATION

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. BINGHAM ] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr, BINGHAM, Mr. Speaker, so offen
we have heard criticisms about our Fed-
eral housing programs because of their
“human removal”’ policies in an attempt
to rehabilitate our slum areas. Because
some of these criticisms are justified I
have long believed that we should con-
centrate our vast resources on develop-
ing new methods and techniques to
overcome the massive dislocation of
families,

Thus, I followed with great interest
the recent demonstration experiment of
“instant rehabilitation” on a tenement
house in New York City. Within 48
hours this decaying tenement with
crumbling plaster, broken windows,
leaky pipes, and so forth was trans-
formed into clean and decent housing.
Even more important, the families living
in this tenement were not displaced but
were moved temporarily into a down-
town hotel. Then, only 48 hours later,
they were moved back into their familiar
apartment which had been completely
renovated.

This “instant rehabilitation” process
was developed through a grant from the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, Of great importance is the
fact that the cost involved in rehabilitat-
ing these apartments was actually lower
than conventional rehabilitation. With
the help of rent supplements these fam-
ilies will be able to remain as tenants
in this now-modernized building.

I am convinced that this project on
East Fifth Street represents a major
breakthrough in our housing industry.
The application of this technology will
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save both time and money as well as
present a useful alternative to “human
removal” in our efforts to rebuild slum
areas. I sincerely hope that we will see
more of this type of innovation and
imagination in our housing program
across the country.

Several informative articles have been
written about this exciting experiment
and I now insert them in the REcORD:

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 15, 1867]

MaANY Uses SEEN FOR “INSTANT
REHABILITATION"

(By Leroy F. Aarons)

NEw York.—Bleary-eyed workmen cheered
from the fire escapes. Mayor John Vliet
Lindsay and Robert C. Weaver, Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development, beamed.
Scht;olchud.ren chanted “This Land Is Your
Land.”

And 10 families of a grubby Lower East
Side neighborhood marched into glistening
new apartments Thursday in a tenement
that 48 hours earlier was a squalid hovel.

The “miracle” of East Fifth Street—dubbed
“instant rehabilitation” by HUD, which had
concocted the whole idea—was complete.

At 10 a.m. Tuesday the 10 families, most of
them Puerto Ricans, were removed to a hotel,
and an army of 300 workmen invaded the
five-story, 72-year-old tenement at 633 E.
5th st.

In the following 48 hours—working around
the clock—they demolished the entire in-
terior of the bullding, installed new walls,
floors, lighting, heating and plumbing, and
lowered complete pre-fabricated kitchen-
bathroom packages for each apartment
through a hole in the roof.

By 9:52 am. Thursday, eight minutes
ahead of schedule, 20 ancient one-bedroom
units had been transformed into a hand-
some mixture of 15 one- and three-bedroom
apartments.

Rents in the bullding will rise from a range
of $42 to 872 a month to 8§73 to $110.
Tenants will be alded with welfare money
and rent supplements.

While HUD officials claimed that the in-
stant rehab technique was $1500 to #2000
cheaper than conventional rehabilitation
methods, this was no more than an optimistic
forecast. Still to be determined were the
precise costs of 300 workmen working long
hours at time-and-a-half and double-time
(some as many as 20 hours stralght), ma-
terials, equipment and all the other accoutre-
ments of housing construction.

Some housing experts have questioned
whether tenements like the ones on Fifth
Street (more than 40,000 of them, ruled obso-
lete 65 years ago, dot the New York land-
scape) are worth saving. Clustered together
with no space between them and little space
in front or behind, they tend to lock the
slums in from all sides.

Experts are also concerned that individual
rehabllitation, without intensive social serv-
ices for entire neighborhoods, tend only to
perpetuate slum conditions.

But for the moment, these questions were
swept aside in the truly impressive achieve-
ment of the rehab experiment. HUD, in con-
cert with a team of city agencles, private in-
dustry and a foundation, had proven that a
bullding could be renovated In a fantastically
short time without sacrificing quality. The
new apartments are attractive and the in-
terior materials, from walls to the kitchen
sink, appear both ctional and durable,

The experiment made these additional
points:

Off-site assembly of pre-fabricated mate-
rials and units is a practical technique which
can save hours of time in hauling items llke
refrigerators and bathtubs up staircases and
installing them piece-meal. The technique
was devised by Edward K. Rice, a West Coast
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engineer, and his firm, Conrad Engineers,
with a grant from HUD.

The instant rehab approach avolds disrup-
tive relocation and allows tenants to reclaim
their apartment in a matter of days. Con-
ventional rehabilitation takes an average of
slx months.

The reduction in time cuts rental losses
to owners and reduces the interest on con-
struction loans and mortgages. This saving,
estimated by HUD at roughly 81500 a unit,
is the main basis of a lower-cost claim for the
new technique.

The technology devised by Rlce—a sys-
tems approach to construction and use of
ready-made units—might well have applica-
tion to other types of buildings and even in
new construction,

Weaver, a long-time advocate of rehabllita-
tion over massive demolition, gave a national
thrust to the local pilot project.

“The whole point of what has been going
on here in the past few days is a demonstra-
tion of what can and must be repeated many
hundreds and even thousands of times across
this city and in many cities,” he said at to-
day’s ceremony. “It is not the only alterna-
tive . . . But it is one answer—and one that
we have been looking for as & way to get
moving toward saving bulldings, and there-
fore saving nelghborhoods for the people who
live in them."”

[From Newsweek, Apr. 24, 1967]
SLUMS: INSTANT RENEWAL

At 10 o'clock one crisp morning last week
construction engineer Edward E. Rice blew
a whistle outside a squalid tenement on New
York's lower East Side and the first members
of a 268-man renovation crew filed into the
bullding. Their seemingly hopeless assign-
ment: to transform the 72-year-old slum
structure into a modern dwelling In just 48
hours.

As an electronic clock ticked off the sec-
onds in the project headquarters next door,
demolition men started dumping debris into
the street. Then, followilng a carefully
plotted schedule, relays of carpenters, plumb-
ers, electriclans, painters and laborers
swarmed into the building to race the 48-
hour deadline through the day and night.
“Hurry up, hurry up,” the workers called to
each other. Finally, as the last touch was
completed, Rice stopped the clock—at exactly
47 hours, 52 minutes, and 24 seconds.

The frenetic project was staged by the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment to introduce a revolutionary new
approach to urban renewal that it calls “in-
stant rehabilitation.” By showing that even
the most wretched tenements can be remade
into decent homes quickly and economically,
the department hopes to foster a contlnuing
series of similar projects in big-city slums
across the country.

Cost Cutter: Instant rehabilitation is de-
signed to telescope normal techniques that
displace tenants for six months or more.
It is also expected to be cheaper. Last week's
well-rehearsed lower East Side project cost
$11,000 per apartment vs. an average price
of $13,200 when conventional renovation
methods are used and $21,000 when an en-
tirely new bullding is erected.

Before beginning work at 633 East 5th
Street In downtown Manhattan, government
and construction officials spent a year in ad-
vance planning with New York Carolyndale
Foundation, which bought the bullding last
year specifically for the experiment. Engi-
neers even made trial runs on a pair of ad-
joining vacant bulldings to develop their
techniques. Once everything was ready last
week, the bulilding's 81 occupants—mostly
Puerto Ricans—were moved into the nearby
Broadway Central Hotel, their belongings
were stored aboard moving vans and their
pets were left with willing neighbors.

First, a 60-man demolition crew on leave
from tearing down the old Metropolitan
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Opera House stripped the building to its
basic walls and floors. As they progressed
from the rear to the front of the house on
each floor, electricians moved in right behind
them to install new wiring and carpenters to
put in finished fabricated walls and window
units., Then, as floodlights cast an eerle
shadow across the scene on the first night, a
230-foot-high crane lowered preassembled
kitchen and bathroom units down three
shafts in the building. Finally, all the pipes
were connected, plastic-coated flooring was
lald, a vermin-proof garbage chute was in-
stalled, and the corridor walls were painted
a bright light blue.

Doubts: There are some critics who argue
that the HUD renewal project is inherently
futile because the anclent tenements, no
matter how they are spruced up, are still
flimsy in baslc construction and obsolete in
deslgn. At ceremonles celebrating the com-
pletion of last week’s project, HUD Secre=~
tary Robert C. Weaver conceded that “in-
stant rehabilitation . . . Is not the whole an-
swer by any means. But it is one . . , way
to get moving toward saving buildings and
therefore saving neighborhoods for the peo-
ple who live in them.”

Certainly there were no objections from
the tenants of 633 East 5th Street, who were
overjoyed by the contrast between their rat-
infested old apartment and their sparkling
new quarters (although rents will go up
from a current low of $42 a month to 8§72,
no tenant will be obliged to pay more than
25 per cent of his income). Nine-year-old
Miriam Davila was almost breathless with
excitement as she surveyed her family’s new
three-bedroom wunit. “It's going to be
clean,” she sald, “with no rats and roaches
and I'm going to hang a plcture of Little
Bo Peep on the wall and I'm going to put
a statue of 8t. Mary on the bureau and I'm
ginlg to wash the walls all the time so they'll

clean..."”

[From the New York Times, Apr. 14, 1967]

“INSTANT REHABILITATION'' PROVES INSTANT
Success—48-Hour, $1-MILLIoN PROJECT
DerigHTs LOWER EAsT SmE TENANTS—
Mayor To DEsIGNATE 10 MoRe BuUILDINGS

(By Steven V. Roberts)

Mrs, Willle May Grler's four children burst
into their new apartment yesterday and their
cries of delight echoed through the freshly
painted halls of the anclent tenement.

They dashed from room to room, turning
on the bathroom-sink faucets, pulling open
the refrigerator, sliding the closet doors back
and forth.

“It's beautiful, lovely, gorgeous,” sald Mrs.
Grler.

“I like it here,” sald 6-year-old Daniel.
“There's a lot of room.”

Forty-eight hours earlier the tenement at
633 East Fifth Street had been a decaying
hulk of crumbling plaster, broken windows,
leaky pipes and moldering garbage.

But through a revolutionary engineering
process called '‘nstant rehabilitation” the
bullding had been outfitted with entirely
new walls, floors, window frames, appliances
and electrical and plumbing systems.

The demonstration culminated a year of
experimentation with materials and work
methods on two adjoining tenements, 635
and 637. A lengthy plumbers’ strike and the
city's insistence that the heating system in
the first two buildings did not meet safety
standards delayed the final test, which was
first scheduled for late last summer,

ONE MILLION DOLLAR GRANT

Conrad Engineers, a California concern,
directed the experiment with a $1-million
grant from the Federal Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Affairs. The bulldings are
owned by the Carolyndale Foundation, which
holds a $568,400 mortgage insured by the
Federal Government.

At a crowded ceremony in the middle of
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East Fifth Street yesterday, Mayor Lindsay
announced that the city would soon des-
ignate 10 more buildings to be renovated
by the same process. He also urged his offi-
clals to find ways “to put this system on
an operational basis for wide application in
New York City.”

In the shadow of a closed synagogue,
Puerto Ricans and Negroes, who have large-
1y replaced Jewish immigrants in the tene-
ments of the Lower East Side, sat in rows of
folding chairs. On the fire escapes of the
renovated building lounged the burly work-
men in hard hats who had given them hope
for a new life.

Robert C. Weaver, Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development, presented the keys
to the first apartment to Mrs. Percenia Davila
and her two children.

In his remarks Mr. Weaver said that in-
stant rehabilitation “is not the whole answer
by any means” to the problem of slum
‘housing.

“But,” he continued, “it is one answer—
and one that we have been looking for as
a8 way to get moving toward saving bulldings,
and therefore saving neighborhoods for the
people who live in them."”

The experiment began Tuesday morning
when the 12 families occupying No. 633 were
moved to a hotel and thelr belongings were
put in storage. At 10 A.M. Edward K, Rice,
the president of Conrad, blew a whistle and
a wrecking crew entered the structure.

Only the skeleton of floors, stalrways, and
a few walls were left by the evening. Three
holes were cut in the roof and preassembled
bathroom and kitchen units were lowered by
a 260-foot crane as floodlights lit the scene.

On Wednesday, walls and floors were cov-
ered, electric and plumbing lines connected,
and closets installed, By 8:30 P.M. painting
had begun.

Yesterday morning, 47 hours 52 minutes
and 24 seconds after work had begun, some
paint was still wet and the backyard was
littered with refuse, but otherwise the build-
ing was ready for the tenants to return.

Mr. Rice estimated that he needed about
a month to study a bullding before he starts,
and about two months to assemble enough
kitchen and bathroom units. He sald the
cost should come to about $11,000 an apart-
ment, compared with $13,000 for conven-
tional rehabilitation and between §20,000
and $23,000 for new construction,

Rents in the old apartments ranged from
$42 to 872 a month. They will go up to an
average of $86 a month, but the families, in
thelr renovated apartments will pay only 25
per cent of their income for rent. The Fed-
eral rent subsidy program will make up the
rent.

Housing experts generally agreed yester-
day that the experiment had been useful
in discovering new work methods to cut the
time for rehabilitation. This virtually elim-
inates the problem of relocation, which
has plagued every redevelopment project in
the city.

They agreed also that valuable new prod-
ucts, such as highly durable wall and floor
coverings and expandable window frames,
had been devised.

Defenders of rehabilitation point out that
it preserves neighborhoods to which people
are attached. But crities insist that some
neighborhoods are not worth saving. They
agree with the elderly resident of the area
who said yesterday: “If I could have a new
apartment I'd move out of the neighbor-
hmd.l.

COMMISSION TO STUDY POSTAL
SERVICE

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Connecticut [Mr. GiamMo] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and iInclude extraneous matter.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Speaker, the Com-
mission appointed by President Johnson
to study the postal service has won richly
deserved praise for the exceptional quali-
fications and caliber of the men who are
serving on it. The New Haven Register,
in a recent editorial, correctly described
it as a “prestige Commission.” Under
consent I place the Register's editorial
in the Recorb at this point:

A PrEsTIGE ComMissioN To Stupy PosTAL
SERVICE

President Johnson has appointed a pres-
tige commission to study the Post Office De-
partment and determine what should be done
to make the postal service more efficient. As
it so often happens, a president, free of po-
litical considerations, can secure the volun-
teer services of men of proven ability for
such a task. This procedure is not followed
in appointments to paid positions, where
patronage is usually a key factor.

The chairman of the commission is Fred-
erick R. Kappel, former chairman of the
American Telephone and Telegraph Corp.
Other members include George Baker, dean
of the Harvard School of Business Adminis-
tration; W. Beverly Murphy, president of the
Campbell Soup Company; Rudolph A, Peter-
son, president of the Bank of America; Fred
Borch, president of the General Electric Com-
pany; J. Irwin Miller, board chairman of
the Cummins Engine Company; Ralph La-
zarus, president of Federated Department
Stores; David Bell, vice president of the Ford
Foundation; George Meany, president of the
AFL-CIO, and David Ginsburg, Washington
attorney.

The Commission has men of wide experi-
ence in communications, finance, law, In-
dustry, retail sales, industry and labor. Bell,
as a former federal budget director, should
be able to make a special contribution.

The commission is empowered to study
every phase of postal operations. It will
consult postal and other federal officials,
heavy users of the malls, members of Con-
gress and groups representing postal workers.
It will also delve into a proposal by Post-
master General Lawrence O'Brien that the
office be removed from the cabinet and that
the postal service be set up as a speclial cor-
poration answerable to the Congress.

The Post Office Department as now con-
stituted has stirred increasing public eriti-
cism as operating deficits mount and service
deteriorates. The opportunity is here to do
something about it. The commission can
be expected to fulfill its assignment within
the allotted time of one year. What Con-
gress will do with the recommendations is
something else again.

REMARKS OF GENERAL
WESTMORELAND

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. HoLLANp]l may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, Speaker, most of
us in the Congress have been receiving
letters from self-appointed strategists
among our constituents, who, though
usually civilians themselves, insist that
only the military should be consulted on
how to conduct a war, and who demand
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that “the generals be allowed to win
without interference from the civilians.”
I was delighted to see that no less au-
thoritative a military figure than Gen-
eral Westmoreland, who certainly under-
stands the Vietnam situation better than
most, has reaffirmed the fact that in this
war in particular, political factors are in-
extricably mingled with the military con-
siderations, and that they should not be
“sorted out,” if, indeed, they could be.

Since it is falrly obvious that some of
the administration’s critics are using the
Vietnam war to boost their own political
plans, and doing so in the name of “keep-
ing politics out of the war effort,” it is
very worth while, I believe, to call Gen-
eral Westmoreland’s words to public at-
tention. The general is, of course, di-
rectly in the soundest military tradition.
Ever since the great Prussian military
genlus, Clausewitz, pointed out that “war
is politics carried on by other means,”
thoughtful military men, like thoughtful
civilians, have realized that political and
diplomatic considerations are every bit
as compelling in making strategic and
tactical decisions as are purely military
considerations. Those who deny this
premise are usually civillans who want
to ride into office on military coattails,
and who make claims for the military
that military men know better than to
make for themselves.

Under unanimous consent I place Gen-
eral Westmoreland’s answer to this basic
problem at this point in the Recorbp:
TEXT OF GENERAL WESTMORELAND'S REMARKS

AT AP MEETING

(Gen. Westmoreland answered written
questions submitted at the annual meeting
of the Assoclated Press. Following is a par-
tial text of the questions and answers:)

POLITICAL ASPECTS OF WAR

Q. Could you run this war without politi-
cal help and could you win this war if given
a free hand in military decisions?

A. As a military man, this is a bit of an
awkward question. I think it is impossible
in view of the nature of the war, a war of
both subversion and invasion, a war In
which political and psychological factors
are of such consequence, to sort out the war
between the political and the military.
Political factors must be considered, they
must be considered In selecting targets.
They must be considered in our actions in-
volving nearby so-called neutral countries.
They must be considered in the means that
are used In pursuing the war. The reason
for this is not only because of the com-
plexity but also because of our national
policy to confine this war to that of 4 limited
war, and this means that from time to time
the means are limited. And that policy
has been made loudly clear: that 1t is not
our intention to expand the war. We want
to keep it as a limited war and therefore
political factors have to be considered and
the decisions involved are necessarily above
my levels. Since I deal in military factors,
I am responsible only for fighting the ground
war in South Vietnam and only that alr war
in the so-called expanded battle area.

R e =T

FOR THE FIRST TIME AN AMERICAN
UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE
MAEKES AN EXTENDED VISIT TO
AFRICA
Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that the gentleman

from Illinols [Mr. O'Haral may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois, Mr. Speaker,
as Chairman of the African Subcommit-
tee of the Committee on Foreign Affairs
Iam happy to announce that this month
for the first time an American Under
Secretary of State will make an extensive
tour of Africa. I have felt for a long time
that in our many engagements in other
parts of the world we had grown more
and more negligent in our attention to
the new emerging nations of Africa.

Under Secretary of State Nicholas deB.
Katzenbach will visit 11 African coun-
tries May 10 to 27. He will be accom-
panied by Mrs. Katzenbach, Deputy
Assistant Secretary of State for African
Affairs Wayne Fredericks, whose knowl-
edge of and friendships in Africa are un-
surpassed, and several officlals of the
Department ' of State. Mr. Katzenbach
will make his first stop in Senegal and
will proceed to Guinea, Ivory Coast,
Ghana, Congo(K), Zambia, Kenya,
Somalia, Tanzania, Uganda, and
Ethiopia.

Mr. Katzenbach's trip will allow him
to see a significant cross-section of Afri-
can countries and to meet many African
officials and other personalities. It re-
flects his longstanding desire to visit
Africa and to see at first hand some of
the interesting developments and trends
in that continent.

I am certain that Under Secretary of
State Katzenbach, having seen Africa
at firsthand and having talked with
many African leaders, whose maturity of
political judgment cannot fail to impress
him, will return to Washington a stout
champion of the cause of Africa.

CONGRESSIONAL REDISTRICTING

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. EcKHARDT] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there

objection to the request of the gentleman
from Texas?
There was no objection.
Mr. ECKHARDT, Mr. Speaker, to-
day we have acted improvidently in con-
sidering H.R. 2508 under a closed rule,
as I previously pointed out in debate
upon the rule; and it is appropriate here
to show how this harsh procedure, in-
frequently employed, has blocked all rea-
sonable opportunity on the Democratic
side to improve the bill.

The population deviation in the Texas
congressional districts is about 20 per-
cent between the largest and the small-
est districts. The three-judge Federal
court in Bush v. Martin, 2561 F. Supp.
484 (1966) has required legislative ac-
tion to correct deficiencies in Texas’ dis-
tricting plan. The first reapportioned
legislature is now redistricting pursu-
ant to the decision.

Thus, the court has ordered redistrict-
ing but has left the matter to the legisla-
ture to remove deficiencies. The court
has not lbself redistricted with subse-
quent application of the order in an elec-
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tion. Therefore, the court’s order is not
held to be “in full force and effect” un-
der the language of the bill, The bill
does not apply unless an election has
been held on a districting plan directed
by the court.

Therefore, the negative implications
of this bill are to overfurn the court’s
decision in Bush against Martin, and the
effect i1s to encourage the Texas Legisla-
ture to flaunt the court’s wise pronounce=-
ments in that case. The legislature
might even be encouraged to expand the
deviation from 20 to 30 percent, the full
leeway allowed in the bill

I think this would be most improvident.
To use a predetermined scale of permis-
sible imbalance of representation has al-
ready met the Supreme Court’s rebuke
in Roman v. Sincock, 377 U.8. 695; and
we are encouraging the Texas Legisla-
ture to whistle in the darkness which has
been created this day by a murky piece
of legislation.

Therefore, I sought to strike out the
temporary phase authorized in the bill,
which would permit 30 percent spread in
district population, and sought to leave
only the 10 percent leniency for Con-
gresses convened under districting pur-
suant to the 1970 census.

I also sought expressly to preserve “in
full force and effect” all court orders di-
recting redistricting so that the progress
made toward the goal of one man, one
vote would not be impaired.

I would have done this by a motion to
recommit with instructions to first, strike
out all the provisions of the bill not di-
rectly related to the 10-percent leniency
provision designed as a permanent guide-
line; and, second, correct the last sen-
tence so as to respect all final and valid
court decisions directing redistricting.

I could not offer this as an amendment
under the closed rule after the vote call-
ing for the previous question. I could not
offer it as an instruction in a motion to
recommit because the Republican side
controlled such single permissible mo-
tion under the rule which our Rules
Committee had brought out.

I regret that therefore this bill could
not be changed so as to make it effective
and constitutional. It does, however,
have this limited effect: It will encourage
State legislatures to act unconstitution-
ally under the illusion that Congress can
afford equal protection by defining
“equal” as “70 percent equal.”

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. Frynt (at the request of Mr.
LanpruM), for Thursday, April 27, 1967,
on account of official business.

Mr. NerLseny (at the request of Mr.
GERALD R. Forp), for the balance of this
week, for personal reasons.

Mr. Bow (at the request of Mr. GERALD
R. Forp), for April 27, 28, and May 1, on
account of official business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
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lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. PeLLy, for 15 minutes, and to re-
vise and extend his remarks and include
extraneous matter.

Mr. Patman, for 30 minutes, today; to
revise and extend his remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter.

Mr. DELANEY, for 30 minutes, on Tues-
day, May 2, 1967; to pay tribute to a
former colleague, the Honorable James
A. Roe.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Burron) to address the
House following the legislative program
and any special orders and to revise and
extend their remarks and include extra-
neous matter:)

Mr. CurTis, for 60 minutes, on May 1.

Mr., LipscomB, for 60 minutes, on
May 4.

Mr. PirNIE, for 60 minutes, on May 9.

Mr. Fraser (at the request of Mr.
KazeN), for 1 hour, today; and to revise
and extend his remarks and include
extraneous matter.

Mr. Hacan (at the request of Mr.
Kazen), for 1 hour, on May 1; and to
revise and extend his remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks
was granted to:

Mr. HORTON.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr, BurroN) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr, Maruias of California.

Mr. Fivo.

Mr. BLACKBURN.

Mr. McCLORY.

Mr. HOosMER.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Kazen) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. ROYBAL.

Mr. Long of Maryland.

Mr. KORNEGAY.

Mr. RARICKE.

Mr. BROOKS.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr, BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the
following title, which was thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R.286. An act to permit duty-free
treatment pursuant to the Trade Expan-
slon Act of 1962 of dicyandiamide and
of limestone when imported to be used
in the manufacture of cement.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 6 o'clock and 20 minutes p.m.) the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Friday,
April 28, 1967, at 12 o’clock noon.
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

702. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, a
letter from the Acting Director of Civil
Defense, transmitting a report on prop-
erty acquisitions of emergency supplies
and equipment, pursuant to the provi-
sions of subsection 201(h) of the Federal
Civil Defense Act of 1950, as amended,
was taken from the Speaker’s table and
referred to the Committee on Armed
Services.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. PHILBIN: Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. H.R. 5804. A bill to amend titles 10,
32, and 37, United States Code, to remove
restrictions on the careers of female officers
in the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine
Corps, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 216).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ABERNETHY :

H.R.0330. A bill to revise the quota con-
trol system on the importation of certain
meat and meat products; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BATTIN:

H.R. 93381, A bill to revise the quota con-
trol system on the importation of certain
meat and meat products; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CEDERBERG:

H.R.9332. A bill to amend title II of the
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, to create an
independent Federal Maritime Administra-
tion, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. CORMAN:

H.R.0833. A bill relating to taxation by
States of the income of Members of Congress,
members of their staffs, and certain officers of
the United States; to the Committee on the
Judielary.

By Mr. CRAMER:

H.R. 0334, A bill to designate a portion of
the San Francisco-Stockton ship channel as
the John F. Baldwin ship channel; to the
Committee on Public Works,

By Mr. DERWINSEI:

H.R.9335. A bill for the establishment of
the Commission on the tion of the
Executive Branch of the Government; to the
Committee on Government Operations.

By Mr. DUNCAN:

H.R. 9336, A bill to prohibit desecration of
the flag; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R.9337. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit
against income tax to individuals for cer-
tain expenses incurred in providing higher
education; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. EILBERG:

H.R.9338. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to increase to $30,000
the maximum servicemen’s group life in-
surance which may be provided members of
the uniformed services on active dutt&e and

on

HR.0339. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that pen-
slons pald to retired law enforcement officers
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shall not be subject to the income tax; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.
By Mr. FISHER:

H.R.9340. A bill to revise the quoto con-
trol system on the importation of certain
meat and meat products; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FOLEY:

H.R.9341. A bill to amend title IT of the
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, to create an
independent Federal Maritime Administra-
tion, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. GARMATZ (by request):

H.R.9342. A bill to permit tacking of cit-
izen ownership of vessels for trade-in pur-
poses; to the Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries.

H.R.9343. A bill to amend section 510(a)
(1) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936;
to the Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries.

By Mr. GUBSER:

H.R.9344. A bill to impose import limita-
tions on prepared or preserved strawberrles;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho:

H.R.9345. A bill to amend the Mineral
Leasing Act with respect to limitations on
the leasing of coal lands imposed upon rail-
roads; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

By Mr. HARSHA:

H.R.9346. A bill to amend title IT of the
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, to create an in-
dependent Federal Maritime Administration,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. IRWIN:

H.R.9347. A bill to amend title II of the
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, to create an in-
dependent Federal Maritime Administration,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. KEE:

H.R.9348. A bill to amend title 18 of the
United States Code to prohibit travel or use
of any facility in interstate or foreign com-
merce with intent to incite a riot or other
violent civil disturbance, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ELEPPE:

H.R.0349. A bill to revise the quota-con-
trol system on the importation of certaln
meat and meat products; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LEGGETT:

HR.9360. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. MILLER of Ohio:

H.R.9351. A bill to revise the quota con-
trol system on the importation of certain
meat and meat products; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. PIRNIE:

H.R.9352. A bill to repeal the authority for
the current wheat and feed graln programs
and to authorize programs that will permit
the market system to work more effectively
for wheat and feed grains and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Agriculture.

H.R.9353, A bill to prohibit desecration
of the flag; to the Committee on the Ju-
diclary.

H.R.9354. A bill to revise the quota con-
trol system on the importation of certain
meat and meat products; to the Committee
on Ways and Means,

By Mr. REES:

H.R. 9355. A bill to amend the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 to authorize cer-
tain grants to assure adequate commuter
service In urban areas, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr,. RIVERS:

H.R..ssm A bill to authorize certain con-
struction at military installations and for
gl;:ir purposes; to the Committee on Armed

ces.

11145

By Mr. ROSTENKOWSEKI:

HR.9357. A bill to provide for the is-
suance of a special postage stamp In com-
memoration of the Illinois Sesquicentennial;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

By Mr. ROUDEBUSH:

HR.9358. A bill to control unfair trade
practices affecting producers of agricultural
products and associations of such producers,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. ST GERMAIN:

HR.9359. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to provide a 12-percent,
across-the-board benefit increase with an
$80 minimum ($100 for 25 or more years of
coverage) and subsequent cost-of-living in-
creases, to liberalize the retirement test, to
provide for increases in the amount of cov-
ered earnings to reflect general earnings level
increases, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SHRIVER:

HR.9360. A bill to revise the quota con-
trol system on the importation of certain
meat and meat products; to the Committee
on Ways and Means,

By Mr. SIKES:

HR.9361. A bill to prohibit desecration of

the flag; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. STEED:

HR. 9362. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to construct, operate,
and maintain the Mountain Park reclama-
tlon project, Oklahoma, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr, WALEER:

HR, 9363. A bill to prohibit desecration
of the flag; to the Committee on the Ju-
diclary.

By Mr. WYDLER:

HR. 9364. A bill to amend title II of the
Boclal SBecurity Act to remove the limitation
on the amount of outside income which an
individual may earn while recelving benefits,
and to provide that a woman who is other-
wise qualified may become entitled to
widow's insurance benefits without regard
to her age if she is permanently and totally
disabled; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

HR. 9365. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a credit
against the individual Income tax for cer-
tain amounts paid as educational expenses;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr, ADAMS:

HR. 9366. A bill to provide assistance to
students pursuing programs of higher edu-
cation in the flelds of law enforcement and
of correctional treatment of law violators;
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

H.R. 9367. A bill to authorize the States of
North Dakota, South Dakota, Montana, and
Washington to use the income from certain
lands for the construction of facllities for
State charitable, educational, penal, and re-
formatory institutions; to the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs,

HR.9368. A bill to establish a Natlonal
Institute of Criminal Justice; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

HR.9369. A bill to assist State and local
governments in reducing the incidence of
crime, to increase the effectiveness, falrness,
and coordination of law enforcement and
criminal justice systems at all levels of gov-
ernment, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DOLE:

HR.9370. A bill to revise the quota con-
trol system on the importation of certain
meat and meat products; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FARBSTEIN:

HR.9371. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, with respect to the determina-
tion of average pay for retirement purposes
and the computation of retirement annuities,
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and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Post, Office and Civil Service.

HR.9372. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 with respect to the
income tax treatment of business develop-
ment corporations; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. HORTON:

HR.9373. A bill to amend the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 in
order to provide assistance to local educa-
tional agencies in establishing bilingual edu-
cational opportunity programs, and to pro-
vide certain other assistance to promote such
programs; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

By Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts:

H.R.9374. A Dbill to prescribe the geo-
graphical limits of the naval districts and
to provide that the commandants thereof
shall be officers not below the grade of rear
admiral; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. PRICE of Texas (for himself,
Mr. AwpersonNy of Tennessee, Mr.
Awprews of North Dakota, Mr. BusH,
Mr. BurtoN of Utah, Mr. DoN H.
CLAUSEN, Mr. HaLn, Mr. HANSEN of
Idaho, Mr. REIrFEL, Mr. McCLURE, Mr,
Smire of Oklahoma, Mr. STEIGER of
Ar1zoNA, and Mr, CARTER) :

HR.9375. A bill to revise the quota-
control system on the importation of certain
meat and meat products; to the Committee
on Ways and Means,

By Mr. SCHERLE:

H.R.9376. A bill to control unfair trade
practices affecting producers of agricultural
products and associations of such producers,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. SHIPLEY:

H.R. 9377. A bill to prohibit desecration of
the flag; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SKUBITZ:

H.R.9378. A bill to revise the quota con-
trol system on the importation of certain
meat and meat products; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BATES:

H.R. 9379, A bill to amend the Oil Pollu-
tion Act of 1924; to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. BLATNIK :

H.R.9380. A bill to authorize the expendi-
ture of appropriated funds for insurance cov-
ering the operation of motor vehicles in
foreign countries; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

H.R.9381. A bill to repeal certain provi-
slons of title 5 and title 18, United States
Code; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

H.R.9382. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to authorize payment of fravel
expenses of applicants invited by an agency
to visit it in connection with possible em-
ployment; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

By Mr. BRASCO:

H.R.9383. A bill to protect the public
health from the misuse of dangerous drugs
and to assist law enforcement activities in
the identification of dangerous drugs by
amending the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos-
metic Act with respect to the coloring and
marking of stimulant, depressant, and nar-
cotic drugs; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. CAHILL:

H.R.9384. A bill to give the President au-
thority to alleviate or to remove the threat
to navigation, safety, marine resources, or the
coastal economy posed by certain releases
of flulds or other substances carried in ocean-
going vessels, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries.

H.R.93856. A bill to provide the Coast Guard
with authority to conduct research and de-
velopment for the purpose of dealing with
the release of harmful fluids carried in ves-
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sels; to the Committee on Merchant Marine
and PFisheries.
By Mr. CULVER:

H.R.09386. A bill creating the Dubuque
Bridge Commission and authorizing said
commission and its successors to acquire by
purchase or condemnation and to construct,
maintain, and operate a bridge or bridges
across the Mississippi River at or near the
city of Dubuque, Iowa, Grant County, Wis.,
and Jo Daviess County, Ill.; to the Commit-
tee on Public Works.

By Mr. FINO:

H.R.9387. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide annuities for surviv.
ing spouses without reductions in the annui-
ties of retiring employees, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil SBervice.

By Mr. GUBSER:

H.R.9388. A bill to provide that a flag or
other appropriate device shall be furnished
to families of members of the Armed Forces
serving in Vietnam; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr. HANSEN of Idaho:

H.R.9389. A bill relating to the establish-
ment of parking facilities in the District of
Columbia; to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

H.R, 9390. A bill to establish the Sawtooth
National Recreation Area in the State of
Idaho, and for other purposes; to the Com.
mittee on Interlor and Insular Affalrs.

By Mr. KEUPFERMAN:

H.R,9301. A bill to amend section 376(a)
of title 28, United States Code; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. LIPSCOMB:

H.R. 9392. A bill to amend the Export Con-
trol Act to require that the identity of ex-
port licensees be made available to the pub-
lic upon request to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

By Mr. McCARTHY:

H.R.9303. A hill to establish in the U.S.
Capitol an educational center whose sole pur-
pose will be the fostering of greater knowl-
edge, interest, understanding, and inspiration
of the significance and meaning of American
history that was made in the Capitol of the
United States; to the Committee on House
Administration.

By Mr. McCLURE:

H.R. 9394. A bill to provide for the issuance
of a special postage stamp to salute the Boy
Scouts’ XII World Jamboree “For Friend-
ship"; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service,

By Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland:

H.R.9395. A bill to amend the act of Octo-
ber 10, 1949, entitled “An act to assist States
in collecting sales and use taxes on cig-
arettes,” so as to control all types of illegal
transportation of cigarettes; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. MORGAN:

H.R.9396. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of a national cemetery at the Fort
Necessity National Battlefield site, Pennsyl-
vania; to the Committee on Interior and In~
sular Affairs.

By Mr. POLLOCK:

H.R. 9397. A bill to remove the prohibition
on the attendance of Indian scholarship
students at sectarian colleges and univer-
gities; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

By Mr. RARICK:

H.R. 9388. A bill to prohiblt desecration of

the flag; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. REES:

H.R.9399. A bill to permit a State to elect
to use funds from the highway trust fund
for purposes of urban mass transportation;
to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. ROBERTS:

H.R.9400. A bill to revise the quota-
control system on the importation of certain
meat and meat products; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.
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By Mr. ROSENTHAL:

H.R.9401. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act to increase the amount
of monthly benefits payable thereunder, to
raise the wage base, to provide for cost-of-
living increases in such benefits, to Increase
the amount of the benefits payable to wid-
ows, to provide for contributions to the
soclal security trust funds from the general
revenues, to otherwise extend and improve
the insurance system established by such
title, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. STAGGERS:

H.R.9402. A bill to create the Natlonal
Capital Airports Corporation, to provide for
the operation of Washington National Air-
port and Dulles International Airport by the
Corporation, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Forelgn
Commerce.

By Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi:

H.R.9403. A bill to revise the quota-con-
trol system on the importation of certain
meat and meat products; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WINN:

H.R.9404. A bill to revise the quota system
on the importation of certain meat and meat
products; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. WYMAN:

H.R.9405. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow teachers to
deduct from gross income the expenses in-
curred in pursuing courses for academic
credit and degrees at institutions of higher
education and including certain travel; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BROWN of California:

H.R.9406. A bill to amend the Older Amer-
icans Act of 1966 so as to extend its provi-
sions; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

By Mr, GUDE (for himself and Mr.
MaTHIAS of Maryland) :

H.R.9407. A bill to amend the act of June
12, 1960, relating to the Potomac interceptor
sewer, to increase the amount of the Federal
contribution to the cost of that sewer; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. HARSHA:

H.R.9408. A bill to provide for the return
of obscene mail matter; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. JARMAN:

H.R.9409. A bill to amend title 4 of the
United States Code in order to increase the
penalty for certain acts against the flag of
the United States, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. McDADE:

H.R. 8410. A bill to prohibit misuse or ex-
portation of the flag of the United States in
certain instances and to prohibit public dis-
play of the flag of a foreign government en-
gaging the United States In war or armed
conflict; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma:

H.R.9411. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to construct, operate, and
maintain the Mountain Park reclamation
project, Oklahoma, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

By Mr. STAGGERS:

H.R.98412, A bill to amend title 18 of the
United States Code to prohibit travel or use
of any facility in interstate or foreign com-
merce with intent to incite a riot or other
violent eivil disturbance, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R.9413. A bill to prohibit desecration of
the flag; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ADDABBO:

HR.0414. A bill to reclassify certain posi-
tions In the postal field service, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. ANNUNZIO:
H.R.9415. A bill to reclassify certaln posi-
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tions in the postal field service, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. BINGHAM:

H.R.9416. A bill to reclassify certain posi-
tions in the postal field service, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. BROWN of California:

H.R.9417. A bill to reclassify certain posi-
tions in the postal field service, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. CLANCY:

H.R.9418. A bill to reclassify certain posi-
tions in the postal field service, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. DOLE:

H.R. 9419. A bill to reclassify certain posi-
tlons in the postal field service, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. DONOHUE:

H.R.9420. A bill to reclassify certain posi-
tions in the postal field service, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mrs. DWYER:

H.R. 9421, A bill to reclassify certain posi-
tions in the postal field service, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. FARBSTEIN:

H.R.9422. A bill to reclassify certain posi-
tions in the postal field service, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. GALLAGHER:

H.R. 0423, A bill to reclassify certain posi-
tions in the postal field service, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

By Mr. GARMATZ:

H.R. 9424. A bill to reclassify certain posi-
tions in the postal field service, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Post Office
and Clvil SBervice.

By Mr. HAWKINS:

H.R.9425. A bill to reclassify certain posi-
tions in the postal field service, and for other
P ; to the Committee on Post Offi
and Civil Service. i

By Mr. HULL:

H.R.9426. A bill to reclassify certain posi-

tions in the postal field service, and for other

purposes; to the Committee on Post Office

and Civil Service.
By Mr. HUNT:

H.R.9427. A bill to reclassify certain posi-
tions in the postal field service, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

By Mr. JOHNSON of California:

H.R.9428. A bill to reclassify certain posi-
tions in the postal field service, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

By Mr. JONES of Alabama:

H.R.9429. A bill to reclassify certain posi-
tions in the postal field service, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

By Mr. ELUCZYNSEI:

H.R.9430. A bill to reclassify certain po-
sitions in the postal field service, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. McFALL:

H.R.9431. A bill to reclassify certain po-
sitions in the postal field service, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland:

HR.9432. A bill to reclassify certain po-
sitions in the postal field service, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Clvil Service.

By Mr. MILLER of Ohio:

H.R.9433. A blll to reclassify certaln po-

sitions in the postal field service, and for

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Bervice.
By Mr. REUSS:

H.R.9434. A bill to reclassify certain po-
sitions in the postal field service, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. RYAN:

H.R.9435. A bill to reclassify certain po-
sitions in the postal field service, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. SANDMAN :

H.R.9436. A bill to reclassify certain po-
sitions in the postal fleld service, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. SCHADEBERG:

H.R. 9437. A bill to reclassify certain posi-
tions in the postal field service, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

By Mr. SCHEUER:

H.R.0438. A bill to reclassify certain po-
sitions in the postal fleld service, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. SHRIVER:

H.R.9439. A bill to reclassify certain po-
sitions in the postal fleld service, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr, UTT:

H.R.0440. A bill to reclassify certain po-
sitions in the postal field service, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. WATKINS:

H.R.944]1. A bill to reclassify certain po-
sitions in the postal field service, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. WRIGHT:

H.R.9442. A bill to reclassify certain po-
sitlons in the postal field service, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. ZABLOCKI:

H.R.9443. A Dbill to reclassify certain po-
sitlons in the postal field service, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. CULVER:

H.R. 9444, A bill to reclassify certain po-
sitions In the postal field service, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. MACDONALD of Massachu-
setts:

H.R.9445. A bill to amend title II of the
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, to create an in-
dependent Federal Maritime Administration,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. PUCINSKI:

H.R.9446. A bill to provide for the trans-
portation of parcels at no cost to the sender
from the United States to combat areas over-
seas as designated by the President, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. RANDALL:

H.R.9447. A bill to regulate imports of
milk and dairy products, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ROEBISON:

H.R.9448. A bill to establish the Commis-
sion on Labor Relations; to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

By Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin:

H.R.9448. A bill to include prepared or
preserved beef and veal within the quotas
imposed on the importation of certain other
meat and meat products, to reduce the per-
centage applied to certain aggregate quan-
tity estimations used, in part, to determine
such quotas from 110 to 100 percent, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. WAMPLER:
H.R.94560. A bill to revise the quota con-
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trol system on the importation of certain
meat and meat products; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WHITE:

H.R.9451. A bill to amend the provisions
of law relating to educational assistance to
federally impacted areas to preserve the
benefits of existing law insofar as they relate
to the Impact resulting from an international
boundary relocation; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. FARBSTEIN:

H.J. Res. 538. Joint resolution to provide
for the designation of the second week of
May of each year as National School Safety
Patrol Week; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. McCLURE:

H.J. Res. 539, Joint resolution to provide
for the designation of the first week of Au-
gust in 1967 as Boy Scout's World Jamboree
for Friendship Week; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland:

H.J. Res. 540. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to equal rights for men
and women; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary. '

By Mr. REIFEL:

H.J. Res. 641. Joint resolution to authorize
the President to issue a proclamation desig-
nating the 30th day of September in 1967
as Bible Translation Day; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ROGERS of Florida:

H.J, Res. 542. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States permitting the offering of
prayers and the reading of the Bible in pub-
lic schools in the United States; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mrs. GREEN of Oregon:

H. Con. Res. 327. Concurrent resolution es-
tablishing a joint committee to conduct a
study on means of providing for earlier avail-
ability of funds for educational assistance
programs and of information relating there-
to; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. BRADEMAS:

H. Con. Res. 328. Concurrent resolution es-
tablishing a joint committee to conduct a
study on means of providing for earlier avail-
abllity of funds for educational assistance
programs and of information relating there-
to; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. ERLENBORN:

H. Con. Res. 329. Concurrent resolution es-
tablishing a joint committee to conduct a
study on means of providing for earlier avail-
ability of funds for educational assistance
programs and of information relating there-
to; to the Committee on Rules,

By Mr. ESCH:

H. Con. Res. 330. Concurrent resolution es-
tablishing a joint committee to conduct a
study on means of providing for earlier avail-
abllity of funds for educational assistance
programs and of information relating there-
to; to the Committee on Rules.

- By Mr, GIBBONS:

H. Con. Res, 331. Concurrent resolution es-
tablishing a joint committee to conduct a
study on means of providing for earlier avail-
ability of funds for educational assistance
programs and of information relating there-
to; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. HATHAWAY:

H. Con. Res. 332, Concurrent resolution es-
tablishing a' joint committee to conduct a
study on means of providing for earlier avail-
ability of funds for educational assistance
programs and of information relating there-
to; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. REID of New York:

H. Con. Res. 333. Concurrent resolution es-
tablishing a joint committee to conduct a
study on means of providing for earlier avail-
ability of funds for educational assistance
programs and of informsation relating there=
to; to the Committee on Rules.
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PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr, BRASCO:

HR.9452. A bill for the rellef of Gaspare
and Pletra LoBaido; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

H.R.9453. A bill for the rellef of Antonin
and Carolina Monaco, and their daughter,
Patrizia Monaco; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.9454. A bill for the relief of Calegero
and Maria Piro; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. FINO:

H.R.04556. A bill for the rellef of Andrea
Caporrimo; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.
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By Mrs. GREEN of Oregon:

H.R.9456. A bill for the relief of Monique

C. Howell; to the Committee on the Judiciary,
By Mr. HANNA:

H.R. 9457. A bill for the relief of Eim Dan

Heng; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. McCLORY:

H.R.9458. A bill for the rellef of Julita S.

Manela; to the Committee on the Judiclary,
By Mr. MACDONALD of Massachu-
setts:

HR.9459. A bill for the rellef of Mrs.
Ghitlea Milman Kilimik; to the Committee
on the Judiclary.

By Mr. MORRIS:

H.R. 98460, A bill for the relief of Elwyn C.
Hale; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

By Mr. PELLY:

H.R.9461. A bill for the relief of Demitre

Ganas; to the Committee on the Judieclary.
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By Mr, PETTIS:

H.R.9462. A bill for the relief of Our Lady
of Guadalupe School In San Bernardino,
Calif.; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. POLLOCK:

H.R.9463. A bill for the relief of DClc.
Benjamin Benitez Amaba, U.S. Navy; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. ROUDEBUSH:

H.R.9464. A bill for the relief of Emilio
Vietor C. Yerre; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. RYAN:

H.R.9465. A bill for the relief of Jose
Porfirio De La Rosa; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. BT GERMAIN:

H.R.9466. A bill for the relief of Antonio
Tavares da Silva Praticante and his wife,
Margarida Praticante; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Soil Stewardship Week
EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. A. S. MIKE MONRONEY

OF OELAHOMA
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Thursday, April 27, 1967

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President,
next week is being observed throughout
America as Soil Stewardship Week. This
is a nationwide observance which places
emphasis on man’s obligation to God as
a steward of the soil, water, and related
resources.

This is the 13th consecutive annual
Soil Stewardship Week sponsored by the
Nation’s 3,000 local soil and water con-
servation districts and their national as-
sociation and cooperating church groups.
During the period of April 30 to May 7,
observances are being held in literally
hundreds of thousands of churches of all
denominations.

It is fitting for the Senate of the United
States to pause a moment in its delibera-
tions to observe Soil Stewardship Week
and pay tribute to its sponsors. This in-
cludes the 87 soil and water conservation
districts in my home State of Oklahoma.

The people who serve on the govern-
ing bodies of these local units of State
government deserve our praise for the
leadership they are providing in our
home communities for keeping before
the people the relationship between soil,
God, and man. They are performing a
great patriotic service. I propose that
the Senate take this occasion to say,
“Thank you.”

Secretary of Agriculture Orville L.
Freeman has called upon all Americans
to observe Soil Stewardship Week by
considering what they demand of the
land, and of the men and women who
fulfill those demands. I join him in this
appeal. In urging widespread observ-
ance, Secretary Freeman sald:

Seventy-five percent of the American land
is cared for directly by the American people,
This is the privately-owned land of farms
and ranches, producing food, fiber, wildlife
and timber and providing much of our out-
door recreation. This is the land that makes

America a symbol of abundance around the
world.

Upon our privately-owned countryside we
place increasing demands:

More food for a growing population.

More homes, as our cities choke from over-
crowding.

More water, as our needs double and triple
in the years ahead.

More space for recreation, as millions of us
seek refuge from the tension of our growing
clties.

We ask much of our land: Utllity, beauty,
and refreshment, as well as high productivity.
And we recelve them because the men and
women who work the soll are good stewards.

Their stewardship is seen in green fields
that once were gullles, and clear streams
that once ran full of silt. The curved and
contoured face of our countryside is a testi-
mony to the care of our farmers and ranch-
ers.

Stewardship also joins us with the future.
Our great-grandchildren have a right to re-
celve the land In good condition because
they, in their turn must live upon it.

A better land and a better life upon the
land are among the finest goals a man can
work for, This is a part of creative conser-
vation where the goal we must reach is en-
hancement of man's total environment.

During Soil Stewardship Week let us re-
member with gratitude the men and women
who lf.eep our countryside ““America the beau-

Mr. President, this statement by the
Secretary of Agriculture eloquently out-
lines the importance of soil and water
conservation to the future welfare and
security of all people. Soil Stewardship
Week will give each of us an opportunity
to renew our dedication to this great na-
tional cause.

Fino Introduces Bill To Safeguard Civil
Service Widows

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
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HON. PAUL A. FINO
OF NEW YORE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 27, 1967

Mr. FINO, Mr. Speaker, today I am
introducing legislation to eliminate the

inequities in our Federal civil service re-
tirement system under which a eivil ser-
vant must gamble on whether or not he
will outlive his wife in deciding what
kind of retirement benefits to elect.

Under the present civil service retire-
ment laws, a retiring worker must play
the equivalent of Russian roulette with
his wife’s future. If he thinks he will
outlive her, he gambles and gets more;
if he is wrong, she's in grave financial
straits.

The principle that a husband should
not have to gamble with his wife's future
is recognized in the social security sys-
tem. A beneficiary cannot opt to de-
prive a wife or widow of her rights under
soclal security. Separate and widows’
benefits are a guaranteed right under so-
cial security. My bill adopts this prin-
ciple by providing that the spouse of any
retired civil service employee will be
entitled to a 55-percent part of the de-
ceased spouse’s annuity. This will safe-
guard the wives of retiring civil servire
employees.

Full Support Against Soviet
Discrimination

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
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HON. ROBERT McCLORY

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 27, 1967

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD recently included
a copy of a statement endorsed by vari-
ous Members of the House of Represent-
atives, criticizing the discrimination
practiced by the Soviet Union against its
Jewish citizens. The statement, to-
gether with a list of the Members of the
House who had signed it when originally
circulated by the gentleman from New
York [Mr. BingHAM], appears in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of April 24, This
statement and list were again inserted
in the April 26 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD by
the gentlewoman from New York [Mrs.
KeLryl.
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