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vate citizens, it also threatens an ad-
verse effect on our economy. By hamper-
ing the flow of mail, we would be blocking
one of the most vital economic avenues
of communication.

Finally, in this catalog of unfortu-
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nate results, we must consider the effect
on our labor force. In the face of prob-
lems of poverty and unemployment, it
could be disastrous to eliminate 30,000
postal jobs this year.

The situation would be clearly intoler-
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able, and we must act quickly to prevent
it. I urge my colleagues from both sides
of the aisle to join with me in support
of an exemption for the Post Office De-
partment from the personnel cutback
imposed by the tax bill.

SENATE—Saturday, July 27,

The Senate met at 10 am., and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

Our Father God, help of the ages past,
hope for the years to come, Thy goodness
is ever before us and Thy mercy has
followed us all our days.

Speak to us and through us, that we
may be the channels of healing good will
for this tangled and tragic time.

“Under the shadow of Thy throne
Still may we dwell secure,
Sufficient is Thine arm alone,
And our defense is sure.”

May we follow the gleam of the high-
est and best we know, as it leads o’er
moor and fen and crag and torrent till
the evening comes and the fever of life is
over, and our work is done.

We ask it in the dear Redeemer’s
name. Amen.

THE_ JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the reading
of the Journal of the proceedings of Fri-
day, July 26, 1968, be dispensed with.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR-

ING TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that statements in
relation to the transaction of routine
morning business be limited to 3 minutes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

HEALTH SERVICE AMENDMENTS
OF 1968

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 1436, H.R. 15758,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HoL-
LINGgs in the chair). The bill will be
stated by title.

The Lecistative CrLerx. A bill (H.R.
15758) to amend the Public Health Serv-
ice Act so as to extend and improve the
provisions relating to regional medical
programs, to extend the authorization of
grants for health of migratory agricul-
tural workers, to provide for specialized
facilities for alcoholics and narcotic ad-
dicts, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration
of the bill?

AUTHENTICATED
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There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which had
been reported from the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, with an
amendment, to strike out all after the
enacting clause and insert:

TITLE I—REGIONAL MEDICAL PROGRAMS
EXTENSION OF REGIONAL MEDICAL PROGRAMS

Sec, 101, Section 901(a) of the Public
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 209a), is
amended by striking out “and” before “$200,~
000,000" and by inserting after *“June 30,
1968,” the following: “$65,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1969, $140,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, and
$200,000,000 for the flscal year ending June
30, 1971,”.

EVALUATION OF REGIONAL MEDICAL PROGRAMS

Sec. 102. Section 901(a) of the Public
Health Service Act is further amended by in-
serting at the end thereof the following new
sentence: “For any fiscal year ending after
June 30, 1969, such portion of the appropria-
tions pursuant to this section as the Secre-
tary may determine, but not exceeding 1 per
centum thereof, shall be avallable to the
Secretary for evaluation (directly or by
grants or contracts) of the program author-
ized by this title.”

INCLUSION OF TERRITORIES

Sec. 103. Section 802(a) (1) of the Public
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 200b) 1is
amended by inserting after “States” the fol-
lowing: “(which for purposes of this title
includes the District of Columbia, the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands,
Guam, American Samoa, and the Trust Terri-
tory of the Pacific Islands)".

COMBINATIONS OF REGIONAL MEDICAL
PROGRAM AGENCIES

Sec. 104, Section 803(a) and section 904(a)
of the Public Health SBervice Act (42 U.S.C.
200c, 200d) are each amended by inserting
after “other public or nonprofit private agen-
cles and institutions” the following: “, and
combinations thereof,”.

ADVISORY COUNCIL MEMBERS

Sec. 105. (a) Section 905(a) of the Public
Health Service Act (42 US.C. 299%) is
amended by striking out “twelve” and insert-
ing in lleu thereof “sixteen’.

(b) Section 905(b) of such Act is amended
by striking out “and four at the end of the
third year” and Inserting in lieu thereof
“four at the end of the third year, and four
at the end of the fourth year".

MULTIPROGRAM SERVICES

Sec. 106. Title IX of the Public Health
Service Act is further amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new section:
“PROJECT GRANTS FOR MULTIPROGRAM SERVICES

“Sec, 910. Funds appropriated under this
title shall also be available for grants to any
public or nonprofit private agency or insti-
tution for services needed by, or which will
be of substantial use to, any two or more
regional medical programs.”

CLARIFYING OR TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS

SEec. 107. (a) Section 901(c) of the Public
Health Service Act is amended by inserting
before the period at the end thereof ‘“‘or,
where appropriate, a practicing dentist",

(b) Section 901 of such Act is further
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amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“(d) Grants under this title to any agency
or institution for a regional medical program
may be used by it to assist in meeting the
cost of participation in such program by any
Federal hospital.”

TITLE II—MIGRATORY WORKERS

EXTENSION OF SPECIAL GRANTS FOR HEALTH OF
MIGRATORY WORKERS

Sec. 201. Section 310 of the Public Health
Service Act (42 U.8.C. 242h) is amended by
striking out *“and $9,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1968” and inserting in
Heu thereof “$0,000,000 each for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1968, and the next fiscal
year, $15,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1970, and $20,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1871".

TITLE III—ALCOHOLIC AND NARCOTIC
ADDICT REHABILITATION

Sgc. 301. The Community Mental Health
Centers Act (42 U.S.0. 2681, et seq.) is
amended by adding after part B the follow-
ing new parts:

“ParT C—ALCOHOLISM AND NArcOTIC ADDICT
REHABILITATION
“DECLARATION OF FINDINGS AND PURPOSES

“Sec. 240. (a) The Congress hereby finds
that—

“{1) Alcohollsm is a major health and so-
cial problem afiicting a significant propor-
tlon of the public, and much more needs to
be done by public and private agencies to
develop effective prevention and control.

“(2) Alcoholism treatment and control
programs should whenever possible: (A) he
community based, (B) provide a comprehen-
sive range of services, including emergency
treatment, under proper medical auspices on
a coordinated basis, and (C) be integrated
with and involve the active participation of
a wide range of public and nongovernmental
agencies,

“(3) The handling of chronic aleoholics
within the system of criminal justice per-
petuates and aggravates the broad problem
of alcoholism whereas treating it as a health
problem permits early detectlon and preven-
tion of alcoholism and effective treatment
and rehabilitation, relieves police and other
law enforcement agencies of an inappropriate
burden that impedes their important work,
and better serves the interests of the public.

“(4) Narcotic addiction is also a major

health problem about which much more
needs to be done, and narcotic treatment
and control programs should whenever possi-
ble be community based with a wide range
of medical services that are comprehensive
in scope.
“(b) It is the purpose of this part to help
prevent and control alecoholism and narcotic
addiction through authorization of Federal
aid in the construction and operation of fa-
cllities for the prevention and treatment of
alcohollsm or narcotiec addiction and In the
conduct of appropriate study, research, and
experimentation, and in the creation of ap~
propriate demonstration projects relating to
alcoholism,

“(c) The Congress further declares that,
in addition to the funds provided to carry
out this part, other Federal legislation pro-
viding for Federal or federally assisted re-
search, prevention, treatment, or rehabilita-
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tion programs in the fields of health should
be utilized to help eradicate alcoholism and
narcotic addiction as a major health problem.

“AUTHORIZATION

“SEc. 241. (a) There are hereby authorized
to be appropriated $15,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1969, and $25,000,000
for the next fiscal year to enable the Secre-
tary (1) to make grants to States and politi-
cal subdivisions thereof and to public or
nonprofit private agencies and organizations,
and contracts with them and with other pri-
vate agencies and organizations, (A) for the
development of field testing and demonstra-
tion programs for the prevention and treat-
ment of alcoholism or narcotic addiction, (B)
for the development of specialized training
programs or materials relating to the provi-
sion of public health services for the preven-
tion and treatment of alcoholism or narcotic
addiction, or the development of in-service
training or short-term refresher courses with
respect to the provision of such services, (C)
for training personnel to operate, supervise,
and administer such services, (D) for the
conducting of surveys evaluating the ade-
quacy of the programs for the prevention
and treatment of alcoholism or narcotic ad-
diction within the several States with a view
to determining ways and means of improv-
ing, extending, and expanding such pro-
grams, and (E) for a program of research
and study relating to (i) personnel practices
and current and projected personnel needs
in the field of alcoholism (including its pre-
vention, control, treatment, and the rehabil-
itation of alcoholics), (ii) the availability
and adequacy of the educational and train-
ing resources of individuals in, or preparing
to enter such field, and (iii) the avallability
and adequacy of specialized training for per-
sons, such as physicians and law enforce-
ment officials, who have occasion to deal with
alcoholics, including the extent to which
such persons make the best use of their pro-
fessional qualifications when dealing with
aleoholics; and (2) to make grants to or
enter into contracts with public or nonprofit
private agencies and organizations, and con-
tracts with other private agencies and orga-
nizations, with a view toward the develop-
ing, constructing, operating, stafing, and
maintaining of treatment centers and fa-
cilities (including posthospitalization treat-
ment centers and facilities) for alcoholics or
narcotic addicts within the States. Such
grants or contracts may be made only for
facilities which (1) ure affiliated with a com-
munity mental health center providing at
least those essential elements of comprehen-
slve community mental health services which
are prescribed by the Secretary, or (2) which
are not so affiliated because no such center
has yet been established in the area, but
with respect to which satisfactory provision
(as determined by the Secretary) has been
made for appropriate utilization of existing
community mental health and other health
resources needed for an adequate program
of prevention and treatment of alcoholism
or narcotic addiction. As soon as the Secre-
tary determines that a community mental
health center has been established in the
area, affiliation with it shall be required as a
condition of further assistance under this
section.

*“({b) Grants made under 241(a)(2) shall
be made only upon application which con-
tains a showing that the application has
been approved and recommended by the
single State agency designated by the State
as belng the agency primarily responsible
for care and treatment of alcoholics or nar-
cotic addicts in the State, and, in case this
agency is different from the agency desig-
nated pursuant to section 204(a) (1), & show-
ing that the application has also been ap-
proved and recommended by the agency
designated pursuant to section 204(a) (1),
and, in case neither of these is the State
mental health authority, a showing that the
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application has been approved and recom-
mended by such authority.

“(c) Payments under this section may be
made in advance or by way of reimburse-
ment, as determined by the Secretary, and
shall be made on such conditions as the Sec-
retary determines to be necessary to carry
out the purposes of this title.

‘“(d) The Secretary is authorized to issue
appropriate rules and regulations to carry
out the provisions of this part.
“PROTECTION OF PERSONAL RIGHTS OF ALCO-

HOLICS AND NARCOTIC ADDICTS

“Spc. 242. In making grants, entering into
contracts, or in engaging in other activities
to carry out the purposes of this part, the
Secretary shall take such steps as may be
necessary to assure that no individual shall
be made the subject of any research which
is carried out (in whole or in part) with
funds provided under this part unless such
individual explicitly agrees to become a sub-
ject of such research.

“PART D—CONTINUATION OF EXISTING
PROGRAMS

“Sec. 251. There is authorized to be ap-
propriated such sums as may be necessary
to enable the Secretary to make grants to
continue the projects for which commit-
ments were made under section 402(a) of the
Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation Act of 1966,
but such grants may be made only for the
periods specified In such commitments for
such projects.”

Sec. 302. Section 402 of the Narcotic Ad-
dict Rehabilitation Act of 1966 is hereby
repealed.

TITLE IV—HEALTH FACILITY CONSTRUC-
TION AND MODERNIZATION

Sec. 401. This title may be cited as the
“Hospital and Medical Facilities Construc-
tion and Modernization Assistance Amend-
ments of 1968".

Sec. 402, (a) Section 601 of the Public
Health Service Act is amended—

(1) by striking out “next four” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “next six”, and

(2) by striking out “and $180,000,000 each
for the next two fiscal years” and inserting
in lieu thereof *'$180,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1968, $210,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1969, $240,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1970, and $270,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1971.”

(b) (1) Section 602(a)(1) of such Act is
amended by inserting immediately before
the period at the end of the second sen-
tence thereof the following: *“, and two-
thirds thereof in the case of the fifth and
sixth fiscal years thereafter"”.

(2) Section 602(e)(2) of such Act is
amended (A) by striking out “and” at the
end of clause (C), (B) by striking out the
period at the end of clause (D) and insert-
ing in lieu of such perlod a semicolon fol-
lowed by the word “and”, and (C) by in-
serting after and below clause (D) the fol-
lowing new clause:

“(E) In the case of an allotment there-
under for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970,
or the fiscal year ending June 30, 1971, one-
half of such allotment.”

(c) Title VI of the Public Health Service
Act is further amended by redesignating
part B as part D, by redesignating sections
621 through 625, and references thereto, as
sections 641 through 645, respectively, and
by inserting after section 610 the following
new parts:

“PaRT B—LOANS FOR MODERNIZATION OF Hos-
PITALS AND OTHER HEALTH FACILITIES
“AUTHORIZATION OF LOANS

“Sec. 621. (a) In order to assist public and
other nonprofit agencies to carry out needed
projects for the modernization of facilities
referred to in paragraphs (a) and (b) of
section 601, the Secretary is authorized to
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make (subject to the limitations contained in
this part) a loan of funds to such agencies
for the purpose of carrying out such projects.

“(b) No loan under this part to carry out
any modernization project may, when added
to the amount of any grant or loan under
part A with respect to such project, exceed 90
per centum of the cost of such project.

“ALLOCATION AMONG THE STATES

“Sec. 622. (a) The Secretary, after con-
sultation with the Federal Hospital Advisory
Couneil, shall allot the amounts available,
for each fiscal year, for the making of loans
under this part, among the States. Such
funds, for any fiscal year, shall be allotted
among the States in a manner which is fair
and equitable to each State after taking
into consideration the population, financial
need, and need for modernization of facilities
referred to in paragraphs (a) and (b) of
section 601, of each State, as compared to the
population, financial need, and need for the
modernization of such facilities, of all States.

*“(b) Any sum allotted to a State prior to
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, for a
fiscal year and remaining unobligated at the
end of such year shall remain available to
such State, for the purposes for which made,
for the next fiscal year (and for such year
only), and any such sum shall be in addition
to the sums allotted to such State for such
purpose for such next fiscal year, Any sum
so allotted to a State for a fiscal year shall
not (even though remaining unobligated at
the close thereof) be considered as available
for allotment for the next fiscal year.

“APPLICATIONS

“SEec. 623. (a) For each project for which
a loan is sought under this part, there shall
be submitted to the Secretary, through the
State agency designated in accordance with
section 604, an application by the State or a
political subdivision thereof or by a public
or other nonprofit agency. If two or more
such agencies join in the project, the appli-
cation may be filled by one or more such
agencies. Such application shall set forth all
of the descriptions, plans, specifications, as-
surances, and information which would be
required under clauses (1) through (5) of
section 605(a) with respect to applications
for projects under that section, such other
information as the Secretary may require to
carry out the purposes of this part, and a
certification by the State agency of the total
cost of the project for which the applica-
tion is approved and recommended by such
agency, and the amount of the project cost
with respect to which a loan is sought under
this part.

“(b) The Secretary may approve such ap-
plication only if (1) there remains sufficient
balance in the allotment determined for such
State pursuant to section 622 to cover the
cost of the project, (2) he makes each of
the findings which would be required under
clauses (1) through (4) of section 605(b)
for the approval of applications for projects
thereunder (but with appropriate modifica-
tions, for this purpose, in the regulations
concerning priority of projects), (3) he ob-
tains assurances that the applicant will
keep such records, and afford such access
thereto, and make such reports, in such
form and containing such information, as
the Secretary may reasonably require, and
(4) he also determines that the terms, con-
ditions, maturity, security (if any), and
schedule and amounts of repayments are
reasonable and in accord with regulations.

“(e) No application shall be disapproved
until the Secretary has afforded the State
agency an opportunity for a hearing,

“{d) Amendment of an approved appli-
cation shall be subject to approval in the
same manner as an original application.

“RECOVERY

“Sec. 624, If any of the events specified in
clause (a) or clause (b) of section 609 occurs
with respect to any facility for which a loan
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has been made under this part, before the
termination of the period during which a
loan made by the Secretary under this part
is outstanding, the balance of any loan made
by the Secretary under this part shall be-
come immediately due and payable, unless
the Secretary for good cause determines to
waive the provisions of this section.

“LIMITATION ON AMOUNT OF LOANS
OUTSTANDING

“Sgc. 625. The cumulative total of the
principal of the loans outstanding under
this part at any time may not exceed the
lesser of (1) such limitations as may be spe-
cified in appropriation Acts, and (2) in the
case of loans from allotments for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1969, $200,000,000; the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, $400,000-
000; and the fiscal year ending June 30,
1971, $600,000,000.

“GENERAL PROVISIONS FOR LOAN PROGRAM

“Sgc. 626. (a) Loan made under this part
shall—

“(1) be repayable in equal periodic in-
stallments over a period of not to exceed
twenty-five years,

“(2) bear interest at the rate of 3 per
centum per annum, and

“(8) be secured by a mortage or deed of
trust on the part of the borrower to repay
the principal and such other evidences of
financial obligation as the Secretary shall
determine to be necessary or desirable to
protect the interests of the United States
against failure on the part of the borrower
to repay the principal and interest on such
loan in accordance with the terms thereof.

“(b) No loan shall be made under this
part unless—

‘(1) the project with respect to which such
loan is requested has been recommended by
the single State agency (designated in ac-
cordance with section 604(a)(1)) of the
State in which such project is to be located
as being a project which is needed in such
State as determined in accordance with the
survey of need of such State conducted in
accordance with section 604(a) (4); and

“(2) the Secretary is satisfied that there are
or will be available funds which when com-
bined with the amount of the loan requested
under this part, will be sufficient to complete
the project with respect to which such loan
is requested.

“REVOLVING LOAN FUND

“Spe. 627. (a) There is hereby created
within the Treasury a separate fund for loans
for modernization of hospital] and other
health facillities (hereafter in this section
referred to as the ‘fund’') which shall be
available to the Secretary without fiscal year
limitation as a revolving fund for the pur-
poses of this part. The total of any loans
made from the fund in any fiscal year shall
not exceed such limitations as may be speci-
fled in appropriation Acts. A business-type
budget for the fund shall be prepared, trans-
mitted to the Congress, considered, and en-
acted In the manner prescribed by law (sec-
tions 102, 103, and 104 of the Government
Corporation Control Act, 31 U.S.C. B47-849)
for wholly owned Government corporations.

*(b) (1) The Secretary, when authorized
by an appropriation Act, may transfer to the
fund available appropriations provided un-
der section 628 to provide capital for the
fund. All amounts recelved by the Secretary
as interest payments or repayments of prin-
cipal on loans, and any other moneys, prop-
erty, or assets derived by him from his oper-
ations in connection with this part, includ-
ing any moneys derived directly or indirectly
from the sale of assets, or beneficial inter-
ests or participations in assets, of the fund,
shall be deposited in the fund.

**(2) All loans, expenses and payments
pursuant to operations of the BSecretary
under this title shall be paid from the fund,
including (but mnot limited to) expenses
and payments of the Secretary in connec-
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tion with sale, under section 302(c) of the
Federal National Mortgage Association Char-
ter Act, of participations in obligations ac-
quired under this part. From time to
time, and at least at the close of each
fiscal year, the Secretary shall pay
from the fund into the Treasury as
miscellaneous receipts interest on the cu-
mulative amount of appropriations paid
out for loans under this part avallable as
capital to the fund, less the average un-
disbursed cash balance in the fund during
the year. The rate of such interest shall be
determined by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, taking into consideration the aver-
age market yleld during the month preced-
ing each fiscal year on outstanding Treas-
ury obligations of maturity comparable to
the average maturity of loans made from
the fund. Interest payments may be deferred
with the approval of the Secretary of the
Treasury, but any interest payments so de-
ferred shall themselves bear interest. If at
any time the BSecretary determines that
moneys in the fund exceed the present and
any reasonably prospective future require-
ments of the fund, such excess may be
transferred to the general fund of the
Treasury.

“APPROPRIATION AUTHORIZATION

“Sec. 628. There are authorized to be
appropriated such sums as may be neces-
sary to carry out the provisions of this
part, including sums for contributions to
the revolving loan fund established under
section 627.

“DURATION OF LOAN PROGRAM

“Sec. 629. No loans shall be made under
this part after June 30, 1972.

“PART C—LoAN GUARANTEES FOR MODERNI-
ZATION OF HOSPITALS AND OTHER HEALTH
FACILITIES

“AUTHORIZATION OF LOAN GUARANTEES

“Sec. 631, (a) In order to assist public
and other nonprofit agencies to carry out
needed projects for the modernization of
facilities referred to in paragraphs (a) and
(b) of section 601, the Secretary is author-
ized (subject to the limitations contained
in this part) to guarantee, to non-Federal
lenders making loans to such agencies for
such purpose, payment when due of prin-
cipal and interest on loans approved under
this part.

“(b) No loan guarantee under this part
with respect to any modernization project
may apply to so much of the prinecipal
amount thereof as, when added to the
amount of any grant or loan under part
A or B with respect to such project, ex-
ceeds 90 per centum of the cost of such
project.

“ALLOCATION AMONG THE STATES

“Sgc. 632. (a) The Secretary, after consul-
tation with the Federal Hospital Advisory
Council, shall allot among the States the
amounts avallable for each fiscal year to
cover loans which may be guaranteed under
this part. Such amounts, for any fiscal year,
shall be allotted among the States in a man-
ner which is fair and equitable to each State
after taking into consideration the popula-
tion, financial need, and need for moderniza-
tion of facilities referred to in paragraphs
(a) and (b) of section 601, of each State,
as compared to the population, finaneial
need, and need for the modernization of such
facilities, of all States.

“(b) Any amount allotted to a State prior
to the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, for a
fiscal year and remaining unobligated at the
end of such year shall remain available to
such State, for the purposes for which made,
for the next fiscal year (and for such year
only), and any such amount shall be in ad-
dition to the amounts allotted to such State
for such purpose for such next fiscal year.
Any amount so allotted to a State for a fiscal
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year shall not (even though remaining un-
obligated at the close thereof) be considered
as available for allotment for the next fiscal
year.

“APPLICATIONS AND CONDITIONS

“Sec. 633, (a) For each project for which
& loan guarantee is sought under this part,
there shall be submitted to the Secretary,
through the State agency designated in ac-
cordance with section 604, an application
by the State or a political subdivision thereof
or by a public or other nonprofit agency.
If two or more such agencies join in the
project, the application may be filed by one
or more such agencies. Such application
shall set forth all of the descriptions, plans,
specifications, assurances, and information
which would be required under clauses (1)
through (5) of section 805(a) with respect
to applications for projects under that sec-
tlon, such other information as the Secre-
tary may regquire to carry out the purposes
of this part, and a certification by the State
agency of the total cost of the project for
which the application is approved and rec-
ommended by such agency, and the amount
of the project cost with respect to which a
loan guarantee is sought under this part.

“(b) The Secretary may approve such ap-
plication only if (1) there remains sufficient
balance in the allotment determined for such
State pursuant to section 632 to cover the
cost of the project, (2) he makes each of
the findings which would be required under
clauses (1) through (4) of section 605(b)
for the approval of applications for projects
thereunder (but with appropriate modifica-
tions, for this p , in the regulations
concerning priority of projects), (3) he ob-
tains assurances that the applicant will keep
such records, and afford such access thereto,
and make such reports, in such form and
containing such information, as the Secre-
tary may reasonably require, and (4) he also
determines that the terms (including the
rate of interest), conditions, maturity, se-
curity (if any), and schedule and amounts
of repayments with respect to the loan are
reasonable and in accord with regulations.

“(e) No application shall be disapproved
until the Secretary has afforded the State
agency an opportunity for a hearing.

“({d) Amendment of an approved applica-
tion shall be subject to approval in the same
manner as an original application.

“(e) (1) The United States shall be en-
titled to recover from the applicant the
amount of any payments made pursuant to
any guarantee under this part, unless the
SBecretary for good cause walves its right of
recovery, and, upon making any such pay-
ment, the United States shall be subrogated
to all of the rights of the recipient of the
payments with respect to which the guar-
antee was made,

“(2) Guarantees under this part shall be
subject to such further terms and conditions
as the Secretary determines to be necessary
to assure that the purposes of this part will
be achieved, and, to the extent permitted by
subsection (f), any of such terms and con-
ditions may be modified by the Secretary if
he determines such modification is necessary
to protect the financial interests of the
United States.

“(f) Any guarantee made by the Secretary
pursuant to this part shall be incontestable
in the hands of an applicant on whose be-
half such guarantee is made, and as to any
person who makes or contracts to make a
loan to such applicant in reliance thereon,
except for fraud or misrepresentation on the
part of such applicant or such other person.
“PAYMENT OF INTEREST ON GUARANTEED LOANS

“Sec. 634, (a) The Secretary shall pay to
each holder of a loan guaranteed under this
part, for and on behalf of the hospital to
which such loan was made, so much of the
interest which becomes due and payable on
such loan as is attributable to the excess of
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the interest rate of such loan over 3 per
centum. Each holder of a loan guaranteed
under this part shall have a contractual right
to receive from the United States interest
payments required by the preceding sentence.

“(b) There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated for each fiscal year such
amounts as may be necessary to carry out the
provisions of subsection (a).

“(¢) Contracts to make the payments pro-
vided for in this section shall not carry an
aggregate amount greater than such amount
as may be provided in appropriations Acts.

“LIMITATION ON AMOUNT OF LOANS GUARANTEED

“Sec, 635. The cumulative total of the prin-
cipal of the loans outstanding at any time
with respect to which guarantees have been
issued under this part may not exceed the
lesser of—

“(1) such limitations as may be specified
in appropriations Acts,

“(2) in the case of loans covered by allot-
ments for the fiscal year ending Jume 30,
1969, $200,000,000; for the fiscal year ending
June 80, 1970, $400,000,000; and for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1971, $600,000,000.

“LOAN GUARANTEE FUND

“Sgc, 636. (a) There is hereby established
in the Treasury a loan guarantee fund (here-
inafter in this section referred to as the
‘fund’) which shall be available to the Sec-
retary without fiscal year limitation to en-
able him to discharge his responsibilities
under any guarantee issued by him under
this part. There are authorized to be ap-
propriated to the fund from time to time
such amounts as may be necessary to pro-
vide capital for the fund.

“(b) If at any time the moneys in the
fund are insufficient to enable the Secre-
tary to discharge his responsibilities under
guarantees issued by him under this part,
he is authorized to issue to the Secretary of
the notes or other obligations in
such forms and denominations, bearing such
maturities, and subject to such terms and
conditions as may be prescribed by the Sec-
retary with the approval of the Secretary of
the Treasury. Such notes or other obligations
shall bear interest at a rate determined by
the Secretary of the Treasury, taking into
consideration the current average market
vyield on outstanding marketable obligations
of the United States of comparable maturi-
ties during the month preceding the issuance
of the notes or other obligations. The Sec-
retary of the Treasury is authorized and
directed to purchase any notes and other
obligations issued hereunder and for that
purpose he is authorized to use as & public
debt transaction the proceeds from the sale
of any securities issued under the Becond
Liberty Bond Act, as amended, and the pur-
poses for which securities may be issued
under that Act, as amended, are extended to
include any purchas+ of such notes and
obligations. The Secretary of the Treasury
may at any time sell any of the notes or
other obligations acquired by him under this
subsection. All redemptions, purchases, and
sales by the Secretary of the Treasury of
such notes or other obligations shall be
treated as public debt transactions of the
United States. Sums borrowed under this
subsection shall be deposited in the fund
and redemption of such notes and obliga-
tions shall be made by the Secretary from
such fund.”

SEc. 403. Section 302(c) (2) (B) of the Fed-
eral National Mortgage Association Charter
Act is amended to read as follows:

“(B) The Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, but only with respect to
loans (i) made by the Commissioner of
Education for construction of academic fa-
cilities, and loans to help finance student
loan programs, and (1i) made under part B of
title VI of the Public Health Service Act for
the modernization of hospitals and other
health facilities”
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TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS
BPECIALLY QUALIFIED SCIENTIFIC, PROFESSIONAL,
AND ADMINISTRATION PERSONNEL

Sec. 501, The proviso of the first sentence
of section 208(g) of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act (42 U.S.C. 210(g) ) is amended by in-
serting “(1)" after “not more than", and
by striking out the word “and” following the
last comma and inserting in lieu thereof “or
(2) in the case of one such position, the rate
specified, at the time the service in such
position is performed, for level II of the
Executive Schedule (5 U.8.C. 5313), or (3)
in the case of one such position, the rate
specified, at the time the service in such
position is performed, for level I of such
Executive Schedule; and such rates of
compensation for all positions included in
this proviso™.

USE OF ALLOTMENTS FOR COST OF
ADMINISTRATION

Sec. 502. Section 403 of the Mental Re-
tardation Facilities and Community Men-
tal Health Centers Construction Act of 1963
(42 US.C. 2698) is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new subsection:

“(c) (1) At the request of any State, a
portion of any allotment or allotments of
such State under part A of title II shall be
available to pay one-half (or such smaller
share as the State may request) of the
expenditures found necessary by the Secre-
tary for the proper and efficient administra-
tion during such year of the State plan ap-
proved under such part; except that mot
maore than 2 per centum of the total of the
allotments of such State for a year, or
$50,000, whichever is less, shall be available
for such purpose for such year. Payments of
amounts due under this paragraph may be
made In advance or by way of reimburse-
ment, and in such Installments, as the Sec-
retary may determine.

*“(2) Any amount paid under paragraph
{1) to any State for any fiscal year shall be
paid on condition that there shall be ex-
pended from State sources for such year for
administration of the State plan approved
under such part A not less than the total
amount expended for such purposes from
such sources during the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1968.”

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Sec. 503. (a) Title V of the Public Health
Bervice Act is further amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new section:
“MEMORIALS AND OTHER ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

“Sec. 512. The Becretary may provide for
suitability acknowledging, within the De-
partment (whether by memorials, designa-
tions, or other suitable acknowledgments),
(1) efforts of persons who have contributed
substantially to the health of the Nation
and (2) gifts for use in activities of the
Department related to health.”

(b) Bection 501(e) of such Act is repealed.

DUPLICATION OF BENEFITS

Sec. 504. No grant, award, or loan assist-
ance to any student under any Act amended
by this Act shall be considered a duplication
of benefits for the purposes of section 1781
of title 38, United States Code.

GORGAS MEMORIAL LABORATORY

Sec. 506, Effective for fiscal years ending
after June 30, 1968, the first section of the
Act entitled “An Act to authorize a perma-
nent annual appropriation for the mainte-
nance and operation of the Gorgas Memorial
Laboratory”, approved May 7, 1928, as
amended (45 Stat. 491; 22 U.S.C. 278), is
amended by striking out “$500,000" and in-
serting in lieu thereof “$1,000,000".

SECRETARY

Sec. 508. As used in the amendments made
by this Act, the ferm “Secretary”, unless the
context otherwise requires, means the Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare.

23801

Mr. HILL, Mr. President, T am privi-
leged to submit to the Senate H.R. 15758,
which was approved in the House of Rep-
resentatives by a vote of 325 to 1. The
measure was unanimously approved by
the Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare.

HR. 15758 is comprised of five titles
that would extend and improve health
programs now authorized under existing
law.

Title I would extend for 3 additional
years the authorizations for appropria-
tions to assist in financing the regional
medical program to combat heart disease,
cancer, and stroke, and related diseases.
The authorizations for appropriations
are those recommended by the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare.
They are: $65,000,000 for 1969, $140,-
000,000 for 1970, and $200,000,000 for
1971. The enactment of this title is ree-
ommended by the American Medical As-
sociation, the American Hospital As-
sociation, the American Heart Associa-
tion, the American Dental Association
and by other health organizations and
individuals.

Title II would extend for 3 addi-
tional years the authorization for appro-
priations to assist in financing the health
services for migratory agricultural work-
ers. The authorizations for appropria-
tions are those previously approved by
the Senate in passing S. 2688 on May 6,
1968. The authorizations are: $9,000,000
for 1969, $15,000,000 for 1970, and $20,-
000,000 for 1971.

Title III would extend for two addi-
tional years the authority for project
grants for the rehabilitation of narcotic
addicts as provided for under the Nar-
cotic Addict Rehabilitation Act of 1966.
Similar grants would be authorized to
assist in the rehabilitation of those af-
flicted with alcoholism. This title would
authorize $15 million for 1969 and $25
million for 1970 to assist in financing
training programs, evaluation programs,
demonstrations, and community pro-
grams of prevention and treatment of
alcoholism or narcotic addicts. The en-
actment of this title is recommended by
the North American Association of Al-
coholism programs, the American Psy-
chiatric Association, the State Mental
Health Program Directors, the National
Council on Alcoholism, and by other
health organizations and individuals.

Title IV would extend for two addi-
tional years the authorization for grants
under the Hill-Burton Act for the con-
struction and modernization of hospitals
and other medical care facilities. This
temporary extension will provide for
continuity pending completion of the
study of the National Advisory Commis-
sion on Health Facilities. The authoriza-
tion for appropriations for grants would
be increased by $30 million for 1969 and
established at $340 million for 1970 and
$370 million for 1971. The Hill-Burton
Act would be expanded to authorize a
program of Federal loans and a program
for mortgage insurance for the modern-
ization of hospitals and other health fa-
cilities. Each program would provide for
not to exceed $200 million in loans in
each of the 3 years 1969, 1970, and 1971.
Up to 90 percent of the construction
costs of modernization could be covered
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by the loans. The interest rate for the
hospitals and other health facilities
would be 3 percent.

Title V provides for several minor or
technical amendments, including:

First. The existing authority of the
PHS to pay salaries above the general
schedule of the Classification Act would
be expanded to include two additional
positions, one at level 1 of the executive
schedule and one at level 2 of the execu-
tive schedule.

Second. The Community Mental
Health Center legislation would be
amended to permit States to use not
more thaen 3 percent of their construc-
tion allotments, or $50,000 whichever is
less, to pay for not more than one-half
of the costs of administration.

Third. The Secretary would be au-
thorized to acknowledge gifts or efforts
of persons who have contributed sub-
stantially to the health of the Nation.

Fourth. The authorization for appro-
priation for the operations of the Gorgas
Memorial Laboratory would be increased
from $500,000 to $1,000,000 per year.

Fifth. An amendment would permit a
veteran to supplement GI benefits with
a scholarship or student loan under the
PHS Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to amendment.

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, I send to
the desk an amendment and ask for its
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

At the end of the bill insert a new section
as follows:

“ONE YEAR EXTENSION OF SOLID WASTE
DISPOSAL AUTHORIZATION

“Sec, 507. Subsections (a) and (b) of sec-
tion 210 of the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42
U.S.C. 32569) are each amended by inserting
before the period at the end thereof a comma
and ‘and for the succeeding fiscal year'."

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, the amend-
ment to H.R. 15758 which I have sent to
the desk does not relate to this partic-
ular legislation but is instead an amend-
ment to the Solid Waste Disposal Act of
1965. The language of this amendment
is identical to the bill, S. 3201, which was
reported by the Senate Committee on
Public Works and which simply con-
tinues for 1 year the authorizations for
the Federal solid waste disposal pro-
gram. The language of S. 3201 is being
added to this legislation in order to fa-
cilitate passage during this session of the

~ 90th Congress.

The Committee on Public Works was
informed by the appropriate House com-
mittee that it would be difficult to hold
hearings and report the House version
of this legislation this year. The leader-
ship of that committee also indicated
that this amendment would be accepted
if attached to H.R. 15758. The noncon-
troversial nature of the simple extension
of the solid waste program, combined
with a need to have the fiscal year 1970
authorization precede the appropriations
suggest the usefulness of this approach.

The Solid Waste Disposal Act of 1965—
Public Law 89-272 title II—launched a
new program to develop efficient means
of disposing the millions of tons of solid
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wastes that clog the Nation's cities and
countryside. In 1965 only two States had
identifiable solid waste programs, while
today 38 States are developing modern
plans for statewide solid waste programs
and comprehensive survey of solid waste
problems and practices under the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare grants.

The quantities of solid waste have be-
come so great in recent years that tradi-
tional methods of disposal are either in-
efficient or ineffective. Incineration and
landfill, the traditionally accepted meth-
ods of disposal, are inadequate and often
compound existing air and water pollu-
tion problems degrading the overall qual-
ity of the environment.

A report prepared at the request of
Senator J. CaLee Boggas, entitled “Avail-
ability, Utilization, and Salvage of In-
dustrial Materials,” suggests that the in-
dustrial economy of the United States—
and indeed that of the entire industrial
word—should undergo a shift from a
use-and-discard approach to a system
which includes methods of salvage, re-
processing, and reuse. The report further
suggests that the timing of this conver-
sion need not be precise, nor immediate,
but that it must occur, or man, in the
future, faces a continually degrading en-
vironment which will eventually be intol-
erable to him.

The President, in his conservation mes-
sage of March 11, 1968, called for a com-~
prehensive review of current solid waste
disposal technology to be undertaken by
the Director of the Office of Science and
Technology, working with the appro-
priate Cabinet officers, This review is to
consider two key problems: first, how to
lower the present high costs of solid
waste disposal, and second, how to im-
prove and strengthen Government-wide
research and development in this field.

In order to take advantage of the re-
sults of this study it is desirable that a
simple 1-year extension of the Solid
Waste Disposal Act be granted. This ex-
tension is provided by S. 3201. Follow-
ing completion of the President’'s study
the Public Works Committee will evalu-
ate the results which should indicate the
best and most useful methods of han-
dling solid waste disposal. At that time
hearings will be held on S. 1646, or simi-
lar proposals, which would authorize a
massive Federal grant program to assist
communities in the construction of solid
waste disposal facilities.

Mr. President, I move the adoption of
the amendment.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, as a co-
sponsor of 8. 3201, now in the form of an
amendment, to H.R. 15758, the pending
bill, I wish to join in the remarks made
by the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Srongl.

Solid waste disposal represents a grow-
ing problem in this country, and while
we have made good strides in controlling
pollution of air and water, we are faced
with developing programs and methods
to help dispose of the increasing amounts
of solid waste.

This simple 1-year extension of the ex-
isting Solid Waste Disposal Act will give
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare the authority to continue its
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research and fund some pilot programs
:lseeklng an answer to this serious prob-
em.

I commend the Senator from Maine
[Mr. Muskie] for his continued leader-
ship in the pollution field and I urge ap-
proval of this amendment by the Senate.

Mr. HILL. We have no objection to the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Virginia.

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute,
as amended.

The committee amendment, as
amended, was agreed to.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, the Senator
from New York [Mr. Javits] is unable to
be present today. He favors the bill. I ask
unanimous consent that a statement of
the Senator from New York, in support
of the bill, together with excerpts from
the committee report to which he refers
be printed at this point in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the state-
ment and excerpts were ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

STATEMENT OF SENATOR JAVITS

Mr. President, I rise in support of HR
15758, which was reported from the Senate
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare with
the unanimous support of both majority and
minority Senators. This comprehensive meas-
ure bespeaks the bipartisan support which
has characterized constructive health legis-
latlon coming before this body and is a
tribute to the leadership of our distinguished
chalrman, the gentleman from Alabama, Mr,
Hill, who so appropriately bears the title,
“Mr. Health”, in the Congress.

There are two parts of this bill which are
of particular concern to me; namely, Title III,
which deals with Alcohollc and Narcotle
Addict Rehabilitation, and Part C of Title IV,
which Part deals with Loan Guarantees for
Modernization of Hospitals and Other Health
Pacilities. I should like to discuss them
separately.

ALCOHOLISM

There is, most fortunately, a growlng recog-
nition that alcoholism is a major health prob-
lem, one affecting directly some 5 million
Americans, which must be dealt with as are
our other health problems. It is, as the Pub-
lic Health Service and the Crime Commis-
sion both have described it, the Nation's
most serlous health menace, ranking behind
only heart disease, mental illness and cancer,
But, as the Supreme Court observed In its
decision in the Powell case last month, “the
legislative response to this enormous prob-
lem has in general been inadequate.”

Title III of this bill seeks to deal with this
problem and represents the first comprehen-
sive legislative effort in the fight against al-
coholism to be presented for debate and vote
before this body.

In its provisions concerning alccholism,
Title III follows in good part the pattern laid
down by 8-1508, the measure introduced in
April of last year by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Utah, Mr. Moss, and myself, to-
gether with thirty-four colleagues from both
parties. We are proud that this ploneer effort
has borne this fruit. I ask that at this point
in the REcorD there appear the names of the
Benators who had joined in cosponsoring the
Javits-Moss bill:

Messrs. Birch Bayh, Alan Bible, Edward
Brooke, Quentin Burdick, Howard Cannon,
Frank Church, Joseph Clark, John Sherman
Cooper, Thomas Dodd, Sam J. Ervin, Jr., Paul

, Hiram Fong, Philip Hart, Mark Hat-
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field, Daniel Inouye, Thomas Kuchel, Edward
Long, Warren Magnuson, Eugene McCarthy,
Gale McGee, Jack Miller, Walter Mondale,

ung.

I include at this point in the Record that
portion of the section-by-section analysis of
H.R. 15758 in the committee report covering
title IIT:

“ParT C—ALCOHOLISM AND NARCOTIC ADDICT
REHABILITATION

“DECLARATION OF FINDINGS AND PURFOSES

“The new section 240 of the Community
Mental Health Centers Act contains congres-
stonal that—

*“{1) Alccholism is a major health and so-
cial problem afiicting many people, and much
more needs to be done to develop effective
prevention and control;

“(2) Alcoholism treatment and control pro-
grams should, where possible, be community
based, provide a comprehensive range of serv-
ices under proper medical auspices on a co-
ordinated basis, and be integrated with and

agencies;

“{8) Treating chronic alcoholics within the
ecriminal justice system aggravates the prob-
lem, whereas treating chronic alcoholism as
a health problem better serves the interests
of all concerned; and

*{4) Narcotic addiction is also a major
health problem about which much more
needs to be done, and programs for its pre-
vention and control should, where possible,
be community based with a wide range of
medical services that are comprehensive in
scope.

“It is, therefore, the purpose of this part
to help prevent and control alcoholism and
mnarcotic addiction through construction and
operation grants under this part and through
use of other relevant Federal and federally
assisted programs. It 1= also the purpose
of this part to authorize Federal ald for ap-
propriate study and demonstration projects
relating to alcoholism,

“AUTHORIZEATION

“The mew section 241, which would be
added to the Community Mental Health Cen-
ters Act, would authorize $15 million for
fiscal year 1969 and $25 million for fiscal
year 1970 for the prevention and treatment
of alcoholism and narcotic addietion. The
SBecretary would be authorized to make
grants to States, to their political subdi-
visions, and to public and non-profit-pri-
vate agencies and organizations, and to make
contracts with them and with other private

and organizations, for the develop-
ing of fleld testing and demonstration pro-
grams, for the developing of specialized
tralning programs and materials, for the
training of personnel to provide the services,
for the evaluation of the for the
prevention and treatment of alcoholism and
narcotic addiction, and for research into
personnel practices and training mneeds in
the field of alcoholism. The new section 241
would also authorize the Secretary to en-
ter into grants with public and non-profit-
private agencies and organizations, and to
make contracts with them and with other
private agencies and organizations, for the
development, construction, operation, staff-
ing, and maintenance of treatment centers
and facilities (including posthospitalization
treatment centers and facilities).

“Grants could be made only with respect
to facilities which were affillated with com-
munity mental health centers. If no such
center had yet been established in the area,
the facility, to be eligible, would have to be
included as part of a program making appro-
priate utilization of existing community re-
sources needed for an adequate program of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

prevention and freatment of alooholism and
narcotic addiction.

“Grants for the development, construc-
tion, operation, staffing, or maintenance of
MMmtmanMMMommn

an application which contained a showing
of approval of the project by the State agency
primarily responsible for the treatment of
alcoholics and narcotic addicts, as well as by
the State agency under the existing com-~
munity mental health centers construction
program and the State mental health au-
thority.

“Under this new section, payments could
be made in advance or as reimbursement
and could be made on such terms and con-
ditions and installments, as the Secretary de-
termined to be necessary to carry out the
purpose of this title. The Secretary would be
authorized to issue appropriate rules and
regulations to carry out the provisions of
parts C and D of this title.

“PROTECTION OF PERSONAL RIGHTS OF
ALCOHOLICS

“The new section 242, which would be
added to the Community Mental Health Cen-
ters Act, would direct the Secretary to take
necessary steps ln carrying out the new pro-
vislons on alcoholics and narcotic addicts to
assure that no one will be made the subject
of research assisted under the new part un-
less he explicitly agrees to do s0.”

Mr. Javrrs. Alcoholism is a costly affliction,
measured not alone in terms of its estimated
annual cost of §2 billion to business and in-
dustry or to the cost to taxpayers of the 2
million arrests each year for public drunken-
ness—but it is costly also measured in terms
of the five to six million of our fellow citi-
zens who are afflicted with alcoholism and
their familles and friends who bear the bur-
dens of this affliction with them. We are
privileged in this Congress to have the op-
portunlty to act to deal with this health
problem of alcoholism in an effective way
and to enact ploneer legislation to meet its
challenge.

HOSPITAL MODERNIZATION

I should now like to direct my remarks to
Title IV, Part C, Loan Guarantees for Mod-
ernization of Hospitals and Other Health Fa-
cilities. This provision, of which I was the
sponsor, is aimed at correcting the condition
of intolerable obsolescence which afflicts at
least one third of the nation's hospital capac-
ity, a situation which according to health
authorities is reaching crisis proportions in
many metropolitan areas.

This provision would authorize federally
insured mortgages in the amount of $200
million in each of the three years, FY 1968
through FY 1971, for the modernization of
hospitals and other medical care facilities.
The Federal Government would pay interest
above 3%.

‘This Part is similar to Section 401 of the
Higher Education Amendments of 1968,
which provides for guaranteed loans for aca-
demic facilities, Bection 1705 of the Housing
and Urban Development Act of 1968, which
provides for guaranteed loans for college
housing. Both also provide similar interest
subventions,

I include at this point in the Recorp that
portion of the section-by-section analysis of
HR 15758 in the committee report covering
Part T of title IV:

“Part C would be entitled—Loan Guar-
antees for Modernization of Hospitals and
Other Health Facilities.

“AUTHORIZATION OF LOAN GUARANTEES

“The new section 631 of the Public Health
Service Act would authorize the Secretary
to guarantee the payment of principal and
interest to nmon-Federal lenders who made
loans to public and other nonprofit agen-
cies for projects for the modernization of
medical facilities. The amount of & loan
guarantee with respect tc any modernization
project under this part, when added to a
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grant or & loan under part A or B, could not
exceed 90 percent of the cost of such mod-
ernization project.

“ALLOCATION AMONG THE STATES

“The new section 632 would authorize the
Secretary, after consultation with the Fed-
eral Hospital Advisory Council, to allot the
amount available for loans which might be
guaranteed under this part among the States
in a fair and equitable manner after con-
sidering relative population, financial need,
and meed for modernization of facilities.
Any amounts allotted for the guarantee of
loans, but unobligated by & State at the
end of the fiscal year would remain avail-
able for the next fiscal year.

“APPLICATIONS AND CONDITIONS

“Under the new section 633, loans would
be guaranteed only upon an application
submitted to the Secretary through the State
agency designated under section 604 as the
sole ngency responsible for the administra-
tion of the State plan. An application would
have to meet certain requirements.
First, the application would have to meet
the requirements under clauses (1) through
(5) of section 605(a). These regquirements
relate to the inclusion in the application of
a description of the site Tor the project,
plans and specifications for the project,
assurance that the applicant has proper
title, assurance of adeguate financial sup-
port to complete and operate the project, and
assurance as to compliance with the prevail-
ing wage provision in the Davis-Bacon Act.

“The application would also have to con-
tain a certification by the State agency of
what 1t determines the cost of the moderni-
zation project will be.

“In order for an application to receive
approval, the Secretary would have to find
that four reguirements were met. First, a
sufficient amount to cover the cost of the
project would have to remaln In the State's
allotment under new section 622. Second, the
Becretary must make the findings reguired
under clauses (1) through (4) of section
605(a). These required findings are that the
application contalns assurance as to title,
financial support, and payment of prevailing
wages, that the plans and specifications are
in accord with regulations, that the applica-
tion is in conformity with the State plan
approved under section 604, and that the ap-
plication has been approved and recom-
mended by the State agency and has priority
over other projects. (Under this part, the
finding by the State agency that an applica-
tion has priority over others would be based
on appropriately modified regulations.)
Third, the Secretary must obtain assurances
that the applicant will keep records and
‘make reports which the Secretary reasonably
requires. Finally, the Secretary must deter-
mine that the terms and conditions of the
loan are reasonable and in accord with
regulations,

“The Secretary could not disapprove an
application without aff the State
agency an opportunity for a hearing. Amend-
ments to an approved application would be
subject to approval just as if they were origi-
nal applications,

“The United States would be entitled to
recover from the applicant the amount of
any payments made under a guarantee under
this part. (The Secretary for good cause
could waive this right of recovery.) The
United States would be subrogated to the
rights of the applicant upon its recovery of
payments from the applicant. The Secretary
would be authorized to subject guarantees
under this part to the terms and conditions
that he might determine to be necessary to
carry out the purposes of this part. In order
to protect the financial interest of the United
States, the Secretary would be authorized
to modify any of the terms and conditions
of the guarantee.

“Neither the applicant on whose behalf a
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loan guarantee is made nor any other person
who made a loan to the applicant could con-
test any guarantee made by the Secretary,
with one exception. Fraud or misrepresenta-
tion could make the guarantee contestable.

“PAYMENT OF INTEREST ON GUARANTEED LOANS

“The new section 634 would create a con-
tractual right to each holder of & loan guar-
anteed under this part to receive from the
United States any interest above 3 percent
which becomes due and payable. Such
amounts as might be necessary to carry out
this section would be authorized. Contracts
to meet the payments provided for in this
section could not amount to an aggregate
greater than the amount provided for in ap-
propriation acts.

“LIMITATION ON AMOUNT OF LOANS
GUARANTEED

“The new section 635 would establish a
limit on the cumulative total of loan guar-
antees under this part that could be out-
standing at any one time. For fiscal year
1969, the maximum allowable limit of out-
standing loans guaranteed would be $200
million; for fiscal year 1970, $400 million;
and for fiscal year 1971, $600 million. These
limits would apply unless appropriation acts
specified a lower limit.

“LOAN GUARANTEE FUND

“Under the new section 637, a separate
loan guarantee fund for loan guarantees for
the modernization of hospital and medical
facilitles would be established within the
Treasury. The fund would be available with-
out fiscal year limitation. Such amounts as
might be necessary to provide capital for the
fund would be authorized to be appropriated.

“The Secretary would be authorized to bor-
row funds to discharge his responsibilities
under guarantees issued under this part. In
order to borrow funds, the Secretary would
be authorized to issue notes and other forms
of obligations bearing interest at a rate deter-
mined by the Secretary of the Treasury. The
Secretary of the Treasury would be author-
ized to purchase these obligations issued by
the Secretary. The amounts borrowed under
this part would be deposited in the fund. The
Secretary would also redeem, from the fund,
the notes and obligations issued under this
section.

“SECTION 403

“This section of the bill would amend sec-
tion 802(c)(2) (B) of the Federal National
Mortgage Association Charter Act (added by
the Participation Sales Act of 1966—FPublic
Law 88—429), which authorizes FNMA to es-
tablish trusts for HEW with respect to cer-
tain loans by the Commissioner of Educa-
tion, so as to authorize such trusts also with
respect to loans under these new provisions
ol the PHS Act.”

Mr. Javrrs. American communities are
meeting only 50% of the country’'s modern
hospital needs. In New York State, for ex-
ample, outside New York City, more than
$287 million in hospital modernization is
required, 52% of the area’s capacity. And
New York City, according to the most recent
estimates, needs an estimated $1.25 billion
in modernization funds.

The Hospital Review and Planning Council
of Southern New York has observed that
while on the one hand modern developments
have made possible new patterns of diag-
nosis and treatment, these advances have
placed such heavy demands on existing hos-
pital facilities that virtually every hospital
plant in New York City requires costly al-
terations or complete replacement. Among
the 130 general care hospitals in the city,
72% of the surgical sultes are inadequate,
909, of the X-ray sultes are inadequate,
71% of the emergency departments are in-
adequate, 72% of the outpatient facilities
are inadequate and only 17% would pass
Public Health Service fire standards.

Twentieth century medical care cannot be
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given In 19th century hospitals. It is neces-
sary that we proceed with a hospital mod-
ernization program without delay, not only
in the interests of providing urgently needed
health care but also in the interest of econ-
omy. Hospital construction costs are increas-
ing an estimated 7% annually. Thus, post-
poning for one year the $1 billlon needed
for hospital modernization annually would
add another $70 million to hospital con-
struction costs, an increase which is passed
on to local taxpayers and local users of hos-
pital services.

Hospital modernization will also serve to
hold down costs to patients. Hospital fees
are the fastest increasing item in the cost of
living—last year, the index rose 16.5% and
some authorities anticipate further increases
ranging up to 30% for the current year.

Obsolete and outmoded hospitals can be
wasteful of the most expensive element in
hospital operation—key hospital personnel.
Personnel costs now exceed T0% of hospital
operation costs and are becoming an in-
creasingly important consideration.

Part C, providing for guaranteed loans,
complements the other two parts of Title
IV, which provide extension of the Hill-
Burton program and provide direct moderni-
zation loans.

Bince its inception twenty-one years ago,
the Hill-Burton program has provided $2.9
billion in support of modernization and con-
struction of hospital and other health care
facilities. It is indeed fitting that this bill,
one of the last of the many major health
bills he has shepherded through this body,
should contain an extension of the program
bearing Sen. Hill's name. This provision is yet
another affirmation of the high regard In
which our committee’s chairman is held by
his colleagues and by the nation. Although
he will not be with us in this chamber next
year, his monumental efforts on behalf of
our Nation’s health will be long carried on,

Mr, President, in conclusion I urge the
enactment of HR. 15758, known as the
Health Services Amendments, with the hope
that it may soon be signed into law.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
distinguished Senator from Utah [Mr.
Moss] is necessarily absent today. On his
behalf, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp a statement pre-
pared by him on the bill.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY Mr. Moss

I am most gratified that the Senate has
before it—at long last—a bill which provides
a comprehensive program for the rehabilita-
tion of our more than 5 million alcoholics,
This 1s recognition of the fact that the Fed-
eral government does have a responsibility in
dealing with a problem which is national in
scope, which affects about one out of every
five families in this country, and which the
states and localities have not been able to
deal with alone. I sincerely hope there will
be no question about the worth of the alco-
holism amendments contained in Title III, or
the desirability of putting them into opera-
tion as quickly as possible,

As Senators may remember, I introduced
the first bill in the Senate which provided for
a locus of responsibllity in the Federal gov-
ernment. It was 8, 2657 of the 89th Congress,
and it called for the establishment of an
alcohol control administration within the
Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, and for grants in aid to the States for
the establishment or expansion of State study
and rehabilitation facilities. The bill had 18
cosponsors from both sides of the alsle.

Then at the beginning of this session, I
jolned with the distinguished Senator from
New York (Mr. Javits) in working out the
provisions of 8. 1508, which again provided
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for a strong public health approach to the
growing problem of alcoholism. However, I
see no objection in going the route provided
in the bill before us today—that is, to
amend the Community Mental Health Cen-
ters Act to expand the existing program with
grants for the construction and operation
of facilities for both alcoholics and narcotic
addicts. Our objective, after all, is to pro-
vide good treatment and rehabilitation fa-
cilities to alcoholles, and to improve tech-
niques and find effective ways of preventing
the disease of alcoholism. I am not wedded
to any particular administrative machinery.
Since the House of Representatives and now
the Senate Committee has agreed upon the
method provided in Title III of H.R. 157568.
I am glad to lend my support.

It was evident to me long before I came
to Congress that a comprehensive national
program to help States and communities
deal with the alcoholic and his problems was
one of our most urgent needs. I sat as a
city judge in Salt Lake City, and one of my
jurisdictions was the criminal court, the
court before which anyone charged with
drunkenness is brought for sentencing. Dur-
ing those years, alcoholism, from a legal
standpoint, was treated like any other antl-
soclal behavior problem. Although many of
us realized then that it was an illness, we
had no machinery for treating it. All we
could do was sentence anyone picked up on
a charge of drunkenness to a jail sentence—
or as an alternative, we could give him a
floater sentence—which meant he had to
get out of town within 24 hours, This merely
passed most of them on to another court in
another city where they would be brought
up again on another drunk charge and put
in another jall to dry out.

It was a heart-breaking, bafiling experi-
ence, a losing game every day in the week,
The same drunks came up before me day
after day. I would give them a sentence
long enough for them to “dry out" but they
would be back in a few days. I had excruci-
ating experiences, such as having to sentence
some of my best friends—men I had grown
up with. They needed treatment, not jall
sentences, but there was no machinery to
provide such treatment,

When I came to the Senate I resolved that
as soon as I could do so I would begin to
work on legislation which would give the
states and communities the help they needed
to meet this tragic soclal problem, and it
has been one of my major flelds of endeavor.

As the Senate knows, two famous court
decisions gave us the impetus we needed.
The decisions in Driver vs. Hinnant and
Easter vs. the District of Columbia estab-
lished the principle that an alcoholic is a
person suffering from a disease which should
be treated medically. He is not a criminal
but a sick man who properly should be the
responsibility of health officials, not law en-
forcement officials.

The President's Commission on Law En-
forcement and the Administration of Justice
took cognizance of these decisions in the
report it issued wherein it endorsed the
principle that alcoholics should be handled
medleally and socially.

Some people may feel that these decisions
were somewhat undermined by the recent
Supreme Court decision in Powell vs, Texas.
By a narrow 5—¢ decislon in Powell vs. Texas,
that a chronic alcoholic with a wife, family,
and home in which “to stay off the streets
while drunk” could be convicted under a
State law agalnst public drunkenness. How-
ever, some constitutional experts have al-
ready stated that this decision only confirms
the rationale of the Easter and Driver de-
cisions, which ruled that a ‘homeless’ alco-
holic cannot be jailed for public drunkenness.

Mr. Justice White, who broke a 44 dead-
lock in Powell vs. Texas said in his opinion
that in the case of a homeless alcoholic, a
criminal conviction for public intoxication'
would be unconstitutional.
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So I think it may be said in all fairness
that the United States Supreme Court has
now joined with Congress, the Justice De-
partment, the American Medical Associa-
tion, the American Bar Assoclation, and the
many public spirited men and women who
have been working in the alcoholism fleld
for many years in indicating that something
more should be done of a substantiative
nature at the Federal level to combat alco-
holism. We have an opportunity to take that
long step today in passing the bill before us.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques~
tion is on the engrossment of the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute, as
amended, and third reading of the bill.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill (H.R. 15758) was read a third
time, and passed.

Mr. HILL, Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which H.R. 15758
was passed.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion to lay on the table was agreed to.

BILL INDEFINITELY POSTPONED

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that Calendar
No. 1427, S. 3201, to protect the public
health by extending for 1 year the pro-
visions on research and assistance for
State and interstate planning for solid
waste disposal, and for other purposes,
be indefinitely postponed.

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

A COMMENTARY ON HISTORY

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
in the June 1968—vol. 3, No. 9—issue
of the Washingtonian, a magazine pub-
lished in Washington, D.C., appears a
lengthy article about ecolumnist Drew
Pearson. I do not intend to read the en-
tire article, but three or four paragraphs
in it are very significant from the his-
torical standpoint, and I ask unanimous
consent that these paragraphs be printed
at this point in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

[From the Washingtonian Magazine, June
1968]

Few Congressmen can afford to ignore
Pearson's jabs, for they can start talk back
home, mobilize letter writers, snowball into
major political problems. One prominent
Senator who was driven to near distraction
by Pearson’s pinpricks in the 1950 was
Lyndon B, Johnson. In those days, Pearson
felt Johnson was too cozy with the oil lobby
and had been soft on McCarthy, and he liked
to call him “Landslide Lyndon” and “Lyin'-
Down Johnson.”

But in 1959 Pearson decided he wanted to
block Eisenhower’s nomination of Lewis
Strauss as Secretary of Commerce, and he
knew that his only hope of doing so was to
“make a deal with Lyndon.” Jack Anderson
was therefore dispatched to the Majority
Leader's office.

“How would you like to get Drew off your
back?"” he asked Johnson.

“Who do I have to kill?” Johnson replied.

Lewis Strauss, Anderson replied, and ex-
plained what Pearson wanted. It was impos-
sible, Johnson said. Okay, Anderson sald, and
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started for the door. Walt, Johnson called,
maybe it was not impossible, Terms were
negotiated, agreement was reached, Strauss
was defeated, and Pearson, for a time, was off
Johnson's back,

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. This commen-
tary on history indicates what things
will be done to sacrifice great American
servants for political purposes.

ESTABLISHMENT OF A COMMISSION
ON ORGANIZATION, OPERATION,
AND MANAGEMENT OF THE EXEC-
UTIVE BRANCH OF THE GOVERN-
MENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 1433, S. 3640.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The LecisLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 3640)
to establish a commission to study the
organization, operation, and manage-
ment of the executive branch of the Gov-
ernment, and to recommend changes
necessary or desirable in the interest of
governmental efficiency and economy.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, S. 3640
would establish a new Hoover-type Com-
mission to streamline and modernize the
Federal Government.

This bill has the support of 61 Sena-
tors, including 33 Democrats and 28 Re-
publicans. Senator Pearson of Kansas
joined me in introducing 8. 3640 as a
‘“clean” bill following 7 days of hearings
by the Subcommittee on Executive Re-
organization on several bills designed to
improve the organization and the man-
agement of the Federal Government.

The Commission would undertake a
comprehensive and in-depth analysis of
the machinery of Government in order to
make recommendations in the following
areas:

First, the organization and operation
of the executive branch as a whole, as
well as its individual departments, agen-
cies and bureaus.

Second, the coordination and coopera-
tion among the various Federal depart-
ments, agencies, and bureaus.

Third, the elimination or consolida-
tion of Federal programs; and

Fourth, the establishment of priorities
among Federal programs.

The Commission would be composed of
eight members. Four would be appointed
by the President of the United States. Of
these, two would be from the executive
branch and two from private life. Four
would be appointed by the Congress. The
President of the Senate would appoint
two Senators. The Speaker of the House
would appoint two Representatives. The
two major political parties would be
equally represented on the Commission.

The need for an independent Com-
mission to conduct a total review and
examination of the entire executive
branch is one of the most obvious facts
of our national life.

In the 13 years since the second
Hoover Commission made its final re-
port, the United States has undergone
some of the most rapid and profound
changes in our history. Yet throughout
this time, we have operated and man-
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aged the executive branch as if time had
stood still.

Some reforms have been achieved. We
have three new agencies of Govern-
ment—the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity, and the Depariment
of Transportation. Other agencies have
experienced reorganization on a lesser
scale as the Subcommittee on Executive
Reorganization has acted on 18 reorga-
nization plans during the past 4 years.
And we have had numerous studies,
commissions, and task forces on individ-
ual agencies and special problems. The
last 3 years alone have seen more than
100 Presidential commissions, boards,
and advisory groups.

But looking at the parts—no matter
how large—is no substitute for looking
at the whole.

And that is what we have failed to
do in the past—and why we must ap-
prove S. 3640 today.

We must begin immediately to pay
serious attention to the growth, devel-
opment and operation of the Federal
Government.

The facts demand no less.

For example:

The Federal budget has doubled in
the past 13 years, and domestic expendi-
tures have increased by 170 percent.

The new Federal budget of $186 bil-
lion means that the United States will
spend $5,515 every second and $20 mil-
lion every hour.

In California alone, there are 50 per-
cent more Federal employees than in
all of Washington, D.C.

In Connecticut, there are 256 Federal
agencies listed in the Hartford telephone
book—and 92 State agencies.

At last count, there were 150 separate
Federal departments, agencies, bureaus,
and boards in Washington—plus over
400 regional and area field offices—ad-
ministering Federal programs to States,
cities, and individuals through 459 sep-
arate channels.

Eight Cabinet departments and 12
agencies are involved in health.

Eighteen separate agencies are con-
ducting programs to improve the natural
environment.

Eight departments and four agencies
are operating major credit programs and
thereby affecting monetary policy.

Ten Cabinet departments and more
than 15 other agencies are involved in
education.

Ten agencies in three departments are
managing manpower programs.

All this suggests we may be trying to
force the future into the framework of
the past. And that is bound to be waste-
ful and inefficient—both in terms of the
money that we spend and the results
that we achieve.

Clearly, a major examination of the
executive branch of Government—its or-
ganization, its operation, and its man-
agement—is in order.

With the single exception of the Bu-
reau of the Budget, all the 17 witnesses
who testified at our hearings enthusi-
astically supported the establishment of
this Commission.

While the witnesses were concerned
about the importance of streamlining
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government to correct past mistakes
and shortcomings, they felt this would
be only half of the job that needed to be
done.

The other half of the job is the future.

In the past decade, America has found
herself on the frontier of some of the
most profound revolutions and trans-
formations in the history of the world:
space technology, automation, urbani-
zation, and, most important of all, hu-
man aspirations.

Although we have only explored and
experienced the beginnings of these pro-
found changes, it is already clear that
they will touch every city, town and
farm in America, as well as each man,
woman and child.

Clearly, then, we have a deep respons-
ibility to organize for the future if Amer-
ica is to fulfill her promise. And the first
step in such an effort is to reassess our
highest institutions of government with
a view toward organizing them into a
modern and effective system for achiev-
ing our national goals and purposes.

Unfortunately, Americans are rarely
interested in questions of organization
until they decide it is too expensive not
to be interested.

But while all of us share this fiscal
concern, we must also bear in mind that
in the last analysis the Federal Govern-
ment will be judged in terms of its suc-
cess in dealing with the crucial problems
of our age.

Thus, the machinery of government—
how it works and how well it works—
will be the primary concern of the
Commission.

It is not the job of this Commission to
define national goals. As Luthur Gulick,
a member of President Roosevelt’s 1937
Committee on Administrative Manage-
ment has written:

I think this kind of goal-making must be
handled chiefly through the President and
the Congress. The Commission should there-
fore start with the decisions which have
been made by the President and the Con-
gress and should then consider how adequate
is the organism and the functioning of our
governmental system to perform this im-
portant and changing workload. And the
major test would be not the bits and pleces,
but the broad system, the comprehensive
managerial system, under which we are
operating.

Within this framework, it is contem-
plated that the Commission will foster
both long-range planning, as is cus-
tomary in American business, and the
much needed and much neglected evalu-
ation of current programs.

In response to the growing awareness
that the more than 400 Federal Govern-
ment programs require a thorough exam-
ination, the committee has specifically
charged the Commission with the duty
of recommending “criteria, systems, and
procedures” for establishing priorities
among these programs. The Commission
will not actually perform the evaluation
or establish priorities, but will recom-
mend ways and means of doing so to the
Executive and the Congress.

The success of the Commission will
be measured in terms of the improved
performance of the executive branch
from top to bottom. The Commission will
not be able to provide an answer to every
problem of so large an organization and
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bureaucracy. But by focusing on a limited
number of matters of cardinal impor-
tance, it can point the way to a more
modern executive branch sensitive to the
people and the times,

Finally, Mr. President, let me speak
to what may be the most basic issue that
this Commission can help resolve: the
trust and confidence that must exist be-
tween the government and the governed.

James Madison warned us early in
our history that government must be
able to control itself, It is just as true
that when government cannot control it-
self, it may lose what it can never afford
to lose: the consent of the governed.

There is no reason—and no need—for
this to occur in the United States. Our
people must have confidence in their
National Government and its ability to
manage its own—as well as some of their
own—affairs,

It is the responsibility of government
to build and to maintain this confidence.
It is the fundamental premise of this

- Commission that government must al-

ways be accountable—and responsible—
to those whom it serves: the people of
the United States.

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

Mr. RIBICOFF. I yield.

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, first I
wish to commend the distinguished Sen-
ator from Connecticut for his leadership
in this particular matter, and for putting
the final touches on this piece of legisla-
tion which I first introduced in the 89th
Congress, then in the 90th Congress, and
it was only when the Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr. Risicorr] became inter-
ested in this matter that it began to
move in spite of a presidential recom-
mendation in this field.

I think the need is greater than ever
before, not only because of the great
proliferation of programs, but also be-
cause as a result of H.R. 15414 we are
under great pressure to reduce Federal
expenditures and provide better and
more efficient services to the people of
this country.

EXECUTIVE REFORM: THE NEED FOR A NEW
HOOVER COMMISSION

Mr. President, today the cost of op-
erating the Federal Government is enor-
mous. Based on the fiscal 1968 budget the
Federal bureaucracy is spending $334,094
per minute, which equals over $20 mil-
lion per hour, or more than $3.3 billion
per week. The Archivist of the United
States has been quoted as saying that
paper work alone costs roughly 7 per-
cent of the Federal administrative budg-
et, or a total of $9.5 billion last year. The
average cost of a letter in the executive
branch has reached $2.44, while one page
of a directive costs $300. Former General
Services Administrator Lawson Knott
testified that over the past 8 years “we
have had to accommodate 6,000 addition-
al employees in the Washington area ev-
ery year. That is the equivalent of about
a 900,000 or 1 million square foot building
every year.” It is important to remember
that Mr. Knott was speaking only about
the Washington area.

Some of these rising costs may be at-
tributable to growth alone, others are the
result of shoddy organization and poor
management. The increase in the num-
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ber, scope, and variety of Federal oper-
ations in recent years has certainly been
nothing short of phenomenal. In the past
13 years more than 500,000 civilians have
been added to the Federal payroll, the
Federal budget has doubled, and domes-
tie tspending alone has soared 170 per-
cent.

Until recently, Mr. President, there
was no way of even estimating the num-
ber of new agencies, departments, and
bureaus that have been spawned since
the last thoroughgoing review of execu-
tive operations was finished by the sec-
ond Hoover Commission in 1955. A few
months ago I asked the Legislative Ref-
erence Service to undertake such a sur-
vey and while the results are not com-
plete due to the many serious obstacles
the researchers faced, the tentative re-
sults are nonetheless startling. For ex-
ample, when the Office of Economic Op-
portunity was created it had a staff of
428 on January 1, 1965. In 2 years this
personnel figure had more than quin-
tupled to 2,393. In the same period the
agency budget rose from approximately
$200 million to $1.8 billion—a ninefold
increase.

In addition, the Administration on
Aging nearly doubled the size of its work
force from 47 to 86 during the first 2
years of its existence from 1965 to 1967,
while its budget increased eight times
from $2.1 million to $16.7 million.

These and other similar examples show
that since 1955, a total of at least $19.1
billion and 142,000 employees have been
invested in new programs alone, The sub-
sequent rate of increase of these new
projects is even more surprising. Since
these new programs were begun in many
instances just 1 or 2 years ago, roughly
52,190 employees and $12.5 billion have
fueled their expansion. And this rate of
growth is still increasing.

Increases in payroll salaries or jumps
in the number of personnel or new pro-
grams are not necessarily undesirable or
even unavoidable developments. But the
rate of government growth we have been
experiencing has been so rapid as to out-
strip the ability of the executive branch
to organize the bureaucracy efficiently to
achieve our national goals.

Mr. President, the administration of
Federal grant-in-aid programs is a prime
example of what can happen when proj-
ect growth is poorly controlled. In April,
1964, there were approximately 239 such
programs. Today there are over 400.
These programs now cost over $17 bil-
lion a year. By 1973 it has been estimated
that this figure may increase to over $60
billion.

Experienced figures such as former
HEW Secretary John Gardner have com-
mented on the increasingly serious prob-
lem of program proliferation. Testifying
before the Senate Subcommittee on In-
tergovernmental Relations in the fall of
1966 he said:

In almost every domestic program we are
encountering crises of organization. Coordi-
nation among Federal agencies leaves much
to be desired. Communications between the
various levels of government—Federal, State,
local—is casual and inefTective.

There is little doubt that duplication,
waste and overlapping have reached
enormous proportions. For example, at
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present there are approximately 33 Fed-
eral agencies engaged in 296 consumer
protection activities. And, as the Secre-
tary of Labor testified before Congress:

There are 15 to 30 separate manpower pro-
grams administered by public and private
agencies, all supported by Federal funds, in
each major U.S. metropolitan area.”

A special study by the Library of Con-
gress in the fall of 1966 showed that over
1,000 projects in the field of research and
development on environmental pollution
were being conducted in 192 installations
involving at least nine agencies and de-
partments.

Mr. President, many other illustrations
could be given. For example, three sep-
arate programs are attending to the
treatment of deaf children, while 30 are
involved in teacher-training efforts. Fif-
teen different Federal departments and
agencies administer 79 different train-
ing and education programs. And nine
separate programs deal with job recruit-
ment, while at least five subsidize on-the-
job training projects.

The list of overlapping programs goes
on and on and on. These illustrations are
merely scattered straws in the wind,
however. They represent just the tip of
the iceberg. The great bulk of waste and
duplication goes unreported.

If the windows of the Federal bureauc-
racy are to be thrown open to fresh
thinking and new management tech-
niques, a complete review of administra-
tive practices and organizational struc-
ture is urgently required.

Mr. President, while the Bureau of the
Budget, the General Accounting Office,
and the Congress are continually at-
tempting to upgrade the quality of Fed-
eral operations, the fact remains that
each is subject to certain limitations and
biases which make its work only partially
effective.

It is my feeling that an outside review,
similar to the two previous Hoover Com-
missions, is a much better way to meet
today’s critical need for efficient, respon-
sive government. Such a study would
have the advantage of objectivity and
nonpartisanship. By virtue of the pres-
tige of its membership, the Commission’s
activities and findings would attract spe-
cial attention from the press, the public,
the President, and the Congress. The in-
volvement of Members of Congress in its
deliberations would help to insure a fuller
appreciation of the need for Executive
reform when the Commission’s recom-
mendations were translated into legisla-
tive proposals.

Moreover, the Commission would have
at its disposal a large and capable staff
as well as the services of special con-
sultants when necessary.

The value of such a review is sure to
be considerable, not only because of the
budgetary savings which would be
achieved, but also because of the many
revisions in organizational structure
which would significantly improve our
ability to meet today’s serious challenges.

For example, the first Hoover Com-
mission made approximately 273 recom-
mendations. Seventy-two percent of
these were subsequently adopted. The
second Commission proposed roughly 314
changes, of which 77 percent were ac-
cepted in whole or part.
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The costs of these two studies were
quite low. The first Hoover Commission
was financed by an appropriation of $1,-
983,600. The second received appropria-
tions totaling $2,848,534, of which $83,527
was later returned to the Treasury.

When one stops to consider the mone-
tary gains made by these studies, the per-
formance of the Commissions appears
even more remarkable. For example, it
has been estimated that the recommen-
dations of the first Hoover Commission
alone resulted in savings of more than
$7 billion. And who can accurately esti-
mate the value of higher quality Govern-
ment programs of a bureaucracy more
responsive to the citizens it serves, and
of faster social progress?

Mr. President, in January 1967 I in-
troduced legislation (S. 47) which would
establish a blue-ribbon commission on
the executive branch to undertake a 2-
year study of the organization and op-
erations of the Federal bureaucracy
similar to the investigations of the first
two Hoover Commissions. This legislation
was subsequently cosponsored by 41
other Senators and formed the basis,
along with several other similar meas-
ures, for hearings by the Senate Subcom-
mittee on Executive Reorganization.

‘When the hearings were concluded, the
subcommittee chairman, Senator ABRrA-
HAM Risicorr, and I introduced a revised
bill (S. 3640), which is now sponsored
by a total of 61 Senators, including most
Republicans, and which is now the pend-
ing business. This bill would create a
commission similar to the one proposed
initially in S. 47 composed of eight mem-
bers, two chosen by the President of the
Senate, two chosen by the Speaker of the
House, and four chosen by the President.
Thus, the group which would undertake
this vital 2-year review would represent
a balance between legislative, executive,
and private views and would be com-
pletely bipartisan as well.

The need for such a study has never
been more clear. The world has turned
over many times in the past 13 years, and
almost each turn has brought new prob-
lems for the American people and their
Government. To deal with these urgent
challenges, we must assess the need for
such matters as improved budgeting sys-
tems, new management techniques, and
better program coordination. The proper
role of the Federal bureaucracy in fur-
thering its assigned objectives and co-
operating with other units of govern-
ment must also be subject to searching
serutiny.

We have looked at bits and pieces for
too long. We now need to examine the
executive branch as an entity in order to
improve the interrelationship of its many
parts and to render better service to the
American people. As the Senate Commit-
tee on Expenditures in the Executive De-
partments said 21 years ago as it helped
launch the first Hoover Commission:

The time is ripe for a general overhauling,
for going through the government with a
fine-tooth comb and for casting some light
into all the many dark places.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to amendment. If there be no
amendment to be proposed, the ques-
tion is on the engrossment and the
third reading of the bill.
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The bill (S. 3640) was ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading, was read
the third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Executive Reorga-
nization and Management Act of 1968".

FINDINGS OF FACT AND DECLARATION OF POLICY

SEc. 2. (a) The Congress declares that it is
the responsibility of the President, in con-
formance with policy set forth by Congress,
to administer the executive branch effec-
tively and economically, and that it is the
joint responsibility of the President and the
Congress to provide an executive organiza-
tion structure which will permit the efficient
and economical discharge of the duties im-
posed upon the President by the Constitu-
tion.

(b) The Congress finds that there are more
than one hundred and fifty departments,
agencies, boards, commissions, bureaus, and
other organizations in the executive branch
engaged in performing the functions of
government; that such a proliferation of
governmental units tends to produce a lack
of coordination between them and overlap-
ping, conflict, and duplication of effiort
among them; that the Congress and the
President do not have adequate informa-
tion and techniques to determine the best
means of improving the conduct of the pub-
lic business in so many governmental estab-
lishments,

(c) The Congress further finds and de-
clares that in order to promote the efficient
management and improved coordination es-
sential to the economical administration of
governmental services and to assure that
program expenditures and performance are
consistent with the policies established by
the Congress, a commission to review the
organization, operation, and management of
the executive branch should be established.

COMMISSION ESTABLISHED

Sec. 3. (a) For the purpose of carrying out
the policy set forth in section 2 of this Act,
there is hereby established a commission to
be known as the Commission on the Reor-
ganization and Management of the Execu-
tive Branch (referred to hereinafter as the
“Commission”). The Commission shall be
composed of eight members; four appointed
by the President of the United States, two
from the executive branch of the Govern-
ment and two from private life; two ap-
pointed by the President of the Senate from
the membership of the Senate; two ap-
pointed by the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives from the membership of the
House., The Commission shall elect a Chair-
man and a Vice Chairman from among its
members.

(b) Five members of the Commission shall
constitute a quorum. A vacancy in the
membership of the Commission shall not
affect its powers, but shall be filled in the
same manner in which the original ap-
pointment wag made.

(c) Members of the Commission appointed
from private life shall represent equally the
majority and minority parties; with respect
to members of the Commission appointed
from the House of Representatives and the
Senate, there shall be a Representative and
a Senator from the majority party and one
each from the minority party.

(d) Members of the Commission ap-
pointed from private life shall receive com-~
pensation at the rate of $100 per diem when
engaged in the actual performance of duties
of the Commission, Members of the Com-
mission who are Members of Congress or
officers of the executive branch of the Gov-
ernment shall serve without compensation
in addition to that recelved for their services
as Members of Congress or officers of the
executive branch. All members of the Com-
mission shall be reimbursed for travel, sub-




23808

sistence, and other ry exp
actually incurred by them in the perform-
ance of the duties of the Commission.

{e) For the purposes of chapter 11, title
18, United States Code, & member of the
Commission appointed from private life shall
be deemed to be a special Government
employee.

(f) Members of the Commission appointed
pursuant to this section may continue to
serve during the existence of the Commis-
sion. Any member of the Commission ap-
pointed pursuant to section 3(a) of this Act
who, at the time of his appointment is serv-
ing as a Member of Congress, may continue
to serve as a member of the Commission
without regard to whether he continues to
hold office as a Member of Congress,

DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION

Sec. 4. (a) It shall be the function of the
Commission to—

(1) Analyze and assess the current orga-

coordination, and management of
the executive branch and recommend ap-
propriate actions, modifications, innovations,
and reorganizations to achieve the purposes
of this Act;

{2) Consider, evaluate, and make recom-
mendations regarding criteria, systems, and
procedures for Improved coordination and
cooperation among Federal agencles to in-
sure the maximum degree of consistency in
governmental actions;

(3) Appraise the current status of admin-
istrative management in the executive branch
and its individual departments, agencles,
bureaus, boards, commissions, independent
establishments, and other organizations
with a view to proposing reforms and new
procedures, technigues, and facilitles which
will improve the conduct of Government
service; and

{4) Consider, evaluate, and make recom-

mendations regarding criteria, systems, and
procedures for the: (a) establishment of
priorities among Federal programs; (b) con-
solidation and redirection of those programs;
and (c) reduction or elimination of those
which are of marginal utility or which are
unnecessary.
(b) The Commission shall submit an in-
terim report to the Congress one year after
the date of its appointment and at such
other times as the Commission may feel
. necessary or desirable and shall complete its
study and investigation no later than two
years after the date of Its appointment.
Within sixty days after the completion of
such study and investigation the Commis-
sion shall transmit to the Congress a report
of its findings and recommendations. Upon
the transmission of such report, the Com-
mission shall cease to exist.

POWERS OF THE COMMISSION

Sec. 5. (a) The Commission shall have
power to appoint and fix the compensation
of the Executive Director and other person-
nel as it deems advisable, without regard to
the provisions of title 5, United States Code,
governing appointments in the competitive
service, and the provisions of chapter 51 and
subchapter III of chapter 53 of such title
relating to classification and General Sched-
ule pay rates.

{b) The Commission may procure tempo-
rary and intermittent services of experts and
consultants to the same extent as is author-
ized for the departments by section 3109 of
title 5, United States Code, but at rates not
to exceed 875 per diem for individuals.

(¢) To carry out the provisions of this Act,
the Commission, or any duly authorized sub-
committee or member thereof, may hold such
hearings; act at such times and places; ad-
minister such oaths; and require, by subpena
or otherwise, the attendance and testimony
of such witnesses and the production of such
books, records, correspondence, memoran-
dums, papers, and documents, as the Com-
mission or such subcommittee or member
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may deem advisable. Subpenas may be issued
under the signature of the Chalrman of the
Commission, the chairman of any such sub-
committee, or any duly designated member,
and may be served by any person deslgnated
by such Chalrman, or member. The provisions
of sections 102 to 104, inclusive, of the Re-
vised Statute (U.S.C., title 2, secs. 192-194),
shall apply in the case of any fallure of any
witness to comply with any subpena or to
testify when summoned under authority of
this section.

(d) To enter into contracts or other agree-~
ments with Federal agencies, private firms,
institutions, and individuals for the conduct
of research or surveys.

(e) The Commission is authorized to se-
cure directly from any executive department,
bureau, agency, board, commission, office,
independent establishment, or instrumental-
ity, information, suggestion, estimates, and
statistics for the purpose of this Act; and
each such department, bureau, agency, board,
commission, office, independent establish-
ment, or instrumentality is authorized and
directed to furnish on a nonreimbursable
basis such Informatlon, suggestions, esti-
mates, and statistics directly to the Commis-
sion, upon request made by the Chairman or
Vice Chairman.

APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 6. There are hereby authorized to be

appropriated to the Commission such sums

as may be required to carry out the provi-
sions of this Act,

Mr. RIBICOFF, Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which S. 3640
was passed.

Mr. PEARSON. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

THE CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the legislative
calendar be called in sequence beginning
with Calendar No. 1441,

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

CERTAIN CASES IN WHICH THE
ATTORNEY GENERAL HAS SUS-
PENDED DEPORTATION

The concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 78) forgoing the suspension of de-
portation of certain aliens was consid-
ered and agreed to, as follows:

Resolved by the Senate (the House of
Representatives concurring), That the Con-
gress favors the suspension of deportation
in the case of each alien thereinafter named,
in which case the Attorney General has sus-
pended deportation pursuant to the pro-
visions of section 244(a) (2) of the Immigra-
tion and Natlonality Act, as amended (66
Stat. 204: 8 U.S.C. 1251):

, Baglierl, George.

RREREREeYY Funk, Thomas Fredrik,

hattuueees Nebelsky, Manfred Robert.

PPN Y  Salinas-Villata, Jorge Alberto.
PSSOt S. Asencio-FPlacencio, Pedro,

JISIeIIeed Kowal, John.

patbatetd Quong, Wong.

JRtessicel Chin, Eay Ming.
USUSNNSYS, Hagglund, Nils Ture.
BEseued, Valencia-Sanchez, Enrique.
PIIIPIePd Riccioll, Paoll.

Y. Viveros, Nazario Geniz.
paassnets. Ying, Ah Sing.

POROIPRetty  Wong, Yen Kwong.

prenestttd Gee, Yook Shiu.
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s, Lee, High Suey.
pesseeceeed, Fong, Shue Kee.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 1461), explaining the purposes of
the resolution,

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

PURPOSE OF THE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION

The purpose of the concurrent resolution
is to record congressional approval of sus-
pension of deportation in certain cases in
which the Attorney General has suspended
deportation pursuant to section 244(a) (2) of
the Immigration and Nationality Act, as
amended. Under the prescribed procedure
affirmative approval by both the Senate and
the House of Representatives is required be-
fore the status of the aliens may be adjusted
to that of aliens lawfully admitted for per-
manent residence.

STATEMENT OF FACTS

The concurrent resolution relates to cer-
taln cases In which the Attorney General
has suspended deporiation under the pro-
visions of section 244(a) (2) of the Immigra-
tion and Natlonallty Act, as amended, These
cases are submitted to the Congress under
the provisions of that section subsequent to
its amendment by section 4 of Public Law
B7-885. The aliens are deportable as former
subversives, criminals, immeoral persons,
violators of the narcotic laws, or violators
of the allen registration laws, The discre-
tionary rellef may be granted to an alien
within these categories upon a showing
(1) of 10 years’ continuous physical pres-
ence in the United States following the
commission of an act or the assumption of
a status constituting a ground for deporta-
tion; (2) that he has not been served with
& final order of deportation up to the time
of his application for suspension of deporta-
tion; (3) that he has been a person of good
moral character durlng the required period
of physical presence; and (4) that his de-
portation would result in exceptional and ex-
tremely unusual hardship to himself or to
his spouse, parent, or child, who is a citizen
or an alien lawfully admitted for permanent
residence.

Included in the concurrent resolution are
20 cases which were referred to the Congress
between February 1, 1967, and December 1,
1967. Elght cases referred during that period
were not approved. In each case included in
the concurrent resolution, a careful check
has been made to determine whether or not
the alien (a) has met the requirements of
the law; (b) is of good moral character; and
(e) warrants the granting of suspension of
deportation.

The committee, after consideration of all
the facts in each case referred to in the con-
current resolution, is of the opinion that the
concurrent tesolution (S. Con. Res. 78)
should be agreed to.

NEW HAMPSHIRE-VERMONT INTER-
STATE SCHOOL COMPACT

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (S. 3269) to consent to the New
Hampshire-Vermont Interstate School
Compact.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, in behalf
of the Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Prouryl, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the Recorp a statement
he had prepared for delivery on this
subject.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:
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ETATEMENT BY SENATOR PROUTY

Today is an important milestone in the
history of the States of Vermont and New
Hampshire. It is also an important day for
education in these two States, as well as In
all of the United States.

The pending bill, 8. 3269, gives Congres-
sional Consent to an interstate compact be-
tween the States of Vermont and New Hamp-~
shire for the formation of interstate school
districts. Thus, cooperative effort of
the citizens of both States on both sides of
the Connecticut River, the schoolchildren
will now be able to have the advantages of
superior educational opportunity. The com-
bined resources of two communities sep-
arated only by the Connecticut River can,
in many cases, produce a very fine school
system which would not otherwise be
possible.

The Judiciary Committee has reported
this bill without dissent. There is certainly
no objection to the legislation which I have
been able to discover, and it does not entail
expenditure of a single dime by the Federal
Government.

This bill, S. 329, was introduced on
April 2nd of this year by me and my col-
leagues from both Vermont and New Hamp-
shire, Senator Alken from Vermont and
Senators Cotton and McIntyre of New
Hampshire, Each of us has worked with the
Judiclary Committee in a sincere effort to
have this bill passed and signed into law dur-
ing the present session of the Congress. We
are hopeful, with prompt passage by the
Senate, that the House might also be able to
act quickly in order that the President
might sign the bill into law.

The Committee Report accompanying this
bill contains within it ample justification
for the pending legislation. Naturally, the
bill has the endorsement of the State gov-
ernments of both New Hampshire and Ver-
mont, since it embodies the law enacted by
the legislature of each of the States. My
files and I think the files of my colleagues
contain ample testimony to the need of our
two Btates for this legislation. And, I am not
aware of a single negative vote on the sub-
Ject.

Although preliminary work was done prior
to that time, the significant history of this
legislation begins with the adoption in the
spring of 1963 of legislation very similar in
nature to the pending bill.

That year, the same four sponsors were
successful in having enacted into law a bill
giving consent to the establishment of an in-
terstate school district in our two States. In
that year, the Dresden Interstate School
District was formed for the two towns of
Norwich, Vermont and Hanover, New Hamp-~
shire.

That experiment, Mr, President, has
worked admirably, and it has been watched
very closely by nearby communities in both
Vermont and New Hampshire,

The g bill extends the interstate
School District idea to include other com-
munities on both sides of the Connecticut
River., Towns such as Bradford, Newbury,
Fairlee, Corinth and Canaan, Vermont and
Orford, Piermont and Lyme, New Hampshire,
have expressed interest in the legislation. I
am certain that others are equally interested
in the interstate school district concept.

With the passage of the pending hill, Mr.
President, these communities can Iinvesti-
gate the possibllities of a cooperative effort
with others in the neighboring State in order
to provide their children with the best pos-
sible school system.

We know, from the Dresden School Dis-
trict example, that the ldea works and that
it works very well. Others want the oppor-
tunity and this bill will surely give it to
them.

Of course, there is nothing mandatory
about the interstate school district idea. It
simply permits neighboring towns across
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State lines to act if they decide for them-
selves that the idea best fits their individual
needs.

It is my hope that the Senate will pass
8. 3269 forthwith.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 1460), explaining the purposes of
the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

PURPOSE

The purpose of the bill is to authorize a
compact to encourage the formation of inter-
state school districts between New Hamp-
shire and Vermont, each composed of a nat-
ural social and economic region with ade-
quate financial resources and & number of
pupils sufficient to permit the efficient use of
school facllities within the interstate district
and to provide improved instruction. The
formation of any such interstate school dis-
trict and the adoption of its articles of agree-
ment would be subject to the approval of
the State boards of education of both States.

STATEMENT

The Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare has no objection to the enactment
of this legislation.

The Legislatures of Vermont and New
Hampshire have enacted an interstate school
compact to enable adjoining communities in
both States to form a cooperative school sys-
tem on an educationally and economically
sound basis. The interstate school compact is
patterned after the similar legislation en-
acted by both States authorizing the estab-
lishment of the Dresden Interstate School
District composed of the towns of Hanover,
N.H., and Norwich, Vt. The Congress gave 1is
consent to the establishment of this inter-
state school district in 1963 and the supreme
court in each State found the legislation en-
tirely proper.

The prototype Interstate school district
between Norwich and Hanover has proved
so successful that other towns want to have
the opportunity to use this method of pro-
viding quality educational programs for
their children, The town of Lyme, N.-H. has
indicated an interest in being included in
the present Dresden Interstate School Dis-
trict. Following passage of the interstate
compact in New Hampshire in 1957, other
towns, including Fairlee, Canaan, and Brad-
ford in Vermont and Orford and Lyme in
New Hampshire have begun exploratory dis-
cusslons to establish an interstate school
district. Passage of the act in Vermont has
accelerated these studies. The towns of
Barnet, Vt., and Monroe, N.-H. are prepared
to establish an interstate district as soon
as the legislation is finally approved. There
are strong economic and soclal ties between
many other towns also. However, the politi-
cal barrier of the Connecticut River has in
the past prevented these communities from
planning for their educational needs along
these natural avenues. Generally, the towns
are without sufficient financlal resources to
provide a comprehensive educational pro-
gram by themselves. The natural economic
and community ties which span the Con-
necticut River have prevented school district
consolidation with towns east and west of
the river. Accordingly, this legislation would
be of immense assistance to these towns in
evolving a community educational system.

The legislation reflects the traditions of
both New Hampshire and Vermont by re-
quiring a local referendum on the formation
of consolidated school districts. The inter-
state school compact is primarily designed
to insure falr apportioning of school board
representation, financial support, and shar-
ing in State assistance to the school districts
involved. The legislation provides that com-
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munities wishing to join In an interstate
school district must first reach an agree-
ment on all the vital matters relating to
the government of such a district. There 1s
flexibility in allowing these communities to
reach their own solutions to problems that
might arise, although such solutions would
have to be approved by the Commissioner
of Education in each State.

The primary effect of the legislation is to
permit the towns involved to solve their
educational problems along congenial com-
munity lines without hinderance by the
State boundary line.

Coples of the legislative enactments ap-
proving this legislation by the States of
New Hampshire and Vermont are contained
in the files of the committee.

After a review of all of the foregolng, the
committee belleves that the bill 1s meritori-
ous and recommends It be considered favor-
ably.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on the engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, was read the third
time, and passed as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Congress consents to the New Hampshire-
Vermont Interstate School Compact which
is substantially as follows:

“NEW HAMPSHIRE-VERMONT INTER-
STATE SCHOOL COMPACT

“ArTICLE I
“GENERAL PROVISIONS

“A, STaTEMENT oF Poricy.—It is the pur-
pose of this compact to increase the educa-
tional opportunities within the states of New
Hampshire and Vermont by encouraging the
formation of interstate school districts which
will be a natural social and economic region
with adequate financial resources and a num-
ber of puplls sufficient to permit the efficlent -
use of school facilities within the interstate
district and to provide improved instruction.
The state boards of education of New Hamp-
shire and Vermont may formulate and adopt
additional standards consistent with this
purpose and with these standards; and the
formation of any interstate school district
and the adoption of its articles of agreement
shall be subject to the approval of both state
boards as herelnafter set forth.

“B. REQUIREMENT OF CONGRESSIONAL AP-
PROVAL.—This compact shall not become ef-
fective until approved by the United States
Congress.

“C. DeFinITIONS.—The ferms used in this
compact shall be construed as follows, unless
a different meaning is clearly apparent from
the language or context:

“a. 'Interstate school district’ and ‘inter-
state district’ shall mean a school district
composed of one or more school districts lo-
cated In the state of New Hampshire associ-
ated under this compact with one or more
school districts located in the state of Ver-
mont, and may include either the elemen-
tary schools, the secondary schools, or both.

“b. "Member school district’ and ‘member
district’ shall mean a school district located
either in New Hampshire or Vermont which
is Included within the boundaries of a pro-
posed or established interstate school dis-
trict. In the case of districts located in Ver-
mont, it shall include city school districts,
town school districts, union school districts
and Incorporated school districts, Where
appropriate, the term ‘member district
clerk’ shall refer to the clerk of the city in
which a Vermont school district is located,
the clerk of the town in which a Vermont
town school district Is located, or the clerk
of an incorporated school district.

“e. 'Elementary school’ shall mean a school
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which includes all grades from kindergarten
or grade one through not less than grade
six nor more than grade eight.

“d. ‘Secondary school’ shall mean a school
which includes all grades beginning no lower
than grade seven and no higher than grade
twelve.

“e. ‘Interstate board’ shall refer to the
board serving an interstate school district.

“f. ‘New Hampshire board’ shall refer to
the New Hampshire state board of education,

“g. *“Vermont board’ shall refer to the Ver-
mont state board of education.

“h, ‘Commissioner’ shall refer to Commis-
sioner of education.

“i. Where joint action by both state boards
is required, each state board shall deliberate
and vote by its own majority, but shall sep-
arately reach the same result or take the
same action as the other state board.

“}. The terms ‘professional staff personnel’
and ‘instructional staff personnel’ shall in-
clude superintendents, assistant superin-
tendents, administrative assistants, prinei-
pals, guidance counselors, special education
personnel, school nurses, therapists, teach-
ers, and other certified personnel.

“k. The term ‘warrant’ or ‘warning' to
mean the same for both states.

“ArTticLE II

"PROCEDURE FOR FORMATION ON AN INTERSTATE
SCHOOL DISTRICT

“A, CREATION OF PLANNING COMMITTEE.—
The New Hampshire and Vermont commis-
sioners of education shall have the power,
acting jointly to constitute and discharge
one or more interstate school district plan-
ning committees, Each such planning com-
mittee shall consist of at least two wvoters
from each of a group of two or more neigh-
boring member districts. One of the repre-
sentatives from each member district shall
be a member of its school board, whose term
on the planning committee shall be concur-
rent with his term as a school board member.
The term of each member of a planning
committee who is not also a school board
member shall expire on June thirtieth of the
third year following his appointment. The
existence of any planning committee may be
terminated either by vote of a majority of its
members or by joint action of the commis-
sloners. In forming and appointing members
to an interstate school district planning
board, the commissioners shall consider and
take into account recommendations and
nominations made by school boards of mem-
ber districts. No member of a planning
committee shall be disqualified because he is
at the same time a member of another plan-
ning board or committee created under the
provisions of this compact or under any
other provisions of law. Any existing infor-
mal interstate school planning committee
may be reconstituted as a formal planning
committee In accordance with the provisions
hereof, and its previous deliberations
adopted and ratified by the reorganized
formal planning committee. Vacancies on a
planning committee shall be filled by the
commissioners acting jointly.

B, OPERATING PROCEDURES OF PLANNING
CommrTTEE—Each interstate school district
planning committee shall meet in the first
instance at the call of any member, and
shall organize by the election of a chairman
and clerk-treasurer, each of whom shall be a
resident of a different state. Subsequent
meetings may be called by either officer of
the committee. The members of the commit-
tee shall serve without pay. The member
districts shall appropriate money on an
equal basis at each annual meeting to meet
the expenses of the committee, including the
cost of publication and distribution of re-
ports and advertising, From time to time the
commissioners may add additional members
and additional member districts to the com-
mittee, and may remove members and mems=-
ber districts from the committee. An inter-
state school district planning committee
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shall act by majority vote of its membership
present and voting.

“C. DUTIES OF INTERSTATE SCHOOL DISTRICT
PrawninGg CommrTreE.—It shall be the duty
of an interstate school district planning
committee, in consultation with the com-
missioners and the state departments of
education: to study the advisability of
establishing an interstate school district in
accordance with’ the standards set forth in
paragraph A of Article I of this compact, its
organization, operation and control, and the
advisability of constructing, maintaining
and operating a school or schools to serve
the needs of such interstate district; to esti-
mate the construction and operating costs
thereof; to investigate the methods of fi-
nancing such school or schools, and any
other matters pertaining to the organiza-
tion and operation of an interstate school
district; and to submit a report or reports
of its findings and recommendations to the
several member districts.

“D. RECOMMENDATIONS AND PREPARATION
OF ARTICLES OF AGREEMENT.—AN interstate
school district planning committee may
recommend that an interstate school dis-
trict composed of all the member districts
represented by its membershlp, or any
specified combination of such member dis-
tricts, be established. If the planning com-
mittee does recommend the establishment
of an interstate school district, it shall in-
clude in its report such recommendation,
and shall also prepare and include in its re-
port proposed articles of agreement for the
proposed interstate school district, which
shall be signed by at least a majortiy of the
membership of the planning committee,
which set forth the following:

“a. The name of the interstate school
district.

*“b. The member districts which shall be
combined to form the proposed interstate
school district,

“g¢. The number, composition, method of
selection and terms of office of the inter-
state school board, provided that:

“{1) The interstate school board shall
consist of an odd number of members, not
less than five nor more than fifteen;

“(2) The terms of office shall not exceed
three years;

“(3) Each member district shall be en-
titled to elect at least one member of the
interstate school board. Each member dis-
trict shall either vote separately at the in-
terstate school district meeting by the use
of a distinctive ballot, or shall choose its
member or members at any other election
at which school officials may be chosen;

“{4) The method of election shall provide
for the filing of candidacies in advance of
election and for the use of a printed non-
partisan ballot;

“{6) Subject to the foregoing, provision
may be made for the election of one or more
members at large,

“d. The grades for which the interstate
school district shall be responsible.

“e, The specific properties of member dis-
tricts to be acquired initially by the inter-
state school district and the general location
of any proposed new schools to be initially
established or constructed by the interstate
school distriet.

“f. The method of apportioning the oper-
ating expenses of the interstate school dis-
trict among the several member districts,
and the time and manner of payments of
such shares.

“g. The indebtedness of any member dis-
trict which the interstate district is to
assume.

“h. The method of apportioning the cap-
ital expenses of the interstate school district
among the several member districts, which
need not be the same as the method of ap-
portioning operating expenses, and the time
and manner of payment of such shares. Cap-
ital expenses shall include the cost of ac-
quiring land and buildings for school pur-
poses; the construction, furnishing and
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equipping of school buildings and facilities;
and the payment of thé prinecipal and inter-
est of any indebtedness which is incurred
to pay for the same.

“f, The manner in which state aid, avail-
able under the laws of either New Hampshire
or Vermont, shall be allocated, unless other-
wise expressly provided in this compact or
by the laws making such aid available.

“j. The method by which the articles of
agreement may be amended, which amend-
ments may include the annexation of terri-
tory, or an increase or decrease in the num-
ber of grades for which the interstate dis-
trict shall be responsible, provided that no
amendment shall be effective until approved
by both state boards in the same manner
as required for approval of the original ar-
ticles of agreement.

“k. The date of operating responsibility
of the proposed interstate school district and
a proposed program for the assumption of
operating responsibility for education by the
proposed interstate school district, and any
school construction; which the interstate
school district shall have the power to vary
by vote as circumstances may require.

“l. Any other matters, not incompatible
with law, which the interstate school district
planning committee may consider appropri-
ate to include in the articles of agreement,
including, without limitation:

(1) The method of allocating the cost of
transportation between the interstate dis-
triet and member districts;

“(2) The nomination of individual school
directors to serve until the first annual
meeting of the interstate school district.

“E. HEARINGS.—If the planning committee
recommends the formation of an interstate
school district, it shall hold at least one
public hearing on its report and the pro-
posed articles of agreement within the pro-
posed interstate school distriet in New
Hampshire, and at least one public hearing
thereon within the proposed interstate
school distriet in Vermont. The planning
committee shall give such notice thereof as
it may determine to be reasonable, provided
that such notice shall include at least one
publication in a newspaper of general cir-
culation within the proposed Iinterstate
school district not less than fifteen days (not
counting the date of publication and not
counting the date of the hearing) before
the date of the first hearing. SBuch hearings
may be adjourned from time to time and
from place to place. The planning commit-
tee may revise the proposed articles of agree=-
ment after the date of the hearings. It shall
not be required to hold further hearings on
the revised articles of agreement but may
hold one or more further hearings after
notice similar to that required for the first
hearings if the planning committee in its
sole discretion determines that the revisions
are so substantial in nature as to require
further presentation to the public before
submission to the state boards of education.

“F. APPROVAL BY STATE Boarps.—After the
hearings a copy of the proposed articles of
agreement, as revised, signed by a majority
of the planning committee, shall be sub-
mitted by it to each state board. The state
boards may (a) if they find that the articles
of agreement are in accord with the standards
set forth in this compact and in accordance
with sound educational policy, approve the
same as submitted, or (b) refer them back
to the planning committee for further study.
The planning committee may make addi-
tional revisions to the proposed articles of
agreement to conform to the recommenda-
tions of the state boards, Further hearings
on the proposed articles of agreement shall
not be required unless ordered by the state
boards in their discretion, In exercising such
discretion, the state boards shall take into
account whether or not the additional revi-
sions are so substantial in nature as to re-
quire further presentation to the public. If
both state boards find that the articles of
agreement as further revised are in accord
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with the standards set forth in this compact
and in accordance with sound educational
policy, they shall approve the same. After
approval by both state boards, each state
board shall cause the articles of agreement
to be submitted to the school boards of the
several member districts in each state for
acceptance by the member districts as pro-
vided in the following paragraph. At the
same time, each state board shall designate
the form of warrant, date, time, place, and
period of voting for the special meeting of
the member district to be held in accordance
with the following paragraph.

“G. ApoPTIoN BY MEeEMmBER Districrs.—Upon
receipt of written notice from the state board
in its state of the approval of the articles
of agreement by both state boards, the school
board of each member district shall cause the
articles of agreement to be filed with the
member district clerk. Within ten days after
receipt of such notice, the school board shall
issue its warrant for a special meeting of the
member district, the warrant to be in the
form, and the meeting to be held at the time
and place and in the manner prescribed by
the state board. No approval of the superior
court shall be required for such special school
district meeting in New Hampshire. Voting
shall be with the use of the check list by a
ballot substantially in the following form:

“ghall the school district accept the pro-
visions of the New Hampshire-Vermont In-
terstate School Compact providing for the
establishment of an interstate school dis-
trict, together with the school districts of
and , ete., in accordance with
the provisions of the proposed articles of
agreement filled with the school district
(town, city or incorporated school district)
clerk?

““Yes (0) No (O)'

“If the articles of agreement included the
nomination of individual school directors,
those nominated from each member district
shall be included in the ballot and voted
upon, such election to become effective upon
the formation of an interstate school district.

“If a majority of the voters present and
voting in a member district vote in the af-
firmative, the clerk for such member district
shall forthwith send to the state board in its
state a certified copy of the warrant, certifi-
cate of posting, and minutes of the meeting
of the district. If the state boards of both
states find that a majority of the voters
present and voting In each member district
have voted in favor of the establishment of
the interstate school district, they shall issue
a joint certificate to that effect; and such
certificate shall be conclusive evidence of the
lawful organization and formation of the in-
terstate school district as of its date of
issuance.

“H. ResuBmission.—If the proposed arti-
cles of agreement are adopted by one or more
of the member districts but rejected by one
or more of the member districts, the state
boards may resubmit them, in the same form
as previously submitted, to the rejecting
member districts, in which case the school
boards thereof shall resubmit them to the
voters in accordance with paragraph G of
this article. An affirmative vote in accordance
therewith shall have the same effect as
though the articles of agreement had been
adopted in the first instance. In the alterna-
tive, the state boards may either (a) dis-
charge the planning committee, or (b) refer
the articles of agreement back for further
conslderation to the same or a reconstituted
planning committee, which shall have all of
the powers and duties as the planning com-
mittee as originally constituted.

“ARTICLE III
“POWERS OF INTERSTATE SCHOOL DISTRICTS

“A, Powers—Each interstate school dis-
trict shall be a body corporate and politic,
with power to:

“a. To mcquire, construct, extend, improve,
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staff, operate, manage and govern public
schools within its boundaries;

“b. To sue and be sued, subject to the
limitations of liability hereinafter set forth;

“ec. To have a seal and alfer the same at
pleasure;

“d. To adopt, maintain and amend bylaws
not inconsistent with this compact, and the
laws of the two states;

“g, To acquire by purchase, condemnation,
lease or otherwise, real and personal property
for the use of 1ts schools;

“f., To enter into contracts and incur
debts;

“g. To borrow money for the purposes
hereinafter set forth, and to issue its bonds
or notes therefor;

“h. To make contracts with and accept
grants and ald from the United States, the
state of New Hampshire, the state of Ver-
mont, any agency or municipality thereof,
and private corporations and Individuals for
the construction, maintenance, reconstruc-
tion, operation and financing of its schools;
and to do any and all things necessary in
order to avall itself of such ald and coopera~-
tion;

“{. To employ such assistants, agents, serv-
mnts, and independent contractors as it
shall deem necessary or desirable for its pur-
poses; and

“{. To take any other action which is nec-
essary or appropriate In order to exercise any
of the foregoing powers.

“ArTICLE IV
“DISTRICT MEETINGS

“A. GENErRAL—Votes of the district shall
be taken at a duly warned meeting held at
any place in the district, at which all of the
eligible legal voters of the member districts
shall be entitled to vote, except as other-
wise provided with respect to the election of
directors.

“B. EricmeiLrry oF VorTers.—Any resident
who would be eligible to vote at a meeting of
a member district being held at the same
time, shall be eligible to vote at a meeting
of the interstate district. The board of civil
authority In each Vermont member district
and the supervisors of the check list of each
New Hampshire district shall respectively
prepare a check list of ellgible voters for
each meeting of the interstate district in
the same manner, and they shall have all
the same powers and dutles with respect to
eligibility of voters in their districts as for
a meeting of a member district.

“C. WARNING OF MEETINGS.—A meeting
shall be warned by a warrant addressed to
the residents of the Interstate school dis-
trict qualified to vote in district affairs, stat-
ing the time and place of the meeting and
the subject matter of the business to be
acted upon. The warrant shall be signed by
the clerk and by a majority of the directors.
Upon written application of ten or more
voters in the district, presented to the direc-
tors or to one of them, at least twenty-
five days before the day prescribed for an
annual meeting, the directors shall insert
in their warrant for such meeting any sub-
ject matter specified in such application.

“D. POSTING AND PuUBLICATION OF WaR-
raNT—The directors shall cause an attested
copy of the warrant to be posted at the place
of meeting, and a like copy at a public place
in each member district at least twenty days
(not counting the date of posting and the
date of meeting) before the date of the
meeting. In addition, the directors shall
cause the warrant to be advertised in a
newspaper of general circulation on at least
one occasion, such publication to occur at
least ten days (not counting the date of
publication and not counting the date of the
meeting) before the date of the meeting.
Although no further notice shall be required,
the directors may give such further notice
of the meeting as they In their discretion
deem appropriate under the circumstances.

“E. RETURN OF WARRANT.—The warrant
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with a certificate thereon, certified by oath,
stating the time and place when and where
coples of the warrant were posted and pub-
lished, shall he given to the clerk of the
interstate school district at or before the
time of the meeting, and shall be recorded
by him in the records of the interstate school
district.

“F. ORGANIZATION MEeETING—The commis-
sloners, acting jointly, shall fix a time and
place for a special meeting of the qualified
voters within the interstate school district
for the purpose of organization, and shall
prepare and issue the warrant for the meet-
ing after consultation with the interstate
school district planning board and the
members-elect, If any, of the Interstate
school board of directors. Such meeting shall
be held within sixty days after the date of
issuance of the certificate of formation, un-
less the time is further extended by the
joint action of the state boards. At the orga-
nization meeting the commissioner of edu-
cation of the state where the meeting is
held, or his designate, shall preside in the
first instance, and the following business
shall be transacted:

“a, A temporary moderator and a tempo-
rary clerk shall be elected from among the
qualified voters who shall serve until a mod-
erator and clerk respectively have been
elected and qualified.

“b. A moderator, a clerk, a treasurer, and
three auditors shall be elected to serve until
the next annual meeting and thereafter un-
til their successors are elected and v
Unless previously elected, a board of school
directors shall be elected to serve until their
successors are elected and qualified.

“c. The date for the annual meeting shall
be established.

“d. Provision shall be made for the pay-
ment of any organizational or other expense
incurred on behalf of the district before the
organization meeting, including the cost of
architects, surveyors, contractors, attorneys,
and educational or other consultants or
experts.

“e. Any other business, the subject matter
of which has been included in the warrant,
and which the voters would have had power
to transact at an annual meeting.

“G. ANNUAL MEETINGS.—AnN annual meet-
ing of the district shall be held between
January fifteenth and June first of each
year at such time as the interstate district
may by vote determine. Once determined,
the date of the annual meeting shall remain
fixed until changed by vote of the interstate
district at a subsequent annual or
meeting. At each annual meeting the follow-
ing business shall be transacted:

“a. Necessary officers shall be elected.

“b. Money shall be appropriated for the
support of the interest district schools for
the fiscal year beginning the following July
first.

“c. Such other business as may properly
come before the meeting.

“H. SPECIAL MEETINGS—A special meeting
of the district shall be held whenever, in the
opinion of the directors, there is occasion
therefor, or whenever written application
shall have been made by five per cent or
more of the voters (based on the check
lists as prepared for the last preceeding
meeting) setting forth the subject matter
upon which such action is desired. A special
meeting may appropriate money without
compliance with RSA 33:8 or RSA 197:3
which would otherwise require the approval
of the New Hampshire superior court.

“I. CERTIFICATION OF RECORDS.—The clerk
of an interstate school district shall have
the power to certify the record of the votes
adopted at an interstate school district meet-
ing to the respective commissionérs and
state boards and (where required) for fil-
ing with a secretary of state.

*J. METHOD OF VOTING AT SCHOOL DISTRICT
MeeTinGs.—Voting at meetings of interstate

school distriets shall take place as follows:
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“a. ScHOOL DIRECTORS—A separate ballot
shall be prepared for each member district,
listing the candidates for interstate school
director to represent such member district;
and any candidates for interstate school di-
rector at large; and the voters of each mem-
ber district shall register on a separate bal-
lot their choice for the office of school di-
rector or directors. In the alternative, the
articles of agreement may provide for the
election of school directors by one or more
of the member districts at an election other-
wise held for the choice of school or other
municipal officers.

“b, OrHER VorEs.—Except as otherwise
provided in the articles of agreement or this
compact, with respect to all other votes (1)
the voters of the interstate school district
shall vote as one body irrespective of the
member districts in which they are resident,
and (2) a simple majority of those present
and voting at any duly warned meeting shall
carry the vote. Voting for officers to be
elected at any meeting, other than school
directors, shall be by ballot or voice, as the
interstate district may determine, either in
its articles or agreement or by a vote of the
meeting.

“ARTICLE V
““OFFICERS

“A, OFFicERS: GENERAL—The officers of an
interstate school district shall be a board of
school directors, a chairman of the board, a
vice-chairman of the board, a secretary of the
board, & moderator, a clerk, a treasurer and
three auditors. Except as otherwise fical-
ly provided, they shall be eligible to take
office immediately following their election;
they shall serve until the next annual meet-
ing of the interstate district and until their
successors are elected and qualified. Each
shall take oath for the faithful performance
of his duties before the moderator, or a no-
tary public or a justice of the peace of the
state in which the oath is administered.
Their compensation shall be fixed by vote of
the district. No person shall be eligible to
any district office unless he is a voter in the
distriet. A custodian, school teacher, prin-
cipal, superintendent or other employee of
an interstate district acting as such shall not
be eligible to hold office as a school director.

“B. BOARD OF DIRECTORS.—

*“a, How CHosSEN.—Each member district
shall be represented by at least one resident
on the board of school directors of an inter-
tate school district. A member district shall
be entitled to such further representation on
the interstate board of school directors as
provided in the articles of agreement as
amended from time to time. The articles of
agreement as amended from time to time
may provide for school directors at large, as
above set forth. No person shall be disquall~
fled to serve as a member of an interstate
board because he is at the same time a mem-
ber of the school board of a member district.

“b. Term . —Interstate school directors shall
be elected for terms in accordance with the
articles of agreement.

“c. DUTIES OF BOARD OF DIRECTORS.—The
board of school directors of an interstate
school district shall have and exercise all of
the powers of the district not reserved here-
in to the voters of the district.

“d. OrGaNIZATION.—The clerk of the dis-
trict shall warn a meeting of the board of
school directors to be held within ten days
following the date of the annual meeting,
for the purpose of organizing the board, in-
cluding the election of its officers.

“C. CHAIRMAN OF THE BoaArD.—The chair-
man of the board of interstate school direc-
tors shall be elected by the interstate board
from among its members at its first meet-
ing following the annual meeting. The chair-
man shall preside at the meetings of the
board and shall perform such other duties
as the board may assign to him.

“D. Vice-CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD OF DIREC-
TORS.—The vice chalrman of the interstate
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board shall be elected in the same manner
as the chairman. He shall represent a mem-
ber district in a state other than that rep-
resented by the chalrman. He shall preside
in the absence of the chairman and shall
perform such other duties as may be assigned
to him by the interstate board.

“E. SECRETARY OF THE Boarp.—The Secre-
tary of the interstate board shall be elected
in the same manner as the chairman. In-
stead of electing one of its members, the
interstate board may appoint the inter-
state district clerk to serve as secretary of
the board in addition to his other duties.
The secretary of the interstate board (or
the interstate district clerk, if so appointed)
shall keep the minutes of its meetings, shall
certify its records, and perform such other
duties as may be assigned to him by the
board.

“F, MopERATOR.—The moderator shall
preside at the district meetings, regulate the
business thereof, decide questions of order,
and make a public declaration of every vote
passed. He may prescribe rules of procedure;
but such rules may be altered by the dis-
trict. He may administer oaths to district offi-
cers in either state.

“G. CLErk.—The clerk shall keep a true
record of all proceedings at each district
meeting, shall certify its records, shall make
an attested copy of any records of the dis-
trict for any person upon request and tender
of reasonable fees therefor, if so appointed,
shall serve as secretary of the board of school
directors, and shall perform such other duties
as may be required by custom or law.

“H. TREASURER.—The treasurer shall have
custody of all of the monies belonging to the
district and shall pay out the same only upon
the order of the interstate board., He shall
keep a fair and accurate account of all sums
recelved into and pald from the interstate
district treasury, and at the close of each
fiscal year he shall make a report to the
interstate district, giving a particular ac-
count of all receipts and payments during
the year. He shall furnish to the interstate
directors, statements from his books and sub-
mit his books and vouchers to them and to
the district auditors for examination when-
ever so requested. He shall make all returns
called for by laws relating to school districts.
Before entering on his dutles, the treasurer
shall give a bond with sufficient sureties and
in such sum as the directors may require.
The treasurer's term of office is from July 1
to the following June 30.

“I. AuprTrors.—At the organization meet-
ing of the district, three auditors shall be
chosen, one to serve for a term of one year,
one to serve for a term of two years, and
one to serve for a term of three years, After
the expiration of each original term, the suc-
cessor shall be chosen for a three year term.
At least one auditor shall be a resident of
New Hampshire, and one auditor shall be a
resident of Vermont. An interstate district
may vote to employ a certified public ac-
countant to assist the auditors in the per-
formance of their duties. The auditors shall
carefully examine the accounts of the treas-
urer and the directors at the close of each
fiscal year, and at such other times whenever
necessary, and report to the district whether
the same are correctly cast and properly
vouched.

“‘J, SUPERINTENDENT.—The superintendent
of schools shall be selected by a majority
vote of the board of school directors of the
interstate district with the approval of both
commissioners.

“K. VACANCIES.—AnNy vacancy among the
elected officers of the district shall be filled
by the interstate board until the next an-
nual meeting of the district or other elec-
tion, when a successor shall be elected to
serve out the remainder of the unexpired
term, if any. Until all vacancies on the inter-
state board are filled, the remaining mem-
bers shall have full power to act.
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“ArTICLE VI -
“APPROPRIATION ANP APPORTIONMENT OF
FUNDS

“A, BupceEr.—Before each annual meeting,
the interstate board shall prepare a report
of expenditures for the preceding fiscal year,
an estimate of expenditures for the current
fiscal year, and a budget for the succeeding
fiscal year.

“B. ApPPROPRIATION.—The interstate board
of directors shall present the budget re-
port of the annual meeting. The interstate
district shall appropriate a sum of money
for the support of its schools and for the
discharge of its obligations for the ensuing
fiscal year.

“C. APPORTIONMENT OF APPROPRIATION.—
Subject to the provisions of article VII here-
of, the interstate board shall first apply
against such appropriation any income to
which the interstate district is entitled, and
shall then apportion the balance among the
member districts in accordance with one
of the following formulas as determined by
the articles of agreement as amended from
time to time:

“a. All of such balance to be apportioned
on the basis of the ratio that the fair mar-
ket value of the taxable property in each
member district bears to that of the entire
interstate district; or

“b. All of such balance to be apportioned
on the basis that the average daily resident
membership for the p fiscal year
of each member district bears to that of the
average dally resident membership of the
entire interstate school district; or

“e. A formula based on any combination
of the foregoing factors. The term ‘fair mar-
ket value of taxable property’ shall mean the
last locally assessed valuation of a member
district in New Hampshire, as last equalized
by the New Hampshire state tax commis-
sion.

“The term ‘fair market value of taxable
property’ shall mean the equalized grand
list of a Vermont member district, as de-
termined by the Vermont department of
taxes,

“Such assessed valuation and grand list
may be further adjusted (by elimination
of certain types of taxable property from
one or the other or otherwise) in accordance
with the articles of agreement, in order that
the fair market value of taxable property
in each state shall be comparable,

“'Average dally resident membership’ of
the interstate district in the first instance
shall be the sum of the average daily resi-
dent membership of the member districts in
the grades involved for the preceding fiscal
year where no students were enrolled in the
interstate district schools for such preceding
fiscal year.

“D. SHARE oF NEw HAMPSHIRE MEMEER
DistriCcT.—The interstate board shall certify
the share of a New Hampshire member dis-
trict of the total appropriation to the school
board of each member district which shall
add such sum to the amount appropriated
by the member district itself for the ensuing
year and raise such sum in the same manner
as though the appropriation had been voted
at a school district meeting of the mem-
ber district. The interstate district shall not
set up its own capital reserve funds; but
a New Hampshire member district may set
up a capital reserve fund in accordance with
RSA 35, to be turned over to the interstate
district in payment of the New Hampshire
member district's share of any anticipated
obligations.

“H. BHARE OF VERMONT MEMBER DISTRICT.—
The interstate board shall certify the share
of a Vermont member district of the total
appropriation to the school board of each
member district which shall add sum to the
amount appropriated by the member district
itself for the ensuing year and raise such
sum in the same manner as though the ap-
propriation had been voted at a school dis-
trict meeting of the member district.
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“ArTICLE VIIL
“BORROWING

“A, INTERSTATE DISTRICT INDEBTEDNESS.—
Indebtedness of an interstate district shall
be a general obligation of the district and
shall also be a joint and several general obli-
gation of each member district, except that
such obligations of the district and its mem-
ber districts shall not be deemed indebted-
ness of any member district for the purposes
of determining its borrowing capacity under
New Hampshire or Vermont law. A member
district which withdraws from an interstate
district shall remain liable for indebtedness
of the interstate district which is outstand-
ing at the time of withdrawal and shall be
responsible for paying its share of such in-
debtedness to the same extent as though it
had not been withdrawn,

“B, TEMPORARY BorrowiNG.—The interstate
board may authorize the borrowing of money
by the interstate distriet (1) in anticipation
of payments of operating and capital ex-
penses by the member districts to the inter-
state districts and (2) in anticipation of the
issue of bonds or notes of the interstate dis-
trict which have been authorized for the pur-
pose of financing capltal projects. Such tem-
porary borrowing shall be evidenced by in-
terest bearing or discounted notes of the
interstate district. The amount of notes is-
sued in any fiscal year in anticipation of ex-
pense payments shall not exceed the amount
of such payments received by the interstate
district in the preceding fiscal year. Notes
issued under this paragraph shall be pay-
able within one year in the case of notes
under clause (1) and three years in the case
of notes under clause (2) from their respec-
tive dates, but the principal of and interest
on notes issued for a shorter period may be
renewed or pald from time to time by the
issue of other notes, provided that the period
from the date of an original note to the ma-
turity of any note issued to renew or pay the
same debt shall not exceed the maximum
period permitted for the original loan.

“C. BORROWING FOR CAPITAL PROJECTS.—AN
interstate district may incur debt and issue
its bonds or notes to finance capital projects.
Such projects may consist of the acquisition
or improvement of land and bulldings for
school purposes, the construction, recon-
struction, alteration, or enlargement of
school buildings and related school facilities,
the acquisition of equipment of a lasting
character and the payment of judgments. No
interstate district may authorize indebted-
ness in excess of ten percent of the total falr
market value of taxable property in its mem-
ber districts as defined in article VI of this
compact. The primary obligation of the
interstate district to pay indebtedness of
member districts shall not be considered in-
debtedness of the interstate district for the
purpose of determining its borrowing capacity
under this paragraph. Bonds or notes issued
under this paragraph shall mature in equal
or diminishing installments of prinecipal
payable at least annually commencing no
later than two years and ending not later
than thirty years after their dates.

“D., AUTHORIZATION PROCEEDINGS.—AN inter=
state district shall authorize the incurring
of debts to finance capital projects by a ma-
jority vote of the district passed at an annual
or special district meeting. Such vote shall
be taken by secret ballot after full oppor-
tunity for debate, and any such vote shall be
subject to reconsideration and further ac-
tion by the district at the same meeting or
at an adjourned session thereof.

“E. SALE oF Bonps AND NoTEs.—Bonds and
notes which have been authorized under
this article may be issued from time to time
and shall be sold at not less than par and
accrued interest at public or private sale by
the chalrman of the school board and by the
treasurer. Interstate district bonds and notes
shall be signed by the said officers, except
that either one of the two required signa-
tures may be a facsimile. Subject to this
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compact and the authorizing vote, they shall
be in such form, bear such rates of interest
and mature at such times as the said officers
may determine. Bonds shall, but notes need
not, bear the seal of the interstate district,
or a facsimile of such seal. Any bonds or
notes of the interstate district which are
properly executed by the said officers shall
be valid and binding according to their
terms notwithstanding that before the de-
livery thereof such officers may have ceased
to be officers of the interstate distriet.

“F. PROCEEDS OF BonNps.—Any accrued in-
terest received upon delivery of bonds or
notes of an interstate district shall be ap-
plled to the payment of the first interest
which becomes due thereon, The other pro-
ceeds of the sale of such bonds or notes,
other than temporary notes, including any
premiums, may be temporarily invested by
the interstate district pending their expendi-
ture; and such proceeds, including any in-
come derived from the temporary invest-
ment of such proceeds, shall be used to pay
the costs of issuing and marketing the bonds
or notes and to meet the operating expenses
or capital expenses in accordance with the
purposes for which the bonds or notes were
issued or, by proceedings taken in the man-
ner required for the authorization of such
debt, for other purposes for which such debt
could be incurred. No purchaser of any bonds
or notes of an interstate district shall be
responsible in any way to see to the applica-
tion of the proceeds thereof.

“Gr. STATE A0 PROGRAMS.—As used in this
paragraph the term ‘initial ald’ shall include
New Hampshire and Vermont financial as-
sistance with respect to a capital project or
the means of financing a capital project,
which is available in connection with con-
struction costs of a capital project or which
is available at the time indebtedness is in-
curred to finance the project. Without limit-
ing the generallty of the foregolng defini-
tion, initial ald shall specifically include a
New Hampshire state guarantee under RSA
195-B with respect to bonds or notes and
Vermont construction ald under chapter 123
of 16 V.S.A. As used in this paragraph the
term ‘long-term aid' shall include New
Hampshire and Vermont financial assistance
which is payable perlodically in relation to
capital costs incurred by an interstate dis-
trict. Without limiting the generality of the
foregoing definition, long-term aid shall spe-
cifically include New Hampshire school
buillding ald under RSA 198 and Vermont
school bullding ald under chapter 123 of
Title 16 V.S.A., For the purpose of applying
for, receiving and expending initial aid and
long-term aid an interstate district shall be
deemed a native school district by each state,
subject to the following provisions, When an
interstate district has appropriated money
for a capital project, the amount appropri-
ated shall be divided into a New Hampshire
share and a Vermont share in accordance
with the capital expense apportionment
formula in the articles of agreement as
though the total amount appropriated for
the project was a capital expense requiring
apportionment in the year the appropriation
is made. New Hampshire initial aid shall be
available with respect to the amount of the
New Hampshire share as though it were au-
thorized indebtedness of a New Hampshire
cooperative school district. In the case of a
state guarantee of interstate districts bonds
or notes under RSA 195-B, the interstate
district shall be eligible to apply for and re-
ceive an unconditional state guarantee with
respect to an amount of its bonds or notes
which does not exceed fifty per cent of the
amount of the New Hampshire share as
determined above. Vermont initial ald shall
be avallable with respect to the amount of
the Vermont share as though it were funds
voted by a Vermont school district. Pay-
ments of Vermont initial aid shall be made
to the interstate district, and the amount of
any borrowing authorized to meet the ap-
propriation for the capital project shall be
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reduced accordingly, New Hampshire and
Vermont long-term aid shall be payable to
the interstate district. The amounts of long-
term aid in ea’h year shall be based on the
New Hampshire and Vermont shares of the
amount of indebtedness of the interstate
district which is payable in that year and
which has been apportioned in accordance
with the capital expense apportionment
formula in the articles of agreement. The
New Hampshire aid shall be payable at the
rate of forty-five per cent, if there are three
or less New Hampshire members in the in-
terstate district, and otherwise it shall be
payable as though the New Hampshire mem-
bers were a New Hampshire cooperative
school district. New Hampshire and Ver-
mont long-term aid shall be deducted from
the total capital expenses for the fiscal year
in which the long-term aid is payable, and
the balance of such expenses shall be appor-
tioned among the member districts. Not-
withstanding the foregoing provisions, New
Hampshire and Vermont may at any time
change their state school ald programs that
are in existence when this compact takes
effect and may establish new programs, and
any legislation for these purposes may
specify how such programs shall be applied
with respect to interstate districts.

“H. Tax ExEmprIiON.—Bonds and notes of
an interstate school district shall be exempt
from local property taxes in both states, and
the interest or discount thereon and any
profit derived from the disposition thereof
shall be exempt from personal income taxes
in both states.

“ArTiCLE VIIL
“TAKING OVER OF EXISTING PROPERTY

“A. Power To ACQUIRE PROPERTY OF MEeEm-
BER DistRICT~The articles of agreement, or
an amendment thereof, may provide for the
acquisition by an interstate district from a
member district of all or a part of its exist-
ing plant equipment.

“B. VavLvatioN.—The articles of agree-
ment, or the amendment, shall provide for
the determination of the value of the prop-
erty to be acquired in one or more of the
following ways:

“a., A valuation set forth in the articles
of agreement or the amendment.

“b., By appralsal, in which case, one ap-
praiser shall be appointed by each commis-
sioner, and a third appralser appointed by
the first two appraisers.

“C. REIMBURSEMENT TO MEMBER Dis-
TricT.—The articles of agreement shall spec-
ify the method by which the member dis-
trict shall be relmbursed by the interstate
district for the property taken over, in one
or more of the following ways:

“a. By one lump sum, appropriated, allo-
cated, and raised by the interstate district
in the same manner as an appropriation for
operating expenses.

“b. In installments over a perlod of not
more than twenty years, each of which is
appropriated, allocated, and raised by the
interstate district in the same manner as
an appropriation for operating expenses.

“ec. By an agreement to assume or reim-
burse the member distriet for all principal
and Interest on any outstanding indebted-
ness originally incurred by the member dis-
trict to finance the acquisition and improve-
ment of the property, each such installment
to be appropriated, allocated, and raised by
the Interstate district in the same manner
as an appropriation for operating expenses.

“The member district transferring the
property shall have the same obligation to
pay to the interstate district its share of
the cost of such acquisition, but may offset
its right to reimbursement.

“ArTICLE IX

“AMENDMENTS TO ARTICLES OF AGREEMENT

“A. Amendments to the articles of agree-
ment may be adopted in the same manner
provided for the adoption of the original
articles of agreement, except that:
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“a, Unless the amendment calls for the
addition of a new member district, the func~
tions of the planning committee shall be
carried out by the interstate district board
of directors.

“b. If the amendment proposes the addi-
tion of a new member district, the planning
committee shall consist of all of the mem-
bers of the interstate board and all of the
members of the school board of the proposed
new member district or districts. In such
case the amendment shall be submitted to
the voters at an interstate district meeting,
at which an afirmative vote of two-thirds of
those present and voting shall be required.
The articles of agreement together with the
proposed amendment shall be submitted to
the voters of the proposed new member
district at a meeting thereof, at which a
simple majority of those present and vot-
ing shall be required.

“c. In all cases an amendment may be
adopted on the part of an interstate district
upon the affirmative vote of voters thereol
at a meeting voting as one body. Except
where the amendment proposes the admis-
sion of a new member district, a simple
majority of those present and voting shall
be required for adoption.

“d. No amendment to the articles of agree-
ment may impair the rights of bond or note
holders or the power of the interstate dis-
trict to procure the means for their payment.

“ArTICLE X

“APPLICABILITY OF NEW HAMPSHIRE LAWS

“A, GENERAL ScHoonL Laws—With respect
to the operation and maintenance of any
school of the district located in New Hamp-
shire, the provisions of New Hampshire law
shall apply except as otherwise provided in
this compact and except that the powers
and duties of the school board shall be ex-
ercilsed and discharged by the interstate
board and the powers and duties of the
union superintendent shall be exercised and
discharged by the interstate district super-
intendent.

“B. New HampsHIRE STATE Am.—A New
Hampshire school district shall be entitled to
recelve an amount of state ald for operat-
ing expenditures as though its share of the
interstate district's expenses were the ex-
penses of the New Hampshire member dis-
trict, and as though the New Hampshire
member district pupils attending the inter-
state school were attending a New Hampshire
cooperative school district’s school. The
state ald shall be paid to the New Hampshire
member school district to reduce the sums
which would otherwise be required to be
raised by taxation within the member
district.

“Q. CONTINUED EXISTENCE OF THE NEW
HAMPSHIRE MEMBER SCHoOL DisTRICT—A
New Ham; member school district shall
continue in existence, and shall have all of
the powers and be subject to all of the obli-
gations imposed by law and not herein dele-
gated to the interstate district. If the inter-
state district Incorporates only a part of the
schools in the member school district, then
the school board of the member school dis-
trict shall continue in exlistence and it shall
have all of the powers and be subject to all
of the obligations imposed by law on it and
not herein delegated to the district. How-
ever, if all of the schools in the member
school district are incorporated into the
interstate school district, then the member
or members of the interstate board repre-
senting the member district shall have all
of the powers and be subject to all of the
obligations imposed by law on the members
of a school board for the member district
and not herein delegated to the interstate
district. The New Hampshire member school
district shall remain liable on its existing
indebtedness; and the interstate school dis-
trict shall not become liable therefor, unless
the Indebtedness is specifically assumed in
accordance with the articles of agreement.
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Any trust funds or capital reserve funds and
any property not taken over by the inter-
state district shall be retained by the New
Hampshire member district and held or dis-
posed of according to law. If all of the schools
in a member district are incorporated into
an interstate district, then no annual meet-
ing of the member district shall be required
unless the members of the interstate board
from the member district shall determine
that there is occaslon for such an annual
meeting.

“D. SulT AND SERVICE OF PROCESS 1IN NEW
HampsHIRE—The courts of New Hampshire
shall have the same jurisdiction over the
district as though a New Hampshire member
district were a party instead of the inter-
state district. The service necessary to insti-
tute suit in New Hampshire shall be made
on the district by leaving a copy of the writ
or other proceedings in hand or at the last
and usual place of abode of one of the
directors who reside in New Hampshire, and
by mailing a like copy to the clerk and to
one other director by certified mall with
return receipt requested.

“E. EMPLOYMENT—Each employee of an
interstate district assigned to a school located
in New Hampshire shall be considered an
employee of a New Hampshire school district
for the purpose of the New Hampshire
teachers’ retirement system, the New Hamp-
shire State employees’ retirement system, the
New Hampshire workmen's compensation law
and any other law relating to the regulation
of employment or the provision of benefits
for employees of New Hampshire school dis-
tricts except as follows:

“1. A teacher In a New Hampshire member
district may elect to remain a member of
the New Hampshire teachers’ retirement
system, even though assigned to teach in an
interstate school in Vermont.

2. Employees of interstate districts desig-
nated as professional or instructional stafl
members, as defined in article I hereof, may
elect to participate in the teachers' retire-
ment system of either the state of New Hamp-
ghire or the state of Vermont, but in no case
will they participate in both retirement sys-
tems simultaneously.

*“3. It shall be the duty of the superintend-
ent in an interstate district to: (a) advise
teachers and other professional staff em-
ployees contracted for the district about the
terms of the contract and the policles and
procedure of the retirement systems; (b) see
that each teacher or professional stafl em-
ployee selects the refirement system of his
choice at the time his contract is signed;
(c) provide the commissioners of education
in New Hampshire and in Vermont with the
names and other pertinent Information re-
garding each staff member under his juris-
diction so that each may be enrolled in the
retirement system of his preference.

“ArTICLE XI
“APPLICABILITY OF VERMONT LAWS

“A, GENERAL ScHoOL Laws—With respect
to the operation and maintenance of any
school of the district located in Vermont, the
provisions of Vermont law shall apply except
as otherwise provided in this compact and
except that the powers and duties of the
school board shall be exercised and dis-
charged by the interstate board and the
powers and duties of the union superintend-
ent shall be exercised and discharged by the
interstate district superintendent.

“B, VermonNT STATE Am.—A Vermont school
district shall be entitled to recelve such
amount of state aid for operating expendi-
tures as though its share of the interstate
district’s expenses were the expenses of the
Vermont member district, and as though the
Vermont member district pupils attending
the interstate schools were attending a Ver-
mont union school district's schools. Such
state aid shall be paid to the Vermont mem-
ber school district to reduce the sums which
would otherwise be required to be raised by
taxation within the member district.
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“C. CONTINUED EXISTENCE OF VERMONT
MeMBER SCHOOL DisTRICT.—A Vermont mem-
ber school district shall continue in exist-
ence, and shall have all of the powers and
be subject to all of the obligations imposed
by law and not herein delegated to the
Interstate district. If the Interstate district
incorporates only a part of the schools in
the member school district, then the school
board of the member school district shall
continue in existence and it shall have all
of the powers and be subject to all of the
obligations imposed by law on it and not
herein delegated to the district. However, if
all of the schools in the member school
district are incorporated into the interstate
school district, then the member or mem-
bers of the interstate board representing the
member district shall have all of the powers
and be subject to all of the obligations fm-
posed by law on the members of a school
board for the member district and not herein
delegated to the interstate district. The Ver-
mont member school district shall remain
liable on its existing indebtedness; and the
interstate school district shall not become
liable therefor. Any trust funds and any
property not taken over shall be retained by
the Vermont member school district and
held or disposed of according to law.

“D. SUIT AND SERVICE OF PROCESS IN VER-
moNT.—The courts of Vermont shall have the
same jurisdiction over the districts as though
a Vermont member district were a party in-
stead of the interstate district. The service
necessary to institute suit In Vermont shall
be made on the district by leaving a copy of
the writ or other proceedings in hand or at
the last and usual place of abode of one of
the directors who resides in Vermont, and by
malling a like copy to the clerk and to one
other director by certified mail with return
receipt requested.

“E. EMPLOYMENT —Each employee of an
interstate district assigned to a school lo-
cated in Vermont shall be considered an
employee of a Vermont school district for
the p e of the state teachers’ retire-
ment system of Vermont, the state em-
ployees’ retirement system, the Vermont
workmen'’s compensation law, and any other
law relating to the regulation of employment
or the provision of benefits for employees
of Vermont school districts except as follows:

“1. A teacher in a Vermont member district
may elect to remain a member of the state
teachers’ retirement system of Vermont,
even though assigned to teach In an inter-
state school in New Hampshire.

“2, Employees of Interstate districts de-
signated as professional or instructional stafl
members, as defined in article I hereof, may
elect to particlpate in the teachers' retire-
ment system of either the state of Vermont
or the state of New Hampshire but in no
case will they participate In both retirement
systems simultaneously.

“3. It shall be the duty of the superinten-
dent in an interstate district to: (a) advize
teachers and other professional staffl em-
ployees contracted for the district about the
terms of the contract and the policies and
procedures of the retirement system; (b)
see that each teacher or professional stafl
employee selects the retirement system of
his choice at the time his contract is
signed; (c) provide the commissioners of
education in New Hampshire and in Ver-
mont with the names and other pertinent
information regarding each stafl member
under his jurisdiction so that each may be
enrolled in the retirement system of his
preference.

“ArTICLE XIII
“ADOPTION OF COMPACT BY DRESDEN
SCHOOL DISTRICT

“The Dresden School District, otherwise
known as the Hanover-Norwich Interstate
School District, authorized by New Hamp-
shire laws of 1961, chapter 118, and by the
laws of Vermont, is hereby authorized to
adopt the provisions of this compact and
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to become an interstate school district
within the meaning hereof, upon the fol-
lowing conditions and subject to the fol-
lowing limitations:

“a. Articles of agreement shall be prepared
and signed by a majority of the directors of
the interstate school district.

“b. The articles of agreement shall be sub-
mitted to an annual or special meeting of
the Dresden district for adoption,

“c. An affirmative vote of two-thirds of
those present and voting shall be required
for adoption.

“d., Nothing contained therein, or in this
compact, as it affects the Dresden School
District shall affect adversely the rights of
the holders of any bonds or other evidences
of indebtedness then outstanding, or the
rights of the district to procure the means
for payment thereof previously authorized.

“e. The corporate existence of the Dresden
Bchool Distriet shall not be terminated by
such adoption of articles of amendment, but
shall be deemed to be so amended that it
shall thereafter be governed by the terms of
this compact.

“ArtrcLE XIII

“MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

“A. Srupies.—Insofar as practicable, the
studies required by the laws of both states
shall be offered in an interstate school dis-
trict.

“B., Texrsooks.—Textbooks and scholar’s
supplies shall be provided at the expense of
the interstate district for pupils attending
its schools.

“C. TRANSPORTATION.—The allocation of
the cost of transportation in an interstate
school district, as between the interstate dis-
triet and the member districts, shall be de-
termined by the articles of agreement.

“D. LOCATION OF SCHOOLHOUSES.—In any
case where a new schoolhouse or other school
facility 1s to be constructed or acquired, the
interstate board shall first determine whether
it shall be located in New Hampshire or in
Vermont, If it Is to be located in New Hamp-
shire, RSA 199, relating to schoolhouses, shall
apply. If it is to be located in Vermont, the
Vermont law relating to schoolhouses shall
apply.

“E. FiscaL YEar.—The fiscal year of each
interstate district shall begin on July first
of each year and end on June thirtieth of
the following year. ’

“F. IMMUNITY FROM TORT LIABILITY.—Not-
withstanding the fact that an interstate dis-
trict may derive income from operating profit,
fees, rentals, and other services, it shall be
immune from suit and from liability for in-
jury to persons or property and for other
torts caused by it or its agents, servants or
independent contractors, except insofar as it
may have undertaken such liability under
RSA 281:7 relating to workmen's compensa-
tion, or RSA 412:3 relating to the procure-
ment of liability insurance by a governmen-
tal agency and except insofar as it may have
undertaken such liability under 21 V.S.A.
Section 621 relating to workmen's compensa-
tion or 290 V.S.A. Section 1403 relating to the
procurement of liability insurance by a gov-
ernmental agency.

“G. ADMINISTRATIVE AGREEMENT BETWEEN
CoMMISIONERS OF EpUcATION.—The commis-
sloners of education of New Hampshire and
Vermont may enter into one or more admin-
istrative agreements prescribing the relation-
ship between the interstate districts, mem-
ber districts, and each of the two state de-
partments of education, in which any con-
flicts between the two states in procedure,
regulations, and administrative practices may
be resolved.

“H., AmeEnNDMENT.—Neither state shall
amend its legislation or any agreement au-
thorized thereby without the consent of the
other in such manner as to substantially
adversely affect the rights of the other state
or its people hereunder, or as to substantially
impair the rights of the holders of any bonds
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or notes or other evidences of indebtedness
then outstanding or the rights of an inter-
state school district to procure the means for
payment thereof. Bubject to the foregoing,
any reference herein to other statutes of
elther state shall refer to such statute as it
may be amended or revised from time to
time.

“T. SEpARABILITY.—If any of the provisions
of this compact, or legislation enabling the
same, shall be held invalid or unconstitu-
tional in relation to any of the applications
thereof, such invalidity or unconstitution-
allty shall not affect other applications there-
of or other provisions thereof; and to this
end the provisions of this compact are de-
clared to be severable.

“J. INCONSISTENCY OF LANGUAGE.—The va-
lidity of this compact shall not be affected
by any insubstantial differences in its form
or language as adopted by the two states.

“ArTicLE XIV
“EFFECTIVE DATE

“This compact shall become effective when
agreed to by the States of New Hampshire
and Vermont and approved by the United
States Congress.”

Sec, 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal
this Act is expressly reserved.

ADEL LESSERT BELLMARD ET AL,

The bill (H.R. 8391) for the relief of
Adel Lessert Bellmard, Clement Lessert,
Josephine Gonvil Pappan, Julie Gonvil
Pappan, Pelagie Gonvil Franceour de
Aubri, Victore Gonvil Pappan, Marie
Gonvil, Lafleche Gonvil, Louis Laventure,
Elizabeth Carbonau Vertifelle, Pierre
Carbonau, Louis Joncas, Basil Joncas,
James Joncas, Elizabeth Datcherute, Jo-
seph Butler, William Rodger, Joseph
Cote, four children of Cicili Compare and
Joseph James, or the heirs of any who
may be deceased was considered, ordered
to a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpit from the report
(No. 1462), explaining the purposes of
the bill,

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

PURPOSE

The purpose of the proposed legislation is
to pay to the heirs of the persons named in
the bill their proportionate share of the
amounts set opposite the name of their re-
spective ancestors in full settlement of the
claims of the individuals for the detriment
suffered by reason of the loss of those lands
due to the fallure of the United States to
protect the rights of the original allottees.

The determinations made by the Secretary
of the Interlor as provided in this bill are to
be final and conclusive. The bill further pro-
vides that the money paid shall not be sub-
ject to State or Federal taxes.

STATEMENT

The facts surrounding the claims of the
individuals named in the bill are stated in
the House report on H.R. 8391, as follows:

“The events upon which the claims em-
bodied in H.R. 10696 began on June 3, 1825,
when the United States entered into a treaty
with the Kansas or Eaw Nation of Indians.
Under that treaty, the Indians ceded certain
lands in the State of Missourl and Kansas
territory to the United States, Article 6 of
that treaty (7. Stat, 244) reserved from those
lands twenty-three l-square-mile tracts for
certain identified halfbreeds of the EKansas
Nation. In the years prior to 1860, the In-
dian agent charged with responsibility for

23815

protecting the interests of the Indians in-
dicated that intruders had settled on the
lands and driven the allottees away. As a re-
sult of these reports, on May 26, 1860, the
Congress passed a law to remedy the situa-
tion. Section 1 of that act vested in each of
the allottees then living all of the title, in-
terest, and state of the United States in his
allotment. In the event that the original al-
lottee was dead, the Secretary of the Interior
was directed to determine the heirs and the
title of the United States was vested and con-
firmed by the act In such heirs. Section 1
also provided that nothing in the act would
glve any binding effect to any prior sale of
the land by an allottee or heir.

“Bection 2 of the act of May 26, 1860, au-
thorized the Secretary of the Interior to sell
an allotment on request of the allottee or
heir, and to sell the allotment of deceased al-
lottees who left no heirs. Section 3 of the
act authorized the Secretary to apply the
proceeds of the sale in the manner that
would be most advantageous to the persons
entitled thereto.

“As is outlined in the Department of the
Interior report, to facilitate carrying out the
1960 act, the Secretary of the Interior ap-
pointed W. H. Walsh and William H. Coombs
to prepare reports In accordance with the
purposes of the act. These reports were pre-
pared in 1861-62. In transmitting the Walsh-
Coombs reports to the Senate in June 1862,
the Secretary noted that the reports dis-
closed that many settlers were on the land
(some of whom had made improvements),
and that the settlers claimed they had a
right to purchase the lands. The reports also
set forth the difficulties encountered iIn
properly determining the descendants of
the deceased reserves.

“The whole process was changed by Con-
gress in the act of July 17, 1862 (12 Stat.
628). This act repealed section 2 and 3 of
the 1860 act and that part of section 1 which
authorized the Secretary to determine the
heirs of the allottees. The Department of the
Interior states that the effect of the 1862
act was to remove any Federal interest in the
lands and to terminate any trust responsi-
bilitles the Government may have had on
the basis of earlier legislation. The depart-
mental report goes on to state in connection
with this termination that ‘In retrospect, the
wisdom of termination of the Federal in-
terest in 1862 in view of the known situation
which existed at that time may be ques-
tioned. Nevertheless, that action represented
a deliberate policy decislon by the Congress.’
The committee feels that the foregoing state-
ment does not foreclose a present-day at-
tempt to remedy this longstanding inequity.

“The bill in the 89th Congress, H.R. 10596,
was the subject of a hearing on August 18,
1966. The current bill, HR. 8391, was the
subject of a hearing in the 80th Congress on
October 5, 1967, The members of the subcom-
mittee in the 89th Congress were concerned
over the issues raised in the departmental
report concerning the difficulties which
might be encountered in determining the
identity of the heirs of the original allottees.
At the hearing, detalled charts were dis-
played to the subcommittee indicating the
heirship of the individuals involved. Under
the terms of the bill, the actual determina-
tion of heirship would be the responsibility
of the Secretary of the Interior. Therefore,
the committee merely observes that there
appears to be Information available which
willl be accessible to the Secretary and will
therefore be available for his consideration.

“In recommending this legislation, the
committee has fixed the land value of the
allotment on the basis of a valuation of §5
an acre. The valuation of this land is based
upon the fact that an appraisal was made
of the property in 1862, and that each al-
lotment was given a valuation on the basis
of its value per acre. Averaging the values
made at that time approximates $5 an acre,




23816

s0 that this is the value adopted by the

committee in fixing the amounts set forth

in the amended bill. The material submitted
to the committee in this connection is as
follows:

“Abstract of the report of William H. Coombs,
special commissioner, to investigate the
titles to certain Kansas halfbreed lands,
1862

“Valua-
tion per
“Survey: acre

e i R W e TR 7 T I $6.00
2 = -- 19.00
R e B e a roie 8.00
4 Hil cmme 0. 00
b SR SRR )
SR R B R T L e 5.00
s e s neia 2UE DU A el o 7 OO R R 1.25
e s e S i o 5.00
e b e S s 5.00
10 6.00
e o e AR Y 5.00
e SRS S TV 5.00
e I T R - | 1T 5.00
14 5.00
o L e, AR 3.00
16 ! il 2.00
17 - 3,00
18 i 4.00
B e e e e e o 6.00
20 i s 6.00
- - xS TR 6.00
22 < -- 6.00
R o i st - 4.00

“The above figures were taken from the
Kansas halfbreed Indian files in the Archives
of the United States, Washington, D.C.

“The committee after a full consideration
of the material submitted in connection with
the hearing and as set forth in the depart-
mental report concluded that this is a proper
subject for legislative relief.

“The change in the bill, HR. 8391, which
would be added by the committee amend-
ment would be to provide that the determi-
nation by the Secretary of the Interior under
the authority of this act concerning heirship
and entitlement are to be final and conclu~
sive. This is because the committee feels that
this matter should be settled once and for
all under the authority of this bill and that
therefore complete finality should attach to
the determinations by the Secretary of the
Interior. The amended bill provides the
means for an equitable adjustment of the
matter and it is recommended that the bill
with the amendments suggested by the com=-
mittee be considered favorably.”

After a study of the foregoing the commit-
tee concurs in the action of the House Judi-
clary Committee and recommends that the
bill, HR. 8391, be conslidered favorably.

MRS. CLAUDETTE C. DONAHUE

The bill (H.R. 10321) for the relief of
Mrs. Claudette C. Donahue was consid-
ered, ordered to a third reading, read the
third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 1463), explaining the purposes of
the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
‘as follows:

PURPOSE

The purpose of the bill is to authorize and
direct the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs
to pay Mrs. Claudette C. Donahue of Bristol,
Conn., $5,000 out of funds available for the
payment of policies of national service life
insurance reduced by the aggregate of any
amounts repaid her because of the increased
premium paid by her late husband for na-
tional service life imsurance. The payment
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would be in full settlement of all her claims
against the United States for the difference
between the $5,000 she was pald and the
$10,000 of insurance on the life of the late
Sgt. Daniel F. Donahue for which premiums
were pald during the life of the serviceman,

STATEMENT

The facts of the case are contained in the
House report on this bill, and are as follows:
“The Department of the Air Force in its
report to the committee deferred to the Vet-
erans' Administration and the Veterans' Ad-
ministration questions rellef in this instance.
Mrs. Claudette C. Donahue is the widow of
Daniel F. Donahue who served in the U.S.
Air Force from March 17, 1949, until June 21,
1963, when he lost his life In the crash of a
military aircraft, On March 25, 1849, shortly
after he entered the service Daniel F, Dona~-
hue applied for $5,000 insurance under the
5-year level premium term plan then in ef-
fect designating his mother and sister as
principal and contingent beneficlarles. On
July 22, 1852, he executed a change of bene-
ficlary, naming his wife, Claudette C. Dona-
hue, as the principal beneficlary and his
mother as contingent beneficlary. When he
originally applied for insurance he author-
ized an allotment from his service pay of
$3.20 a month, which is the premium for a
$5,000 policy. When the law was changed to
authorize a serviceman’'s indemnity of $10,-
000 without cost to service personnel less
any Government insurance in force, the law
provided for the walver of payment of pre-
miums on existing insurance contracts and
also provided that effective April 25, 1951, no
new Government insurance could be pur-
chased by persons in the Armed Forces.
“Ag is outlined in the Department of the
Alr Force report on January 1, 1857, the
serviceman's indemnity coverage was termi-
nated by Public Law 84-881. At that time,
servicemen who had policies of national serv-
ice life insurance were required to resume
payment of insurance premiums to continue
their coverage. In January of 1957, Sergeant
Donahue established an allotment for na-
tional service life insurance premiums in the
amount of $6.60. As is noted in the Alr Force
report, he apparently assumed that he was
authorized $10,000 of national service life in-
surance, which would equal the $10,000 of
coverage he from 1851 to 1957 un-
der the serviceman’s indemnity law. Both the
Alr Force and the Veterans'’ Administration
have indicated that this was not the fact.
The Veterans' Administration subsequently
informed the Air Force that the allotment
was in error and refunded the premiums to
Sergeant Donahue. However, the Alr Force
continued to deduct $6.60 from this pay
through May of 1963, the month prior to that
in which he met his death. Following Ser-
geant Donahue’s death, the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration authorized the settlement of
$5,000 national service life insurance to Mrs,
Donahue commencing as of June 21, 1963, in
monthly installments of $144.95. Final pay-
ment was made in May 1966. The excess
amount withheld from Sergeant Donahue’s
pay was certified for payment to Mrs. Dona-
hue on April 30, 1964, but she returned the
check indicating that she felt she was en-
titled to settlement for the full $10,000 of
insurance. Her claim for additional insurance
was rejected by the Veterans' Administration.
“The committee has determined that the
widow is equitably entitled to payment equal
to a full coverage of $10,000 and the bill
would provide for such a settlement less any
amounts refunded as excess pr The
Veterans' Administration has stated that the
serviceman’s death was traceable to the extra
hazards of military service and recommended
that if the bill is favorably considered, pay-
ment should be made payable from the na-
tional service life insurance appropriation.
The committee is aware that the Veterans'
Administration opposed relief in this in-
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stance but feels that the equities support re-
lef to this widow under these particular cir-
cumstances. Accordingly, it is recommended
that the bill, amended as recommended by
the Veterans' Administration regarding pay-
ment from the national service life insur-
ance appropriation, be considered favorably.”

After a review of the circumstances sur-
rounding this claim, the committee feels that
relief should be accorded the claimant, and
concurs in the action of the House in rec-
ommending that the bill, H.R. 10321, be con-
sldered favorably.

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 376(a),
TITLE 28, UNITED STATES CODE

The bill (H.R. 9391) to amend section
376(a) of title 28, United States Code,
was considered, ordered to a third read-
ing, read the third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have prinfed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 1464), explaining the purposes of
the bill.

There being no objection, the ex-
cerpt was ordered to be printed in fhe
Recorp, as follows:

FPURPOSE

The purpose of the proposed legislation is
to amend the Judicial Survivors Annuity Act
(28 U.8.C. 376) to allow entry into the sur-
vivorship plan of a judge who is unmarried
at the time he takes office and who does not
marry until after expiration of the 6-month
period in which he must now elect to par-
ticipate in the judicial survivors annuity
system,

STATEMENT

Under existing law a Federal judge has
only one opportunity to bring himself within
the judicial survivors annuity system. A Fed-
eral judge must elect to participate or re-
main outside the system within 6 months
after he takes office and his decision is ir-
revocable, A judge who has no wife or de-
pendent children at the time of his election
can gain no advantage by joining the sys-
tem. However, if he fails to joln within the
6-month period and subsequently marries he
is unable to join the judicial survivors annu-
ity system and thereby provide the protec-
tion for his wife and children. The proposed
legislation would correct this undesirable
situation.

The proposed legislation would give all
Judges who have not elected to participate in
the system 6 months in which to do so.
Judges who are appointed in the future, who
are single at the time of their appointment,
but who subsequently marry would be given
an opportunity within 6 months after their
marriage to participate in the system.

The proposed legislation would not affect
any feature of the existing annuity system
except the time in which a judge must elect
to bring himself within the system. If a judge
who is single at the time of appointment
elects to come under the system within 6
months after his marriage or in the case of
judges already on the bench, within 6 months
of the enactment of the amendment, that
judge must make a contribution to the sys-
tem for all the time in which he has held
office. Thereafter he will have 3 percent of his
salary withheld each month for contribu-
tion to the judicial survivors annulty system.

As of June 1, 1968, there were 490 judges
participating in the annuity system, 40 judges
not participating, and one recent appointee
who has the matter under consideration. Of
the 40 nonparticipating judges, seven were
unmarried at the time of declination, and
two have since married. These two who
have since married have both expressed a de-
sire to participate under the system if this

dment is b
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BILL PASSED OVER

The bill (S. 1704) to amend title 28,
United States Code, section 1491, to au-
thorize the Court of Claims to implement
its judgments for compensation, was an-
nounced as next in order.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be passed over.

WILLIAM D. PENDER

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (S. 908) for the relief of William D.
Pender which had been reported from
the Committee on the Judiciary with an
amendment on page 1, line 6, after the
word “of” where it appears the second
time, strike out “$6,292.40,” and insert
“$3,602.69,”; so as to make the bill read:

5. 908

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and
directed to pay, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to Wil-
liam D, Pender, an employee of the Depart-
ment of the Army, the sum of $3,602.69, in
full satisfaction of all claims of the said
Willlam D. Pender against the United States
for compensation for the loss of household
goods and personal effects which he had to
abandon in Fairbanks, Alaska, after he was
incorrectly informed by the Department of
the Army personnel that such goods and
effects could not be stored or shipped at
Government expense incident to his trans-
fer from Fort Greely, Alaska, to Fort Belvoir,
Virginia, and which could not otherwise be
disposed of by the said Willlam D. Pender
because of prohibitively high commercial
storage rates and the shortage of time be-
tween the Issuance of transfer orders and the
reporting date at his new duty station: Pro-
vided, That no part of the amount appro-
priated In this Act in excess of 10 per centum
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or re-
celved by any agent or attorney on account
of services rendered in connection with this
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any
contract to the contrary notwithstanding.
Any person violating the provisions of this
Act shall be deemed guillty of a misdemeanor
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined
in any sum not exceeding $1,000.

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for
a third reading, was read the third time,
and passed.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in the
Recorp an excerpt from the report (No.
‘1;111186) , explaining the purposes of the

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

PURPOSE

The purpose of the bill, as amended, is to
pay to Willlam D, Pender the sum of §3,602.69
for the loss of his household goods and
personal effects.

STATEMENT

The Department of the Army has advised
the committee that it would have no ob-
jection to the enactment of the bill if it is
amended to the figure suggested by the De-
partment of the Army.

The sponsor of the legislation, Hon, E. L.
Bartlett, has advised the committee that he
has no objection to the amendment,

In its report on the bill, the Department
of the Army sets forth the facts in the case
and its recommendations as follows:
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This bill would authorize and direct the
Secretary of the Treasury to pay $6,292.40 to
Mr. Pender for his claims against the United
States for the loss of his household goods
and personal effects which he abandoned in
Fairbanks, Alaska, after being incorrectly
informed by Army personnel that such prop-
erty could not be stored or shipped at the
expense of the United States pursuant to
his transfer from Fort Greely, Alaska, to
Fort Belvoir, Va.

The Department of the Army has no ob-
jectlon to the bill if amended as suggested
in this report.

“Official records disclose that on Septem-
ber 5, 1962, Mr. William D. Pender, a resident
of Alaska, received notification that he had
been selected for an appointment as a nu-
clear powerplant operator at the Fort Greely
Nuclear Powerplant. He reported to duty on
the next day and worked at Fort Greely until
September 20, 1962, when he began prepar-
ing for his departure to Fort Belvoir, Va.,
for a 48-week course pertaining to the oper-
ation of nuclear powerplants. He states that
he was told by administrative personnel on
Friday, September 21, 1962, that his goods
could not be stored at Government expense
over 90 days or shipped to Fort Belvoir. It
is not clear when Mr. Pender was finally told
that he could not store or ship his goods
at Government expense but his travel or-
ders, dated September 6, 1962, limited him
and his wife to 400 pounds of hold baggage.
He and his wife left by plane to the Fort
Belvoir area on September 22, 1062, after dis-
posing of most of their household goods to
the Salvation Army because of prohibitive
rates of commerclal storage in Alaska. The
only property not disposed of consisted of
four boxes of clothes stored commercially, a
box of tools stored with a neighbor, and a
table and a record player stored with Mr.
Pender's sister. The travel orders, dated Sep-
tember 6, 1962, were erroneous and were
amended on November 6, 1962, to include
shipment of Mr. Pender’s household goods,
but no administrative means were avallable
to compensate him for his loss. Mr. Pender
returned to Alaska following completion of
the course at Fort Belvoir.

“The Department of the Army does not
oppose a bill of this nature when a civilian
employee has sustained financia] loss result-
ing from an erroneous administrative deter-
mination as to travel allowances. The travel
orders, dated September 6, 1962, were clearly
erroneous in restricting Mr. and Mrs, Pender
to 400 pounds of hold baggage pursuant to
a permanent change of station. The amount
provided for in the bill represents replace-
ment value as indicated by prices in the
Sears and Roebuck catalog of all of the prop-
erty disposed of by Mr. Pender when he de-
parted Alaska for Fort Belvolr, A more rea-
sonable means of reimbursement, however,
would appear to be the estimated depreciated
value of the disposed of property which is
the method of reilmbursement normally used
when a claim is filed against the United
States for loss of property pursuant to a
permanent change of station. In an interview
held In Alasks with Mr. Pender on April 18,
1966, Army personnel attempted to make an
estimate of the depreciated value of Mr.
Pender’s property. Mr. Pender, however, could
not recall with any precision the acquisition
dates of many of the items. As some items
were accumulated over a 12-year period, the
most reasonable evaluation of all of the
property would appear to be on the basis of
a mean period of 6 years for depreciation,
an estimated value of $4,527.69.

“This figure, however, should be further
reduced to $3,602.69 because of Mr. Pender’s
action upon his departure for Fort Belvoir In
entrusting to his neighbor a box of tools
which were never returned and in carelessly
disposing' of other small items of substantial
value, such as a rifle, a shotgun, and a tape
recorder, which could have been stored com-
merclally or entrusted to his sister.
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“In a letter, dated March 28, 1966, to the
Department of the Army, Mr. Pender stated
that his financial situation was marginal and
his living costs were extremely high because
he lives in an isolated area of Alaska. In an
earlier letter to a Member of Congress, Mr,
Pender stated that he was $5,000 in debt and
that the financial hardship of replacing his
household goods had caused that indebted-
ness, In view of these equitable considera-
tions, the Department of the Army has no
objection to the bill if amended as suggested
in this report.

“The cost of this bill, if enacted as intro-
duced, will be $6,20240. If enacted as sug-
gested in this report, the cost will be $3,-
602.69."

The committee believes that the bill, as
amended, is meritorious and recommends it
favorably.

MARTINA ZUBIRI GARCIA

The bill (H.R. 1648) for the relief of
Martina Zubiri Garcia was considered,
ordered to a third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

DWAYNE C. COX AND WILLIAM D.
MARTIN

The bill (H.R. 2281) for the relief of
Dwayne C. Cox and William D. Martin
was considered, ordered to a third read-
ing, read the third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 1468), explaining the purposes of
the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

PURPOSE

The purpose of the proposed bill is to re-
lieve Dwayne C. Cox and Willilam D. Martin,
employees of the Umatilla Army Depot, De-
partment of the Army, Hermiston, Oreg.,
of all liability for repayment to the United
States of the sum of $1,216.80 and $1,810.40
representing salary overpayments to the said
Dwayne C. Cox and Willlam D. Martin, re-
spectively, for the respective periods Octo-
ber 21, 1962 through June 11, 1966, and
October 21, 1961 through July 9, 1966, as a
result of administrative errors without fault
or knowledge on their parts, in adjusting
their salary rates under section 504 of the
Federal Salary Reform Act of 1962 (76 Stat,
842, 5 US.C. 1173, 1964 ed.). The bill would
authorize the refund of any amount repaid
or withheld by reason of the liability.

STATEMENT

The Department of the Army is not op-
posed to enactment of the bill,

The facts of the legislation are contained
in the report of the House of Representa-
tives, as follows:

“Mr. Cox was employed as & mechanical
engineer on April 6, 1961, and Mr. Martin
was employed as a mechanical engineer and
supervisory mechanical engineer on April 21,
1958, at the Umatilla Army Depot, Hermis-
ton, Oreg.

“The Federal Salary Reform Act of 1962
(supra) authorized the President or such
agency as he might designate to establish
higher minimum rates of basic compensation
for certain employees when the salary rates
of private enterprise exceeded the statutory
salary rates for the position concerned to
such a point as to handicap the Govern-
ment’s recruitment or retention of well~
qualified persons. The President, by Execu-
tive Order 11056 dated October 11, 1962,
designated the Civil Service Commission as
the agency responsible for administering this
provision of law as it relates to employees
subject to civil service laws and regulations.
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“Under authority granted to it by the
President, the Civil Service Commission is-
sued instructions (Federal Personnel Man-
ual Letter 531-16, dated October 11, 1962)
for the adjustment of salaries under the new
law, that is, to fix the hiring rates to con-
form with former section 803 of the Classi-
fication Act of 1949, as amended (68 Stat.
1106) by adjusting increased salaries of em-
ployees occupying positions to the lowest per
annum rates (by changes in step level or
rate range) to equal or exceed their salaries
as increased by the new law (Federal Salary
Reform Act of 1962, supra). Paragraph 5(b)
of Federal Personnel Manual Letter 531-16
provides:

“Employees occupying positions covered by
increased minimum rates under former sec-
tion 803 of the act immediately prior to the
effective date of compensation schedule I of
section 603 (b) of the Classification Act shall,
after their salaries are initially fixed under
compensation schedule I in accordance with
the provisions of section 602(b) of the Fed-
eral Salary Reform Act of 1962, then be
placed at the lowest salary rate in the In-
creased rate range established under para-
graph (a) of this section which equals or
exceeds their salaries as initially fixed under
compensation schedule I.

“The overpayments referred to in H.R.
2281 resulted from errors made in attempting
to adjust the salaries of Mr. Cox and Mr.
Martin under this law. Their salaries were
adjusted to the increased rate in accordance
with compensation schedule I of the Fed-
eral Salary Reform Act of 1962 on October
21, 1962. Mr. Cox's salary was properly fixed
at that for GS-9, step 5, $7,5756 per annum.
His step then should have been adjusted to
step 3 (of GS-9) with a per annum salary
of $7,676 under the provisions of Federal
Personnel Manual Letter 531-16. He was er-
roneously left in step 5 at $8,0256 per annum
by the Umatilla Army Depot administrative
personnel. Mr. Martin's salary rate was prop-
erly fixed at that for GS-11, step 7, $9,635
per annum. His step then should have been
adjusted to step 6 (of GS-11) with a per
annum salary of $9,635 as specified in the
Federal Personnel Manual Letter 531-16. The
depot erroneously left him in step 7 at $10,-
1656 per annum. The mistakes made in con-
version of the two employee’s salaries caused
future errors in statutory pay adjustments
and within-grade step increases in their sal-
aries,

“It was not until an audit of the General
Accounting Office of the civilian payroll at
the Umatilla Army Depot in January and
February of 1066 that it was ascertained that
an error had been made in fixing the salary
rates of Mr. Cox and Mr. Martin. Mr. Cox
was overpald $1,138.03 for the period October
21, 1962, through June 11, 1966, as the result
of an administrative error in adjustment
of his salary on October 21, 1962. The cumu-~
lative retirement adjustment of £78.77 for
his erroneous pay brings his total indebted-
© ness to the United States to $1,216.80. Sim-
ilarly, Mr. Martin was overpaid £1,676.53 for
the period October 21, 1962, through July 9,
1966. Adjustments in his cumulative retire-
ment of §117.87 and Federal employees' group
life insurance of $16 result in a total indebt-
edness for Mr. Martin of $1,810.40.”

In indicating that it had no objection to
relief under these circumstances, the De-
partment of the Army stated its reasons for
not opposing relief as follows:

“The Department of the Army generally
does not oppose a bill of this nature when
civilian employees have received in good faith
and for services rendered an erroneous pay-
ment in salary. These overpayments resulted
from the failure of administrative personnel
of the Department to make proper step ad-
Jjustments for Mr. Cox and Mr. Martin under
the Federal Personnel Manual letter (supra).
The overpayments were received in good faith
and through no fault of Mr. Cox or Mr,
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Martin. In financial statements submitted to
this Department, Mr. Cox and Mr. Martin
indicate that repayment of the debts will
impose a severe hardship on them and their
families. In view of these equitable consid-
erations, the Department of the Army has
no objection to the bill.”

The committee, after reviewing the facts
of the case, concurs in the action of the
House of Representatives, and recommends
that the bill, H.R. 2281, be favorably
considered.

PETER BALINAS AND LEE BALINAS

The hill (HR. 6195) for the relief of
Peter Balinas and Lee Balinas was con-
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 1469), explaining the purposes of
the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

PURPOSE

The purpose of the proposed legislation
is to provide that, notwithstanding section
3010 of title 38, United States Code, or any
statute of limitations, the application filed
on or about November 7, 1966, in behalf of
Peter Balinas and Lee Balinas for benefits
or compensation under the veterans' benefits
provisions of title 38 of the United States
Code as the surviving children of the late
Peter T. “Pedro” Balinas (XC-3-345-947)
who died October 1, 19656, shall be held and
considered to have been filed with the Vet-
erans’ Administration within 1 year of his
death.

STATEMENT

The House of Representatives, in its favor-
able report on the bill, relates the follow-
ing:

“The Veterans' Administration in its re-
port to the committee on the bill recom-
mended the favorable consideration of the
bill.

“The beneficlaries named in the bill, Peter
Balinas and Lee Balinas, are the surviving
children of the late Peter T. ‘Pedra’ Balinas.
Peter T. Balinas had served honorably in the
U.S. Army from January 17, 1941, to Septem-
ber 3, 1943, and from July 9, 1948, to April 8,
1952. At his death in London, England, on Oc-
tober 1, 1965, he was survived by a widow, Mrs.
Beryl Hardy Balinas, and twin sons, Peter
and Lee Balinas, under 18 years of age, who
were subsequently ascertained to be in the
custody of the veteran’s divorced wife, Verby
L. Balinas.

“The widow, Mrs. Beryl Hardy Balinas, filed
a claim for Veterans' Administration death
benefits for herself on October 8, 1965. When
her claim was being developed the veteran's
records revealed that there were children,
and she was specifically requested to furnish
information as to their existence and where-
abouts. She replied that she had no informa-
tion of them whatsoever.

A letter soliciting a claim was sent to the
children's custodian, Mrs, Verby L. Balinas,
at her last address of record, which was in
New Orleans, La. The letter was returned as
unknown at that address. Then a letter was
madiled to the children’s custodian, directed
to the veteran’s last known U.S. address of
record, which was in Pasadena, Tex. This
letter was also returned as not at that
address.

“The widow, in establishing her mar-
riage, had submitted a copy of the decree of
divorce granted to the children’s custodian
from the veteran. A letter was sent to the
clerk of the court of domestic relations
which had issued the deeree, requesting the
last addresses of record of the children’s
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custodian and her attorney, or any informa-
tion as to the location of the children. The
clerk replied that the address of the cus-
todian was unknown, but he supplied the
name and address of her attorney. Upon re-
quest, the attorney furnished the current
address of the children’s custodian, and a
letter soliciting a claim was sent to her on
October 27, 1966. As a result of this letter a
claim on behalf of the two children was
received November 7, 1966, more than 1 year
after the veteran’s death.

“Chapter 13 of title 38, United States
Code, authorizes payment of monthly de-
pendency and indemnity compensation to a
widow of a veteran whose death was service
connected. Section 411(a) of that chapter
provides a formula for payment of a partic-
ular amount to each widow irrespective of
whether there are children. Under section
411(b) an additional amount is payable to
the widow in certain cases wherein two or
more children survive the veteran. No
amount is provided by the dependency and
indemnity compensation law for direct pay-
ment to children under 18 years of age.

“Section 3107 of title 38 provides, how-
ever, that where any of the children of a
deceased veteran are not in the custody of
the veteran’'s widow, the dependency and
indemnity compensation otherwise payable
to the widow may be apportioned for the
benefit of the children as prescribed by the
Administrator of Veterans’' Affairs Pursuant
to that statutory authority, VA Regulation
1461(B) provides for payment of specified
shares, out of the dependency and indemnity
compensation otherwise payable to the
widow, for each child of a veteran under 18
years of age not in the custody of the widow
(38 CFR 3.461(B) ).

“The veteran’s death was determined to
be service connected and an award of de-
pendency and indemnity compensation was
made to the widow, under title 38, United
States Code, section 411(a), in the amount
of $150 monthly effective October 1, 1965,
and raised to $151 monthly effective July
1, 1966, pursuant to Public Law 89-501.
There was withheld from each monthly
benefit otherwise due the widow the amount
of $70 for a possible retroactive apportion-
ment for the two children. If a claim on
account of the children had been received
within 1 year from the veteran’s death, the
consequent apportionment of $70 from the
widow’s section 411(a) beneflt would have
been made effective the same date as the
widow's award, October 1, 1965, in accord-
ance with title 38, United States Code, sec-
tion 3010(d).

“Upon expiration of 1 year from the vet-
eran's death, without a clalm on behalf of
the children having been received, the
amounts withheld at the rate of 870 per
month were released to the veteran's widow.
When the clalm for the children was sub-
sequently received, on November 7, 1966, an
apportioned award for them of $70 per
month, from the dependency and in-
demnity amount otherwise due the widow
under title 38, United States Code, section
411(a), was made effective the date of receipt
of said claim, to continue until the children‘s
18th birthday. This action accorded with title
38, United States Code, section 2010(a),
which provides, in effect, that where a claim
is not filed within 1 year of the veteran’s
death, an award shall become effective not
earlier than the date of claim.

In addition to the apportionment of §70
per month for the children since November
7, 1966—from the widow's section 411(a)
benefit—payments of $14 per month are be-
ing made to their mother for them, also
effective November 7, 1966, based on the
aforementioned section 411(b) of title 38,
United States Code.

The Veterans Administration in its re-
port to the committee notes that the bill
provides that the application of November 7,
1966, is to have been considered as if it was
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filed within 1 year of the veteran's death. The
Veterans® Administration states that it in-
terprets the intent of the bill to be that the
Veterans' Administration will be required to
pay the surviving children amounts they
would have been entitled to under applicable
law for the period October 1, 1965, through
November 7, 1966. These amounts are $70
per month, representing the amount pay-
able under section 411(a) of title 38 which
would have been apportioned for the chil-
dren if there had been a timely application,
and an additional amount of $#14 a month
which was not previously pald to anyone
for the specified perlod under section 411(b)
of the same title. The bill makes no provi-
slon for a recoupment for amounts hereto-
fore paild and the cost of the measure, if en-
acted, would be $1,108,80.

“This committee has determined that it is
only just that legislative relief be extended
to these children of the veteran as provided
in the bill. The history of the matter out-
lined in detall in his report demonstrates
that the children were prejudiced by events
beyond their control and there appears to
be no way in which they could be notified
of their rights except as was done in this
case. The Veterans’ Administration has made
it clear that under existing law, the Veter-
ans' Administration had no choice but to
follow the course of action taken in this case
which had the effect of denying the benefits
to the children. As has been notfed, & con-
certed effort was made to locate the cus-
todian of the children in order to advise
the custodian their rights to secure the nec-
essary application for benefits, but this was
not possible until after the 12 months’ period
fixed in the law had expired. The Veterans’
Administration recognizes the equities of
this case and in recommending favorable
consideration of the bill stated that current
law is too rigid in cases such as this. The
Veterans' Administration in this connection
stated as follows:

“‘We feel that the current law is too rigid
in cases such as this. We plan to study the
desirability of legislation that would allow
more equitable determinations under these
and similar circumstances. Favorable consid-
eration of this bill is accordingly recom-
mended.’

“In view of the equities outlined in this
report, the favorable recommendation of the
Veterans' Administration, and the fact that
this bill merely makes it possible to pay the
children the amounts they would have been
entitled to under applicable law, it is recom-
mended that the bill be considered favor-
ably.”

The committee, after consideration of all
of the foregoing concurs in the action of the
House of Representatives and recommends
that the bill (H.R. 6195) be considered favor-
ably.

MARY JANE ORLOSKI

The bill (H.R. 6655) for the relief of
Mary Jane Orloski was considered, or-
dered to a third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent fo have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 1470), explaining the purposes of
the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

PURPOSE

The purpose of the proposed legislation is
to relieve Mary Jane Orloski, of Rockville,
Md., of llabllity to the United States in the
amount of $1,847.20 for overpayments as an
employea of the National Bureau of Stand-
ards from June 21, 1964, through July 30,
1966, which resulted from administrative
error.
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STATEMENT

The facts of the case as contained in House
Report No, 1355 are as follows:

“The Department of Commerce, in its re-
port to the committee on the bill, indicated
that it had no objection to its enactment.
The General Accounting Office, in its report
on the bill, indicated a policy question but
concluded that the determination of relief
in this instance is a matter for determination
by the Congress.

“The difficulty which gave rise to the over-
payment referred to in the bill occurred be-
cause on June 21, 1964, Miss Orloski came to
the National Bureau of Standards from
Walter Reed Army Medical Center on a trans-
fer-career conditional. At the time Miss
Orloski left Walter Reed she held the posi-
tlon of mechanieal englneer, GS-T7, step 2,
on the shortage category pay schedule as pro-
vided for in sectlion 504 of the Federal Sal-
ary Reform Act of 1962 (Public Law 87-7983,
dated Oct. 11, 1962; Te Stat. 842; 5 U.S.C,
5303).

“The position to which Miss Orloski was
appointed at the National Bureau of Stand-
ards was technical publication editor (Physi-
cal Sciences and Engineering) GS-7. Through
administrative error her salary was set at the
same annual rate she recelved at Walter
Reed. There was no legal basis for this action
inasmuch as positions of technical publica-
tlons editor are not a shortage category for
pay purposes and are paid in accordance with
the general schedule. In fact, such action is
specifically prohibited in supplement 990-1
of the Federal Personnel Manual (Laws,
Executive Orders, Rules, and Regulations),
section 531-203(d) (2) which states in perti-
nent part, ‘The highest previous rate may not
be based on * * * (ii) a rate of compensa-
tion established under section 504 of the
Federal Salary Reform Act of 1962

“Thus, because of the error, Miss Orloski
was initially paid at the rate of $6,965 (the
seventh step of GS-7 on the general sched-
ule) rather than the correct rate of $5,795
(the first step of GS-7 on the general sched-
ule). The error remained unnoticed through-
out a series of personnel actions affecting
her during the 2-year period which followed.
Detalls of the pay period by pay period com-
putations, which show the amount Miss Or-
loski was actually paid and the amount she
should have been paid, are attached.

“The mistake was ultimately discovered in
late July 1966 when Miss Orloski’'s official
personnel folder was being reviewed In con-
nection with a proposed reassignment to a
position of mechanical engineer in another
division of the National Bureau of Stand-
ards. It was corrected at the start of the pay
period commencing on July 31, 1966.

“The report of the Department of Com-
merce states that Miss Orloski is blameless
in connection with the overpayment., At the
time she accepted the position at the Na-
tional Bureau of Standards she believed she
would be pald the same salary as received
previously. There is little likelihood that she
would have accepted the transfer to the Na-
tional Bureau of Standards had she known
that her new salary was to be $1,170 per
annum less than her salary at Walter Reed.
Moreover, until the overpayment was discov-
ered, Miss Orloski was unaware that she had
been overpaid. Repayment of the money in-
volved would cause an economic hardship
to Miss Orloski,

“The committee has carefully considered
the facts outlined above and feel that this
is clearly a case for legislative relief. It is
obvious that the employee would have had
no notice of the invalidity of the amounts
pald her for she was being compensated at
the same rate as she had received in her
former position with the Government at the
Walter Reed Army Medical Center. As was
noted above and in the report of the De-
partment of Commerce, she accepted this
transfer with the understanding that she
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would be paid the same salary. It has also
been noted that overpayment in this in-
stance would create an economic hardship
on the employee. Under these circumstances
it has been concluded that justice and equlty
require that the relief provided for in this
bill, amended to provide for the techniecal
correction of the date as to the perlod in-
volved, be considered favorably.”

In agreement with the favorable views of
the House of Representatives and the De-
partment of Commerce, the committee rec-
ommends that the bill do pass.

LOUIS J. FALARDEAU ET AL.

The bill (H.R. 10327) for the relief of
Louis J. Falardeau, Irva G. Franger,
Betty Klemcke, Wineta L. Welburn, and
Emma L. McNeiI all individuals em-
ployed by the Department of the Army
at Fort Sam Houston, Tex., was con-
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 1471), explaining the purposes of
the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

PURPOSE

The purpose of the proposed legislation
is to relleve five named employees of the
Department of the Army at Fort Sam Hous-
ton, Tex., of the obligation to repay the
amount set opposite their names which they
received due to administrative errors in the
determination of salary adjustments at the
end of a salary retention period following
reductlons in grade and In the case of one
employee due to errors in adjustment of pay .
incident to a promotion. The bill authorizes
the refund of any amounts paid or with-
held by reason of the obligations referred
to in the bill.

STATEMENT

The Department of the Army is not op-
posed to the bill.

The facts in the case are contained in the
House report on HR. 10327 and are as
follows:

“The four persons named in section 3 of
the bill were overpald as a result of adminis-
trative errors in the adjustment of salaries
following a period of salary retention or
‘saved pay' after a reduction In grade. These
errors were disclosed in an audit conducted
by the General Accounting Office in January
of 1966, The employees were reduced in grade
during the period November 22, 1960, and
July 30, 1961. As is authorized in section 507
of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended
(6 US.C. 1107 (1958 ed.) ), they recelved the
salary of their higher grade for a period of
2 years after the date of reduction. Each of
the four employees named in section 3 was
placed In a step within the lower grade which
prior to the Classification Act Amendments
of 1962 (76 Stat. 843, 5 U.S.C. 1113(b) ), was a
longevity step. This action was subsequently
determined to be incorrect by the Comptrol-
ler General (43 Comp. Gen. 169, Aug. 20,
1963). The report of the Department of the
Army detailed the specific manner in which
the errors occurred in each of these four
cases, The Army stated:

“On December 31, 1962, Louls J. Falardeau
was erroneously placed in step 0 of grade
GB-T. He should have been placed in step 7
of grade GS-7. On April 12, 1964, he was pro-
moted to grade GS-0, step 5. He should have
been placed in step 4 of grade GS-9. These
errors resulted in gross overpayments for the
period December 31, 1962, through January
16, 1866, of $919.82. A retirement adjustment
of $60.12 reduced the overpayment to $859.70.
The amount of $30 was deducted from his
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salary before suspension of collection action
by the General Accounting Office effective
ldarch 27, 1966. Information received from
Idr, Falardeau indicates 3 years are necessary
for repayment of his debt, that he is 62 years
«f age, and it is necessary to postpone his re-
tirement in order to satisfy the debt.

“On July 30, 1963, Irva G. Franger was
erroneously placed in step 10 of grade GS—4.
She should have been placed in step 8 of
grade GS—4. Due to this error, gross overpay-
ments for the period of July 30, 1963, through
January 15, 1966, were $713.67. A retirement
adjustment of $44.77 reduced the overpay-
ment to $668.90, The amount of $10 was de-
ducted from her salary prior to suspension
of collection action on March 27, 1966, Mrs.
Franger informed this Department that the
cost of her son’'s special grade school educa-
tion consumes all of the family earnings and
that repayment imposes a hardship.

“On January 1, 1963, Betty Klemcke was
erroneously placed in step 10 of grade G5-4.
She should have been placed in step 8 of
grade GS—4. On January 6, 1963, she was pro-
moted to grade GS-5, step 8. She should have
been placed in step 7 of grade GS-5. On Jan-
uary 10, 1965, she was demoted from grade
G55 to grade G54 with saved pay at a per
annum salary of $6,1565. This salary was also
in error as it was based on step 8 of grade
GS-5 and should have been at a per annum
rate of $5990, the rate for step 7 of grade
GS-5. These errors resulted in gross over-
payments for the period January 1, 1963,
through January 15, 1966, of $525.32. A re-
tirement adjustment of $33.22 reduced the
overpayment to $482.10. Mrs. Klemcke re-
funded $20 of this amount prior to suspen-
sion of collection action on March 27, 1966.
Information received by this Department in-
dicates repayment of the debt will result in
the postponement of Mrs, Klemcke's retire-
ment indefinitely. She is now 63 years old.

“On November 22, 1962, Wineta L. Welburn

“was erroneously placed in step 10 of grade
GS-4. She should have been placed in step 8
of grade GS—4. This error resulted in gross
overpayments for the period November 232,
1962, through January 15, 1966, of $598.99. A
retirement adjustment of $33.72 reduced the
overpayment to $560.72. Mrs. Welburn re-
funded $10 prior to suspension of collection
action on her debt by the General Account-
ing Office effective March 27, 1966.

“The employee named in the fourth sec-
tion of the bill, Mrs. Emma L. McNeil, re-
celved gross overpayments of $422.74 in her
salary for the period August 28, 1955, through
August 20, 1960, On August 28, 1955, she
was promoted to GS-3 with a salary of §3,770
per annum. An administrative error was made
in adjusting her pay in the new position.
Under pertinent regulations her salary should
have been fixed at $3,686 per annum, the
maximum step of the grade, instead of 83,770
per annum, the first longevity step of the
grade (CPR N1.6-4b(1)). Under regulations
in effect at the time of her promotion she
did not meet the length-of-service require-
ment for the longevity step increase (CPR
P8.3-3). The administrative error was dis-
covered on September 20, 1960, and appro-
priate adjustments were made which re-
duced the debt to $304.25. Mrs. McNeil paid
this amount by check on October 14, 1860.”

The Department of the Army, in its report
to the House Committee on the Judiciary,
states its Investigation disclosed that the
employees named in the bill received the
overpayments in good faith and for services
performed; and further observed that the
overpayments were caused by administrative
error on the part of personnel of the Depart-
ment of the Army.

The committee concurs in the action of the
House of Representatives and is in accord
that repayment of the obligations would
cause hardship to the employees concerned.
Accordingly, it is recommended that favor-
able consideration be given to H.R. 10327
without amendment,
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E. L. TOWNLEY ET AL.

The bill (H.R. 11381) for the relief
of E. L. Townley, Otis T. Hawkins, and
Leo T. Matous was considered, ordered
to a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 1472), explaining the purposes of
the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

PURPOSE

The purpose of the bill is to authorize and
direct the Secretary of the Treasury to pay
out of any money in the Treasury not other-
wise appropriated, to each individual named
in section 2 of the bill an amount repre-
senting overpayment of compensation while
an employee of the Department of the Navy
at the U.S, Naval Air Station, Dallas, Tex,

STATEMENT

The Department of the Navy is not op-
posed to enactment of the bill, and in its
report to the House Committee on the Judi-
clary states in part:

“The records of this Department show that
a recent GAO payroll audit at Corpus Christi,
Tex., revealed that three employees of the
U.S. Naval Ailr Station, Dallas, Tex., were
overpaid as a result of an administrative
error. Mr. Ernest L. Townley (identified in
HR. 11381) and Mr. Otis T. Hawkins re-
ceived salary overpayments resulting from an
administrative error in determining their
salary on the termination of saved pay bene-
fits. Both employees were changed to lower
grades effective January 1, 1861, with 2-year
salary retention benefits. Both employees
were erroneously paid at a higher step rate
than that to which they were entitled upon
termination of the salary retention period on
January 1, 1963, Mr. Townley received an
overpayment of $1,668.40 from January 1,
1963, to March 25, 1967. Mr. Hawkins received
an overpayment of $1,608.72 from January 1,
1963, to March 25, 1967. The third employee
at NAS, Dallas, Tex., who received an over-
payment was Mr. Leo T. Matous, Mr., Matous
was given a within-grade increase effective
May 10, 1964, prior to the completion of the
required waiting period. He had been
changed to a lower grade with salary reten-
tion benefits effective September 2, 1862, and
was repromoted to the former grade on
July 21, 1963. In accordance with Comp-
troller General decision, dated April 23, 1964
(43 Comp. Gen. 701), a new waiting period
for a within-grade increase would begin at
the date of repromotion on July 21, 1963, and
the next within-grade increase would not be
due until July 17, 1966. As a result, Mr.
Matous was overpaid $487.20 during the
period May 10, 1964, to July 18, 1966.

“The Department of the Navy would have
no objection to the enactment of HR. 11381
if it is amended to relieve all employees
identified by the GAO audit.”

The committee, after reviewing the facts
set forth in the report of the Department of
the Navy, concurs in the action of the House
of Represenatives. The committee notes that
the overpayments to the named employees
were due to administrative error, and that
repayment would in all cases be a hardship
upon each individual involved. Accordingly,
it is recommended that favorable consider-
ation be given to H.R. 11381, without
amendment.

JOSEPH M. HEPWORTH

The bill (H.R. 12119) for the relief of
Joseph M. Hepworth was considered, or-
dered to a third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

July 27, 1968

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 1473), explaining the purposes of
the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

PURPOSE

The purposes of the proposed legislation
is to relieve Joseph M. Hepworth, chief per-
sonnelman, U.S. Navy (retired), of La Mesa,
Calif., of liability to the United States in
the amount of $1,823.45, representing over-
payments of disability retired pay made to
him by the United States through adminis-
trative error from February 1, 1854, through
June 30, 1964, The bill would authorize the
repayment of any amounts repaid or with-
held by reason of this liability.

STATEMENT

The facts of the case as contained in House
Report No. 863 are as follows:

“The Department of the Navy in its report
to the committee on this bill indicates that
it would not oppose favorable consideration
of the bill.

“Joseph M. Hepworth, a retired chief per-
sonnelman of the N.8. Navy, was serving in
the Philippines at the time of the outbreak
of hostilities in that area during World War
II. He subsequently was decorated for ex-
traordinary heroism during the period he was
serving in the beach defenses on Fort Hughes,
a fortified island in Manila Bay. In April of
1942, he volunteered to join a party of men
to dig out two men reported buried alive on
the top of the fort after an air bombard-
ment, in the midst of a second enemy bom-
bardment. This is the citation referred to in
the Navy report. As 1s indicated in that re-
port, Chief Hepworth was transferred to the
Fleet Reserve on August 13, 1953, but re-
talned on active duty until February 1, 1954.
Prior to this latter date, he was determined
to be eligible for temporary disability retire-
ment. This finding gave him the election,
under then existing policy, of being released
to inactive duty as a fleet reservist under the
source law now contained in 10 U.8.C. 6330,
or being placed on the temporary disability
retired list under law now codified in 10
U.B.C. 1401 et seq. In either case, his pay—
retainer or retired—would have been the
same: 215 percent times 20 (years) times
$276.18 (existing base pay) or $137.59, except
that under the provisions of law which have
become 10 U.S.C. 6330(c) he was eligible to
recelve an additional 10 percent of retainer
pay for having been decorated for extraordi-
nary heroism in the line of duty. This addi-
tional pay was not, and is not, authorized for
personnel retired for physical disability.

“The Navy investigation of this matter dis-
closed that Chief Hepworth was misinformed
concerning his right to an additional 10 per-
cent in pay to which he would be entitled
in connection with disability retirement. He
was advised that if he elected to be placed
on the temporary disabllity retired list, he
would receive the same compensation that he
was entitled to as a fleet reservist, including
the additional 10-percent payment for his
heroism. He acted on the information that
he recelved and elected to be placed on the
temporary disability retired list on February
1, 1954, and he was transferred to the perma-
nent disability retired list on July 1, 1957.
As a result, he was paid the additional 10 per-
cent continuously from February 1, 1954,
until July 1, 1964,

“On June 18, 1964, the Comptroller Gen-
eral ruled that there was an administrative
error in the determination in Chief Hep-
worth's case and the payment he had received
for extraordinary heroism had been im-
proper. As a result, the payment was stopped
and steps were taken to recoup the £1,823.45
paid to the retired Navy man,

“The committee finds that the facts of this
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case cearly demonstrate that this Is a
proper subject for legislative relief. The Navy
has found that there is no evidence of
wrongdoing on Chief Hepworth’s part. His
indebtedness has resulted from the action
of governmental employees in giving him
erroneous advice in processing his retire-
ment. The Navy has pointed out that the
erroneous interpretation is understandable,
when it is considered that two men with
20 years of service could take part in the
same act of extraordinary herclsm and receive
the same recognition for their acts. If one of
those servicemen escaped injury and subse-
quently transferred to the Fleet Reserve, he
would be eligible for the 10-percent addi-
tional retired pay. On the other hand, if the
other serviceman were wounded and placed
on the disability retired list (even on the
same date and with the same service as the
other), the second individual could not law-
fully receive additional retirement pay.

“In view of the particular circumstances
of this case and the equities it involves, the
committee recommends that the bill, as
amended, be considered favorably.”

In agreement with the favorable views of
the House of Representatives and the De-
partment of the Navy, the committee rec-
ommends that the bill do pass.

LYDIA M. PARSLEY

The bill (H.R. 14167) for the relief of
Lydia M. Parsley was considered, ordered
to a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 1474), explaining the purposes of
the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

PURFPOSE

The purpose of the proposed legislation
is to reliev: Lydia M. Parsley, of Brownsdale,
Minn., of lability in the amount of $3,827.09
claimed by the Post Office Department result-
ing from a miscalculation of postage in 78
mallings of third-class mail in the period
from May 24, 1961, through November 14,
1962, The bill would authorize the refund
of any amounts repald or withheld by rea-
son of the indebtedness.

STATEMENT

The facts of the case as contained in House
Report 1445 are as follows:

“The Post Office Department in its report
to the committee on the bill stated that it
would have no objection to its enactment.

“The indebtedness which gave rise to the
introduction of H.R. 14167 was caused by the
fact that there was a miscalculation of the
postage required on 78 mailings of third-
class malil and Miss Parsley as the postmaster
was held responsible for the deficlencles. As
is noted In the Post Office Department re-
port, the mailings occurred between May 24,
1961, and November 14, 1962,

“Miss Parsley is postmaster of the Browns-
dale Post Office, a small post office, which at
the time of this incident was a third-class
office. She had only one permit imprint
mailer, and she had accepted mailings from
this mailer who is identified as the publisher,
The Bargain Counter, Brownsdale, Minn,,
consisting of about 500 pleces for a long
time at the 21;-cent minimum charge per
piece which was correct. In 1961, this mailer
began mailing approximately 2,500 pieces
each week, and according to the postal reg-
ulations at that time, Miss Parsley could
have collected 214 cents minimum charge
per piece. She interpreted the somewhat con-
fusing regulations to mean that when the
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mailer had more than 20 pounds that she
should collect the pound rate rather than
the minimum per-piece rate. The committee
has learned that Miss Parsley did not have
anyone in the office to consult on this and
she followed the regulations as she inter-
preted them and collected the postage which
she understood to be correct. The committee
feels that it is pertinent to note that Miss
Parsley’s office war not inspected from July 1,
1961, to July 1, 1962. Miss Parsley wa.s ad-
versely affected by this delay since, had in-
spections been more frequent, and had a
year not passed before the inspector noticed
the erroneous charge of a smaller rate of
postage, the loss to the Post Office Depart-
ment would not have been as large. Of
course, Miss Parsley did not benefit in any
way from the mistake. Although the Post
Office Department made at least two at-
tempts to collect sufficient postage from the
mailer, he refused to remit on the basis that
he was able to reduce advertising rates be-
cause of the lesser amount of postage.

“The committee has concluded that it is
unfair that Miss Parsley should be held
financially responsible. Had she collected the
correct amount of postage from the maller,
her salary would have been increased due to
the increase in the gross receipts of her
office. The Post Office report further states
that the records of the Post Office Depart-
ment indicate that there was no misappro-
priation of funds or wrong-doing on the part
of Miss Parsley. After its examination of the
matter, the Post Office in its report stated
that it would have no objection to the bill in
view of the particular circumstances of the
case.

“It was not possible for Miss Parsley to
raise the entire amount of the deficiency;
and as a consequence, it was necessary for
her to borrow the money to make the re-
quired periodic payments which reduced her
indebtedness to a balance of $1,127.09. Miss
Parsley has only a few years left before she is
to be retired from her position. This in-
debtedness is therefore a difficult burden at
this time.

“In view of the position adopted by the
Post Office Department and in view of the
equitable considerations involved in the case,
the committee recommends that the bill be
considered favorably.”

In agreement with the favorable views of
the House of Representatives and the Post
Office Department, the committee recom-
mends that the bill do pass.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, that
concludes the call of the calendar.

BADLANDS NATIONAL MONUMENT

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I ask
the Chair to lay before the Senate a
message from the House of Representa-
tives on H.R. 9098.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate H.R. 9098, to revise the
boundaries of the Badlands National
Monument in the State of South Dakota,
to authorize exchanges of land mutually
beneficial to the Oglala Sioux Tribe and
the United States, and for other pur-
poses.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, on July
3, the Senate passed with an amendment
H.R. 9098, a bill to revise the boundaries
of the Badlands National Monument in
the State of South Dakota, to authorize
exchanges of land mutually beneficial to
the Oglala Sioux Tribe and the United
States, and for other purposes.

The Senate’s amendment was to de-
lete the word “Indian” thereby placing
all of the former owners of lands ac-
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quired for the Badlands Gunnery
Range—both Indian and non-Indian—
in the same relative position to repur-
chase their former holdings, or substi-
tute lands if their previous holdings
were not available for acquisition.

On July 16, the House of Representa-
tives disagreed with the Senate amend-
ment and adopted House Concurrent
Resolution 798 directing the clerk of the
House, in the enrollment of H.R. 9098,
to change the language on page 4, lines
9 through 21, of the House engrossed
bill by inserting the following:

(b) Any former Indian or non-Indian
owner of a tract of such land, whether title
was held in trust or fee, may purchase such
tract from the Secretary of the Interior un-
der the following terms and conditions:

(1) The purchase price to a former In-
dian owner shall be the total amount paid
by the United States to acquire such tract
and all interests therein, plus interest there-
on from the date of acquisition at a rate
determined by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury taking into consideration the average
market yleld of all outstanding marketable
obligations of the United States at the time
the tract was acquired by the United States,
adjusted to the nearest one-eighth of 1 per
centum. The purchase price to a former non-
Indian owner shall be the present fair mar-
ket value of the tract as determined by the
Secretary of the Interior,

The effect of this most recent change
in the bill is to specify the terms and
conditions under which either a former
Indian owner or a former non-Indian
owner may purchase lands. The pur-
chase price to a former Indian owner
will be the total amount paid by the
United States to acquire the property
plus interest from the date of acquisi-
tion. The purchase price to a former
non-Indian owner will be the present
fair market value as determined by the
Secretary of the Interior.

I wish to make it very clear that this
provision permitting former non-Indian
owners of Federal lands to repurchase
those lands should not be considered
a precedent. Under ordinary circum-
stances this property would be disposed
of through regulations of the General
Services Administration. However, this
is an unusual situation, the former own-
ers having been assured they would be
able to repurchase their land following
the end of World War II. In any event,
the Federal Government will be receiv-
ing today’s fair market value for the
lands former non-Indian owners may
reacquire.

On July 17, the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. Byrp] requested that the
Chair lay before the Senate, House Con-
current Resolution 798, and the resolu-
tion was agreed to. Subsequently, on
July 18, at the request of the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, the Sen-
ator from West Virginia entered a mo-
tion for the reconsideration of the vote
by which House Concurrent Resolution
798 was agreed to on July 17, The purpose
in requesting reconsideration was to per-
mit the chairman to consult with the
Senators from South Dakota to make
certain that the language adopted by
the House in House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 798 was satisfactory to them and
their constituents.
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I am in receipt of communications
from persons who represent the former
owners of the lands in question, giving
assurance that the House language is
agreeable to them, and I ask unanimous
consent that a telegram from Mr. J. M.
Doyle, of Rapid City, 8. Dak., a telegram
from Robert E. Updike, and a statement
by Mrs. Ellen Janis be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the ma-
terial was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

Rarm CrTy, 8. DAK.,
July 22, 1968.

Senator GEorcE McGOVERN,

Chairman, Senate Indian Affairs Subcommit-
tee, Senate Office Building, Washington,
D.C.:

I am attorney for, and represent the inter-
ests of, Mr, Paul Guiser, Ward and Pearl
Ellis, and Mr. Whitty, and appeared in their
behalf before the subcommittee when testi-
mony was taken regarding HR. 9098. My
clients are agreeable with the House provi-
sion providing that they can repurchase
subject property at fair market value.

J. M. DoyLe, Attorney.
DENVER, CoLo.,
July 24, 1968.

Senator GeEorRGE MCGOVERN,

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.:

Recelved call from Congressman Berry this
morning, Bill seems to be okay with others
inyolved. Will go along with them. Disregard
my last letter.

RoBERT E. UPDIKE,

To Whom It May Concern:

I, Ellen Janis, am a Yankton Sioux Indian,
but my husband is an Oglala Sioux, enrolled
on the Pine Ridge Indian Reservation. We
had a very fine farm and ranch headquarters
prior to the time that our land was taken
for an aerial gunnery range during World
War II.

I have represented the Indian and non-
Indian former owners for the past 15 years.
First, in a successful effort to obtain pas-
sage of legislation to pay each family $3500.00
to compensate them for their loss and phy-
slcal damage in being excluded from their
homes on the aerlal gunnery range area.

I have represented both the Indians and
non-Indians for an equal length of time in
an effort to obtain legislation permitting
the former owners to repurchase their lands
after they had been declared surplus to the
needs of the Department of Defense. My fam-
ily and I lived among these people. I knew
them well prior to the time we were excluded
from the gunnery range area. Both the In-
dians and non-Indlans were our friends,

I have held many, many meetings down
through the years, explaining the legisla-
tive progress to these people, the last meet-
ing which was held in Rapid City, South
Dakota on February 16, 1968, was attended
by both the Indians and the non-Indians
interested in redeeming their land. At that
time Congressman E. Y. Berry explained to
all of us that the difficulties had been ironed
out so far as the former Indian owners were
concerned and that there was little question
but what they would be able to redeem their
land at the price the government paid them,
plus a reasonable interest rate. But he point-
ed out there was opposition in the House In-
terior Committee to the non-Indians ob-
taining the same advantage. At that time
he obtained an agreement of the non-Indians
to an amendment he proposed to offer which
would permit them to repurchase their land,
either at public auction, or at an appraised
price to be determined by the Secretary of
Interior. All of the non-Indian former own-
ers present agreed that while they would
much prefer obtaining the same deal that
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the former Indian owners were getting, they
would be satisfied with either an appraised
price, or public auction. Nearly all of the for-
mer non-Indian owners were present at
that meeting.

After the House amendment providing
that the former non-Indian owners could
repurchase this land at an appraised price,
I again contacted all of them and all of them
again expressed their feeing that whie they
would, of course, like to be able to redeem
as cheaply as possible, they would be satisfied
with the provisions of the House amendment
permitting them to redeem at an appraised
price, to be determined by the Secretary of
Interior.

Dated this 23rd day of Juy, 1868.

ELLEN JANIS.

Witness:

Mavis G. Davy,
Svzan WILSON.

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

Mr, JACKSON. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. Why should former
Indian owners be treated less generously
than the non-Indian former owners? It
seems to me they are entitled to equal
treatment.

Mr. JACKSON. This is why the junior
Senator from Washington, the chairman
of the committee, asked that this mat-
ter be brought back.

I now yield to the Senator from South
Dakota who is familiar with this matter.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the courtesy of the Senator from
Washington in bringing this matter up
today to dispose of it because this is
something which has been doing an in-
justice to the people of South Dakota
for over 20 years. The situation started
at the time of World War II when the
Government came into an area called the
Bad Lands Gunnery Range, occupled by
Indians an¢ whites, because they had to
take the land over for military purposes,
and it brought disruption to many
farmers and ranchers, both Indian and
non-Indian.

We have been trying for two decades
to get the matter worked out so the land
could go back to the rightful owners.
Most of the Indian owners are still there
and also some of the former white land-
owners remain in the area. Finally an
equitable arrangement has been worked
out with the white owners in conjunction
with the Indian owners. So as much of
the land as former owners desire to re-
gain can be procured from the Govern-
ment on equitable and mutually satis-
factory terms.

On the House side for many years they
refused to make any concessions to the
white owners in the gunnery range bill.
This year they passed a bill to make
restoration to former Indian owners but
leaving undecided what to do about the
former white owners.

This bill now before us is an illustra-
tion of fine and fair racial relationships
in South Dakota.

The statement from Ellen Janis, which
the Senator from Washington has had
printed in the Recorp, is a statement
from a genteel, conscientious, and con-
siderate Sioux Indian lady in South Da-
kota seeking equitable treatment for all
concerned. This Indian lady is a great
worker both for her people and the entire
community in Rapid City, especially
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those on and near the Pine Ridge Indian
Reservation, and she also works for jus-
tice throughout the entire Indian coun-
try.

She testified before the committee—
even after the House had approved the
gunnery range bill setting the claims in-
sofar as her people were concerned. She
stated that the white people also were
her neighbors and they had lived to-
gether happily all these years, that the
whites had employed many Indian
youths, and she wanted to work out some
arrangement that would Ilikewise be
equitable to former white landowners
in the same area. In other words, she
came down virtually lobbying for her
white neighbors and fellow ranchers.
Thus, a formula has been worked out
which is a just and equitable approach
to both Indians and the white people,
all of whom were dispossessed of their
lands. They have all signed statements,
waivers, and letters, asking that it be
handled in the way set out in this bill as
amended by the Senate and the House.
Let me say to my good friend from Flor-
ida that handling this equitably is a
complicated business, in this checker-
board area where some of it is Indian
land and some of it is white land and
where different forms and degrees of
ownership entitlements prevail. So this
has been worked out and the bill before
us deals with the situation equitably. I
desire to congratulate the committee of
the Senate and the House for finally
evolving this solution satisfactory to all
claimants.

Mr. HOLLAND. Do I understand the
Senator from South Dakota correctly to
be now advising the Senate that the
former white owners, or the former
American citizen owners of the land af-
fected by the bill, filed written state-
ments to the effect that they will accept
the same basis of settlement for their
claims?

Mr. MUNDT. That is correct, except
because of the curious and cumbersome
bureaucratic methods by which Indian
affairs are handled, it has to be a differ-
ent arrangement for each group, but the
white former owners have provided us
with documents, which the Senator from
Washington is placing in the REecorp,
showing that this is fair and equitable
and, speaking for themselves, they are
satisfied. The Indians are likewise grati-
fled and satisfied that long delayed jus-
tice is finally prevailing. After 20 years,
they are happy that we have worked out
a formula agreeable both to the whites
and the Indians, and both sets of former
landowners have so advised the commit-
tee and Congress.

Mr. HOLLAND. Do I understand cor-
rectly, then—and I should like to have
this in the Recoro—that the white own-
ers of the land formerly owned by them,
as to which they will have the right of
repurchase under the waiver, will have
exactly the same right, and no more, as
that accorded to the Indian owners?

Mr. MUNDT. Yes; although I do not
know how we would define the words
“exactly the same right and no more.”
All concerned have complete, equitable
treatment, each working one with the
other, and they have worked out a for-
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mula satisfactory to both, and to the
advantage of neither. It is a perfectly
equitable arrangement. I can assure the
Senator the former white owners are re-
ceiving no preferential treatment as
compared with our Indian citizens.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator.

Mr, JACKSON. Mr. President, let me
make this clear: The junior Senator
from Washington was concerned with
this provision because the amount paid
to the Indians will be more than the
amount paid to the non-Indians.

I took the position that if this was the
case, the waivers, or acquiescence to the
arrangements made by the House, should
be received from the non-Indian owners.
That has been done. In view of the fact
that non-Indian owners have agreed to
this, it is on that basis I agreed to concur
in the language adopted by the House.

Therefore, Mr. President, I move that
the Senate recede from its amendment to
the bill, HR. 9098.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Washington.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, with
the concurrence of the junior Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. Byrpl, I ask
unanimous consent that the motion to
reconsider, entered by the Senator from
West Virginia on July 18 in connection
with House Concurrent Resolution 798,
be withdrawn.

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

PROVISION FOR THE OPERATION
OF THE WILLIAM LANGER JEWEL
BEARING PLANT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideratior of Calendar No.
1458, H.R. 15864.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The LecistaTiveé CLERK. A bill (H.R.
15864) to provide for the operation of
the William Langer jewel bearing plant
at Rolla, N. Dak., and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

There being no objection, the bill was
considered, ordered to a third reading,
was read the third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
on S. 2886 (No. 1475), explaining the
purposes of the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

PURPOSE

This bill would authorize the Administra-
tor of General Services to provide for the
operation of the Willlam Langer Jewel Bear-
ing Plant, by contract or otherwise, to pro-
duce jewel bearings and related items for
Government use or for sale, Prices fixed for
the sale of jewel bearings would be sufficient
to recover the operating costs, Including de-
preciation on buildings, machinery, and
equipment.

It would authorize the establishment on
the books of the Treasury a separate revolv-
ing fund fto be used by the Administrator
of General Services, without fiscal year lim-
itation, for defraying the cost of operating

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

the plant. Provision Is also made for trans-
ferring the plant and all of the assets to the
revolving fund upon termination of the ex-
isting lease.

The continued operation of the Willlam
Langer Jewel Bearing Plant is considered by
the Office of Emergency Planning to be es-
sential to the national security.

BACEGROUND

The proposed legislation is part of the leg-
islative program of the General Services Ad-
ministration for the 90th Congress and its
enactment would make possible more efficient
operation and production of the jewel plant.

This bill would remove several limitations
that now hamper the effective operation of
the William Langer Jewel Bearing Plant. The
present fiscal year basis of funding seriously
impedes the implementation of the most eco-
nomiecally efficient operational procedures at
the plant. Funding without fiscal year lim-
itations would permit necessary raw mate-
terials, supplies, and services to be provided
for through the most effective and econom-
ically competitive business management
methods.

The plant is currently leased to the Bulova
Watch Co. for the production of jewel bear-
ings and related items for sale to the national
stockpile, to Government contractors and
subcontractors, and to other industrial con-
sumers. The lease will expire June 30, 1968,

Funds for operating the plant are limited
to two sources: (1) sales by Bulova to Gov-
ernment contractors and subcontractors and
other Industrial users, and (2) sales to the
national stockpile under a purchase contract
between GSA and Bulova. Sales to the stock-
plle are made at actual cost. Sales to others
are made at fixed prices approved by the
Government, based on estimated production
costs.

Any excess of total sales income over actual
costs on nonstockpile sales 1s required by
the terms of the lease to be placed in a direct
order rental account. This account may be
used only to meet any losses, including un-
collectible accounts, resulting from non-
stockpiled sales.

As a result, there is no means of financing
the costs of raw materials, work in process,
operating supplies, and other operating ex-
penses in advance. The facility is therefore
operated as “job shop,” and except for bear-
ings required under the stockplle contract,
is unable to plan its production schedule on
a rational basis.

Because of the absence of working capital
funds, the plant is unable to maintain ap-
propriate inventories of finished bearings.
This not only limits unduly the ability of
the plant to fill orders requiring immediate
delivery, but also results in high unit costs
due to small production runs.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Calendar No.
1456, S. 2886, the Senate counterpart bill,
be indefinitely postponed.

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

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate go
into executive session o consider nomi-
nations in the U.S. Marine Corps, and
the nominations placed on the Secre-
tary's desk only.

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

U.S. MARINE CORPS
The bill clerk read the nomination of
Lt. Col. Haywood R. Smith, U.S. Marine
Corps, for temporary appointment to the
grade of colonel, to hold such grade while
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serving as Armed Forces aide to the Pres-
ident.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.

IN THE ARMY

The bill clerk proceeded to read sun-
dry nominations in the Army, which had
been placed on the Secretary’s desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nominations will be con-
sidered en bloc; and, without objection,
they are confirmed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unamimous consent that the President
be immediately notified of the confirma-
tion of these nominations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without
objection, the President will be notified
forthwith.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate re-
sume the consideration of legislative
business.

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

MOST RECENT OUTRAGE PERPE-
TRATED BY SOUTH VIETNAM
DICTATORS

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr, President,
the conviction of Truong Dinh Dzu by a
military court in Saigon is an insult to
every American family whose sons have
been compelled to fight—and many, un-
fortunately, to die—to maintain the cor=-
rupt regime ruling in Saigon. Indeed,
this latest action by the ruling clique in
Saigon is an affront to humanity.

Truong Dinh Dzu is a leading Saigon
lawyer. He had never held public office.
He is not a member of the National
Liberation Front. He did not fight on
the side of the French when they sought
to restore their oppressive Indochinese
colonial empire from 1946 to 1954. He was
never in his life accused of any crime.
Last September he was a candidate for
President of South Vietnam in the elec-
tion under the supervision of Ky and
Thieu. He was the most outspoken peace
candidate of those who campaigned un-
der severe restrictions and limitations
enforced by the police authority of the
Saigon regime with a white dove of peace
displayed as his ballot symbol. He
startled the ruling junta in South Viet-
nam and administration officials in this
country when he received 17 percent of
the total vote. This, despite the fact that
Communists, Buddhists, members of the
National Liberation Front, and men and
women termed neutralists by Ky and
Thieu were arbitrarily barred from vot-
ing or participating in that so-ecalled
election. McGeorge Bundy and other ad-
ministration leaders in statements on
that South Vietnam election even prated
about “one man, one vote.” The facts are,
in thousands of instances, members of
the South Vietnam—ARVN—Army had
two votes—one cast by them at their
army posts under supervision of their
commanding officers and then also an-
other vote in their hamlets, cities, or
villages where they lived. Even with all
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that, Thieu and Ky were elected Presi-
dent and Vice President by only 34 per-
cent of the total vote. They had very
cleverly barred from the ballot Duong
Van Minh—Big Minh—who was the
popular former President of South Viet-
nam ousted by them and nine other gen-
erals in their coup of June 1965 and
exiled to Thailand. They thought they
had it made by an overwhelming major-
ity. All opposition candidates favored
peace and the most outspoken was Dzu.
The election proved clearly that the
South Vietnamese people by an over-
whelming margin lacked confidence in
the Saigon military junta and demon-
strated a strong demand for peace. That
Dzu piled up half as many votes as they
did was a shocker to them.

The military court took about 40 min-
utes to find Dzu guilty of having “acted
against the anti-Communist spirit of the
people and the armed forces.” This
kangaroo court then proceeded to sen-
tence Dzu to 5 years at labor.

What was the crime? He stated in an
interview and on the radio:

The South Vietnamese Government officials

could talk peace with some of the natlonal-
ists In the National Liberation Front.

That was his “crime.” He is sentenced
to serve 5 years in prison at hard labor
for what he said. He is in jail. The John-
son administration leaders support a cor-
rupt military regime so dictatorial that
a political opponent—the runner-up—
lands in prison for statements he made
offensive to Thieu and Ky. We should
feel shocked and humiliated that Am-
bassador Bunker remains silent. Liberty
loving Americans and decent people the
world over when they learn of this dis-
graceful tyrannical action must share a
feeling of outrage that President John-
son and his leaders appear to approve
this most recent act of brutality. The
President and our Ambassador should
either speak out and free this man or
they are aiding and abetting a vengeful
brutal military junta. Mankind and hu-
man decency are affronted and violated.

What is more shocking and unbelieve-
able is the fact that, according to United
Press International news reports, the
American mission in Saigon had no
comment on the Dzu case. American offi-
cials in Saigon should be exerting every
effort and applying all possible pressure
to reverse this latest outrage perpetrated
by the Saigon junta. Furthermore, it
should be repudiated at the highest level.
This blatant injustice should be de-
nounced in the strongest terms by Pres-
ident Johmson himself. If necessary the
President in an address to the Nation
should repudiate the Saigon dictators
for this outrageous action and thereby
help remove the stain of this gross in-
justice from our national conscience.

It is a disgrace and an outrage that
President Johnson should continue his
warlike policies in South Vietnam in sup-
port of the cruel military junta that
represents but a very small minority
of the people of South Vietnam.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I ask unanimous
consent to proceed for 5 additional
minutes.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
the alleged crime for which Dzu was
convicted was the fact that he was
quoted in the Saigon press and on the
radio as saying:

The South Vietnamese government officials
could talk peace with some of the national-
ists in the National Liberation Front, the
political arm of the VC.

If that is a crime, Mr. President, then
a good many Members of the U.S. Sen-
ate could be convicted of it under South
Vietnamese law. Furthermore, only a
month ago Prime Minister Tran Van
Huong stated before the South Viet-
namese House of Representatives that
the National Liberation Front had in-
cluded nationalist elements when it was
originally formed. After being booed and
shouted down, he recanted and stated
that there were no more nationalists in
the National Liberation Front. He es-
caped arrest. It is obvious this trumped-
up charge against Dzu was a drastic act
to silence and imprison the most popu-
lar and outspoken South Vietnamese op-
ponent of the war and of the ruling gen-
erals of the Saigon regime. Also, as a
warning to others who might voice their
opposition to the war and the official
party line.

Mr. President, rather than standing by
silently and witnessing the imprisonment
of an innocent man who stated publicly
what he felt was best for his people, our
administration leaders should be en-
couraging Dzu and others who agree with
him in South Vietnam to establish a via-
ble coalition government there—a gov-
ernment representing all elements of
South Vietnam including representatives
of the National Liberation Front—a gov-
ernment elected in a free election and
able to make meaningful steps toward
ending the civil war in Vietnam and
bringing about peace to that troubled
land.

If there remains any doubt as to the
nature of the regime we are supporting
in South Vietnam, the conviction and
imprisonment of Dzu should dispel them.
By standing by silently we will further
this travesty and give it the appearance
of respectability. Whom are we trying
to fool by claiming the regime we are de-
fending is “free” and “democratic”?
What can the Vietnamese peasant ex-
pect from Western democracy when it is
presented to hini through kangaroo
courts and Nazi-style justice by our col-
laborators in Vietnam—the tories, Thieu
and Ky and their cohorts. This man fol-
lowing a short trial before a military
court in Saigon was found guilty and
sentenced to 5 years of hard labor.

Mr. President, this latest outrage
points out once again the fact that the
so-called Constitution of South Vietnam
is nothing more than a scrap of worth-
less paper that makes a mockery of free-
dom, democracy, justice, and all of the
other principles which we Americans
cherish. It points out again that 600,000
Americans are fighting in Vietnam to
maintain in power a corrupt-ridden, dic-
tatorial regime of militarists who have
no interest whatever in the welfare of
their people, but only in fattening their
bank accounts in Swiss and Hong Kong
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banks. The United States is the most
powerful nation that ever existed. We are
a proud nation as well as a powerful na-
tion. We must not permit a few rag-tag
Fascist generals in Saigon—generals who
fought against their own countrymen in
their war for independence—to sully and
besmirch our honor. We must disavow
them immediately and proceed to disen-
gage from this ugly civil war in which
we have permitted them to involve us for
more than 5 years.

If real and honest elections were to be
held and if men such as Dzu were per-
mitted to campaign freely, as they were
not, the civil war now raging in South
Vietnam might shortly be brought to an
end. If the real voice of South Vietnam
could be heard, it would be asking for

peace.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I am
delighted that the distinguished Sena-
tor from Ohio has called to the atten-
tion of the Senate the fact that Truong
Dinh Dzu, a presidential candidate in last
September’s election in South Vietnam,
a man who finished second in it, ran on
a peace platform, and polled 800,000
votes, has been tried by a military court-
martial and has been sentenced to 5
years of hard labor. His crime was to
suggest the possibility of the National
Liberation Front and the Saigon gov-
ernment getting together. He discussed
that openly during the course of the
campaign last September,.

I would point to the fact that not only
did a great number of South Vietnamese
record their support of this peace candi-
date, but, that on the basis of percent-
ages, he came pretty close to the number
of votes received by the present Presi-
dent of South Vietnam, President Thieu.

It is a deplorable state of affairs when,
under a so-called democratic constitu-
tion, a situation like this can develop,
when a government can try a leading
candidate for expressing his views on
how to achieve peace in Vietnam, This
candidate was not only entitled to
speak out, he was expressing a view
which, I believe, was not at variance
with the expressed views of our own
Government on achieving peace. He was
expressing a view which might give some
meaning to what has been transpiring
in Paris.

We are coming to a very sad state of
affairs when a man of Mr. Dzu’s stature
and following is sentenced by a military
court for proposals he made during the
course of a regularly conducted presi-
dential campaign.

It is my belief that what the South
Vietnamese military have done is not
only to inflict an injustice but also to
create a distinct embarrassment for this
Government. Whether we like it or not,
we cannot escape some measure of at
least indireet responsibility for this de-
plorable action.

When you tie this strange name “jus-
tice” in the name of freedom to the fact
that some days ago 10 SBouth Vietnamese
were sentenced, in absentia, to death be-
cause they advocated somewhat the
same proposal that Mr, Dzu did, I think
it is time for us to take a very close look
at the relationship which exists between
our two countries. In this relationship
the great burden is on the United States
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as far as men, material, and money are
concerned. To that may well be added
£till another burden of explaining the
‘neonsistencies of its acts with its out-
v-ard professions of freedom.

It is also interesting to note that Prince
Souvanna Phouma the Prime Minister of
Laos, yesterday in Paris stated that in
his opinion one way to get peace nego-
tiations going would be to stop the bomb-
ing of North Vietnam and to consider the
possibility of a broadened Saigon gov-
ernment, meeting with the NLF, the po-
litical arm of the Vietcong.

In any event, these factors are part
of a pattern which I think calls for more
understanding, more comprehension, and
perhaps more discrimination in our re-
lationship with the Saigon government
on the part of our country.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
11 AM. MONDAY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Senate
completes its business today, it stand in
adjournment until 11 o’clock on Monday
morning next.

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

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had agreed to the report of the commit-
tee of conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendments of
the House to the bill (S. 222) to insure
that public buildings financed with Fed-
eral funds are so designed and con-
structed as to be accessible to the physi-
cally handicapped.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House to the bill (S.
1166) to authorize the Secretary of
Transportation to prescribe safety stand-
ards for the transportation of natural
and other gas by pipeline, and for other
purposes. :

The message further announced that
the House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House to the bill (8.
3418) to authorize appropriations for the
fiscal years 1970 and 1971 for the con-
struction of certain highways in accord-
ance with title 23 of the United States
Code, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H.R. 15189) to authorize appropriations
for certain maritime programs of the De-
partment of Commerce.

The message further announced that
the House had passed a bill (H.R. 18706)
making appropriations for the govern-
ment of the Distriet of Columbia and
other activities chargeable in whole or in
part against the revenues of said District
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1969,
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and for other purposes, in which it re-
quested the concurrence of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the following con-
current resolutions, in which it requested
the concurrence of the Senate:

H. Con. Res. 213. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the printing as a House document
of the letters of Vice Adm. Hyman G. Rick-
over relating to the distinguished Americans
in whose honor the U.S. Navy Polaris nuclear
submarines were named;

H. Con, Res. T81. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the printing as a House document
the publication “The Present-Day Eu EKlux
Elan Movement,” and providing for the
printing of additional coples; and

H. Con. Res. 784. Concurrent resolution to
authorize the printing of the pamphlet “The
American's Creed” as a House document.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H.R. 18706) making appro-
priations for the government of the Dis-
trict of Columbia and other activities
chargeable in whole or in part against
the revenues of said District for the
fiscal year year ending June 30, 1969,
and for other purposes, was read twice
by its title and referred to the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS
REFERRED

The following concurrent resolutions
of the House were severally referred to
the Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion:

H. Con. Res. 213. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the printing as a House document
of the letters of Vice Adm. Hyman G. Rick-
over relating to the distinguished Americans
in whose honor the U.S. Navy Polaris nuclear
submarines were named;

H. Con. Res. 781, Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the printing as a House document
the publication “The Present-Day Klu EKlux
Klan Movement,"” and providing for the print-
ing of additional coples; and

H. Con. Res. 784. Concurrent resolution to
authorize the printing of the pamphlet “The
American’s Creed” as a House document.

SENATE RESOLUTION 382—RESOLU-
TION TO ESTABLISH THE COM-
MISSION ON ART AND ANTIQUI-
TIES OF THE U.S. SENATE

Mr. MANSFIELD (for himself and
Mr. Dirgsen) submitted the following
resolution (S. Res. 382), which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Rules and
Administration:

S. Res. 382

Resolved, by the Senate of the United
States of America: That (a) there is hereby
established a Commission on Art and An-
tiquities of the United States Senate (here-
inafter referred to as “the Commission’)
consisting of the President Pro Tempore of
the Senate, the chalrman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Rules
and Administration of the Senate, and the
majority and minority leaders of the Senate.

(b) The Commission shall elect a Chair-
man and & Vice Chalrman at the beginning
of each Congress. Three members of the
Commission shall constitute a guorum for
the transaction of business, except that the
Commission may fix a lesser number which
shall constitute a quorum for the taking of
testimony.
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(c) The Commission shall select a Cura-
tor of Art and Antiquities of the Senate who
shall be an employee of the Office of the
Secretary of the Senate. The Curator shall
serve at the pleasure of the Commission,
shall perform such duties as it may pre-
scribe, and shall recelve compensation at a
gross rate, not to exceed $22,000 per annum
to be fixed by the Commission. At the re-
quest of the Commission the Secretary of
the Senate shall detail to the Commission
such additional professional, clerical, and
other assistants as, from time to time, it
deems necessary.

(d) The Commission shall be empowered
to hold hearings, summon witnesses, admin-
ister oaths, employ reporters, request the
production of papers and records, take such
testimony, and adopt such rules for the con-
duct of its hearings and meetings, as it
deems necessary.

Sec. 2. (a) The Commission is hereby au-
thorized and directed to supervise, hold,
place, and protect all works of art, historical
objects, and exhibits within the Senate wing
of the Capitol, and in all rooms, spaces, and
corridors thereof, which are the property of
the United States, and in its judgment to
accept any works of art, historical objects,
or exhibits which may hereafter be offered,
given, or devised to the Senate, its commit-
tees, and its officers for placement and exhi-
bition in the Senate wing of the Capitol, the
Senate Office Buildings, or in rooms, spaces,
or corridors thereof.

(b) The Commission shall prescribe such
regulations as it deems necessary for the
care, protection, and placement of such works
of art, exhibits, and historical objects in the
Senate wing of the Capitol and the Senate
Office Buildings, and for their acceptance on
behalf of the Senate, its committees, and
officers. Such regulations shall be published
in the Congressional Record at such time or
times as the Commission may deem neces-
sary for the information of the Members of
the Senate and the publie.

(c) Regulations authorized by the provi-
sions of section 1820 of the Revised Statutes
(40 U.S.C. 183) to be issued by the Sergeant
at Arms of the Senate for the protection of
the Capitol, and any regulations issued, or
activities undertaken, by the Committee on
Rules and Administration of the Senate, or
the Architect of the Capitol, in carrying out
duties relating to the care, preservation, and
protection of the Senate wing of the Capitol
and the Senate Office Buildings, shall be con-
sistent with such rules and regulations as
the Commission may issue pursuant to sub-
section (b).

(d) The Committee on Rules and Admin-
istration of the Senate in consultation with
the Architect of the Capitol and consistent
with regulations prescribed by the Commis-
sion under subsection (b), shall have respon-
sibility for the supervision, protection, and
placement of all works of art, historical cb-
jects, and exhibits which shall have been ac-
cepted on behalf of the Senate by the Com-
mission or acknowledged as United States
property by inventory of the Commission,
and which may be lodged in the Senate wing
of the Capitol or the SBenate Office Bulldings
by the Commission.

Sec. 3. The Commission shall have respon-
sibility for the supervision and maintenance
of the Old Senate Chamber on the principal
floor of the Senate wing of the Capitol inso-
far as it is to be preserved as a patriotic
shrine in the Capitol for the benefit of the
people of the United States.

Sec. 4. The Commission shall, from time
to time, but at least once every ten years,
publish as a Senate document a list of all
works of art, historical objects, and exhibits
currently within the Senate wing of the
Capitol and the Senate Office Bulldings, to-
gether with their description, location, and
with such notes as may be pertinent to their
history.
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Sec. 5. There is hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated out of the contingent fund of the
Benate for the expenses of the Commission
the sum of $15,000 each fiscal year, to be
disbursed by the Secretary of the Senate on
vouchers signed by the Chairman or Vice
Chairman of the Commission, Payment on
such vouchers shall be deemed and are here-
by declared to be conclusive upon all depart-
ments and officers of the Government, and
these vouchers shall be reported in the an-
nual report of the Secretary of the Senate:
Provided, That no payment shall be made
from such appropriation as salary.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF JOINT
RESOLUTION

Mr. KEUCHEL. Mr. President, on behalf
of the distinguished junior Senator from
Texas [Mr. Towerl], I ask unanimous
consent that at its next printing, the
name of the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. MonTOYA] be added as a cosponsor
of Senate Joint Resolution 184, to au-
thorize the President to issue annually a
proclamation designating the 7-day
period beginning September 10 and end-
ing September 16 of each year as
“National Hispanic Heritage Week.”

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

WHOLESOME POULTRY PRODUCTS
ACT—AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENTS NOS. 809 AND 910

Mr. MONTOYA (for himself, Mr. MoN-
DALE, Mr. McGoOVERN, Mr. HaTFIELD, and
Mr. Crark) submitted two amendments,
intended to be proposed by them, jointly,
to the bill (S. 2932) ‘to clarify and other-
wise amend the Poultry Products Inspec-
tion Act, to provide for cooperation with
appropriate State agencies with respect
to State poultry products inspection pro-
grams, and for other purposes, which
were ordered to lie on the table and to
be printed.

(See reference to the above amend-
ments when submitted by Mr. MONTOYA,
which appears under a separate head-

ing.)
AMENDMENT NO. 911

Mr. MONTOYA (for himself, Mr. MoN~-
DALE, Mr. McGoVERN, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr.
Crark, and Mr. FoNnG) proposed amend-
ments to Senate bill 2932, supra, which
were ordered to be printed.

(See reference to the above amend-
ments when proposed by Mr. MONTOYA,
which appears under a separate head-
ing.)

DEATH OF CAPT. KENNETH D.
KREHBIEL IN VIETNAM

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, Capt.
Kenneth D. Krehbiel died in Vietnam on
October 17, 1967.

How often in the Senate we speak of
the war in ferms of budget deficit, infla-
tion, and more taxes. But the real story
of the war is actually told in the many
short newspaper notices where remem-
brance is made of those who have died
for the American commitment in Viet-
nam.

According to such a recent news ac-
count, the Distinguished Flying Cross was
awarded this noble young Kansan. In the
same ceremony, he was also awarded the
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Air Medal with five oak leaf clusters, the
Bronze Star, and the Vietnam Medal of
the Vietnamese Republic.

I ask unanimous consent that the arti-
cle be printed in the Recorp so that Sen-
ators may review the proud record of a
fine young man from EKansas.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

DISTINGUISHED FLYING CROSS AWARDED TO
CapralN KREHBIEL

The Distinguished Flying Cross was
awarded posthumously yesterday to Capt.
Kenneth D, Krehbiel at Forbes AFB, Topeka.
The award was presented to this widow, Mrs,
Eenneth D. KErehblel, by Col. Gordon Duncan,
commander of the 838th Air Division of the
Tactical Alr Command at Forbes. His parents
are Mr, and Mrs. Eenneth R. Erehblel of
McPherson.

During the same ceremony, Colonel Dun-
can also awarded Capt. Krehblel the Air
Medal with five oak leaf clusters, the Bronze
Star and the Vietnam Medal of the Viet-
namese Republic.

During the four months he was in Viet-
nam, Capt. KErehblel flew more than 120 com-
bat missions as Forward Air Controller and
worked from 16 to 18 hours a day. In addition
to his duties as Forward Alr Controller, he
also served for weeks at a time as Air Lialson
Officer, coordinating infantry and artillery
strikes with air strikes. He was on another
mission when his aircraft crashed on Oct. 17,
1067,

The official cltations for the awards follow:

DISTINGUISHED FLYING CROSS

Captain Kenneth D. Krehbiel distinguished
himself by extraordinary achievement while
participating in aerial flight as a Forward Alr
Controller in Vietnam on Aug. 9, 1867, On
that date, Captain Krehblel took control of
the Tactical Air Support and virtually di-
rected the counter-attack in support of U.S.
Army troops that had, unknowingly, been
helicopter-landed directly on to a very
heavily defended and fortified hostile com-
mand post. At the time Captain Krehbiel
took command of the air support battle, the
assaulting U.S. troops could not move be-
cause of the intense hostile fire,

The only alrcraft avallable for coordina-
tion of ground fire, artillery fire, and tactical
alr support was the undefended and unpro-
tected O-1 aircraft plloted by Captain Ereh-
biel. He virtually directed the counter-attack
for two hours and 15 minutes. In the proc-
ess he directed three flights of fighter air-
craft delivering ordnance on the hostile posi-
tions, After expending his rockets, Captain
Krehblel was forced to fly directly over the
sources of hostile fire in order to mark them
with smoke grenades. Throughout this period
he was subject to the pressures of dense hos-
tile fire, decreasing visibility and the respon-
sibility of coordinating US infantry and ar-
tillery fire and fighter strikes upon the hostile
positions. His actions contributed largely to
the destruction of the heavlly fortified enemy
positions, a very significant reduction in US
casualtles and the safe evacuation of Ameri-
can casualties by medical helicopter. The
professional competence, aerlal skill and de-
votion to duty displayed by Captain Kreh-
biel reflect great credit upon himself and the
United States Air Force.

AIR MEDAL

The Air Medal with five oak leaf clusters
was awarded to Captain Krehbiel in recogni-
tion of 120 combat flights and 400 hours in
the air over hostile territory during the four
months he served in Vietnam from June 15,
to Oct. 18, 1987. During this period, out-
standing airmanship and courage were ex-
hibited in the successful accomplishment
of important missions under extremely haz-
ardous conditions including the continuous
possibility of hostile ground fire. His highly
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professional efforts contributed materially to
the mission of the United States Air Force
in Southeast Asia. The professional ability
and outstanding saerlal accomplishments of
Captain EKrehbiel reflect great credit upon
himself and the United States Air Force.

BRONZE STAR

Captain Kenneth D. Erehbiel distinguished
himself by mertlorious service as a United
States Air Force Forward Air Controller with
the 1st Air Cavalry Division in Vietnam,
from June 25, 1967, to Oct. 17, 1967. During
this period, Captain Erehbiel organized and
brought to bear hundreds of tactical air sup-
port missions in support of military opera-
tions. For weeks at a time Captain Krehbiel
acted as Alr ILialson Officer. In this capacity,
working seven days a week and 16 to 18 hours
a day under constant hostile harassment in
primitive fleld conditions, Captain Krehbiel
significantly improved US Army planning for
the offensive use of Tactical Air Support sor-
ties flown in support of the 1st Alr Cavalry
Divislon. Captain Krehbiel's advice came to
be frequently sought and highly regarded,
and his penetrating and professional anal-.
ysls of these problems earned the respect and
admiration as well as the enthusiastic coop-
eration of all with whom he came in contact.
The exemplary leadership, personal endeavor
and devotion to duty displayed by Captain
Krehbiel in this responsible position reflect
great credit upon himself and the United
States Air Force.

TWENTY-THREE YEARS AGO WE
RATIFIED THE U.N. CHARTER

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, 23
years ago tomorrow the U.S. Senate rati-
fied the Charter of the United Nations.
In doing so, the United States pledged 1t~
self “to reaffirm faith in fundamental
human rights, in the dignity and worth
of the human person, in the equal rights
of men and women and of nations large
and small, and to establish conditions
under which justice and respect for the
obligations arising from treaties and
other sources of international law can be
maintained, and to promote social prog-
ress and better standards of life in
larger freedom.”

Mr. President, I ask the Senate today
whether we have kept our word on that
pledge of ours. I ask whether we have
supported the U.N., the “last best hope of
mankind.” Have we done what should be
expected of the leader of the world whose
commitment to world peace led to the
creation of the United Nations in San
Francisco over 20 years ago?

The answer to that question, as far as
human rights are concerned, is a re-
sounding “No.” The U.S. Senate has
failed in this area. We have failed be-
cause some Senators listen to certain
legal hairsplitters rather than their own
consciences. We have failed because the
message these international prophets of
doom spread forbids any interference in
the internal affairs of other sovereign
nations. What they mean by “interfer-
ence” apparently means any kind of
moral, political, or economic suasion
aimed at protecting the most basic rights
of the citizenry of these nations.

We have before us the horrors of star-
vation and mass exploitation in Nigeria-
Biafra. We have before us the stirrings
in Eastern Europe of a nationalism that
portends greater freedom for millions
heretofore living under the control of
totalitarianism. Yet the U.S. Senate still
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fails to ratify those United Nations’ hu-
man rights conventions, ratification
which would permit the United States to
speak credibly on these issues.

Mr. President, the time is far past due
when the Senate should have ratified the
human rights conventions now pending.
The time for ratification is now. The
responsibility for ratification is now. The
responsibility for ratification, should we
fail to act, will haunt us in the future as
it will haunt those innocent human be-
ings we will have failed to protect.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY OF SPACE
NUCLEAR PROPULSION FOR FIS-
CAL YEAR 1969

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a “Legislative
History of Space Nuclear Propulsion for
Fiscal Year 1969” be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the history
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY OF SPACE NUCLEAR

PropuLsion FoR FiscaL YEAr 1969

Space nuclear propulsion is a joint pro-
gram between the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration and the Atomic Energy
Commission carried out under the manage-
ment of the Joint AEC-NASA Space Nuclear
Propulsion Office. The NASA portion of the
program is the Nuclear Rockets Program;
AEC calls its portion of the program Re-
actor Development: Space Propulsion
Systems.

The legislative history of the 80th Con-
gress, 2nd Session, on space nuclear propul-
sion confirms the continued vigorous sup-
port of the Congress for this space research
and development activity and provides that
the ap, ate agencies should proceed with
the development of the NERVA-I nuclear
rocket engine,

AUTHORIZATION

Final action by the Congress on both the
AEC and NASA fiscal year 1968 authoriza-
tion bills strongly supports the continued
development of space nuclear propulsion and
urges that development of the NERVA nu-
clear rocket engine proceed during fiscal
year 1969,

NASA AUTHORIZATION FOR FISCAL YEAR 1969

The House Committee on Science and
Astronautics recommended that NASA's Nu-
clear Rockets Program request of $60 million
be cut to $11.7 million and that recom-
mendation was accepted by the House. How-
ever, the House later reversed itself and
accepted the Senate's positlon so that $55
million has been authorized for the NASA
Nuclear Rockets Pr =

The Senate Committee on Aeronautical
and Space Sciences recommended $55 mil-
lion for the NASA Nuclear Rockets Program
and strongly urged In its report to the Sen-
ate that NASA move forward as planned
during fiscal year 1969 in space nuclear pro-
pulsion and specifically with the develop-
ment of the NERVA-I nuclear rocket engine,
The language of the report (Senate Report
No, 1136, pp. 57-69) follows:

“COMMITTEE COMMENT

“A special effort was directed to thorough-
ly review the Nuclear Rockets Program.
Three days of hearings were devoted to this
program during which eight expert witnesses
testfied. As a result of this careful consider-
ation your committee recommends a reduc-
tion of $5 million in the Nuclear Rockets
program, but strongly recommends against
the crippling reduction of $48.3 million sug-
gested by the House.

“The Nuclear Rockets program to date has
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been directed to the development of the tech-
nology necessary to build a nuclear rocket
engine, This technology program has been
extremely successful in producing propul-
sion efficiencies and operating times much
greater than expected. Because of this suc-
cess, the United States is now in a position
to move forward with the development of
a flyable engine which would provide the
United States with a major advancement in
space propulsion capability.

“Due to the high efficiency of nuclear rock-
et engines compared with the efficiencies
achievable with chemical rocket engines, the
nuclear rocket engine, NERVA I, will provide
a vastly increased performance capability
for space exploration by the last half of the
1970's; moreover, it is the only major space
propulsion development underway in the
United States which can give an increased
propulsion capability by that time as lead
times for the development of advanced
space propulsion systems are long—between
5 and 10 years.

“The NERVA I engine, when used in a
nuclear third stage on the Saturn V launch
vehicle, would increase the payload capability
of the Saturn V from 65 to 100 percent and
enhance its operational characteristics for a
variety of missions. Some of the missions for
which a NERVA I power stage would pro-
vide operational and payload advantages are:
large payloads to synchronous craft; earth
orbital plant transport missions; heavy man-
ned or unmanned lunar missions; and, even-
tually heavy payload missions beyond the
moon, However, the size of the NERVA I en-
gine makes it undesirable for heavy planetary
missions and therefore very unattractive for
manned planetary missions.

“Since the Nuclear Rockets program is a
Joint program of the AEC and NASA, and
since the authorization for the AEC portion
of the program ($690 million) has already
been approved by the Congress, it would be
inconsistent to reduce the NASA portion by
the $48.3 million suggested by the House.

“The House committee’s report said:

“‘This action was taken in recognition of
the severe funding requirements of the Na-
tion and with the full understanding of the
progress that has been made in this pro-
gram. In no way should this action be con-
strued as a lack of confidence in the program
but purely as a desire to defer the actual
NERVA I development and reduce the level
of effort in the nuclear rockets program.’

“Many of the activities of the Nuclear
Rockets program are in midstream and the
$11.7 million left in the program by the
House would not permit testing of experi-
mental engine systems already bullt and
might not even cover all termination costs.
In spite of the language in the House report,
then, it seems unavoidable that the Nuclear
Rockets program would have to be termi-
nated if funding is reduced to the level rec-
ommended by the House.

“Through fiscal year 1968 about $1.1 bil-
lion will have been invested in it by both
NASA and AEC. To terminate it now would
be to waste the knowledge already paid for
and to lose the many highly skilled people
on the program to other pursuits. The ex-
perts agree the technology is available to
proceed now with the development of the
NERVA I nuclear rocket engine and that
nothing would be gained, and indeed much
would be lost, if the development of the
nuclear rocket engine was not undertaken
at this time. Nearly everyone agrees that nu-
clear rocket propulsion will be required for
space exploration, and attempts to reinstate
the program at some future time would be
extremely costly both in time and money.

“The program presented by NASA would
provide a flexible nuclear rocket engine that
can be adapted to many kinds of missions.
It is, therefore, the committee’s recommen-
dation that this country move forward now
with the development of a nuclear rocket
engine. At the level recommended by your
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committee for the Nuclear Rockets program,
$55 million, NASA can move forward with
that development during fiscal year 1969.
This level will protect the $1.1 billion al-
ready invested and avoid the costly and in-
efficient reinstatement that would necessarily
follow if the program were terminated this
year."

The Senate accepted this recommendation,
Moreover, during the Senate debate on the
authorization bill an amendment was offered
to cut several of the line items (NASA pro-
grams) in the bill back to the lower House
figure; the amendment was agreed to. Among
the cuts included in the original amendment
was a cut in the Nuclear Rockets Program to
take it back to the House amount of $11.7
million. However, an amendment to the
amendment striking the cut in the Nuclear
Rockets Program so as to bring the program
back to the amount recommended by the
Senate Space Committee was offered before
passage; the amendment to the amendment
was agreed to firmly establishing the support
of the Senate for the NASA Nuclear Rockets
Program. The House accepted the Senate-
passed bill without a conference, and thereby
adopted the Senate's position on the Nuclear
Rockets Program as the House position,
Therefore, very strong congressional support
for the NASA Nuclear Rockets Program is ex-
pressed by the fiscal year 1960 NASA author-
ization bill.

AEC AUTHORIZATION FOR FISCAL YEAR 1969

The Joint Committee on Atomic Energy
recommended $69 million for the AEC Nu-
clear Space Propulsion Systems and strongly
recommended that the program proceed dur-
ing fiscal year 1969. This position was
adopted by both the House and the Senate.
The language of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy report to the Congress (Sen-
ate Report No. 1074, House Report No. 1266,
Pp. 26-28) follows:

“SrPacE PROPULSION SYSTEMS
“A. AEC request

“The AEC has requested $72,000,000 for fis-
cal year 1969 operating costs for the space
propulsion systems (Project ROVER) pro-
gram. This is $1,500,000 more than the esti-
mated costs for fiscal year 1968, and $6,591,-
794 less than actual costs in fiscal year 1967.
Of the total, $39,000,000 is for development
of the NERVA I rocket engine technology and
the definition and design of the NERVA I
reactor subsystem; $23,000,000 is for ad-
vanced reactor technology; and $10,000,000 is
for operations at the Nuclear Rocket Devel-
opment Station (NRDS), Nevada.

“B. Committee action

“The committee recommends approval of
$69,000,000 of the amount requested. The cut
of $3,000,000 is recommended reluctantly and
only as a result of extreme budgetary pres-
sure. The decrease should be applied in those
areas calculated to have the least effect on
the current program schedule.

“In last year's authorization report, when
the executive branch wanted to stop fur-
ther work on NERVA I and Initiate a new
NERVA II program, the committee recom-
mended that further intensive analysis
should be initiated immediately to verify the
true growth potential of the NERVA I nu-
clear rocket engine, with particular em-
phasis on clarifying the question of versa-
tility of such an uprated engine in terms
of meeting earlier unmanned mission re~
gquirements as well as possible subsequent
manned missions, The committee notes that
in complying with that recommendation,
the Commission has reached a decision to
initiate the development of an approximately
1,500 megawatts (MW), 75,000 pound thrust
engine, NERVA I, for use in a variety of
space missions. The reevaluation of NERVA
I revealed that application of this system is
equal or superior to the NERVA-II (the
200,000 pound thrust engine, the develop-
ment of which the Commission proposed in
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the fiscal year 1968 budget) in missions of
interest with the exception of the difficult
manned mission to Mars.

“The latter mission, however, is not an
authorized objective at this time, It should
be noted that even as to this mission,
NERVA I still has the capability, but with
some weight penalties when compared with
the larger engine. The savings achleved by
the decision to forego development of
NERVA-II and to concentrate on uprating
NERVA-I are on the order of half a billion
dollars.

“The progress in this technology program
has been steady and very impressive. In the
most recent of a long serles of successful
reactor and engine tests, the NRX-A6 re-
actor was run on December 15, 1967 at full
power (1100 megawatts, 3500° F. exhaust)
for 60 minutes, This duration signifies a tre-
mendous step forward, and is representa-
tive of a reactor capability to achieve the
kinds of missions now being planned. The
NRX-AG test, as In the previous reactor tests,
was operated at fuel temperatures equiva-
lent to 800 seconds of specific impulse (440
seconds is characteristic of advanced chem-
ical rockets).

“The committee is disturbed by the recent
signs indicating that support for this pro-
gram may be faltering, and that development
of the NERVA nuclear rocket engine may
be curtailed. They are the more surprising
in view of the rapid technological advances
being made in the program. Lack of support
for the NERVA engine in fiscal year 1969
could seriously impair the country’'s ability
to make use of the tremendous technical
capablility developed in this program over the
past 12 years. Worse yet, without the de-
velopment of a nuclear rocket engine, it is
not possible to project a viable space pro-
gram based on a significant step-wise ad-
yancement in propulsion capability. Defer-
ral s not possible without incurring certain
irreversible penalties which will be very
costly to this Nation in the long run. The
flight engine program is a logical continua-
tlon of an existing capability, not a build-up
of a new one. Moreover, the recommended
pace has been determined in the light of cur-
rent budgetary pressures, Only because of
intense competition for funds, largely to
meet commitments in the defense area, has
the committee seen fit to recommend a cut
of 83 milllon in this year's program,

“In the post-Apollo period, requirements
for payload and velocity increments will be
much higher than those with which we are
now dealing. In this connection, there are
many ways to cite the superiority of the
NERVA I engine, For the moon mission it
represents a 65-percent greater payload ca-
pacity, a capability which would permit di-
rect landing at any point on the moon. In
deep space it provides not only extra payload
capacity, but increased reliability and ma-
neuverability, higher power for measure-
ments and communications, and flexibility
in trading payload for shortened mission
times. There are also attractive applications
in connection with earth-orbiting missions.

“In view of the progress to date and the
importance of the nuclear rocket to our
future space program, the committee be-
lleves the program is deserving of continued

support, and that the present
schedule should be maintained. Scheduled
for fiscal year 1969 is a Phoebus 2-A test
(5,000 megawatt, large reactor initlally
picked to mate with the large NERVA-II
engine). This test, for which the hardware
was in existence when the decision to go to
NERVA I was made, will be useful as a test
of fuel with a very high power density. Also
scheduled for fiscal year 1960 are tests of
two engines, XE-1 and XE-2. Their purpose
is to obtain additlonal operating data of a
nuclear rocket engine as a system, under
startup, steady state, and transient condi-
tlons and at partial and full power, These
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engines will contain the 1,100 megawatt
NERVA type reactor, similar to NRX-A6.

“The bulk of the engine technology effort,
then, is expected to be completed in fiscal
year 1969. Development will be continued in
fiscal year 1969 on a flight type engine,
thrust level of 75,000 pounds, and a reactor
power of about 1400 megawatts. The goal is
825 seconds of specific impulse and a 4,000°
F. temperature, entailing a propellant flow
of about 90 pounds per second.

“Work on improved fuels will be continued
in a reactor test bed called Peewee. It rep~
resents about one quarter of a NERVA I
type reactor core, and hence minimizes fuel
and testing costs.

“The committee will be following with
great interest this program's progress in fis-
cal year 1969, including the post mortem ex-
amination of NRX-A6. In noting the pro-
Jjected date of 1976 for avallability of NERVA
I for flight test, the committee would ex-
pect the Commission’s fiscal year 187C budget
proposal to contain detalls of the actual
steps to be taken toward the flight test pro-
gram, It is recommended that the program
for fiscal year 1970 be separated into two
parts, the first to be directed toward an
unmanned flight program making use of the
NERVA I reactor, the second devoted to a
continuing technology effort to upgrade the
NERVA I reactor for longer range applica-
tlon in assoclation with the manned plan-
etary missions. This approach is certainly
supported by the impressive success of the
NERVA I reactor, and by the recent studies
which show the utility of the NERVA I re-
actor for achieving a spectrum of useful space
missions. In establ a pr plan
which is divided into flight test and advanced
technology segments, every possible reduc-
tion in expenditures should be invoked in
the interest of economy.

“The committee notes with interest the
range of applicability cited by the Commis-
slon for electric propulsion. The useful func-
tions attributed to even small electric pro-
pulsion engines (of a few electrical watts)
would seem to indicate early and widespread
application. Large amounts have been funded
for suitable power sources for electric propul-
slon, To date, however, the commitiee has
not recelved a quantitative assessment of any
class of actual requirements. It would be
helpful to receive in the fiscal year 1870 Com-
mission budget proposal a documented
statement of such a requirement, along with
a provision for an organizational entity
which would provide for liaison with the
using agencles at the technical competence
level as well as at the policy or administrative
level.”

APPROPRIATIONS

Final action of both the House and the
Benate Appropriations Committees on both
the Independent Offices bill and the AEC
Appropriations bill also support space nuclear
propulsion and NERVA-I nuclear rocket en-
gine development during fiscal year 1969.

HOUSE INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATION
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1869

The House Appropriations Committee In
its Independent Offices and Department of
Housing and Urban Development Appropria-
tions bill for fiscal year 18969, recommended
that $3,383,250,000 be appropriated for NASA
research and development programs. The
Committee report language (House Report
No. 1348, pp. 11-12) follows:

“INATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMIN-
ISTRATION

“The Committee considered budget esti-
mates totaling $4,370,400,000 for the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion and recommends a total of $4,008,223,-
000 for 1969. This is a reduction of $362,-
177,000 below the budget request and is
$580,677,000 less than appropriations for sim-
flar purposes in fiscal year 1968. It is $950,-
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777,000 below the appropriations provided in
fiscal year 1967.

“Our national space program has come a
long way during the first decade of the
space age. We have launched more vehicles,
have traveled more miles, and have achieved
more time in space than any other nation in
the world.

“The Nation's achievements in space are
outstanding and the Administrator, the
astronauts and the team of the National
space program are to be commended. The
Nation is proud of our national effort in space
exploration.

“The Committee recognizes the current
budgetary situation with increased costs of
the Vietnam conflict and domestic de-
mands, and accordingly, of necesslty, has re-
duced the program levels in all new appro-
priations for 1969. The funding provided will
afford a balanced space program to carry
out national policy goals and objectives while
considering other financial requirements of
the country. It should be pointed out that
overall space expenditures for NASA have
been reduced from about a $6,000,000,000 lev-
el in recent years, to a $4,000,000,000 obliga-
tional level in the current fiscal year as here-
in recommended.

Research and Development—The budget
proposes $3,677,200,000 for research and de-
velopment activities in 1969. The Commit-
tee recommends $3,383,260,000, which is a re-
duction of $203,950,000 below the budget
and $541,750,000 less than the amount pro-
vided in fiscal year 1968. The Committee
takes cognizance of the fact that the mo-
mentum of the Apollo program has been
reestablished following a number of delays
and setbacks. The Committee recommends
that only the most important and highest
priority programs be funded at this time.”

The House passed the fiscal year 1069 In-
dependent Offices appropriation bill contain-
ing the NASA appropriation before the NASA
fiscal year 1969 authorization bill was enacted
by the Congress and the NASA research and
development appropriation in the House bill
exceeds the total amount provided for re-
search and development in the authoriza-
tion bill. In its report the House Appropria-
tlon Committee states that only the most
important and highest priority programs be
funded during fiscal year 1969; no individual
program discussion is included. Therefore,
one must look elsewhere to find out which
programs the Congress considers important
and of high priority. As pointed out above,
the NASA fiscal year 1869 authorization bill
authorizes #5656 million for the Nuclear
Rockets Program and the Congress is clearly
on record because of its actlon on the au-
thorization bill that it supports the NASA
Nuclear Rockets Program for fiscal year 1969.
It 1s, therefore, clear that by its final actions
the view of the Congress is that the Nuclear
Rockets Program 1s one of the most im-
portant and highest priority programs in
NASA and should move forward as planned
during fiscal year 1969.

SENATE INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATIONS
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1969

The Senate Appropriations Committee rec-
ommended to the Senate that $3,370,300,000
be appropriated for NASA research and de-
velopment programs and the Committee spe-
cifically noted in its report that it was con-
vinced that a viable space program required
the development of a nuclear rocket engine
and that deferral of such development would
be very costly to the Natlon. The recom-
mendation of the Committee was accepted by
the Senate. The language of the Senate Ap-
propriations Committee report (Senate Re-
port No. 1375, pp. 9-10) follows:

“RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

1968 appropriation._______. $3, 925, 000, 000
Estimate, 1969 ... —--- 8,677, 200, 000
Authorization, 1969_________ 3, 370, 300, 000
House allowWanCe. . meeeeae- 3, 383, 260, 000
Committee recommendation. 3,370, 300, 000
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__“A reduction of $12,950,000 is recommended
by the committee, to provide a total amount
for the programs authorized for ‘Research
and development' of $3,370,300,000, which is
$306,900,000 below the budget estimate.

“The committee concurs in the House rec-
ommendation that only the most important
and highest priority programs be funded at
this time. It is essential to continue the
momentum of the Apollo program that has
been reestablished. Also, the committee is
convinced that without the development of
a nuclear rocket engine it is not possible to
project a viable space program based on
advancement in propulsion capability, and
deferral of such development will be very
costly to the Nation in the long run.

“For the NERVA program, being developed
jointly by NASA and AEC, the NASA au-
thorization is $556 million and the AEC au-
thorization is $69 million. The committee
recommends that an adequate funding level
be provided to assure that a balanced pro-
gram is maintained between the two agen-
cles.”

The amount finally appropriated for NASA
research and development for fiscal year
1969 will not be less than $3,370,300,000,
which equals the total amount for the in-
dividual research and development programs
in the fiscal year 1969 NASA authorization
bill including $55 million for the Nuclear
Rockets Program.

AEC APPROPRIATION FOR FISCAL YEAR 1869

The House Appropriations Committee con-
sidered its Public Works for Water and Power
Resources Development and Atomic Energy
Commission Appropriations Bill for fiscal
year 1969 immediately after the NASA au-
thorization bill passed the House. The House
Appropriations Committee consequently dis-
allowed $£41 million of the AEC budget re-
quest providing only $31 million for continu-
ing the space propulsion systems work in the
AEC. This action was taken by the House
Appropriations Committee because of the
House action on the NASA authorization bill
and the Committee felt it had no alternative
but to take comparable action in connection
with AEC. However, the House Appropriations
Committee in its report specifically made
note of the fact that it had supported up to
this time an adequate funding level for the
NERVA program because of its importance
to our future space program and specifically
states that it would reconsider its action in
the future to assure a balanced program be-
tween NASA and the AEC. The language of
the House Appropriations Report (Report No.
1549, p. 83) follows:

“Space Propulsion Systems (Rover).—Be-
cause of the action by the House on the
NASA authorization bill curtailing the por-
tion of the NERVA nuclear rocket engine
development program being conducted by
NASA, the Committee has had no alternative
but to take comparable action in connection
with related funding level for the work pro-
grammed by AEC. The Committee has there-
fore disallowed #41,000,000 of the budget re-
quest, including #$3,000,000 deleted in the
1969 Authorization Act. The Committee has
allowed $31,000,000, $2,000,000 less than the
budget estimate, for continuing the advanced
rocket reactor technology program and the
nuclear rocket development station opera-
tions,

“The Committee has supported to date
an adequate funding level for the NERVA
Program because of its importance to our
future space program and will reconsider
its action as appropriate in the future to
assure that a balanced program is maintained
between the two agencies.”

The Senate Appropriations Committee re-
stored $37 million of the House cut and
recommended to the Senate that $68 million
be appropriated to the AEC for Reactor
Development—Space Propulsion Systems.
The Committee in its report sald it is con-
vinced that the development of the NERVA-I
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engine should proceed under an AEC/NASA
balanced program without costly setbacks in
order to assure a strong space propulsion
capability so essential for future missions.
The Senate accepted this position, The lan-
guage of the Senate Appropriations Commit-
tee Report (Report No. 1405, p. 39) follows:

“REACTOR DEVELOPMENT—SPACE PROPULSION
BYSTEMS

“Restoration of $36,000,000 is recommended
by the committee for reactor propulsion
(Rover) NERVA, the full amount of the au-
thorization by the Joint Committee on Atom-
ic Energy.

“Restoration of $1 million is also recom-
mended by the committee for advanced rock-
et reactor technology, to provide $21,500,000,
which is $1 million below the authorization
by the Joint Committee.

“For the total on space propulsion sys-
tems, the restorations of $37 million will
provide appropriations of $68 million, a re-
duction of $4 million from the budget esti-
mate and a reduction of $1 million from the
authorization,

“The restorations recommended are neces-
sary in order to balance the funding of the
NERVA program, being developed jointly by
AEC and NASA, for which the NASA author-
ization is $55 million, a reduction of 5 mil-
lion below the budget estimate.

“The committee is convinced that devel-
opment of the NERVA-I engine with 75,000~
pound thrust should proceed under a bal-
anced program, without costly setbacks, in
order to assure a strong space propulsion
capability which is so essential for future
missions.”

The conference committee on the AEC ap-
propriations for fiscal year 1960 agreed to
#53 million on the AEC’s program in Reactor
Development—Space Propulsion Systems, a
figure more than halfway between the House
lower figure and the Senate higher figure.

CONCEPTS OF GOOD CITIZENSHIP

Mr. PEARSON. Mr., President, I re-
ceived a letter from the Omega Youth of
the Jewell Christian Chureh of Jewell,
Kans., in which they resolved and af-
firmed certain concepts which they be-
lieve to represent good citizenship within
our republican form of government
Vi;hich must be guided by christian prin-
ciples.

The statement, which is both simple
and eloquent, speaks for itself. Because
of my pride in these young Kansas citi-
zens and my concurrence with their
views, I ask unanimous consent that the
letter be printed in the REcorD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

OMEGA YOUTH,
JEWELL CHRISTIAN CHURCH,
Jewell, Kans., July 25, 1968.
Hon, Mr. PEARSON,
The Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeArR SENATOR PEARSON: We, the Omega
Youth of Jewell Christian Church, Jewell,
Kansas, do hereby affirm and resolve that:

1. We will seek to know and to obey the
laws of our land and seek to follow the con-
stitution of the United States of America
that was drawn up by our fathers and our
forefathers.

2. We will endeavor to influence our friends
to join us in our determination to be good
citizens.

3. We will oppose all forms of lawlessness
and violence, though recognizing and cher-
ishing the right of free speech.

4, We are in favor of upholding our con-
stitutional right to bear arms. We feel that
anyone who wants to violate a law will not
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turn in his gun or will steal one that is
legally registered to an innocent citizen.

5. We oppose the many inconsistencies in
the laws of our states and our nation with
regard to the rights of the 18-21 year old
citizens, These inconsistencies should be
dealt with in such way as to provide for
these youth to properly develop their cit-
izenship in all matters.

6. We, though believing war to be against
God's will for mankind, notwithstanding
this, are trying to be citizens and so
back our President and his policies with
regard to Vietnam in the belief that he is
tryilng to do his best for our country.

7. We will support our church, believing
“In God we trust” to be the most significant
statement of our nation's character and
purpose.

The foregoing resolutions were affirmed by:

Sheila Hoel, Cheryl Fenner, Darrell Boh-
nert, Jim C. Dooley, Melinda Head-
rick, Steve Butts, Nick Butts, Eerma
Headrick, Teresa Fenner, Calvin Boh-
nert, Scott Fenner, Rex Miller, Juanita
Abram, Deborah McMillan, John Mec-
Daniel, Steven Green, June Butts, Rex
Flin.

ADDRESS BY CHIEF JUSTICE JOHN
C. BELL, JR.,, OF THE SUPREME
COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, on July 8,
1968, Chief Justice John C. Bell, Jr., de-
livered a forthright address to the Dis-
trict Attorneys’ Association of Pennsyl-
vania on the decline of law and order in
our country. Judge Bell singles out re-
cent Supreme Court decisions which he
feels are contributing to the lawlessness
in our country and, as he stated, are
“literally jeopardizing the future wel-
fare of our country.”

In these days, when so many feel that
the decisions of the Supreme Court are
sacrosanct, it is indeed refreshing to hear
someone of Judge Bell's stature look
closely at recent Court decisions and
their effect on our country.

In his speech Judge Bell states:

The recent decisions of (a majority of)
the Supreme Court of the United States
which shackle the police and the Courts and
make 1t terrifically difficult (as you well
know) to protect Society from crime and
criminals, are, I repeat, among the principal
reasons for the turmoil and the near-revo-
lutionary conditions which prevail in our
Country, and especially in Washington,

Mr. President, I hope that all Senators
will have a chance to read Judge Bell's
remarks. I ask unanimous consent that
they be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

Appress BY Jouw C. Bery, Jr., CHIEF JUSTICE,

TO THE DISTRICT ATTORNEYS' ASSOCIATION

oF PENNSYLVANIA ON JULY 8, 1068

One of the few things I remember from
my college days is the definition of “a fa-
miliar essay.” A familiar essay is “A ramble
around a subject in pleasant company.” So,
tonight, I'm mnot going to make a speech;
it’s going to be a familiar essay!

The Land of Law and Order—the Land
which all of us have loved in prose and
poetry and in our hearts—has become a
Land of unrest, lawlessness, violence and
disorder—a Land of turmoil, of riotings,
lootings, shootings, confusion and Babel.
And you who remember your Genesis re-
member what happened to Babel.

Respect for Law and Order—indeed, re-
spect for any public or private authority—is
rapidly wvanishing. Why? There isn't just
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one reason—there are a multitude and a
combination of reasons. Many political
leaders are stirring up unrest, discontent
and greed by promising every voting group
Heaven on earth, no matter what the cost.
Many racial leaders demand—not next year,
or in the foreseeable future, but right now,
a blue moon for everyone with a gold ring
around it. Moreover, many raclal leaders,
many church leaders and many college lead-
ers advocate mass civil disobedience and
intentional violation of any and every Law
which a person dislikes, We all know, and
we all agree, that there s a need for many
reforms, and that the poor and the unem-
ployed must be helped. However, this does
not justify the breaking of any of our Laws
or the resort to violence or burnings and
lootings of property or sit-ins, lie-ins, sleep-
in students, or mass lie-downs in the pub-
lic streets, or the blockading of buildings, or
rioting mobs. Television shows which fea-
ture gun battles (of course, unintention-
ally) add their bit to stimulating wide-
spread violence, Furthermore, the black-
mailing demands of those who advocate a
deflance of Law and Order under the cloak
of worthy objectives and commit all kinds
of illegal actions which they miscall civil
rights, are harming, not helping, their cause.

Let's face it—a dozen recent revolutionary
decisions by (a majority of) the Supreme
Court of the United States in favor of mur-
derers, robbers, raplsts and other dangerous
criminals, which astonish and dismay count-
less law-ablding citizens who look to our
Courts for protection and help, and the mol-
lycoddling of law-breakers and dangerous
criminals by many Judges—each and all of
these are worrylng and frightening millions
of law-abiding citizens and are literally
Jeopardizing the future welfare of our
Country.

Is this still America? Or are we following
in the footsteps of anclent Rome, or are we
becoming another revolutionary France?

Let's consider some of these problems one
by one. In the first place, we cannot think
or talk about crime and criminals, without
thinking about the newspapers and other
news media. Our Constitution, as we all re-
member, guarantees the “freedom of the
press,” (First Amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States, and Article I, sec-
tion T of the Constitution of Pennsylvania)
and this freedom of the press means an awjful
lot to our Country, even though it isn't
absolute and unlimited. (Matson v. Margiotii,
371 Pa. 188; see, also, New York Times Co. v.
Sullivan, 376 U.S. 254.)

We all know that newspapers are written,
edited and published by human beings and
therefore it is impossible for a newspaper to
be always accurate or always falr or always
right. Nevertheless, the newspapers and
other news media are ferrifically important
in our lives, and particularly in showing up
incompetent or crooked public officlals and
dangerous criminals, Indeed, it is not an
exaggeration to say, that they are absolutely
vital and indispensable for the protection of
the public against crime and criminals. No
matter what unrealistic people may say, the
only way it is possible for law-abiding per-
sons to adequately protect themselves
against criminals is to be informed of a
crime as soon as it happens, and all relevant
details about when and where and how the
crime occurred, together with pertinent data
about the suspected criminal or criminals.
I repeat, this Is the quickest and surest way,
although of course not the only way our
people can be alerted and protect themselves.
For these reasons, it is imperative that we
must resist constantly and with all our
power, every attempt to “muzzle” the press
by well-meaning and unrealistic persons who
mistakenly believe that this press coverage
with its protective shield for the public will
prevent a falr trial, I need hardly add that if
the press publiclty so prejudices a commu-
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nity that a falr trial for the accused cannot
be held therein, the Courts process, and
whenever necessary exercise the power to
transfer the trial of such a case to another
County in Pennsylvania.

Let's stop kidding the American peoplel
It is too often forgotten that crime is in-
creasing over six times more rapidly than
our population. This deluge of violence, this
flouting and defiance of the Law and this
crime wave cannot be stopped, and crime
cannot be eliminated by pius platitudes and
by Governmental promises of millions and
billions of dollars. We have to stop worship-
ping mammon and return to worshipping
God, and we next have to change, if hu-
manly possible, the coddling of criminals by
our Courts.

The recent decisions of (a majority of) the
Bupreme Court of the United States which
shackle the police and the Courts and make
it terrifically difficult (as you well know)
to protect SBoclety from crime and criminals,
are, I repeat, among the principal reasons for
the turmoil and the near-revolutionary con-
ditions which prevail in our Country, and
especially in Washington.

No matter how atroclous the crime or
how clear the guilt, the Supreme Court never
discuss in their Opinions or even mention the
fact that the murderer, robber, or dangerous
criminal or rapist, who has appealed to their
Court for Justice is undoubtedly guilty, and
they rarely ever discuss the rights and the
protection of the law-ablding people in our
Country. Instead, they upset and reverse con-
victions of eriminals who pleaded guilty and
were found gullty recently or many years ago,
on newly created technical and unrealistic
standards made of straw. Although I do not
doubt their sincerity, most Judges, most
lawyers and most of the law-abiding public
belleve that they have invented these far-
fetched interpretations of our Constitution
with a Jules Verne imagination and a Pro-
crustean stretch which out-Procrustes Pro-
crustes; and either legally or Constitutionally
they must be changed!

Now, here is where you come in. The people
of Pennsylvania need, as never before in our
history, District Attorneys who will without
fear or favor act promptly, vigorously, and
of course fairly, to prosecute and convict
the lawless, the violent and the felonious
criminals who are alarming and terrifying
our Soclety. How can you do this? There are
several ways which occur to me, and I am
sure numerous additional ones will occur to
you.

The first is: You must prosecute as
quicky as possible all persons who violate
any law, no matter how or under what cloak
of sheep’s clothing they may attempt to
Justify their criminal actions.

Secondly: Study—and you will have to
study as never hbefore—all of the many
United States Supreme Court decisions
handed down in the last few years concern-
ing crime and criminals, their confessions
and their newly created rights. These are so
numerous that I will not have time to
analyze and discuss them. However, I will
capsulize my feelings with respect thereto
by the following quotations from the dis-
senting Opinions in Wesberry v. Sanders,
376 U.S. 1, 20-21, 42, which sald, Inter alia:
“. . . The Constitutional right which the
Court creates is manufactured out of whole
cloth;” and in the dissenting Opinion in
Lucas v, Colorado General Assembly, 370 U.S,
713, where one of the dissenting Opinions
sald (page 751) : “ “To put the matter plainly,
there is nothing in all the history of this
Court’s decislons which supports this con-
stitutional rule. The Court’s draconian pro-
nouncement, which makes unconstitutional
the legislatures of most of the 50 States,
finds no support in the words of the Con-
stitution, in any prior decision of this Court,
or in the 1765-year political history of our
Federal Union. ..."”
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In the very recent case of Witherspoon v.
Illinois, which was decided on June 3rd of
this year, the dissenting Justices went even
further and said that the majority Opinion
was completely without support in the
record and was “very ambiguous.” With these
conclusions I strongly agree. However, what
is more important is the question of what
Witherspoon really holds. The majority
Opinion thus summarizes it: Specifically,
we hold that a sentence of death cannot be
carried out if the jury that imposed or rec-
ommended it was chosen by ezcluding venire-
men for cause simply because they volced
general objections to the death penalty or ex-
pressed consclentious or religious scruples
against its Infliction. . . . Nor does the de-
cision in this case affect the validity of any
sentence other?® than one of death. Nor,
finally, does today's holding render invalid
the conviction? as opposed to the sen-
tence,® in this or any other case. . . . [W]e
have concluded that neither the reliance of
law enforcement officials, ef. Tehan v. Shott,
382 U.8. 4086, 417; Johnson v. New Jersey, 384
U.8. 719, 731, nor the impact of a retroactive
holding on the administration of justice, cf.
Stovall v. Denno, 388 U.S. 203, 300, warrants
& decision against the fully retroactive ap-
plication of the holding we announce today.”

Thirdly: You will have to more carefully
and more thoroughly prepare your cases
than ever before, especially on the question
of the voluntariness and admissibility of
confessions, in order to avoid new trials,
now or 25 years from now.

Fourth: You will have to personally make
sure that a complete detailed record is kept
of all the trial and pre-trial and post-
convictlon proceedings in every case, in
order to adequately answer and refute, im-
mediately or many years after the trial, a
convict's contentions that he was deprived
of a number of his Constitutional rights.
These allegations of unconstitutionality
may include a contention that his confes-
slon or guilty plea was coerced or involun-
tary; or that he did not have a lawyer at
the taxpayers' expense at the time of his
confession or any time to adequately pre-
pare his case; or that he was not advised or
did not understand all his rights at every
critical stage of the trial and pre-trial pro-

, including his right to remain
silent; and all his other required Consti-
tutional warnings; or that he was not com-
petent to stand trial; or that he was insane;
or that his lawyer was Iincompetent; or
that he was not advised of his right to ap-
peal and to have a tax-paid lawyer represent
him in his appeal; and also every imagina-
ble lle which he can invent; as well as every
technical defense which an astute eriminal
lawyer can, after the trlal or after many
post-conviction proceedings, conceive.

Fifth: You will have to aid (of course,
diplomatically) every trial Judge, in order
that his rulings and his charge to the jury
and his statement of the law and the facts
are accurate, adequate, fair and comply with
all the recently created technical standards.

Sixth: And this is very, very, very impor-
tant—I strongly recommend:

First, that your Association state courte-
ously and publicly the position of the Dis-
trict Attorneys' Association of Pennsylvania
with respect to every decision of the Supreme
Court of the United States and of an ap-
pellate Court of Pennsylvania which the
Assoclation Is convinced is unfair to our law-
abiding people and is unjustified by the Con-
stitution or by any statutory law, together
with the reasons and the legal authorities
which support your position; and that you
simultaneously send a copy of all of the As-
soclation’s recommendations, resolutions and
criticisms to the Supreme Court of the

! Italles, ours.
* Emphasis in original Opinion.
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United States, and to the appellate Courts
of Pennsylvania;

Secondly, that each of you write, and like-
wise be sure to see the members of the State
Leglislature from your district and your Con-
gressman and your two United States Sena-
tors about the Assoclation’s recommenda-
tions and resolutions and criticisms, and the
reasons for the Association’s opinions and
convictions.

Finally, you must fight with all your might
and power and as never before for all the
law-abiding people of our wonderful State
who are consciously or unconsciously rely-
ing upon you (and the Courts) to protect
them from felonious criminals and from all
law-breakers.

DEATH OF MARGARET BAYNE
PRICE

Mr. PELL. Mr, President, I mourn
with intense regret the loss of Mrs.
Margaret Price who left us on the 23d
of this month.

When a good friend leaves us, we are
all saddened. But, Margaret Price was
much more than that, for during much
of her life she was dedicated to trying
to shape history for the betterment of
her country.

Arduous tasks and thankless jobs
were frequently her lot. She did them
well, with flair and imagination. She
sought not glory, but achievement

Modesty and effectiveness were her
attributes.

Operation Support, Four for '64, Fly-
ing Caravans, Tell-a-Friend, were the
products of her drive and leadership.

Millions of women across the Nation
respected and admired “Mrs. Democrat”
for her leadership and sincerity of pur-
pose.

In essence, she was a lady of vision,
verve, and vitality.

From a personal viewpoint, she was
a good and valued friend.

The passing of Margaret Price will
prove to be a great loss to her country
and her party; we all miss her deeply.

BALTIMORE SPEAKS OUT ON SU-
PREME COURT NOMINATIONS

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, an
aroused American public is beginning to
make its voice heard concerning the
President’s nominations to the Supreme
Court. Letters and telegrams are pour-
ing infto our office from all parts of the
Nation, and the tide is running over-
whelmingly in favor of the position I
have taken.

I wish to call attention to another in-
dication of the public’s view of this mat-
ter. On July 10, television station
WMSR—TV in Baltimore, Md., conducted
a poll.

The station asked its viewers to re-
spond by telephone to this question:
“Should the U.S. Senate delay confirma-
tion of L. B. J.’s Supreme Court nomina-
tions so these could be made by the new
President next January?”

The poll was conducted during prime
viewing time—between the hours of 7:30
and 11 p.m. During that 31%2-hour period,
the station reported that 1,459 persons
called to register their opinion.
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Sixty-four percent of those voting
supported the view that the Senate
should not confirm the pending nomina-
tions. That is a margin of nearly 2 to 1
in an area where the President would be
expected to have strong political support.

A Gallup poll taken in June, before
the current controversy erupted, indi-
cated that public confidence in the Su-
preme Court has fallen to an all-time
low. It is not unreasonable to suggest that
public confidence in the Court will not
be enhanced if the Senate should rub-
berstamp the pending nominations.

The residents of Baltimore have reg-
istered their opinion. I am confident that
other cities and States will follow their
lead.

I ask unanimous consent that a news-
paper article containing the Gallup poll
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the poll was
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

[From the Washington Post, July 10, 1968]
THE GaLLUr PoLL: HiGH COURT GETS A
Low RATING
(By George Gallup)

Princeron, N.J., July 9.—Favorable at-
titudes toward the U.S. Supreme Court have
declined during the last year, as judged by
a nationwide Gallup survey just completed.

Today, unfavorable feelings toward the
High Court outweigh favorable sentiment by
a 3-2 ratio. In a survey reported in July,
1967, Americans showed feelings toward the
Court—with about as many giving it “ex-
cellent” or “good” marks as gave it “fair” or
“poor” rating.

Over the past 30 years the Gallup Poll has
regularly checked on the public's attitudes
toward the Supreme Court as a branch of
government. This survey was not designed
to gauge public reaction to the recent Ad-
ministration appointments of Abe Fortas and
Homer Thornberry to the Court.

This is a question put to a representative
national sample of 1534 adults the last week-
end in June:

“In general, what kind of rating would you
give the Supreme Court—ezcellent, good,
Jair or poor?”

[In percent]
Latest July 1967
Encallent. . oo ool 8 15
T L ISR e Tl N 28 30
Total favorable_________ 36 45
Bl e 32 29
POOY el RS W TS 21 17
Total unfavorable______. 53 46
Mo opinion. - oo .. 11 9

A person’s opinion of the Supreme Court
is closely related to how he identifies him-
self politically. Rank-and-fille Republicans
are most critical of the Court (60 per cent
give the Court an unfavorable rating) while
Democrats are about evenly divided between
favorable and unfavorable ratings,

Persons with college training are more in-
clined to give the Court a favorable rating
than those with less formal education. Still,
college-trained persons are evenly divided in
their evaluation of the Court.

Southerners are more critical of the Court
than are residents of other reglions., About
half of young adults, those in their twenties,
give the Court either an “excellent” or
“good" rating, while older persons tend to be
less favorably disposed toward the Court.

Following are the results by major groups
in the population:
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[In percent]
Excel- Good  Fair  Poor No
lent opinion
National_........ 8 28 32 21 1
Republicans______ 7 21 35 25 12
Democrats. . .... 10 32 30 17 11
Independents_ . _ . 7 29 32 24
College_._.....-- 14 34 27 21 4
High school. .. .. 6 29 35 20 10
Grammar school. - 6 21 3 23
RSy S s 11 32 31 16 10
i 8 31 29 17 15
. et 5 18 35 31 11
West 9 31 33 19 8
21 to 29 years. ... 11 37 32 12 8
30 to 49 years. ... 9 31 31 18 11
50 and older. ... 6 19 32 29 14

The public favors certain changes in the
way Supreme Court Justices are selected.
Sixty-one per cent support the proposal that
the American Bar Assoclation draw up a list
of candidates it prefers and then let the
President make a choice from the list.

In addition, three out of every four peo-
ple in this country favor President Eisen-
hower's proposal that Justices of the Su-
preme Court and other Federal judges be
required to retire at the age of 72.

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, voca-
tional education has become one of the
fundamental individual achievements of
our national economic strength. Recog-
nition of this fact was most recently
stated in a statement on KLEO radio
station in Wichita, Kans.,, on July 22
and 23 of this year. It is a strong plea
for Senate action.

Because I share this view, I ask unani-
mous consent that this statement be
printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

[An editorial comment broadcast on ELEO,
July 22-23, 1968]
OBSERVATION 148

The House in Washington has passed the
vocational educational amendments and
sent them to the Senate. These represent an
important step forward in making more
occupational education avallable to the
youth of our Nation. We can only hope that
the bill will not get lost, watered down or
killed in the rush of the final days of con-
gressional meetings before the political con-
ventions, Here in Kansas we have made great
movements forward in having excellent Vo-
Tec schools, but if approved, the Federal
provisions would be given assist in broad-
ening these opportunities here and through-
out the Nation,

EVANS AND NOVAK ON THE JOHN-
SON-FORTAS RELATIONSHIP

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, in con-
sidering the nominations pending for
the Supreme Court, questions have arisen
as a result of a past and continuing re-
lationship between Mr. Fortas and Presi-
dent Johnson,

A carefully researched book, written
by the respected columnists, Rowland
Evans and Robert Novak, throws con-
siderable light upon that relationship.

I ask unanimous consent that a num-
ber of excerpts from the book “Lyndon
B. Johnson: The Exercise of Power,”
along with my introductory remarks be
printed in the RECoORrp.
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There being no objection, the intro-
ductory remarks and excerpts were or-
dered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

Mr. GrFFIN. On page 9 of the book, the
authors refer to the beginning of the rela-
tionship in the late thirties with these words:

““IHE ROAD TO THE SENATE

“But most important, the doors were
opened to the great and near-great—to the
Princes of the New Deal who usually didn’t
come within miles of a freshman Congress-
man, In separate conversations, Roosevelt
remarked to those two feuding chieftains of
the New Deal, Harold Ickes and Harry Hop-
kins, that here was a young man Franklin
Roosevelt might have been—if he hadn't
been saddled with a Harvard education! Pur-
ther, the President added, young Johnson
could well become the first President from
the South since the Civil War. Ickes and
Hopkins got the message and began intro-
ducing Johnson around and doing him little
favors.

“Slowly, Johnson began to assemble a
stable of non-Texas advisers—some to last
a generation, some to be shucked off quickly.
Hopkins introduced him to a shrewd Wall
Street lawyer named Edwin Welsl, who was
deeply impressed by Johnson, Secretary of
the Interior Ickes put him in touch with two
brilliant men in their late twenties—a young
lawyer from Memphis named Abe Fortas,
then working his way up the ladder in the
Interior Department, and Ellot Janeway,
then business editor of Time and an unoffi-
cial economic adviser to Ickes. Weisl, Fortas,
Janeway—all were called upon by the young
Congressman for advice, as were FDR's
Young Guard from the White House and the
new Securities and Exchange Commission
(through Johnson’s interlocking relation-
ships with both Rayburn and Roosevelt).

“Apart from the fact that Sam Johnson
had served with Sam Rayburn in the Texas
legislature and backed Rayburn for Speaker
in 1909, Lyndon Johnson had been attentive
to Rayburn during his stint as Kleberg's sec-
retary in the House. As chairman of the
House Commerce Committee during Roose-
velt's Hundred Days of 1833, Rayburn was
midwife at the birth of the SEC., Thus the
Rayburn link, together with Roosevelt’s own
sponsorship, put Johnson in close touch with
SEC Chairman Willlam O. Douglas and the
young White House aldes of the later New
Deal—Ben Cohen, Thomas (Tommy the
Cork) Corcoran, James Rowe."

In 1948, candidate Lyndon Johnson won
nomination for Senator by a contested 87
votes. The circumstances and the role played
by Mr. Fortas, are described in the book,
beginning on page 24, as follows:

“, . . the campalgn of 1948 bore little re-
semblance to 1941. This time Johnson was
not bound by the handicaps of a pro-
administration candidate, Swooping down on
voters in his helicopter, Johnson was pre-
pared to say whatever he had to say to win.
While never having jolned the segregationist
bloc In Congress, he now opened fire on
Truman’s whole civil rights program, and
while privately telling friends that he really
favored federal control of tidelands oil, he
campaigned for a bill to place the tidelands
in Texan hands. But nowhere did Johnson
display his ability—and willingness—to work
both sides of the political fence in order to
get Into the Senate as he did on the Taft-
Hartley lssue.

“Johnson’s vote for Taft-Hartley helped
nail down the kind of money support that
shunned him seven years earlier—led by the
newly oil-rich Brown brothers. Old Wall
Street friend Ed Weisl (whose clients in-
cluded the Hearst Corporation) obtained an
endorsement for Johnson from the Hearst
newspapers in Texas—an endorsement out
of the question if Johnson had voted against
Taft-Hartley. That single vote panicked the
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Texas State AFL into an absurd endorsement
of Johnson's right-wing Tory Democratic
foe, Governor Coke Stevenson, playing di-
rectly into Johnson's hands. Fearful of tak-
ing a stand on Taft-Hartley because of the
AFL endorsement, Stevenson was a sitting
target for Johnson’s political arrows almed
at his labor support. Labor-baiting fit snugly
into the prevailing anti-labor mood in the
Bouthwest. Challenging Stevenson to re-
pudiate his AFL support, Johnson asked
rhetorically: ‘Does he place his greed for
votes above the welfare of his native land?’
A major issue of the day, sald Johnson, was
‘whether we should bow our necks to labor
dictatorship through the repeal or softening
of the antl-Communist Taft-Hartley Bill.

“But while the AFL went for Stevenson,
a wiser labor official was on the other side.
Robert Oliver, a Texas stafl member for Wal-
ter Reuther's CIO Auto Workers, persuaded
state CIO officlals not to follow the AFL
into the Stevenson camp. In return, John-
son led Oliver to believe that he would take
a generally pro-labor stance in the campaign.
While Oliver quietly recruited CIO locals
behind Johnson (without formally endors-
ing him), Johnson gradually stepped up his
campaign in favor of Taft-Hartley. But Oliver
was trapped, because by then it was too
late to reverse the CIO, which voted for John-
son. But most important of all, in the August
28, 1948, Democratic primary, Johnson re-
membered Roosevelt's advice about sitting
on the ballot boxes.

“Counted out by O'Daniel’s ballot-counters
in 1941, Johnson was counted in this time
by 87 votes out of 988,205 cast, thanks to &
late, late count on September 3, giving him
202 additional votes from the ballot box in
Precinct No. 13 in the hamlet of Alice in
Duval County on the Mexican border. After
a long and bitter debate, the State Demo-
cratic Executive Committee, meeting in Fort
Worth on September 14, certified Johnson
as the nominee of the party to be placed on
the general election ballot—as good as elec=
tion in the Texas of 1948. Stevenson imme-
diately appealed to the federal courts with
charges of fraud, and on September 15, U.S.
District Judge T. Whitfield Davidson, a
Southern conservative from rural east Texas,
issued an injunction denying Johnson a place
on the ballot. At a hearing before Davidson
in Fort Worth on September 21, Stevenson’s
lawyers produced evidence to show that
“voters” from the graveyard and from across
the border in Mexico had been recorded for
Johnson in Precinet No. 13. Davidson, clearly
intending to rule against Johnson, sent a
lawyer into Duval County to take evidence as
a master of chancery for his court.

“The full welght of the Truman Adminis-
tration and the entire liberal wing of the
Democratic party now was thrown behind
Johnson. For all of his conservative trans-
gressions during the 80th Congress, Lyndon
Johnson was infinitely preferable to Dixle-
crat Coke Stevenson in the Senate. The Presi-
dent fold Johnson precisely that on Septem-
ber 25, when his transcontinental whistle-
stop tour passed through Texas with Repre-
sentative Johnson as the honored guest,
Johnson's old friends gathered about him as
his political career teetered in the balance.
John Connally was in overall command. In
Texas, Alvin Wirtz headed his defense, In
Washington, Abe Fortas, now in private prac~
tice, was his principal attorney. Joining them
on a volunteer basis were prominent liberal
lawyers, Including Joseph Rauh, a national
leader of the liberal Americans for Demo-
cratic Action, who in years to come was to
be one of Johnson’s principal antagonists.

“Judge Davidson’s hearing in Fort Worth
reopened on September 28, but it was short-
lived. Johnson's lawyers had appealed David-
son's injunction to the U.S. Court of Appeals
in New Orleans. Unable to get a quick de-
cision there, they went to the Supreme Court
in Washington. On September 29, Justice
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Hugo Black issued an order staying the
Davidson injunction and putting Johnson's
name back on the election ballot. Davidson's
hearing came to an abrupt end, and further
appeals were moot. Stevenson was beaten—
by the disputed 87 votes. The November elec-
tion was a formality.”

In 1949, President Truman nominated
Leland Olds for a third term as a member
of the Federal Power Commission. Freshman
Senator Lyndon Johnson was a leading op-
ponent, and the Senate finally voted to reject
the nomination.

In their book, beginning on page 35, Evans
and Novak relate the circumstances and
point up the interesting role played by Mr.
Fortas in this matter:

“Leland Olds, a native of Rochester, New
York, graduated from Amherst College in
1912, served in the Army in 1918, and then
spent nine years as an economic consultant
and writer for Labor Letter, published by
Federated Press, (His economic orlentation
was considerably left of center.) In the fol-
lowing eight years he headed the New York
State Power Authority, until President Roose-
velt appointed him to the Federal Power
Commission in 1939. As a member, then vice-
chairman and chairman of the FPC, he was
the commission's most millitant advocate of
tough government regulation of private util-
ity rate-making.

“Thomas L. Stokes, the liberal columnist,
referred to Olds as a ‘mild-mannered, tough-
minded, zealous old New Dealer.’ His zeal
got him into frouble, and not just with the
private utilities. Like all the New Dealers, he
loved nothing better than a roaring bureau-
cratic battle. Unfortunately for Olds, his foes
included one of the New Deal's expert in-
fighters: Secretary of the Interior Harold
Ickes. Ickes believed that Olds had poisoned
President Roosevelt's mind against him
thereby ruining Ickes' chances to become
chairman of a new federal Water-Power Com-
mission. The Old Curmudgeon never forgot,
nor did his close friends.

“By 1949, Olds had served ten years on the
FPC and was hoping for still another term.
But, in fact, his day was done In Washing-
ton. Olds had run afoul of the postwar natu- -
ral gas boom. Once a relatively unimportant
by-product of the oil industry, natural gas
had become big business. Interstate pipe-
lines brought gas from the Southwest and
revolutionized the home-heating business
across the nation. The rise of the oil and gas
industry brought a new political power, not
Just to Texas, but to Washington also. With
Bob Eerr leading the way in the Senate, the
industry refused to tolerate an FPC dedi-
cated to tough regulation of natural gas
prices. The reappointment of Leland Olds
for another term on the FPC would have
ensured an anti-industry majority on the
commission. Olds was a marked man.

“Majority Leader Scott Lucas, increasingly
harassed in his unhappy role of attempting
to chaperone the Fair Deal through a hostile
Senate, warned Truman In the fall of 1949
that the Senate would never confirm Olds
for another term. He pleaded with the Presi-
dent not to make the nomination, but Tru-
man had become impervious to defeat in

. Furthermore, he was increasingly
concerned with international affairs. He not
only ignored Lucas' advice but, as with so
much Fair Deal legislation, just about forgot
the Olds nomination once it reached Capitol
Hill. Scarcely a telephone call on Olds’ be-
half was made by the White House. Lucas,
who had his own doubts about Olds, went
through the motions for the presidential
nominee, But it was a hopeless cause. With
the indefatigable Kerr beating the drums
against Olds and oligarchs Russell and Taft
both opposed to him, he had no chance.

“What makes the inevitable senatorlial
Iynching of Leland Olds noteworthy was the
aggressive part played by the freshman Sen-
ator in charge of the special SBenate Com-
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merce Subcommittee set up to study the
Olds nomination. Lyndon Johnson sought
the job—but only when Olds was already
clearly marked for extinction.

“There seems little doubt that Ickes, nurs-
ing his old grudge against Olds, was egging
on his protégé, Johnson, Abe Fortas, who
had been Ickes' Under Secretary of Interior
and was still close to him, although now
in private law practice, was the behind-the-
scenes counsel for Johnson, supplying him
with material and arguments against Olds.”

Mr. Fortas has come under criticism be-
cause, while serving as & Justice of the Su-
preme Court, he has engaged in certain
extra-judicial activities. In light of that
criticism, the following excerpt, taken from
page 337 of the book, should be noted:

“There was first the question of the as-
sassination itself. Inevitably, irresponsible
demagogues of the left and right spread the
notion that not one assassin but a con-
spiraey had killed John Kennedy, That it
occurred in Johnson’s own state on a po-
litical mission urgently requested and pro-
moted by Johnson only embellished rancid
conspiratorial theorles. If he were to gain
the confidence of the people, the ghost of
Dallas must be shrugged off.

“In his earliest hours as President, then,
Johnson, assisted by Abe Fortas and other
counselors, conceived his plan for a blue-
ribbon commission composed of the nation’s
most eminent citizens to make a painstaking
investigation of the tragic events of Novem-
ber 22 and exorcise the demons of con-
spiracy. Moreover, it had to be a commission
of consensus, skillfully drawn from con-
trasting ents of the population. He
made the choices and telephoned them him-
self: from the Eastern Establishment, John
McCloy, an esteemed banker and diplomat;
from the liberal Republicans, Senator John
Sherman Cooper of EKentucky, EKennedy's
cloge friend; from the orthodox Republicans,
Representative Gerald Ford, Jr., of Michigan;
from the Demoeratic party House leadership,
Representative Hale Boggs of Louisiana;
from the top echelon in the world of inter-
national intelligence, Allan W. Dulles, the
former director of the Central Intelligence
Agency.

“The two most important members of the
commission were the hardest to get. To sym-
bolize his hope for national reconcillation,
binding together the distraught nation,
Johnson wanted opposites: Chief Justice
Earl Warren (who would head the commis-
sion and give it its name) and Senator Rich-
ard Russell. It was the Supreme Court under
Warren’s vigorous leadership that, through
its civil rights decisions, brought about the
Negro Revolution that whittled down the
political power of Russell’s South, In hour
upon hour of Senate oratory, Russell had
denounced the judicial usurpation of the
“Warren Court.” Now, Johnson wanted
these two antagonists side by side in a
moment of national peril.

“Warren prolested. He knew that past
members of the Supreme Court had been
subject to heavy criticism when they ac-
cepted mnonjudicial assignments. He told
Johnson that nmeither he nor any member of
the federal judiciary should serve on the
commission.”

The following is found on page 346 of the
Evans and Novak book:

“Fortas had remained on intimate terms
with Johnson all during the vice-presidency.
When White House lawyers prepared the fair
housing erder to be enforced by Vice-Pres-
ident Johnson's Committee on Equal Em-
ployment Opportunity, Johnson asked them
to let Abe Portas have a look at it, even
though he had no official government posi-
tion. Now with Johnson as President, For-
tas—still without official status—was con-
stantly on the scene after November 22:
writing speeches, giving advice, keeping
Johnson company. [Fortas had been re-
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tained by Bobby Baker as his counsel in the
multiple legal complications that began late
in the summer of 1963, but Fortas dropped
Baker as a client when Johnson became Pres-
ident.]"”

The following excerpt is from page 348:

“On Saturday, November 23, (1963), John-
son asked Sorensen to write this first major
speech—the same task he had performed so
well for Eennedy. Later that day, Johnson
by accident ran into Galbraith in an elevator
in the Executive Office Building. Worried
about the speech to Congress four days later,
Johnson asked Galbraith whether he worked
well with Sorensen. When the answer was
yes, Johnson asked him to collaborate on
the address. That night, Sorensen and Gal-
braith got together in the handsome George-
town house of Katherine Graham, widow of
Philip Graham and now publisher of the
Washington Post. Galbraith hatched ideas
and Sorensen put them in writing.

“When Sorensen prepared his speeches for
Kennedy, the draft was circulated, amend-
ments were made, and it was then returned
to Sorensen for final polishing. With John-
son, it was different. After the Sorensen-
Galbraith draft was submitted to Johnson,
they never saw it again. Johnson gave it to
Abe Fortas, who did a top-to-bottom re-
write. ‘I corned it up a little,” Fortas said
later. The result was an amalgam that was
neither pure Kennedy nor pure Johnson. It
was a transition address.”

And on page 358, the following:

*“Christmas week at the ranch was the be-
ginning of the end of Johnson's transition
as President. There remained only the Presi-
dent's address to the opening of the second
session of the 88th Congress on January 8,
1964. Returning to Washington, the Presi-
dent called in his chief advisers on foreign
policy for a final session in the Cabinet Room
on the State of the Union Message, already
in draft form.

“There, gathered in the Cabinet Room,
were three layers of advisers, each separate
from the other, each with its uncommon
tradition but all now jolned together. The
first layer was the Eennedy-holdover layer:
Rusk and McNamara, the CIA's John McCone,
MeGeorge Bundy, Arthur Schlesinger, Walt
Rostow of the State Department Policy
Planning staff, Don Wilson of the USIA;
the second layer was the core of Johnson's
new, inside advisers: Moyers, Valenti, and,
of course, Walter Jenkins; finally, the third
layer—the triumvirate of Fortas, Clifford,
and Rowe.”

Beginning on page 412 of the book:

“This strict demarcation line between the
Private and Public Person began to crumble
during Johnson's freewheeling overseas trips
as Vice-President. But the problem was mag-
nified beyond control in his early presidency
when he tried to deal with fifty or more
‘White House correspondents in the same
style that he had dealt with a dozen Senate
regulars. Stories inevitably were published
that concentrated on the Private Person and
displayed the new President as a whiskey-
drinking Texas primitive, who told dirty jokes
and mistreated his Secret Service bodyguard.

“Johnson’s aides knew all too well that
such exposé in the press fitted neatly with
the image of the President as a Texas wheel-
er-dealer that began to emerge in early 1964
quite apart from his treatment in the press.
Two long, meticulously researched articles in
the Wall Street Jowrnal on March 23 and
24 by Louis M. Kohlmeler described how
Lyndon and Lady Bird Johnson had made
thelr fortune in the government-regulated
communications industry. The Eohlmeier
articles, which won him a Pulitzer Prize, set
off a year-long discussion of Johnson’s per-
sonal fortune—a subject related to the Pri-
vate Person, not the Public Person.

“Furthermore, the Bobby Baker case was
warming up. On January 17, 1964, the Senate
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Rules Committee published incendiary testi-

mony in its Baker investigation from Don B.

Reynolds, a garrulous insurance salesman
from the Washington suburb of Silver
Spring, Maryland, who said he had taken
Baker into his insurance firm as a vice-
president in the late 1950s to exploit his in-
valuable political contacts. Baker suggested
in 1957, Reynolds testified, that Reynolds sell
a life insurance policy to Senator Johnson,
two years after his severe heart attack. John-
son was obviously a high risk, but Reynolds
placed $100,000 in life insurance with an
underwriter. Shortly thereafter, Reynolds tes-
tified, Walter Jenkins suggested that he pur-
chase advertising time from ETBC, the
Johnsons' television station in Austin. The
clear implication was that Reynolds owed
Johnson a favor for the commissions he
would receive as broker for the $100,000 of
life insurance. Reynolds bought the televi-
sion advertising at a cost of $1,208. Two years
later, in 1959, according to Reynolds' testi-
mony, Baker suggested that he give Johnson
a high-fidelity stereophonic phonograph of a
particular type desired by Mrs. Johnson.
Reynolds said he sent such a set, him
$584.75 for purchase and Iinstallation, to
Johnson's home in Washington accompanied
by invoices that indicated Reynolds was the
buyer. In 1961, after he became Vice-Presi-
dent, Johnson bought another $100,000 life
insurance policy from Reynolds.

“As he often did when trouble loomed,
Johnson turned to those two canny Wash-
ington lawyers, Abe Fortas and Clark Clifford.
Their advice bolled down to this: Jenkins
should not testify before the Rules Commit-
tee and risk a cross-examination that might
escalate Reynolds’ testimony into a full-
fledged crisis. But, Fortas and Clifford went
on, the President must reply to Reynolds’
charges and innuendo. That's precisely what
Johnson did. At an Impromptu press confer-
ence on January 23, the President. gave a
brief history of the life insurance policles
purchased from Reynolds but said nothing
at all about the advertising bought by Reyn-
olds from ETBC. As for the stereo set, John-
son described it first as ‘a gift . . . that an
employee of mine [Baker] made to me and
Mrs. Johnson® and then as a gift of ‘the
Baker family.

“Demoeratic politicians generally disagreed
with the Fortas-Clifford advice. Anything the
President saild, they believed, would elevate
the whole matter and build it up as a politi-
cal issue. Nor were these politicians happy
when, at another presidential press confer-
ence on January 25, Johnson clumsily tried
to equate the Reynolds-Baker stereo set with
a miniature television set received from his
office staff by Senator Barry Goldwater, then
campaigning in the New Hampshire primary
for the presidential nomination. ‘T am a little
amused when you talk about the stereo and
the miniature television,’ said Johnson with
deep irony. ‘I don’t know what the difference
is, but I guess there is some difference.’”

In 1964, considerable pressure was building
up to get President Johnson to accept
Senator Robert F. Kennedy as a running
mate. How President Johnson responded
and the role of Mr. Fortas, are described in
‘the following passages, beginning at page
Al

“John Eenneth Galbraith had resigned as
Ambassador to India and, since his part
in drafting Johnson's first speech to Con-
gress on November 27, 1963, had become a
frequent visitor to the White House and
adviser to the President. On July 21, 1964,
the eve of his departure for a lengthy trip
to Burope, Galbraith is known to have writ-
ten President Johnson along the fi
lines: a converstion he had with
Johnson several days earlier on the subject
of the vice-presidency, he praised Bobby
Kennedy as a ealm, competent person of
great ability. The EKennedys, wrote Gal-
braith, had made one contribution
to the country: they had involved the new
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generation in politics on the grand scale,
just as Franklln Roosevelt had done in
those days when Galbralth had first met
Johnson in Washington. The enthusiasm of
youth, wrote Galbraith, is a vital campaign
asset. Moreover, youth and the involvement
of youth would be even more important to
the Johnson Administration in the forth-
coming four-year period. In fact, concluded
Galbraith, whether youth were enthusiastic
for the Johnson ticket or disappointed in
it could determine the result of the election.

“In his letter to the President, Galbraith
was lobbying for Bobby Kennedy, and Gal-
braith had one of those eloquent liberal
volces that, If sounded out loud, could at-
tract much attention and make much trouble
for Lyndon Johnson. Here it was, some five
weeks before the Atlantic City convention.
The Bobby Problem remained unsolved, and
one of the most skilled publicists in the
Democratic party was writing a letter as if
there really were a possibllity that Johnson
would give second place on the ticket to
Kennedy.

‘“Such continued persistence by EKennedy
men made it clear to Johnson that the last
feeble beating of Bobby-for-Vice-President
hopes could not be permitted to continue
into the National Convention itself, when
the confusion and grief for John Kennedy
among the delegates might somehow produce
# climate of revolt at Atlantic City.

“Thus, durlng the week of July 27, one
week after recelving Galbraith's letter and
four weeks before the convention opened,
Johnson gquietly moved to prevent an emo-
tionally supercharged atmosphere from de-
veloping at the big Convention Hall on the
boardwalk. The Arrangements Committee for
the convention had scheduled an opening
day documentary film in memory of John F.
Kennedy. It would, no doubt, be a deeply
moving, tearful review for the three thou-
sand delegates and alternates and would be
carried across the country over television.
Fearful it might start a vice-presidential
bandwagon for Bobby Eennedy, Johnson or-
dered the memorial film postponed from the
first to the last day of the convention—the
night after the candidate for Vice-President
had been nominated. Then, all the emotion
in the world would avail for nothing.

“But changing the date of a movie by no
means removed The Bobby Problem. For
weeks, the President had quietly discussed
various alternatives for removing Kennedy
from all consideration for the vice-presiden-
tial nomination. Now he was ready to act.
The best of all possible worlds from John-
son's point of view would have been for
Kennedy to voluntarily disqualify himself
from vice-presidential consideration, but
that plainly was not going to happen. John-
son, still insecure in wielding the full politi-
cal power of the presidency, did not want
to risk alienating the Eennedy wing of the
party by ruling out Bobby Eennedy in a
simple statement. Thus it was that Johnson
in secret consultation with his triumvirate
of senior political advisers—Abe Fortas,
Clark Clifford, and James Rowe—hit upon
the final solution to The Bobby Problem.

“On Monday, July 27, the President tele-
phoned the Attorney General and arranged
for a meeting at the White House on Wednes-
day, July 29.

“When Bobby Kennedy walked into the
President’s Oval Office at 1 p.m. on Wednes-
day, Johnson came at once to the point.
Kennedy, sald the Presldent, would prob-
ably run the country on his own someday
but Johnson wanted him to know that he
did not plan to put him on the ticket in
1064. The reason, Johnson sald, was that he
had declded Eennedy was not the Democrat
who as Vice-President could contribute the
most to the party, to the country, or to the
President. Johnson offered Kennedy any for-
eign diplomatic post he wanted, and any
Cabinet post, if and when incumbent Cabinet
members resigned.
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“Kennedy accepted this verdict quiletly
and told Johnson he would do everything
he could to help in the electlon. Johnson
then asked him to become the campalgn
manager, as he had done for his brother.

“Kennedy replied he would have to resign
as Attorney General to do that, and he
wouldn't resign unless Johnson named
Nicholas Katzenbach, then Deputy Attorney
General, to succeed him. [Kennedy did resign
as Attorney General on September 3, 1964,
to run for the Senate in New York. After
five months of soul-searching, Johnson
finally named Katzenbach to take his place.]

“Kennedy now had been Informed, but
the larger problem—chewed over in such
great detail with the Fortas-Clifford-Rowe
triumvirate—of informing the world re-
mained for Johnson. At that Wednesday
afternoon confrontation with Kennedy in
the White House, there was some discus-
slon of how the President’s decision would
be announced, but nothing was declded.
Johnson still hoped to solve The Bobby
Problem in the mcst expeditious way: a vol-
untary withdrawal by Eennedy himself.

“After the Wednesday meeting, he sought
the help of Kenny O'Donnell to urge Eennedy
to make such a statement. But O’'Donnell, in
an anomalous position through all of 1964
as presidential assistant with far closer ties
to the Attorney General than to the Presi-
dent, declined. He told Johnson that Kennedy
felt it was the President's repsonsibility to
make whatever announcement he wanted,
not Kennedy's. The President next enlisted
his chief National Security aide, McGeorge
Bundy, & nominal Republican who had never
been ordered to engage in party politics be-
fore. On behalf of the President, Bundy asked
Kennedy to announce he was not a candidate.
Kennedy was both hurt and angry by Bundy's
intervention and refused.

“With Eennedy refusing to jump over-
board, Johnson now moved the alternative
strategy he had devised with Fortas-Clifford-
Rowe to push Bobby over with a minimum
political risk. On Thursday evening, July 30,
the President unexpectedly went before tele-
vision cameras at the White House and read
an announcement without precedent in
American history: “I have reached the con-
clusion that it would be inadvisable jor me
to recommend to the convention any member
of my Cabinet or any of those who meel
regularly with the Cabinet.” [Humphrey had
not been Informed of the Cabinet’s wholesale
elimination in advance, did not tune in his
television set to watch the President on
July 30, and was first informed of Johnson's
startling announcement by a telephone call
from a reporter. After hanging up the phone,
Humphrey remarked to an aide that the re-
porter who had called him was invariably re-
liable but must be having hallucinations now,
Humphrey could not belleve the story.]

“Politiclans who had tuned in on the
President could scarcely belleve their own
ears. In shooting down Bobby EKennedy, the
President had performed a mass execution of
his entire Cabinet as well as two vice-presi-
dential dark horses ‘who meet regularly with
the Cabinet,” Adlal Stevenson and Sargent
Shriver.

“All of Washington guffawed at the
clumsiness and transparency of the ploy. Yet,
it was not without political logic. A case
could be made that the Cabinet caper did
muffle the blow agalnst the EKennedys and
thereby minimized the reaction of Eennedy
forces in the party, Although every politician
and newsman in the country knew Johnson
was alming only at Bobby Kennedy, the
President had a plausible argument to the
contrary. He claimed that his decision grew
out of the larger consideration of good gov-
ernment. He couldn't spare any of his valued
Cabinet aldes, and that was as true of the
other nine as it was of Bobby Kennedy.
[Johnson was so eager to prove that the
excluslon was aimed at Cabinet members
other than Bobby Kennedy that he told
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‘White House reporters in a background ses-
sion on July 31 that covert vice-presldential
campalgn were under way for Dean Rusk
and Orville Freeman in their respective home
states of Georgia and Minnesota. This marked
the first—and last—report of any such
efforts.]"

Of interest also is the following, beginning
on page 478 of the Evans and Novak book:

“From the beginning, the realistic among
Barry Goldwater's campaign advisers felt
that the one slim hope for a monumental po-
litlical upset lay In what became known as
the morality issue. A vague, unfavorable
image of the President—based partly on emo-
tion, partly on his reputation as a Texas
wheeler-dealer not unwilling to cut a corner
here and there—had taken hold throughout
the country. Like all such moods, this one
was based on innuendo, coupled with the
hard fact of Johnson's fortune, built up
while he held public office, and his earlier
relationship with Bobby Baker in the Senate
years. The polls showed that this mood was
prevalent even among some voters who defi-
nitely planned to vote for Johnson anyway.

“But how to exploit it? A tough, skillfully
prepared documentary movie called ‘Choice’
made a subtle effort to connect Johnson with
a decline in public morality. But a sharp dif-
ference of opinlon inside the Goldwater high
command kept it off the televislon screens.
There was surreptitious Republican help in
some areas In distributing anti-Johnson
smear literature, most disreputable of which
was A Teran Looks at Lyndon by J. Evetts
Haley, a Texas right-wing Democrat. As the
campalgn grew more bitter, the speeches of
Goldwater and lesser Republicans became
more explicit in challenging Johnson's char-
acter.

“But to elevate these fragments into an
important campalgn issue required a genuine
scandal. The Bobby Baker affair happened to
be the only scandal at hand, and Republicans
hoped and prayed that somehow the revela-
tions of Baker's extracurricular financial
deals would implicate the President, The
Baker case had been glossed over by the
Senate Rules Committee, but Republicans
got new hope on September 10 when the Sen-
ate, by a vote of 756 to 3, reopened the matter
because of new evidence and assigned it for
full investigation to the Rules Committee.
For a moment, it appeared that the escapades
of the bright young man from Pickens, South
Carolina, whom Johnson had not seen or
spoken to since he became President, might
suddenly spring into the headlines again, just
on the eve of the presidential election.

“Certainly that was the intent of Senator
John J. Williams of Delaware, whose per-
sistent sleuthing had uncovered the new evi-
dence sufficient to convince the Senate to
reopen the case. [Johnson made an unsched-
uled, last-minute campaign stop in Delaware
in a futile effort to beat Williams, who was
running for a fourth term in the Senate.]
Certainly that was the hope expressed by the
Republican minority on the Rules Commit-
tee. But the President was in close touch
with the Senate on the Baker case through
the discreet efforts of Abe Fortas. Thus, hav-
ing reopened the case of September 10, the
Senate on October 13 postponed the investi-
gation until after the election. The last ques-
tion during the campaign asked the Presi-
dent on this subject came on September 9.
He answered that he favored 'a thorough
investigation and study of every indication
that any federal law may have been vio-
lated.” What he meant but didn't say was
that it not come during the campaign.

“Against this backdrop of Republican frus-
tration, the tragic events revealed on Octo-
ber 14 came like & ray of hope to the Repub-
lican National Committee. Here was a bona
fide scandal in being, perhaps striking at the
heart of personal conduct that was Johnson's
weakness. It was the first and only crisls of
the campaign for Johnson.

“On October 7, Walter Jenkins was arrest-
ed—along with an inmate of an old soldiers’
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home—in the men’s room at the YMCA, one
block west of the White House on G Street,
for ‘disorderly conduct,’ a euphemism for
inexplicable departure from accepted sexual
conduct. Rumors flooded Washi and
the Republican National Committee, quickly
notified, helped spread them. Abe Fortas and
Clark Clifford vainly tried to kill publication
of the news by personally visiting each of
the three daily Washington newspapers. But
the news could not be suppressed and wWas
transmitted across the country by United
Press International on October 14.

“Walter Jenkins was no mere employee of
the President. For twenty-five years, he had
labored faithfully, effective, and energetically
as Johnson's confidential assistant. Alone
among all of Johnson's aldes, he had stayed
and lasted, the faceless, anonymous servant
to the end, serving Johnson without ques-
tion and without ambition. His daughter
Beth was Lucl Johnson’s best friend. Lady
Bird Johnson and Marge Jenkins were warm
friends. Jenkins had been privy to every
Johnson hope and sspiration not only dur-
ing the long years in the Senate but in the
White House as well. He had, in fact, brought
on his own destruction by driving himself
in the service of Lyndon Johnson eighteen
hours a day, seven days a week, until, his
body exhausted and his mind stretched taut
by overwork, he had simply fallen apart.

“On October 15, Mrs. Johnson, heartsick
over the tragedy, issued a statement from
the White House filled with sympathy for
Jenkins and his family. Johnson was cam-
palgning in New York. He said nothing for
well over twenty-four hours, despite the
strongest advice from both his staff and from
Mrs, Johnson herself that he say something
to ease the anguish of his friend. But John-
son was torn between two conflicting forces:
friendship and the fact the election was less
than three weeks away.

“For, In those dark hours the evening of
October 14, a wave of fear swept through the
White House that this could be the happen-
ing that would change the course of history.
Jenkins had been privy to every piece of
classified intelligence in the White House.
Was it possible that he had been subjected
to blackmall, that the incident of October 7,
or perhaps previous incidents, had been ex-
ploited by enemies of the United States?
‘Within hours of the disclosure, Republicans
were suggesting Just that. Goldwater began
talking about Johnson's ‘curious crew’ to the
roar of approval from the Republican
faithful.

“Johnson resolved the conflict between
friendship and the election by coming down
on the side of the election.

“He sald nothing at all about Jenkins. He
did not speak to Jenkins. He did what he
had to do as President, instructing Abe For-
tas to get Jenkins' resignation. He ordered
an immediate investigation by the FBI (re-
sulting in a report by J. Edgar Hoover on
October 22 that there was no evidence of
any kind that Jenkins had compromised the
security of the United States).

“Simultanecusly, the President commis-
sloned Ollle Quayle to take an emergency
public-opinion poll, It indicated the Jenkins
case would have no perceptible effect on the
election. Only then, Ilate at night on October
15, the day after the story had broken, did
the President finally issue a statement prais-
ing Jenkins' twenty-five years of ‘personal
dedication, devotion, and tireless labor’ and
expressing ‘deepest compassion’ for both him
and his family.”

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, is
there further morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If not, morn-
ing business is concluded.
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WHOLESOME POULTRY PRODUCTS
ACT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of the unfin-
ished business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title for the informa-
tion of the Senate.

The BiLn CrErx, A bill (S. 2932) to
clarify and otherwise amend the Poultry
Products Inspection Act, to provide for
cooperation with appropriate State agen-
cies with respect to State poultry prod-
ucts inspection programs, and for other
purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consiceration of
the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I wish
to give notice that the quorum call which
I am about to request will be a live quo-
rum.

Mr. President, if there are any other
matters that can be transacted shortly,
I shall be happy to yield for them.

I am not trying to hold up the business
of the Senate, but in considering a meas-
ure as important as this, first, I wish to
discover whether we have a quorum pres-
ent, and, second, I think every Senator
ought to have a chance to pass upon a
certain matter that will come up for con-
sideration, which is unanimously sup-
ported by the commissioners of agricul-
ture of the 50 States, and which has been
supported heretofore in writing by the
Secretary of Agriculture, in testimony by
his Assistant Secretary, Dr. Mehren, and
in writing by the Administrator of the
Meat Inspection and Poultry Inspection
Division of the Department of Agricul-
ture.

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I am happy to yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
Senator from Florida has been most con-
siderate to allow us to get a lot of busi-
ness out of the way. I would suggest that
he repeat his request for a quorum call,
and assure him notice will be served to
attachés that this will be a live quorum.

Mr. HOLLAND. I wonder how the
majority leader would feel about this:
after we have concluded our arguments
today, as I understand, there will be only
one amendment on which there will be
any controversy. Could a vote on that
amendment and final passage be had on
Monday?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I would be de-
lighted, if it meets with the approval of
all conecerned.

Mr. HOLLAND. I have not discussed
this with the chairman of the commit-
tee, the distinguished Senator from
Lounisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], nor with the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Mon-
Toyal, but it would seem to me, if we
complete the debate today, that no one
involved would be likely to disagree, even
if we have a bare quorum today, that as
full a representation of the Senate as
possible ought to be present to pass on
this controversial matter.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
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from New Mexico.

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the Senator

Mr. MONTOYA. I agree with the Sen-
ator from Florida that this is a very vital
amendment, on which most of Members
of the Senate should have a chance to
vote. It affects consumer interest
throughout this country, and I person-
ally am willing to put it over until

Monday. ;

Mr, MANSFIELD. Not the discussion;
the vote.

Mr. MONTOYA. The vote; yes. To put
the vote over until Monday, so that we
can have a more extensive representa-
tion of the Senate.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator. I
am not surprised that he takes the posi-
tion he does, because I believe most Sen-
ators will wish to be recorded on this
matter. I have no idea how they will
want to be recorded, but I certainly
would protect their right to be recorded
on this matter.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Am I correct in my
understanding that there is only one
amendment the Senator knows of?

Mr. HOLLAND. There is another
amendment, which I understand will
not be opposed, but, as far as I know,
only one controversial amendment is to
come up. If the Senator from Louisiana
or the Senator from New Mexico has
any different information, I shall be
happy to yield to them.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, there
were four amendments added to the bill
other than those recommended by the
subcommittee that considered this
measure. I do not foresee any lengthy
debate on any amendment adopted by
the committee itself, other than the one
proposed by the distinguished Senator
from Florida. I am very hopeful we can
get a few Senators present to listen to
this debate, because it is very important.
My fear is if we now announce we will
postpone the vote, we will be debating
the matter with only two or three or
four Senators in the Chamber.

Mr. MANSFIELD. No; because if any
of the Senators have any ideas like that,
I can assure them there will be live
quorum calls this afternoon. We are not
here just to put on a charade.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, President, as far
as I am concerned, I do not propose to
ask now for any postponement, and if
there is a large attendance of Senators
today, let us say 70 or more, I would not
make that proposal.

Mr. MANSFIELD. There are not that
many.

Mr. HOLLAND. I do feel, and I am
glad that the Senator from New Mexico
agrees with me, that the membership of
the Senate generally should have the
right to be recorded on this amendment.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
wonder whether the distinguished ma-
jority leader would fix the hour for
voting.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate meets at 11 o’clock on Monday
morning next, there be a time limita-
tion of 1 hour, the time to be equally
divided between the majority and mi-
nority leaders or whatever Senators
they may designate, and that the vote
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be taken on the Holland amendment not
later than 12 o’clock.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, President, I shall
agree to that request after we discover
whether a quorum is present today, but
I ask for a live quorum first. Assuming
that a quorum is present, I shall sup-
port the request of the majority leader.

Mr, President, I suggest the absence
gl.l & quorum. It will be a live quorum

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll, and the
following Senators answered to their
names:

[No. 245 Leg.]
Allott Hatfield Montoys
Anderson Hickenlooper Mundt
Baker Hill Nelson
Bible Holland Pearson
Boggs Hollings Pell
Byrd, W. Va. Hruska Proxmire
Case Jackson Randolph
Cotton Jordan, N.C. Ribicoff
Curtis Jordan, Idaho Russell
Ellender Euchel Scott
Ervin Mansfield Smathers
Fong McGee Sparkman
Griffin McIntyre Btennis
Hangen Metcalf Williams, N.J,
Harris Mondale Young, Ohio

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is not present.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I
move that the Sergeant at Arms be di-
rected to request the attendance of ab-
sent Senators.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Montana.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Sergeant at Arms will execute the order
of the Senate.

After a little delay, the following Sen-
ators entered the Chamber and answered
to their names:

Byrd, Va. Fannin Symington
Cooper Hayden Tydings
Dirksen MeClellan

Dodd Spong

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Hawaii
[Mr, Inouve] is absent on official busi-
ness.

I also announce that the Senator from
Alaska [Mr. BarTLETT], the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. Baval, the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. BREWSTER], the Senator
from North Dakota [Mr, Burpickl, the
Senator from Nevada [Mr. CANNON],
the Senator from Idaho [Mr. CHURCHI,
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Crarxl, the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. EasTranp], the Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. FuLerIGHT], the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel, the Sena-
tor from Alaska [Mr. GRUENING], the
Senator from Michigan [Mr. HarT], the
Senator from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE], the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-
wEpy], the Senator from Ohio [Mr,
LavscHeE]l, the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. Long], the Senator from Louisi-
ana [Mr, Long], the Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. Maenuson], the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. McCarTHY], the
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Mc-
Govern], the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. MonroNEY], the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Morsel, the Senator from
Utah [Mr. Mossl, the Senator from
Maine [Mr, MuskiEl, the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. PasTore], the Sena-
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tor from Georgia [Mr. TALMapcg]l, and
the Senator from Texas [Mr, Yar-
BOROUGH] are necessarily absent,

Mr. KUCHEL, I announce that the
Senators from Vermont [Mr. ATREN and
Mr. ProuTy] are absent on official busi-
ness.

The Senator from Utah [Mr. BEN-
NETT], the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. BrookE]l, the Senator from Kansas
[Mr, Carrson], the Senator from Colo-
rado [Mr. DoMmiNick], the Senator from
New York [Mr. Javirsl, the Senator
from Kentucky [Mr. MorTon]1, the Sen-
ator from California [Mr. MurerY], the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. Percy]l, the
Senator from South Carolina [Mr,
TaURMOND], the Senator from Texas
[Mr. Towerl, and the Senator from
Delaware [Mr. WiLLIAMS] are necessarily
absent.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. MILLER],
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr,
Youncl, and the Senator from Maine
[Mrs, SmiTH] are detained on official
business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quorum
is present.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. I should like again
to propound the unanimous-consent re-
quest, that, at the conclusion of the dis-
position of the Journal on Monday morn-
ing next, July 29, 1968, at approximately
11:02 a.m. or 11:03. a.m. there be a time
allocation, not to go beyond 12 o'clock,
to be equally divided between the minor-
ity and majority leaders or whomever
they may designate; and that the vote
on all amendments take place at 12
o'clock.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana?

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, of
course, I have no objection, but when it
takes an hour to get a bare quorum here
this morning, 50 out of 99 Senators, it
is obvious that Senators will not have
an opportunity to express themselves on
this very important matter today.

If we go ahead to a vote, I would sug-
gest, however, that the time allowance,
under what I have heard recently, be
separate on each amendment, because
my present understanding from the Sen-
ator from Louisiana is that there will
probably be a discussion of at least one
more amendment than the one I offered,
which is a controversial amendment.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I think
that we should be able to discuss the
amendments this afternoon. I am sure
that many Senators will read the REcorp
and probably have a better opportunity
to learn what the bill is all about than
by being present. I believe that we should
debate from 11 o’clock until 12 o’clock
and then start voting on the amendments
one after the other; and, then on the
bill itself.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I have
no objection to that approach. However,
I would suggest that at least half an hour
be allowed on any amendment. I under-
stand that the distinguished Senator
from Georgia is not here today and may
have an amendment that he wants to
modify and support. I do not want him
to feel that we are not taking care of
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him as well as we are taking care of the
Senator from Florida.

My suggestion would be that the
unanimous-consent agreement be modi-
fled to provide at least 30 minutes of
debate to be allowed on any amendment,
after which there will be a roll eall vote.
That would make the unanimous-consent
agreement quite acceptable to me.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, with
that modification, I renew my unani-
mous-consent request and also ask that
the usual rules and regulations be fol-
lowed in respect to it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator from Montana please restate his
unanimous-consent request.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that at the coneclu-
sion of the disposition of the Journal on
Monday next, there be a time limitation
of one-half hour on each amendment,
the time to be equally divided between
the sponsor of the amendment and the
Senator in charge of the bill; and that,
hopefully, the vote can take place be-
ginning at 12 o'clock.

Mr. ELLENDER. Right.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana?

Mr. NELSON. At 12 o’clock?

Mr. MANSFIELD. We come in at 11
o'clock on Monday next.

Mr. NELSON, Mr. President, I object
to that. I am here on Saturday. I can-
celed out my engagement in Wisconsin.
Other Senators have also done so. I am
now going to Wisconsin. I will get back
here about noon on Monday, which will
be just in time to miss the vote.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Just in time to make
the vote.

Mr. NELSON. That will not give me
enough time, because of my schedule,
and so forth.

Mr. HOLLAND, Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, that will be acceptable
to me.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
change the time to 12:30 o’clock.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object—and I shall not ob-
ject—I merely wish to point out the fact
that a number of us are here on Satur-
day, a number of us have changed our
appointments and our engagements and,
therefore, it operates a degree of harsh-
ness upon us, that those who are now
here are penalized and those who stayed
away are rewarded.

As a result of this procedure, some of
us will have to be away to take part in
a great American function, beginning on
Monday next. For patriotic reasons—
and I should like it to be noted—I shall
ask for a leave of absence to be away
during the sessions of the Senate next
week, purely in the interests of further-
ing my patriotic motivations. But, Mr.
President, I shall not object at this time,
although I am sorely distressed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. When that request is
made, will the Senator make it an official
leave of absence?

Mr. SCOTT. Yes, I shall be delighted to
be official about it.

Mr. HANSEN, Mr. President, reserving
the right to object—and I shall not ob-
ject—I, too, would like to note that those
of us in the minority party do find our-
selves somewhat at a disadvantage in this
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instance, because those who serve on the
platform committee are going to miss
either the actions of the Senate or par-
ticipation in some of the activities having
to do with the formulation of a platform
for party in Miami this coming week.

1 would note that the same handicap
will not befall our friends on the other
side of the aisle.

Mr. MANSFIELD. We did not plan it
that way, though.

Mr. HANSEN. I simply observe what
the facts are. With great respect and ad-
miration for the distinguished majority
leader, I, too, want to point out that I
am here today, that I have been rather
diligent in trying to be on hand when the
Senate has been in session. It is not
pleasant to contemplate missing consid-
erable activity and participation in dis-
cussion and the votes being taken during
the coming first 3 days of this next week
which will either witness my having
missed the votes of being unable to par-
ticipate in some activities important to
my party in Miami.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana? The Chair hears none
and the order is entered.

The unanimous-consent request as
later reduced to writing, is as follows:

Ordered, That, effective after the approval
of the Journal on Monday, July 29 1968,
during the further consideration of the bill
(S. 2032) to clarify and otherwise amend the
Poultry Products Inspection Act, to provide
for cooperation with appropriate State agen-
cies with respect to State poultry products
inspection programs, and for other purposes,
debate on any amendment, motion or appeal
except a motion to lay on the table, shall
be limited to one-half hour, to be equally di-
vided and controlled by the mover of any such
amendment or motion and the Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER] : Provided, That in
the event the Senator from Louisiana is in
favor of any such amendment or motlon,
the time in opposition thereto shall be con-
trolled by the minority leader or some Sen=-
ator designated by him: Provided jfurther,
That no amendment that is not germane to
the provisions of the said bill shall be re-
celved.

Ordered further, That no vote shall occur
on any amendment prior to 12:30 p.m. on
Monday next.

Mr, MANSFIELD. I wish to thank the
Senate and especially those Members
who had to make a real sacrifice. There
are many here today attending this ses-
sion. May I say that while we have a
quorum, we have gone beyond the num-
ber of Senators required to be present.

Furthermore, for the information of
the Senate, it took just 35 minutes to
achieve a quorum this morning, That is
not too bad, considering the time, the
day, and so forth,

May I express my appreciation to all
those Members who canceled engage-
ments to be here today and to assure
them that I personally appreciate what
they have done.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, at the mo-
ment, my attendance record is some-
thing in the neighborhood of 95 percent.

Through no fault of my own, or of my
side of the aisle, I shall be unable to be
present during much of next week.

I therefore ask unanimous consent
that I may have official leave of ab-
sence for next week.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr., SCOTT. Mr. President, may I
make a plea for mercy, if not for jus-
tice, on the part of those who might be
disposed to call for record votes next
week, wherever a voice vote will do. I
hope that mercy will prevail over the
record.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr, President, dur-
ing the last few years, there have been
many legislative proposals with respect
to red meat inspection as well as poul-
try.

It will be recalled that in 1967 Con-
gress revised the act of 1906 in refer-
ence to red meat inspection, and in 1957
we had a bill enacted which provided
for inspection of poultry in interstate
commerce.

Today we have before us a bill de-
signed to provide for a cooperative ef-
fort between the Federal Government
and the State governments in order to
have poultry inspection that would af-
fect all poultry, whether sold in inter-
state commerce or intrastate commerce.

The subcommittee headed by the Sen-
ator from North Carolina [Mr. JorpAN]
held hearings on this bill. Last week
the subcommittee made its report to the
full committee. All of the recommenda-
tions, I think, made by the subcommit-
tee were adopted by the full committee.
The full commitiee adopted four addi-
tional amendments, which I shall discuss
in a few moments.

Mr. President, I am very hopeful that
we can have this bill enacted before Con-
gress recesses. I think it is an important
bill. It is a step in the right direction.
The bill is patterned after the red meat
inspection bill that Congress enacted in
1967.

The inspection will be done on a-co-
operative basis. The Federal Government
will furnish the States funds in order to
work out methods for inspection. At the
end of 2 years it is expected that, if the
States have inspection service equal to
or better than Federal inspection, such
poultry will be able to be shipped in in-
terstate as well as intrastate commerce.
If some of the States do not complete
their programs of inspection within the
first 2 years, then a third year will be
given.

The pending bill provides almost the
identical language that was provided
in the red meat inspection bill, which
gives the Federal Government the right
to go into a State and take over the in-
spection of, let us say, a particular pack-
ing plant which is producing adulterated
poultry products endangering the public
health.

However, as I understand the proposed
act we are now considering, under no
conditions can the Federal Government
take over unless, as I have said, the in-
spection shall not be equal to or better
than the Federal inspection.

My good friend the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. MonTOYAl, who was a mem-
ber of the subcommittee that handled
the hearings, will go into more detailed
discussion of the bill as a whole than I
hope to present this afternoon. What I
expect to do is to give just a general
statement of the overall effect of the bill.

The present Poultry Products Inspec-
tion Act became law about 11 years ago.
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Although it is a model as far as it goes,
it does not provide complete assurance
that all consumers will have access to
wholesome poulfry.

The 1957 act established a Federal in-
spection system for poultry and poultry
products processed by plants shipping
in interstate and foreign commerce. For
the products covered, it has worked well
because it assures that the birds or prod-
ucts bearing its mark are wholesome, un-
adulterated, and honestly labeled. For
the poultry produets not covered, inspec-
tion service, when provided, is often in-
adequate.

Instead of replacing the Poultry Prod-
ucts Inspection Act completely, S. 2932
amends it to authorize the establish-
ment of a Federal-State cooperative in-
spection service for poultry products
comparable to that provided under the
Federal Meat Inspection Act, as amended
in 1967. Through help in the develop-
ment of trained staffs and the provision
of funds by the Federal Government, the
States are encouraged to enact and ad-
minister effective mandatory inspection
programs under State administration or
jointly with the Federal Government.
Two years are allowed the States in
which to implement such a system. If
the Secretary has reason to believe a
State will meet this requirement, an
additional year will be given to complete
the installation and employment of the
system.

The bill extends Federal inspection
and regulation to poultry processed for
shipment within the States where the
States do not enforce requirements at
least equal to the Federal requirements
after the specified times above,

Where poultry products processed
solely for intrastate commerce endan-
gered the public health, the Federal re-
quirements could, under specified condi-
tions, be applied at any time to those
particular establishments.

Through such extension of the exist-
ing Poultry Products Inspection Act, the
proposed Wholesome Poultry Products
Act provides that the bulk of the 13 per-
cent—some 1.6 billion pounds—of the
poultry slaughtered each year in the
United States without Federal inspection
would soon be covered by requirements
equal to the 87 percent now federally
inspected.

In measures similar to those in title
II of the Federal Meat Inspection Act,
the bill would authorize surveillance of
the activities where adulteration or mis-
branding could occur other than just the
processing or slaughtering phases. The
persons or firms subject to such super-
vision would include, among others in
commerce, poultry products brokers, ren-
derers, animal-food manufacturers, and
dealers in dead, dying, disabled, or dis-
eased poultry or parts of poultry that
died other than by slaughter.

The Subcommittee on Agricultural Re-
search and General Legislation held
hearings on July 1 and 2, 1968, on all
poultry bills before it.

All witnesses except one testified in
favor of updating the act. However, a
number of amendments were proposed.

Later the subcommittee met and, using
H.R. 16363 as a base, decided to recom-
mend five amendments to the full com-
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mittee, which was to meet on Wednes-
day, July 17, 1968.

The full committee at its regular meet-
ing approved all amendments proposed
by its subcommittee. These were:

First, to strike the word “knowingly”
from section 9(a), in order fo conform
that section to the corresponding section
of the Meat Inspection Act. This change
does not affect carriers, since section 12
(b) of the law absolves carriers “unless
the carrier has knowledge, or is in pos-
session of facts which would cause a rea-
sonable person to believe” that the poul-
try was not eligible for transportation.

Second, to prohibit the Secretary from
requiring any change in the official in-
spection legend. That legend is and would
continue to be “inspected for wholesome-
ness”. The Department has given some
consideration to changing it to “in-
spected and passed for wholesomeness”.
Since the legend cannot be applied to
products which are not passed, this
change would not give the consumer any
greater protection.

Third, to strike out requirements that
labeling information be placed on both
the carcass and the container in the case
of nonconsumer packed carcasses. Poul-
try carcasses cannot be stamped like red
meat. Metal or plastic tags have been
tried, but these present some danger fo
the consumer, if they are inadvertently
ingested.

The record shows, Mr. President, that
in one or two instances, consumers of
poultry marked with some kind of metal
marker swallowed one of the markers
and had to go to a doctor, and there was
a suit for damages. But the Secretary,
as I understand it, in this bill is given
discretion for the use of markers if
necessary. The evidence showed that it
would be rather difficult for each bird
to be marked. And even if this were pos-
sible it would provide little additional
protection to the consumer, particularly
when the bird comes to the retailer, is
cut up, and the parts repackaged, so that
the mark on the carcass never reaches
the consumer. It would be burdensome
but would not provide the consumer with
any way to tell whether or not the bird
was properly inspected. But the bill does
make it necessary that all poultry
shipped—that 1is, the container—be
marked. Sometimes one may ship a
dozen, two dozen, or three dozen chick-
ens, but the bill provides that the pack-
age must be stamped.

I repeat, I think the evidence showed
conclusively that it would be almost im-
possible for us to maintain identification
in this manner from the place where the
poultry was slaughtered to the purchaser,
As I have stated, the Secretary of Agri-
culture is allowed wide discretion as to
how best to maintain such identification,
if it is at all possible, but this provision
would not contribute to that objective.

Fourth. To provide interested parties
with an opportunity to present their
views orally with respect to proposed
rulemaking under the Poultry Products
Inspection Act. Title 5, United States
Code, section 553(¢), now provides them
with the opportunity to present written
views. Judicial review is provided for by
chapter T of title 5 of the United States
Code.

Fifth. To prohibit any State, territory,
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or the District of Columbia from impos-
ing storage or handling regulations with
respect to articles prepared at any of-
ficial establishment which would act as
trade barriers to interfere with the free
flow of poultry products in interstate
commerce, and extend the Secretary's
authority to regulate storage and han-
dling under section 13 of the bill to cover
storage and handling at retail stores and
other establishments which make pur-
chases in commerce.

Individual Senators also proposed sev-
eral amendments.

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. TaL-
mapGE] offered and the committee ac-
cepted by voice vote an amendment to
the declaration of policy which is con-
tained in section 3 of the bill stating the
intent of Congress that all poultry which
is injurious for human consumption
shall be condemned, and stating that the
reason for condemnation must be sup-
ported by substantial scientific fact.

The committee accepted an amend-
ment of the Senator from Florida [Mr.
Horranp] by a record vote of 10 to 2,
among the objectors being the distin-
guished Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Harriern] and my good friend from New
Mexico [Mr. MontoYA]l, Senator MoN-
TovA reserving the right to offer on the
floor an amendment striking from the
bill the provisions of the amendments to
which I have just referred; that is, the
amendment of the Senator from Georgia
[Mr, TaLmance] and that of the Senator
from Florida [Mr. Hoiranp]l. The
amendment of the Senator from Florida
would permit poulfry products and meat
and meat products which have been
processed under State inspection to move
in interstate commerce, where the Sec-
retary has determined that the State
inspection system is equal to or better
than the Federal system.,

After the committee had acted upon
the bill, there developed quite a lot of
opposition from outside the committee
to the amendment submitted by the
Senator from Georgia as well as the
amendment submitted by the Senator
from Florida. The Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. MoNTOYA] came to see me
before the bill was reported, with a view
of trying to have the bill retained by the
committee until the committee could go
over these amendments again, and per-
haps modify them, change them, or do
something with them that might be ae-
ceptable to the committee as a whole.

I stated to Senator MonToYA that if he
could satisfy the Senator from Georgia
and the Senator from Florida, I would
have no objection to that, because they
were the ones primarily interested in
these two amendments. I also suggested
that if we returned the bill to the com-
mittee, more time would be consumed;
that probably someone would suggest
the introduction of evidence, which
would delay the passage of the bill, and
for that reason, I suggested that the
matter be discussed first with the Sena-
tor from Florida and the Senator from
Georgia. I further suggested that they
try to iron out their differences before
the bill was presented to the Senate for
debate.

Somehow, a meeting of the minds did
not occur. The distinguished Senator
from Florida and the distinguished
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Senator from Georgia suggested that it
might be best for the bill to be re-
ported as voted by the committee and
that we would have the Senate, as a
forum, in which to discuss the two
amendments and let the Senators judge
the measure by the facts developed in
the debate. That is why the bill is pend-
igg today with those two amendments
it.

I do not wish to discuss in detail those
amendments, but I point out that when
I introduced the original bill on behalf
of myself and quite a few other Senators,
the amendment suggested by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Florida was in
the bill.

That provision appears on page 19 of
the bill. That bill was sent to us by the
Department of Agriculture with a de-
seription, title by title, and a request that
it be introduced and enacted by Con-
gress.

The provision proposed by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Florida is the
same as appears on pages 19 and 20 with
the exception that he added a provision
to cover red meat also.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that that amendment be printed at
this point in the REcorp as it appears on
pages 19 and 20 of the bill.

There being no objection, the amend-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

(6) Poultry products processed wunder
State inspection at any establishment in any
State, not designated under this para-
graph (c), in accordance with requirements
which the Secretary has determined are at
least equal to those under sections 1-4, 6-10,
and 12-22 of this Act, shall be eligible for
distribution in commerce, upon the same
basis as poultry products Inspected under
this Act, when they are marked under such
supervision and other conditions as the
Secretary may by regulation prescribe, with
ia canéblned State-Federal official inspection
egend.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, the
provision simply provides that if, as, and
when the Federal Government certifies
that State inspection is equal to, as good
as, or better than that of the Federal
Government, then through the inspee-
tion services in those States poultry can
be shipped in interstate commerce just
as though it were federally inspected.

Personally, I do not see any reason
why the provision should be sfricken
from the bill. When the matter came be-
fore the committee, I sided with the dis-
tinguished Senator from Florida. I hope
that during the debate the Senate will
consider fthe proposal and act fairly
about the matter. I cannot understand
why there was this great, outside op-
position to the amendment.

I am very hopeful the matter can be
properly presented today and that on
Monday we can vote on it. As far as I
am concerned, I expect to vote for the
inclusion in the bill of the Holland
amendment.

I do not know whether the opposition
stems from the fact that red meat was
added to the Holland amendment. How-
ever, if that be the reason, it might be
that we could strike out the red meat
reference and let it apply to poultry
within the confines of this act.

I assume that the Senator from New
Mezxico [Mr. MonTovAal and the Senator
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from Oregon [Mr. Harrierpl will offer
reasons why the amendment should not
be agreed to.

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

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield to the SBenator
from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I am
looking at the bill which the distin-
guished Senator from Louisiana graci-
ously introduced on behalf of himself
and others. It is my understanding that
he introduced the measure on behalf
of himself and the Senator from New
Mezxico [Mr. MonTOoYAl only.

I ask if the Senator will look at the
bill and see if that is not correct.

Mr, ELLENDER. The Senator is cor-
rect. The other names were added later.

Mr. HOLLAND. The original print of
the bill shows that the Senator from
Louisiana introduced the bill on behalf
of himself and the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. MoNTOYAl.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is cor-
rect. The provision is included, and the
Senator from New Mexico and I pro-
posed it.

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

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr, President, I state
to the distinguished Senator from Lou-
isiana and to the distinguished Senator
from Florida that I had been checking
on the drafting of the pending bill. My
office had access to a copy of a draft and
this provision was not in the last draft
of the bill that we had seen. It appeared
in the final draft submitted to the Sena-
tor from Louisiana, in which draft I
joined with him as a cosponsor.

I state also, since this has been made
a point of contention, that the subcom-
mittee which considered the bill recom-
mended the deletion of the so-called
Holland amendment to the full commit-
tee. That deletion took place.

The House committee, when it con-
sidered a similar bill, recommended that
the so-called Holland provision be
deleted from the House bill. The House
bill came to us without the so-called
Holland provision.

It was not until we met in full com-
mittee that the provision offered by the
Senator from Florida was reinserted in
the bill.

By way of further clarification of the
REcoRD, in my testimony before the sub-
committee, I recommended in my state-
ment to the subcommittee that it delete
the so-called Holland provision and the
subcommittee did in fact delete it. Since
the committee added it, I have an
amendment pending at the desk to
delete it.

Mr. ELLENDER, Mr. President, I
merely desired to state the facts. And
as I have stated them a moment ago, the
subcommittee which considered the bill
offered five amendments and that was all.
Later, the amendment of the Senator
from Florida and the amendment of the
Senator from Georgia were agreed to
by the committee.

Mr. MONTOYA. I am not disputing
the Sentor’'s statement of facts. How-
ever, I merely wanted to add a few facts
of my own to put the whole matter in the
proper context.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator will have
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ample opportunity to do that, I am sure.

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

Mr. ELLENDER. I yleld.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I
thought I understood the Senator to
say that the bill was an administration
bill prepared in the Department of Agri-
culture and introduced by the Senator
from Louisiana for himself and the
Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Sentor is cor-
rect. Before the bill was put in the proper
form, I went over it with the staff very
carefully. I think we made a few minor
changes. It was then that I presented
the measure to the Senate.

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator did not,
however, put in this particular amend-
ment?

Mr. ELLENDER. No.

Mr. HOLLAND. That amendment
came in this particular form from the
Department of Agriculture.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator.

Mr. ELLENDER. There is no doubt
about that.

As I said in my opening statement a
while ago, the pending bill follows very
closely the red meat inspection bill, al-
most on all counts. It more or less sub-
stituted poultry for red meat. That is
about what it did

The Senator from Vermont [Mr.
AIKEN] proposed an amendment, also
accepted by a voice vote, which would
change the producer exemption provided
by section 15(e) (1) (i) of the law as it
would be amended by section 14 of the
bill as passed by the House to provide
for an exemption based on the number
of birds processed, instead of the “whole-
sale dressed value” of the birds slaugh-
tered.

In other words, it exempted poultry of
not to exceed $15,000 in value. It was
thought by the Senator from Vermont
that if we could change this to make it
apply to the number of birds, to wit,
4,000 turkeys or an equivalent number
of other birds, it would be better. Four
and a half other birds would be consid-
ered equal to each turkey.

As I have said, that amendment was
merely to clarify exemptions and, in-
stead of making it on a value basis, to
put it on a number basis.

Finally, the committee accepted an
amendment of the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. MmLLER] which amends the import-
ed poultry products provision to cor-
respond to the provisions adopted last
year in the Federal Meat Inspection Act.

I do not believe anyone opposes the
amendment. It was adopted unani-
mously. It is a provision, as I recall, that
was included in the Red Meat Act in
1967.

Mr. President, the statement I have
just made is a general one, and I believe
it covers the main points in the bill. I
presume that the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico, who I understand will
speak now, will give a little more de-
tailed expression of what is in the bill.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I have
listened to the remarks of the distin-
guished Senator from Louisiana, and I
believe he has done a splendid job in
explaining the intricate provisions of the
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proposed legislation. I, too, have pre-
pared a comprehensive statement and I
will read it so that it will appear in the
Recorp for the perusal of Senators who
may not be present today.

Mr. President, the country has awak-
ened in the last several years to an acute
danger facing every citizen. There exists
in some areas of American enterprise a
tiny minority of unscrupulous persons
who prey upon the American shopper.
By ignoring elementary rules of ethical
conduct, they endanger the health and
well-being of millions of unsuspecting
consumers.

Last year we were all collectively
shocked to realize that millions of Amer-
icans were constantly exposed to un-
wholesome meat. Congress responded
with vigorous action in the form of the
new National Meat Inspection Act, which
I was happy to sponsor in the Senate.

Now we must turn our attention to
yet another menace confronting us—un-
wholesome poultry and poultry products.
S. 2932, the wholesome poultry prod-
uects bill, which the Senator from Louisi-
ana [Mr, ELLEnDpER] and I have intro-
duced, and in which we have been joined
by other Senators, is aimed at correct-
ing this insufferable situation.

The primary purpose of the wholesome
poultry products bill is to assure all con-
sumers that all poultry products pro-
duced commercially in the United States
meet a minimum standard of wholesome-
ness, whether inspected under a State or
a Federal system. Intent of S. 2932 is
similar to provisions of the Wholesome
Meat Act which I sponsored last year.

This bill would amend the Poultry
Products Inspection Act to—

First. Authorize Federal assistance—
including grants—to State pouliry in-
spection programs, such assistance not
to exceed 50 percent of the cost of the
cooperative program;

Second, Extend Federal inspection to
intrastate transactions in States which
fail to develop adequate State systems in
2 years—or 3 years if at the end of 2
years it appears that the State will de-
velop an adequate system;

Third. Provide immediate authority to
extend Federal inspection to intrastate
plants producing adulterated products
which endanger the public where the
State does not remove such danger;

Fourth. Prohibit commerce in poultry
products not intended for human use,
unless denatured;

Fifth. Extend the present recordkeep-
ing provision to additional persons—in-
cluding those dealing in dead, dying, dis-
abled, or diseased poultry—and enlarge
it to cover facility and inventory exami-
nation;

Sixth. Provide for registration of cer-
tain persons dealing in poultry—ineclud-
ing those dealing in dead, dying, disabled,
or diseased poultry;

Seventh. Provide for regulation of
dealers in dead, dying, disabled, or dis-
eased poultry;

Eighth. Authorize regulation of poultry
product storage and handling;

Ninth, Modify exemptions;

Tenth. Provide for withdrawal of serv-
ice, detention, seizure and condemna-
tion, injunction, and investigation as
new enforcement tools; and
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Eleventh. Otherwise revise the Poultry
Products Inspection Aect.

The manner in which inspection of
poultry is now handled by the Federal
CGovernment is excellent. USDA’s Con-
sumer and Marketing Service is doing a
laudable job of protecting consumer in-
terests. However, now we perceive the
same condition that pertained in the
meat crises of last year. They are able
only to inspect that portion of produc-
tion that moves interstate or in foreign
commerce. In 1966, this amounted to
10 billion pounds, or 87 percent of poul-
try slaughtered in our Nation.

That 13 percent produced solely for sale
within a State’s boundarles has been left
strietly to States as far as inspection is
concerned. USDA’s figures show that 12
States have a mandatory law requiring
poultry inspection, five States have a
voluntary inspection statute and 33
cover poultry inspection in general food
legislation.

This multibillion-dollar-yearly indus-
try depends upon the trust of our Amer-
ican consumers. Once she doubts the
integrity of our poultry supply, that in-
dustry is in desperate trouble. There-
fore, it is imperative that we plug these
inspection loopholes swiftly. We can ac-
complish this by expanding our already
excellent Poultry Products Inspection
Act.

Nor is there any doubt that such ae-
tion is necessary. A January 1968 sur-
vey by the Department of Agriculture
of 97 non-federally-inspected poultry
slaughtering and processing plants in 12
States revealed that over one third of
them required major overhaul in order
to meet Federal sanitary requirements.

When we realize there are some 26
different diseases common fo poultry
that may be passed on to human beings
through consumption of unwholesome
poultry, we have significant cause for
concern.

In poultry processing plants that are
federally inspected, there is a 4-percent
rejection rate because of disease or con-
tamination. This amounts to over 400
million pounds. When we apply the same
percentage of rejection to poultry which
is not federally inspected, we discover an
added 64 million pounds which should be
rejected. Further, this figure is on the
conservative side, since there is a prac-
tice among some poultry producers to
send inferior poultry which would face
Federal rejection, to plants which are
not federally inspected.

Total impact of these statistics? Each
year every American is likely at least
once to have placed before him a dis-
eased, contaminated, or adulterated poul-
try product.

Poultry has become big business due to
tremendous technological advances, au-
tomation and creation of giant poultry
farms and processing plants.

A typical broiler plant now processes
approximately 4,800 birds hourly, with
an estimated output of 60 birds per man
hour. Such factories have turned to pal-
letized coop-handling, automatic killing
and defeathering, chilling and wrapping
systems. Approximately 75 percent of the
output of these plants is sold more than
200 miles from point of slaughter, with
birds being raised in areas of concen-
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trated commercial production far re-
moved from eventual markets.

Mr. President, this is a clearly set out
problem. A tiny minority of unserupu-
lous businessmen are poisoning the minds
of consumers by permitting a steady
stream of unwholesome poultry to reach
American tables. The peace of mind of
the consumer is in as much danger as
his digestion.

As long as American shoppers can enter
a business establishment with a reason-
able amount of confidence in what they
are going to purchase, our marketplace
is safe and our system with it.

But, as soon as the consumer feels his
personal safety is in jeopardy, our entire
system is as endangered as our market-
place.

It is imperative that public confidence
in basie, everyday products and the pro-
gression producing them be restored.

I am not seeking to penalize an entire
industry. It is an increasingly valuable
and contributing segment of America’s
business life. All the more reason for us
to perform as we must and eliminate this
small but deadly amount of poison en-
tering its bloodstream.

Consumer protection is business pro-
tection. By removing the unscrupulous
operator, it makes our business life that
much healthier and able to perform its
funetions.

Consumers are not the blind buyers of
yvesterday. Rather, they are more in-
formed and aware than ever before. Not
content with half measures, they look to
business and to Congress for a clean
house. This we can do with a minimum
of aggravation and force.

Our poultry industry is progressive and
desirous of aiding us in this task. Fur-
thermore, this measure is a fair one. It
allows States fair leeway to set up their
own programs. We do not seek to have
the National Government come in and
trample upon State functions. Rather,
we seek to have that National Govern-
ment aid our States to set up their own
programs in order to safeguard their own
consumers. This is the main intent and
thrust of this legislation.

But above all, we must keep in mind
the fact that no matter what, the Ameri-
can shopper and consumer must be able
to purchase her poultry and poultry
products with complete confidence. We
must and can remove this shadow from
their minds. Each of us is affected and
endangered.

Mr. President, in reporting out 8. 2932,
the committee adopted the language of
the House-passed companion bill, HR.
16363, and amended that language in
several respects. One notable improve-
ment over the House-passed language is
the rejection of the proposal that a vio-
lation of the provisions of the act had to
be done “knowingly” to constitute a vio-
lation. This provision which was adopted
by the House, but which your committee
rejected, would have made prosecution
for violations of the act much more diffi-
cult if not impossible, The Poultry Prod-
ucts Inspection Act has thus been kept
in conformity with other statutes for
protection of the public health, such as
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Act and the Federal Meat Inspection Act.
We, thus, also recognize the need for

July 27, 1968

putting affirmative responsibility on per-
sons engaged in producing or distributing
products which are susceptible of en-
dangering the public health or commit-
ting commercial fraud on the public, to
exercise all necessary precautions to
avoid these results. The Senate version
in this respect is a substantial improve-
ment over HR. 16363 and will aid in
effectuating the purpose of protecting
the consumer.

MTr. President, it was the committee’s
intent in reporting S. 2932 to the Senate
to afford as complete consumer protec-
tion against adulterated or misbranded
poultry products, as was provided to con-
sumers of red meat by enactment of the
Wholesome Meat Act last year.

In general, the provisions of S. 2932
closely parallel and in many instances
are identical to the provisions of the
Wholesome Meat Act. I know that the
consumers of this Nation have been wait-
ing for us in Congress to deliver our
promise of last year to insure them
against adulterated poultry as we did for
red meat. It was with this objective In
mind that S. 2932 was submitted by the
President to the Congress, and it was
with this objective in mind that I—al-
though I had been drafting a proposal of
my own—readily joined Senator ELLEN-
DER, chairman of the Committee on Ag-
riculture and Forestry, in introducing the
bill. And, it was with this in mind that
the Subcommittee on Agricultural Re-
search and General Legislation held
hearings on the bill and reported it out
tttl) the full committee for its considera-

on.

However, Mr. President, because of
certain amendments that were adopted
at the last moment in committee, with
very little time for discussion or delib-
erafion, the committee has failed in its
objective. As an individual Senator and
member of the committee, it is incum-
bent upon me to bring to the attention
of the Senate, provisions contained in
the bill which I strongly feel not only
detracts from, but which could very well
destroy, the very intent which has fol-
lowed this bill’s progress to this point.

Mr. President, when this bill was re-
ported out by the committee, I filed a
minority report pointing to major weak-
nesses in this bill and proposing remedial
alternatives. In this minority report, I
was joined by the distinguished Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. MonDALE], Who
fought so valiantly for the passage of
the Wholesome Meat Act last year. I was
also joined by my good friend the dis-
tinguished Senator from South Dakota
[Mr. McGovern]. And I was joined by
the distinguished and able Senator from
Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD].

Mr. President, it is now my under-
standing that the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. Tarmance]l will offer a substitute
amendment to his committee amend-
ment which I was going to move to strike
out. I will, therefore, accommodate Sen-
ator Taumapce and withhold my amend-~
ment to his amendment until he is here
on Monday and I have had an oppor-
tunity to discuss this further with him. I
would, however, like to direct some re-
marks to the Talmadge commitfee
amendment so that Senators will have
an opportunity to review this over the
weekend.
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Mr. President, as we pointed out in
our minority views, the committee
amended section 3 of the bill containing
a statement of legislative policy by add-
ing at the end thereof the following:

It 15 the intent of Congress that all poul-
try which is injurious for human consump-
tion shall be condemned. The reason for con-
demnation must be supported by substantive
scientific fact.

Mr. President, if Senator TALMADGE
had been here, I would have called up an
amendment on behalf of myself, Senator
MonbaLE, Senator McGoverN, and Sen-
ator Crark, to strike out this provision
from the bill.

This language may appear harmless,
but it is not.

In the most simple terms, it says that
Congress does not object to diseased
poultry being offered to consumers if it
is not injurious to human health.

It will subject the Department of Agri-
culture to pressures to allow diseased
poultry to be approved as wholesome,

The Congress must be clear on this
point, we must be explicit. Diseased poul-
try must be condemned. Diseased poultry
is not wholesome, and it cannot be of-
fered to consumers with even the im-
plied consent of the Congress.

This amendment, first of all, is incon-
sistent with the substantive provisions
of the bill which clearly indicate the con-
cern of Congress in protecting the con-
sumers from all adulterated products,
not only those injurious to humans, as
indiecated by the provisions for condem-
nation of adulterated poultry products.
Secondly, the last sentence of the
amendment would indicate that it is the
intention that “substantive scientific
fact” would have to be established as a
prerequisite to a valid condemnation of
any poultry product.

Mr. President, I wish to say that when
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Tar-
MapGeE] offered the amendment in com-
mittee, he had a noble purpose, indeed.
However, the ramifications of the
amendment he proposed were not fore-
seen by the committee until they began
to study it.

I am happy to say that the Senator
from Georgia and his office have as-
sured us they are trying to get a dif-
ferent version of the amendment so that
it will be more palatable to the Senate
but yet not dilute the consumer protec-
tion intent of the bill.

This amendment would raise serious
problems in that there are a number of
cireumstances or conditions which under
the act warrant condemnation of poultry
products with respeet to which they may
not be available substantive secientific
fact and in some cases such facts would
necessarily not be involved. There are
conditions warranting condemnation, but
with respect to which there may not be
positive “substantive scientific fact” to
establish their potential injury to hu-
mans. The adulteration provisions of the
bill dealing with commercial fraud, such
as the substitution of inferior material
to deceive the public, do not in any way
involve “substantive scientific facts.”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
Recorp a brief, discussing the many poul-
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try diseases which may affect humans.
Some of the diseases listed are detected
on ante- or post-mortem inspection.
Others are detected through the enforce-
ment of sanitary requirements designed
to minimize the contamination of edible
products with disease-producing agents.

There being no objection, the memo-
randum was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

PoUuLTRY DISEAsES WHICH MAY AFFECT

HUMANS

Poultry inspection includes organoleptic
ante- and post-mortem examinations of
poultry in slaughtering and eviscerating
plants. It also includes inspection for en-
vironmental sanitation and the application
of sanitary processing procedures and in-
spection for the soundness of ingredients, in-
process products, and finished products in
slaughtering and eviscerating and further
processing plants.

Some of the diseases listed on the follow-
ing pages are detected on ante- or post-
mortem Inspection. Others are detected
through the inspection of ingredients, in-
process products, and finished products for
soundness or they are controlled through the
enforcement of sanitary requirements de-
signed to minimize the contamination of
edible products with disease-producing
agents.

The following diseases have been found
transmissible from poultry to man,

A. BACTERIAL DISEASES

Erysipelas
Tuberculosis
Airsacculitis
Salmonellosis
Diptheria
Brucellosis
Newcastle disease
Paracolon infections
Staphylococcosls
Streptococcosis
Tularemia

B, VIRAL DISEASES

. Encephalomyelitis

. Encephalitis

. Newcastle disease
Ornithosis

Rables

. Leukosis (cancerous)

C. FUNGAL DISEASES

. Aspergillosis
. Favus
. Thrush

D. TOXIC ILLNESSES

. Tetanus
. Botulism

E. PARASITIC ILLNESSES

. Echinostomiasis
. Schistosomlasis
. Dermanyssus gallinae
. Toxeplasmosis

The following diseases may be carried by
poultry and can infect humans, Usually come
about through insanitary processing and
passed on to humans:
. Typhold fever
. Bacillary dysentery
. Enterobiasis
Lymphocytic choniomeningitis
Paratyphoid fever
. Amebic dysentery
. Infectious hepatitis
. Chemical polsoning

ERYSIPELAS

Erysipelas among poultry is most prevalent
in turkeys. It is however also found in both
chickens and ducks. It is a bacterial infec-
tion, which in poultry causes general weak-
ness, sometimes diarrhea and petechial, or
diffuse hemorrhages in many internal or-
gans, and most commonly a deep reddish
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purple caruncle. Humans usually contract
this disease through skin scratches and sores
when in contact with infected poultry and
poultry products.
ORNITHOSIS

Ornithosis is caused by an intracellular
parasite. All species of domesticated poultry
are susceptible, although the disease is more
prevalent in turkeys. The symptoms in poul-
try are inflammations in the conjunctivae,
respiratory passages, pericardium, and intes-
tinal tract. The disease is better known to
humans under the name of Psittacosis, al-
though that name should technically be re-
served for a nearly identical disease trans-
mitted to man from psittacine birds such
as parrots, Infections in humans occur mostly
as an occupational disease among handlers
of live poultry, Cases have however also been
reported where the Infection has been traced
to noneviscerated poultry purchased by fam-
ily households, Infection occurred in these
cases contamination with intesti-
nal contents of the diseased birds.

SALMONELLOSIS

Salmonellosis is common to all species of
domesticated poultry. There are numerous
different serotypes of Salmonella bacteria,
many of which are disease producing. Sal-
monella infections in humans are normally
contracted through ingestion. Over the past
several years, 3-500 Balmonella isolations
from humans have been reported per week.
The source of many of these isolations is
never determined. Of those traced to source
of origin, poultry and poultry products are
frequently incriminated.

TUBERCULOSIS

Avian tuberculosis is a disease very simi-
lar to tuberculosis in mammals. It is in
poultry usually contracted through the in-
testinal tract and lesions are thus prevalent
in these organs with more infrequent lung
leslons. Tuberculosis in fowl has a protracted
course and it Is usually not seen in young
birds. It will eventually lead to emaciation
and the death of the involved animal. Trans-
mission to humans usually occurs through
ingestion.

Mr. MONTOYA. Basic to meat and
poultry inspection laws is the authority
and requirement for the condemnation of
adulterated livestock and poultry. The
term “adulterated” encompasses inspec-
tion findings of conditions that can be
injurious to human health—and of con-
ditions not of themselves specifically
harmful to human health, but never-
theless considered unfit for human food
purposes.

Some examples of diseases which can
infect humans either from contact with
a carcass or portion of the carcass, from
consumption, or contamination of other
foods are: tuberculosis, salmonellosis,
ererysipelas, encephalitis, psittacosis, or-
nithosois; newcastle disease, staphylcoc-
cus, and streptococcus infections,

Diseases and conditions are also found
for which no direct causal relationship
with human health can be shown. In
these situations the animal or a part is
condemned on grounds that any diseased
animal or part is not wholesome for hu-
man consumption. Here would be in-
cluded conditions such as tumors, can-
cers, parasitic infections such as round-
worms, liver flukes, sheep tapeworm cysts,
specific infectious diseases such as hog
cholera, caseous lymphadenitis in sheep
and blackhead in turkeys and coccidiosis
in poultry. This too is “adulteration.”

The standard for meat, either live-
stock or poultry, that has been developed
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through public policy, is that it must be
clean and that it be derived from healthy
animals which are free of disease, abnor-
malities and contamination with noxious
substances and filth; that is, bruises, in-
juries, emaciation, dead before slaughter,
parasites, healed lesions, and so forth.

This standard is not based on identi-
fiable—scientifically established human
health hazards, but on the basic premise
that the consumer would not of free
choice consume a diseased animal nor
feed it to another person as it is unsound
or otherwise unfit for human consump-
tion.

Among the diseases which have been
found transmissible from poultry to man,
are some 11 bacterial diseases, six viral
diseases, three fungal diseases, two toxic
jllnesses, and four parasitic illnesses.
Eight other diseases may be carried by
poultry and can infect humans.

Mr. President, unless the committee
amendment is deleted or modified, the
condemnation of poultry carrying these
diseases would become impossible with
resultant disastrous results. Mr. Presi-
dent, I will await the return of Senator
TaLMADGE on Monday before suggesting
action on this bill. But I am sure the
language should be changed in order to
effectuate the purpose for which it was
introduced but not have the ramifica-
tions that I am afraid would be inimical
to the consumers’ interest at the present
time.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New Mexico yield?

Mr. MONTOYA. Iyield.

Mr. HATFIELD. I should like to ask a
question or two of the distinguished Sen-
ator from New Mexico; but, before doing
so, would like to comment that, as a
member of the committee who has lis-
tened and made certain conclusions on
this very important subject, I believe the
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER],
our chairman; the Senator from Flori-
da [Mr. HoLrLanp]l, who proposes one of
the amendments; the Senator from Min-
nesota [Mr. MonpaLE]l—for that matter,
everyone on the committee— are seek-
ing the same basic goals; namely, to pro-
tect the consumer.

As I understand it, it is basically now
a question of the best procedures to fol-
low in order to accomplish those goals.

My question to the Senator is this:
Whether it does not really come right
down to the question of how we interpret
the language of Federal and State re-
quirements in relation to inspection, that
State programs are at least equal to Fed-
eral inspection programs?

Mr. MONTOYA. Yes; that is the tenet
and the purpose of the bill; namely, to
encourage a State inspection system
which will be equal to or excel the Fed-
eral system. That is the noble purpose of
the bill. The Senator is right, that the
point of inquiry here is: Does the bill ac-
complish that purpose in the consumers’
interest, and if it does not, how can we
improve upon the language in the bill?

Mr. HATFIELD. How would the Sen-
ator from New Mexico interpret the lan-
guage “at least equal”? Is this in the
wording of State statutes? Does it in-
clude the matter of inspection proce-
dure? Does it include, as well, matters of
enforcement? In other words, how do we
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interpret the words “at least equal” to
Federal inspection?

Mr, MONTOYA. I believe that there is
general agreement, so far as the commit-
tee is concerned, and so far as Congress
is concerned—Congress having consid-
ered and enacted the Red Meat Inspec-
tion Act of 1967—that equality of in-
spection means that the States must
have the kind of mandatory in-
spection that would be equal to the Fed-
eral laws, and coincident with such par-
ticular laws, there must be the same
quality of enforcement. These two things
must coincide and be parallel to the Fed-
eral structure before we can say that we
have protected the consumer at the same
level that Federal inspection laws do to-
day, or will in the future.

Mr, HATFIELD. If the Senator will
yield further, would the Senator say that
this is a question, then, and a very com-
prehensive question, of interpreting
what is equal not only in the language
of the statute but also in matters of in-
spection, and in matters of enforcement
and, therefore, that it will take time to
be able appropriately to evaluate the
State laws that we want to determine as
being equal to the Federal laws?

Mr. MONTOYA. There is no question
about that, because we have very little
experience across the vast landscape with
respect to intrastate inspection under
State laws, because this is an entirely
new field that has come up in the past
few years. In fact, I tell the Senator here,
and will read for the Recorp, that under
the present state of conditions in this
country, we have a few States with man-
datory inspections, and a few other States
with voluntary inspections, and we have
States with no poultry inspection laws
at all. Specifically, there are 33 States
with no poultry inspection laws. The only
inspection that is provided in the 33
States I am mentioning is by virtue of
the food and drug laws which have been
passed, and the general authority is there
with respect to food. But, specifically,
there are no poultry inspection laws in
33 States.

There are five States with voluntary
inspections, and that is optional with the
States, and the inspection is optional
with the particular producer. Therefore,
the inspection laws are not adequate in
those States. For all intents and pur-
poses, there are at least 38 States which
do not have adequate inspection laws.

Mr. HATFIELD. A further question:
Is it not only a question, then, of getting
laws on the statute books but also a ques-
tion of having personnel adequately
trained and geared to the machinery of
State inspection programs that we have
this question that arises now as to the
time factor?

Mr. MONTOYA. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct. The State inspection serv-
ice over poultry and meat is an entirely
new approach. In fact, the committee re-
port of the House of Representatives
states that there are only four active
inspection programs in this country to-
day, even though we have mandatory
laws in several other States. There are
only four active inspection programs in
this country.

Mr. HATFIELD. I understand, then,
that the Senator’s feeling is at this time
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that until the Federal law is truly in
operation in every respect, until the
States themselves are geared up, it is
premature at this time to start amend-
ing the red meat inspection law which
was enacted only recently, actually to
weaken it as it relates to Federal in-
spection.

Mr. MONTOYA. Absolutely.

Mr. HATFIELD. Would the Senator
agree, further, that there is today a great
deal of confusion that oftentimes exists
between Federal and State agencies in
the same field of endeavor, and, many
times we hear as a Senator from our
State, as I do from mine, and when I
was formerly Governor of Oregon I rec-
ognized it, that when a Federal regula-
tion or a Federal law is put info effect,
and before the States have time to get
involved and get geared up, the Federal
Government is accused—and I think
there is substantial evidence that it is
guilty on occasion—of changing that
regulation or law, or amending it, thus
creating a state of confusion which makes
it more difficult for the States really to
comply or move in to a common purpose
and a common program.

Mr. MONTOYA. The Senator from
Oregon is absolutely correct.

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

Mr. MONTOYA. I yield.

Mr, HOLLAND, In connection with the
same subject that has been discussed in
the colloquy between the distinguished
Senator from New Mexico and the distin-
guished Senator from Oregon, is it not
true that the bill makes the Secretary of
Agriculture the sole judge of whether
the law of any particular State and its
enforcement is equal to or better than
the Federal law and its enforcement?

Mr. MONTOYA. That is correct. How-
ever, there is this misgiving about that
provision: While the States, on paper,
may have inspection laws equal to the
Federal law, will they be so enforced and
if not, what, if anything, can be done to
protect the consumer from watered down
enforcement once the Secretary of Agri-
culture has relinquished his econtrol to
make a positive finding that the method
of enforcement or the method of inspec-
tion, across the vast American landscape,
can be standardized, and thus properly
certificate a particular State inspection
system as contemplated by the amend-
ment of the Senator from Florida. That
is one of the main points of contention.

Further, the particular provision that
is espoused by the Senator from Florida
has a way of bringing the States into
certification by the Secretary of Agricul-
ture provided they have equality of
standards and equality of inspection
procedures and methods of enforcement
thereof. But the Holland amendment
contains no provision to the effect that
the Secretary may later remove those
certifications.

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator has not
read the bill carefully, because the bill
provides that the Secretary has the com-
plete right, and it shall be his duty, to
remove recognition which he has previ-
ously given to a State system and its en-
forcement, in the event he finds that the
standards do not remain up to or equal
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to or better than equal to Federal stand-
ards

Mr. MONTOYA. I am fully aware of
that provision; but that provision re-
quires the Secretary of Agriculture, un-
der certain circumstances which are
alien to this particular provision, to
give the States 30 days’ notice to change
the conditions in a certain plan; other-
wise, Federal inspection will step in. Af-
ter that due notice, if the State fails,
then there must be publication for an
additional 30 days. Then there might be
some kind of court procedure, in addi-
tion to that, if the State still refuses. In
the meantime, there is at least a 60-day
lapse during which meat is being moved
in interstate commerce, affecting the
consumers of this country. That lapse
can be dangerous to the consumers.

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

Mr. MONTOYA. I yield to the Senator
from Minnesota.

Mr. MONDALE. Under the Wholesome
Meat Act of 1967, if a plant now under
a State system wishes to market its pro-
duction interstate—that is, nationally—
may it not do so by immediately rejoin-
ing the Federal system today?

Mr. MONTOYA. That is correct.

Mr. MONDALE. So that if there is a
plant that wants a national market now,
it has a full and complete remedy avail-
able to it?

Mr. MONTOYA. That is correct.

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

Mr. MONTOYA. I yleld to the Senator
from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. Is it not true that a
provision of the bill—and this is also
true in the case of the Wholesome Meat
Act—permits the Federal Government
to pay portions of the inspection costs
and enforcement costs up to 50 percent
of the total in the event the Secretary
has found the enforcement is at least
equal to the Federal enforcement? And,
does it not provide that when he finds
that is not the case, he has the right to
call off that Federal contribution to the
expense of the enforcement?

Mr. MONTOYA. The Secretary may
offer up to 50 percent to the States as
a contribution for the enforcement of
the State inspection system. That is
basic in this law, and it is basic in the
Red Meat Inspection Act. The additional
provision to which the Senator from
Florida refers, I do not at this time
recall.

Mr. HOLLAND., Well, the Senator will
find in the bill that the Secretary has a
right to discontinue the contributions to
the enforcement costs, just as he has the
right to call off recognition.

Mr. MONTOYA. If there is failure of
enforcement.

Mr. HOLLAND. Yes; if the enforce-
ment is not equal to or better than Fed-
eral inspection, he has the right to call
it off. So that additional weight is given
to the Secretary’s powers in this matter.

I happen to know, as chairman of the
subcommittee handling agricultural ap-
propriations, that already we have in-
creased this year the Federal payment
for this purpose in order that we can now
help the States to reach this “at least
equal to” performance. As a matter of
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fact, they are asking far more than we
granted.

I just want the record to show we have
imposed upon the Secretary the duty
that if States at first meet the Federal
standards and have a law and enforce-
ment that are at least equal to Federal
enforcement, he first can make the allot-
ment of the Federal funds up to 50 per-
cent of the cost; and then, if the State
fails in its enforcement, he can call it
off. That is exactly what he should do.

It looks to me like my distinguished
friend has little confidence in the atti-
tude of the Secretary of Agriculture or
in his employees, who, by this law, are
given the right to go into every plant, in-
to any plant, and check any aspect of en-
forcement, check on enforcement in the
field, where the consumers’ interest is
affected, which is not permitted State
inspected products if the product goes
beyond the State lines. And the Secretary
has the power to cut off that contribu-
tion of up to 50 percent of the cost in the
way of Federal funds, which is given
only if the State law has been found by
the Secretary to be equal to the Federal
law and if the enforcement of the law
has been found equal to Federal en-
forcement.

Mr. MONTOYA, May I say to my good
friend from Florida that I do not think
he and I disagree on what we are trying
to accomplish. I want to say for the rec-
ord here that I do not mean to impugn
the motives of my good friend from
Florida or of any member of the com-
mittee with respect to their individual
stand on this particular provision which
the Senator from Florida has offered in
committee and which is now part of the
bill. However, I have great concern, may
I say to my friend from Florida,
that, because of the experience we have
had, the consumer is not going to be as
fully protected as he would be under the
Federal-State relationship which is
threaded through the red meat inspec-
tion act which we adopted last year.

In my opinion, I think the amendment
offered by the Senator from Florida di-
lutes the noble purpose that we have in
mind, and I think it opens the back door
for the opportunity for unscrupulous
dealers in meat to invade the channels
of interstate commerce with a State in-
spection level which is permissible under
the amendment the Senator from Florida
has offered as part of this bill.

That is one of my great concerns, and
I intend to discuss the specifics of it in
my discussion of the so-called Holland
amendment,

Mr. President, I would like to discuss
the specifics of the Holland amendment,
I am sorry to take up so much time on
this, but I think it is a very important
element in our consideration of the bill.

AMENDMENT NO. 811

On behalf of myself, Senator Mon-
pALE, Senator McGoverN, Senator HAT-
FIELD, Senator Crark, and Senator Fong,
I have proposed an amendment, which
is at the desk, dealing with the so-called
Holland amendment. I ask that it be
called up at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair wishes to inquire of the Senator
whether that is No. 1 or No. 2.

Mr. MONTOYA. It is No. 3.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. 3. The
clerk will state the amendment.

The LecisrLaTive CLERK. It is proposed,
on page 63, beginning with line 7, strike
out all down through line 17.

On page 91, beginning with line 13,
strike out all down through line 13 on
page 92.

On page 92, line 14, strike out “Sgkc.
21” and insert in lieu thereof “Skc, 20".

On page 92, line 20, strike out “Sec.
22” and insert in lieu thereof “Sec. 21".

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are those
amendments to be considered en bloc?

Mr. MONTOYA. The ones I have just
called up I ask unanimous consent be
considered en bloc.

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

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I have
two other amendments at the desk, ap-
plying to the so-called Talmadge provi-
sion and the so-called Aiken exemption
provision in the present bill. I ask unani-
mous consent that they be ordered to be
printed and lie at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The
amendments will be received and printed,
and will lie at the desk,

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that they be printed
at this point in the REcorb.

The amendments referred to were
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

On page 46, after the period in line 15,
strike out all down through the period in
line 18.

On page 77, beginning with line 3, strike
out all down through line 15 on page 79,
and insert in leu thereof the following:

“{e) (1) The Secretary shall, by regulation
and under such conditions, including sani-
tary standards, practices, and ures, as
he may prescribe, exempt from specific pro-
visions of this Act—

“(A) the slaughtering by any person of
poultry of his own raising, and the process-
ing by him and transportation in commerce
of the poultry products exclusively for use
by him and members of his household and
his nonpaying guests and employees;

“(B) the custom slaughter by any person
of poultry delivered by the owner thereof
for such slaughter, and the processing by
such slaughterer and trans tion in com-
merce of the poultry products exclusively for
use, in the household of such owner, by him
and members of his household and his non-
paying guests and employees: Provided, That
such custom slaughtered does not engage in
the business of buying or selling any poultry
products capable of use as human food;

“(C) the slaughtering and processing of
poultry products in any State or Territory
or the District of Columbia by any poultry
producer on his own premises with respect
to sound and healthy poultry ralsed on his
premises and the distribution by any person
solely within such jurisdiction of the poultry
products derived from such operations, if, in
lieu of other labeling requirements, such
poultry products are identified with the name
and address of such poultry producer, and
if they are not otherwise misbranded, and are
sound, clean, and fit for human food when
so distributed; and

*(D) the slaughtering of sound and healthy
poultry or the processing of poultry products
of such poultry in any State or Territory or
the District of Columbia by any poultry pro-
ducer or other person for distribution by
him solely within such jurisdiction directly
to household consumers, restaurants, hotels,
and boarding houses, for use in their own
dining rooms or in the preparation of meals
for sales direct to consumers, if, in lieu of
other labeling requirements, such poultry




23844

products are ldentified with the name and
address of the processor, and if they are not
otherwise misbranded and are sound, clean,
and fit for human food when distributed by
such processor.

The exemptions provided for in clauses (C)
and (D) above shall not apply if the poultry
producer or other person engages in the cur-
rent calendar year in the business of buying
or selling any poultry or poultry products
other than as specified in such clauses, or if
the number of head of poultry processed by
him in the current calendar year exceeds
such limits as the Secretary may by regula-
tion prescribe, consistent with subparagraph
(3), as appropriate to avoid a requirement of
inspection of processing operations of such
a size that the cost of furnishing inspection
would be excessive in relation to the volume
processed or the rendering of inspection
would otherwise be impracticable,

“(2) In addition to the specific exemptions
provided herein, the Secretary shall, when he
determines that the protection of consumers
from adulterated or misbranded poultry
products will not be impaired by such action,
provided by regulation, consistent with sub-
paragraph (3), for the exemption of the op-
eration and products of small enterprises
(including poultry producers), not exempted
under subparagraph (1), which are engaged
in any State or Territory or the District of
Columbia in slaughtering and/or cutting up
poultry for distribution as carcasses or parts
thereof solely for distribution within such
jurisdiction, from such provisions of this Act
as he deems appropriate, while still protect-
ing the public from adulterated or mis-
branded products, under such conditions, in-
cluding sanitary requirements, as he shall
prescribe to effectuate the purposes of this
Act.

“(8) No exemption under subparagraph
(1) (A) or (B) or subparagraph (2) shall
apply to any poultry producer or other person
who slaughters or processes the products of
more than 4,000 turkeys or an equivalent
number of poultry of all species in the cur-
rent calendar year (4.5 birds of other specles
being deemed the equivalent of one turkey),

“(d) The adulteration and misbranding
provisions of this Act, other than the re-
gquirement of the inspection legend, shall
apply to articles which are exempted from
inspection wunder this section, except as
otherwise specified under paragraphs (a) and
(c) »

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, the
committee very unwisely adopted an
amendment which not only undercuts
the effectiveness of the new provisions
to the Poultry Products Inspection Act
which we are presently considering, but
also undermines the existing Federal
poultry inspection program, and would
render meaningless all of the countless
man-hours that went into the adoption
of the Wholesome Meat Act of last year.

Mr. President, the bill we have before
us contains provisions which would
amend both the Poultry Products In-
spection Act and the Wholesome Meat
Act to permit the movement in inter-
state commerce of both meat and poul-
try products processed under State in-
spection at any establishment in a State
under requirements which the Secretary
determines are at least equal to those
under the Federal act. In addition, such
products may be brought into and used
in a federally inspected establishment.

Subsection 5(c) (5) of S. 2932, provides
in substance that poultry products
processed under State inspection at any
establishment in any State not made
subject to Federal inspection under re-
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quirements at least equal to those pro-
vided for Federal inspection would be
eligible for distribution in interstate
commerce, the same as poultry products
recelving Federal inspection.

The House considered a similar pro-
vision and wisely voted to delete it from
the House-passed bill, H.R. 16363. Con-
sumer group, industry organizations,
and labor unions, all opposed this pro-
vision in testimony before the Livestock
and Grains Subcommittee. They said it
would endanger the present Federal in-
spection program and threaten the uni-
formity of inspection.

In testifying before the House Sub-
committee on Livestock and Grains,
Representative Near Smite, who I un-
derstand was one of the authors and
introducers of the bill, recommended de-
letion of this provision from H.R. 15146.
I quote from his statement appearing in
the House hearings on pages 2 and 3:

If left in the bill, this provision would
permit nonfederally inspected poultry from
plants in States which had qualified for
Federal funds to be sold in interstate com-
merce. This provision is not in the Red Meat
Act and I understand it was added to the
poultry bill, as recommended by the De-
partment, at the request of some State secre-
taries of agriculture.

When a State meets Federal standards and
has an enforcement program at least equal to
the Federal program they are removed from
the list of States where intrastate plants will
be federally inspected; however, they could
become lax for several months before they
can be placed back on the list. This is be-
cause section 5(c) (3) provides that reinstat-
ing Federal inspection shall only be after a
30-day notice and publication in the Federal
reglister, By the time Federal inspection could
be reinstated, millions of pounds of contami-
nated poultry products could have moved
all over the United States or the world. The
constant possibility that this would be oc-
curring could hurt both our domestic and
forelgn markets for poultry.

If poultry from these plants were to move
in interstate commerce, the very least that
should be provided is a continuing review by
Federal inspectors of the whole operations
within the State and authority to reinstate
Federal inspection instantly if the State fell
below the Federal standards. That kind of
provision, I think, would create such great
friction when applied, and be so costly and
disrupting, that it seems to me the added
language should simply be eliminated.

Mr. President, I was heartened by the
fact that the House had taken Repre-
sentative SmiTH's advice. Congressman
SmiTH, one of the proponents of a strong
and effective meat inspection act last
year did much to contribute to the excel-
lent piece of legislation which finally be-
came law. So he is not without qualifica-
tions to speak on the subject.

While this measure was before the
House, another strongly consumer-
oriented Representative, who likewise
contributed to the success of the Whole-
some Meat Act last year, Representative
Tom FoLEY, of Washington, opposed this
provision. In the House committee re-
port, Representative FoLey had this to
say about the House decision to delete
this provision:

The provision would have given a blank

check to State programs which are untried—
in fact, to ones which do not even exist right
now. While these programs are to be “at least
equal” to the Federal one, according to the
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bill, there are bound to be variations in ac-
tual practice. In fact, one large industry trade
association warned the committee that if this
provision were to stay in the bill, then firms
must have to decide whether each of their
individual plants which ship across State
lines should be under Federal or State in-
spection,

On this point, during the hearings be-
fore the Senate Subcommittee on Agri-
cultural Research and General Legisla-
tion, Mr. Vie Pringle, representing the
Institute of American Poultry Industries,
appeared to testify on this point. I might
state for the Recorp, Mr. President, that
the institute is a 40-year-old nonprofit
national association, representing all
segments of the poultry and egg indus-
tries. Its members process and market
the major share of the Nation’s chickens,
turkeys, ducks, and other poultry. In
addition, their membership includes pro-
ducers, breeders, hatcherymen, and
allied interests.

Mr. Pringle testified as follows, as
shown on page 243 of the Senate hear-
ings:

Nevertheless, if the committee should
adopt a program which would provide for
multi-inspection programs as provided by
8. 2032, including the provisions of section
5(c)5 which permits interstate shipment, we
believe it necessary for the bill to make it
clear that a plant presently under Federal
inspection, but located in a State which es-
tablishes a State system as provided in this
bill, will have the election of operating under
the State system If it so desires,

Mr. President, what we would have,
as this testimony clearly points out,
would be competition between the Fed-
eral and the State programs and be-
tween the States themselves on which
can attract more clients. Unserupulous
producers and processors would shop
around for the States with the least rigid
enforcement practices where they could
establish plants free from the effective
Federal inspection. The end result
would be unwholesome and adulterated
meat and poultry products flowing to
every table in this country. This can-
not be tolerated. If there is even one
hint that this would be done, Congress
would be remiss in even thinking about
such a proposal as is now contained in
S. 2932. The primary issue to which we
must address ourselves to here today is
consumer protection.

And, Mr. President, this would not be
limited to poultry products. As I have
already stated, the provision as con-
tained in the bill adds section 20 to S.
2932 and would amend the Wholesome
Meat Act to incorporate comparable
provisions in that act.

Mr. President, in January of this year
the U.S. Department of Agriculture did
a survey of nonfederally inspected poul-
try plants. Reports were prepared jointly
by the USDA and the States on condi-
tions in nonfederally inspected plants.
My staff prepared a summary of the
kinds of situations these reports reflect.
In addition, inspection personnel ex-
perienced in these matters were inter-
viewed in order to be more precise as to
the conditions actually found. I would
like to relate to my colleagues some of
tl::l cgndmons which these reports re-
Vv ea:
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Only a few of the plants surveyed fully
met minimum Federal sanitation re-
quirements.

Approximately one-third need major
changes, one-third minor changes, and
one-third could be considered basically
in compliance with the Poultry Products
Inspection Act standards.

The sanitary conditions in many of
the nonfederally inspected poultry plants
were so bad that production of sanitary
product was impossible.

Wood floors, cracked, leaking, and
soaked with blood, meat juices, and water
exuded a sour odor and could never be
adequately cleaned. Many concrete floors
were pitted, worn, and eroded so that
pools of blood water were common in
areas where food products were being
processed. Many of the floor drains were
untrapped with the result that sewer gas
and other odors of decomposing meat
and blood were present in the processing
TOoOmS.

In many instances, windows and doors
were not screened or kept closed with
the result that flies could move freely
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from the filthy and decomposing poultry
carcasses, feathers, and manure into the
processing room where product was being
prepared for food.

Accumulations of rubbish, junk, ma-
nure, and rotting chicken parts around
the outside of the plant were infested
with rodents which also had free access
to move over tables, other equipment,
and product when the plant was not in
operation. It is well known that rodents
always contaminate with urine and feces
wherever they have acecess.

Because of inadequate ventilation and
the crowding of operations, feces, dust,
and feathers from live birds were present
in the processing rooms and contaminat-
ing the poultry meat. Rough ceilings and
moisture condensation on ceilings and
walls resulted in the growth of mold and
accumulation of dust, dirt, scaling paint,
and other filth which was a constant
source of contamination of product.

In many instances, there were no facil-
ities for producing hot water or steam
and it was obvious that the plant facili-
tlies had never been adequately cleaned.
Picking rooms and equipment were un-
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believably filthy and stinking with ac-
cumulation from months of operations
never being completely removed.

In many cases, there were no hand-
washing facilities so that employees who
used the toilet facilities were unable to
wash their hands before handling prod-
uct. Also soiling of the hands from feath-
ers, feces, or diseased conditions, includ-
ing pus and infectious materials could
not be adequately removed from the em-
ployee’s hands.

Poultry carcasses and meat were being
cut up and handled on the tables and
other equipment made of wood which
was water and blood soaked. Thick ac-
cumulations of fat and meat juices, sour
and decomposing were often seen on this
equipment.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have some materials printed at
this point in the Recorp listing condi-
tions in intrastate plants that have been
designated to State officials as endanger-
ing health.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

INTRASTATE PLANTS THAT HAVE BEEN DESIGNATED TO STATE OFFICIALS AS ENDANGERING PUBLIC HEALTH, FROM JAN. 1, 1968, TO JULY 26, 1968

State and address of plant

Type of operation

Reason for action

Followup action

Arizona: Casa Grande (included in 1962 Slaughtering.........
survey).

Failure to control insects and vermins. Lack of environ- Corrective inspectional procedure instituted.

mentnl sanitation. Insanitary handling of meat and

eat b ucts.
o T RS IS e T L TN YR ) | Fal-lun w,mtrol insects. lnsanllar'y procedures used in Da.
mﬂn;u!achmnz products. Lack of environmental sani-
Artzona: TUCSON. .. .. .oooaocunciccamcnnans B Failure to control inedible and condemned products. Lack Do.
of environmental sanitation, Inum!nnr procedures
used in manufacturing prnd
Connecticut: Plainfield. . ... ... do.... ... _............._... Failure to control condemned which | diately closed by State officials.
gad k:onmma ed Iriswmod' -nd msed Spoiled meat
ucts prese
Del : Dover_.. ki . Slaughtering and processing........ Honpohhd ﬁ;e '\:a?r(wntamlmtsd being used in producing Closed by State program director
rodu r human consy
Idaho: Coeur d'Alene. .. .. -coeeeeeeoeccannas B s s e e s Failure to properly control inedible and condemned corm Inspu:ﬂon procedures instituted by the State
Idaho; Kingston. ..o -ccoeicroaennnnas Slaughtering and sausage processing. Improper oontrnl of condemned animals. Lack of p C p P | instituted by the State
proper control of Iﬂod h officials.
and condemned products.
Idaho: Wallace..__................... Wholesale slaughtering and proc- Lack of proper emrlmnmonlal sanitation. Lack of control Da.
essing. of inedible and ¥ p used
in manufactunn%
I:Ilago Illd'ho Falls.........cco........ Slaughtering and processing - of proper en mnmental sanltnhl‘m 5 gg:
B R o o o S e g W e o et o s 4
Hlinois: Alhambra it Slaughterlns el e R S e -~ A plant closed by State program director,
Michigan: e I S T L onka ARG Lol T i o S e TR YOO T R Corrective action taken by State officials. Sub uently
ma pinnt requested and was approved for Federal

Miclligan): Richmond (included in 1967 Slaughtering and processing._ .. _.
survey).
Michig:zu Iron River (included in 1967 _..._ o

mental sanitation.

- Insanitary handling of product. Lack of proper environ-

cl-nnd by Stals officials.

............. Insanitary handling o t. Lack of | State officials have instituted corrective inspectional pro-
survey). sanitation. Lack of oontml of inedible and r.undamnad cedures and have had the plant correct and cham
products. f?cilﬂil:ss and equipment to alleviate sanitary d
Clenc
New Hampshire: Goffstown_....__.._.__ Slaughtering and retail store__ ... ___ Nonpotable water (contaminated) being used in pro- I ti as a result of State
ducing products for human consumption, cumu:tm action. Suurl:a of water to retail operations
converted to new source.
Nevada: ROBO-....c.cooncnisucnananan Pr g -<--- Improper environmental sanitation____________________ Plant closed temporarily to nitiate a cleanup.
Nevady: Bl ot sl Lot il ght kg and processing. ... Faiurs to control condemned and inedible products. In- Corrective _ inspectional procedures ins:ilutad by the
san yp used in ing p State officials,
s ja: Gardnerville. .. S R e e e L | R e T e s Do.
Nevada: Las Vegas_....._.. s i ek L LR L | tal itation. Lack of control of Do.

Pennsylvania: Dalton. ... coceeenana-.. Slaughtering- ...
Penn 9érlmmia Johnstown (included in __._ gL e

............. Improper environmental sanitation

condemned amt inedible products.

weeunwn--~ Failure to properly control condemned product.....

State program director instituted correclive inspection
prgcoeduras as well as providing increased supervision,

1 Aot

corrective action was taken by the State
officials and have i

_____ Corrective inspection procedures instituted by Stale

officials. I ge has been i

Surve
Utah: Lem._. At T Lack of control of insects and vermins. | p
i mental itary handling nf t
{10 N B e S TR ST T | Srapee l. tal y handling Do.
of produc
Utah: Vernal......coeueoeaeeenn . ... Slaughtering and processing...._... Lack of proper environmental sanitation___....__._.
Nebraska: Omaha......... ..o e L S M AN SNE I L S e dn e L e
Puerto Rico: 8plants. ... . _________. =
Toxas il Sstasi o oo Slnughteiinn NG DrooResiNg - - o e e S T 3
e e A SR e i N R S I R R RS R S e S e e e e R T

Mr, MONTOYA. Mr. President, these
are not examples from a science fiction
novel. Neither are they citations from
Upton Sinelair’s book, “The Jungle,”
which was quoted so widely during the

discussion on the Wholesome Meat Act
last year. These are not examples of the
conditions which existed in the red meat
industry prior to passage of the Whole-
some Meat Act. They are examples of

the very conditions which are prevalent
today—right this minute—in the non-
federally inspected plants of this coun-
t;

Iy.
Plants were surveyed in the States of
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Alabama, California, Florida, Georgia,
Louisiana, Mississippi, Missouri, North
Carolina, Ohio, South Carolina, Texas,
and Tennessee. Production in the sur-
veyed plants ranged in volume from 50
to 500,000 birds per week.

Certainly poultry and poultry products
prepared under these conditions are
highly contaminated. They are so repul-
sive that should consumers of this Na-
tion have any idea of the primitive con-
ditions under which the product was
prepared, they would never pick up an-
other piece of poultry again except to
chuck it out the back door for the vul-
tures.

Mr. President, I cite these examples
not as a condemnation of the poultry in-
dustry of this country for they have been
very responsible in trying to enact a bill
which would truly give the consumers of
this Nation the protection from adulter-
ated poultry products they deserve, The
poultry industry of this country, in gen-
eral, supports 100 percent the deletion of
the provision which I seek to delete. I
will cite specific endorsements on behalf
of the industry in support of my efforts
here today. However, I do cite these ex-
amples of the filthy conditions discov-
ered within the nonfederally inspected
plants to illustrate the erying need to not
only strengthen the State programs but
to do all we can to see that Federal in-
spection is not diluted. My amendment
would insure that the consumer is fully
protected.

I know it will be argued that the pro-
visions of this bill would not become
fully operative until the State programs
meet requirements which the Secretary
of Agriculture determines are at least
equal to those of the Federal program.
To this I would say, Mr. President, let us
look at the record of State laws today:
Only 13 States have mandatory inspec-
tion for wholesomeness and of these only
four have active programs; five States
have mandatory inspection laws for
spot check, sanitation, or general food
laws; five States have voluntary inspec-
tion programs; two States have Federal-
State agreements; one State could not
even refer the Department of Agriculture
officials to any one in the State house
who could even answer the questions
asked; and 24 States have no law other
than spot check, health control, or gen-
eral food law.

I am further informed by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture that none of these
would even begin to meet the Federal
standards. After all these years and the
States have failed to move to perfect
their poultry inspection systems.

Let us assume for the sake of argu-
ment that one State did qualify and met
all the Federal requirements both on
paper and in practice. How would we the
consumers know that that State did not
revert back to its original loose laws?
We would not unless we required con-
tinued costly surveillance on the part of
the Secretary of Agriculture to insure
that they did not slack off on their en-
forcement. And what could be done if a
State qualified for interstate shipment
and then fell down in its enforcement or
deleted its laws. Probably nothing.

Mr. President, I do not wish my re-
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marks to be interpreted as a witch hunt
against the State inspection systems.
There is no one in this Chamber that
has worked any harder then I to estab-
lish a truly Federal-State cooperative at-
mosphere. The Wholesome Meat Act of
last year was in this vein, I struggled to
preserve the Federal-State relationship
by opposing complete federalization of
the meat inspection program. And I
might say I struggled successfully. The
fruits of that struggle are now beginning
to be felt. Again this year when we had
before the committee legislation which
would have completely federalized the
poultry inspection system, I opposed
them and insisted that we preserve our
Federal-State system and give the States
their due recognition.

However, by the same token, Mr, Presi-
dent, let us recognize where the true lines
of division ought to be made. If we are
to have a Federal-State system. Let us
leave to the Federal Government that
which is truly within their constitutional
jurisdiction; namely, control over inter-
state commerce. And, let us leave to the
States that which has been traditionally
been left to their policing; namely, intra-
state commerce.

This is a two-way street. If we are to
protect against complete Federal in-
fringement, then let us be as vigorous in
our defense against State involvement in
traditionally and constitutionally Feder-
al domain.

Mr. President, I would like to read ex-
cerpts from a letter which was written
by Mr. E. H. Flitton, vice president of one
of our large meatpacking plants in this
country, George A. Hormel & Co., to illus-
trate that what I say is not idle thinking.
This is a letter dated July 12, 1968, and
addressed to the Honorable Harold Le-
Vander, Governor of Minnesota. It reads
as follows:

JuLy 12, 1968.
Hon. HaroLD LEVANDER,
Governor of Minnesota,
St. Paul, Minn.

My DEAR GoveErNOR: I read with consider-
able interest the story in last Tuesday's paper
about discussions held at the Midwest Gov-
ernors’ Conference regarding the new Federal
Meat Inspection Act.

At this time, I cannot speak for your entire
Advisory Committee; but, as one member
representing the Hormel Company, would
like to respectfuny advise you of our positton
regarding any efforts to have the Federal
government allow state inspected meat to
ship in interstate commerce even though the
state Inspection Act, when it is hopefully
passed, will meet with the approval of
U.S.D.A. regulations for state meat inspec-
tion programs on a cooperative basis.

We think that this would be wrong in
principle. Since Federal inspection is avail-
able upon application, we think that estab-
lishments desiring to ship interstate should
be required to meet the higher Federal stand-
ards.

Our concern is that the state cooperative
program will not be as stringent in regulat-
ing the smaller plants as the U.S.D.A. is in
regulating plants who ship interstate. State
inspection laws to be approved for imple-
mentation by the U.SD.A. over all meat
slaughtering and meat processing will re-
quire that Federal standards be met with
respect to formulations but that Federal
standards, with respect to facilities, will
probably not have to be observed.

As we see it, the only reason that a plant
wishing to ship on an interstate basis would
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not apply for Federal inspection would be
to avold spending the monies necessary to
accommodate its facilities to the rigid stand-
ards required by the U.SD.A. but not re-
quired by the state law.

If the state standards are adequate to
protect the public health in interstate com-
merce, then it would seem that the higher
Federal standards might be thought to be
unnecessary. We belleve that all of us who
sell across state lines ought to play the
game uniformly according to the same set
of rules and regulations.

Since we now understand that your posi-
tlon and that of Commissioner Schwandt
differ from ours on this issue, we wanted to
respectfully express our views to you.

Cordially yours,
E. H. FL.ITTON.

Mr. President, I have gone on at length
and I beg my colleagues indulgence for
just a few more moments. However, I feel
so strongly that our meat and poultry
inspection systems will be eroded and
consumer protection so adversely affected
that I feel it incumbent to fight these
particular provisions in the bill with
every ounce of strength I can muster.

Mr. President, it has come to my at-
tention that the major meat processors
have underway major construction
changes, including alteration, remodel-
ing, and modernization in their existing
intrastate processing plants. This as a
result of the requirements of the Whole-
some Meat Act. The result of such up-
dating will be better consumer protec-
tion and will in the end be to the credit
of the industry. However, should the pro-
visions which I seek to delete be per-
mitted to remain in the bill, the tendency
of these plants will, I am informed, to
forget about the modernization of their
plants until they see what the States are
going to do. If they feel they can operate
within a State without updating their
plants and still qualify for shipping in
interstate commerce, then their modern-
1zing plans, which is costing them money,
will be disposed of in the wastebasket.
The end result will be that the consumer
will suffer the consequences.

It is important to note, too, that we
are talking about a multibillion-dollar
industry. The industry itself supports my
position for they recognize that otherwise
they would be exposed to sheer confu-
sion. There would be variations in the
provisions of the laws from State to State
and between the State and the Federal
programs, The eventual cost to the in-
dustry to operate under such a variation
of laws would be crippling. This in turn
would be crippling to our economy. I
emphasize, Mr. President, this is no sim-
ple proposition with which we are toying
here today.

Not only would the industry itself be
confused, but think of the effect on the
poor consumer, When the consumer went
to purchase meat or poultry, she would
not know whether that product was proc-
essed in the best of sanitary conditions
or in the worst. She would be confused,
hurt, and downright frustrated.

Mr. President, in closing, I would like
to insert for the record a number of en-
dorsements of my efforts as well as a
number of other materials which I think
should clarify for our colleagues as to
what groups are supporting my position.
I think it will become clear that appar-
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ently only one group stands behind the
attempts to keep these undesirable
amendments in the bill.

As I have stated before, the poultry
industry as a whole wishes me every suc-
cess. I referred earlier to the Institute
of American Poultry Industries, a 40-
year-old, nonprofit national association,
representing all segments of the poultry
and egg industries, has festified in sup-
port of deleting the very section which
I seek to delete. Their testimony before
the Senate Committee may be feund on
pages 240-248 of the hearings. I quote
from their testimony on page 243, when
referring to the House action in deleting
a similar provision from the House-
passed bill:

We commend the House for leaving out
that provision in its bill, HR. 16363.

Their representatives have also been
by to see me personally and express their
support.

I have a telegram from the National
Broiler Council, the national organiza-
tion which represents the broiler pro-
ducers of this Nation, which I read into
the RECORD:

WasnHineron, D.C.,
July 26, 1968.
Senator JoserH M. MONTOYA,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Strongly urge you support passage of poul-
try inspection bill with Montoya amendments
on exemptions and deleting section 5-C-5 so
that only chicken from federally inspected
plants could move in interstate commerce.

FRANK FRAZIER,
Ezecutive Vice President, National
Broiler Council.

I have a letter from Mr. Andrew J.
Biemiller, director, Department of Legis-
lation, American Federation of Labor
and Congress of Industrial Organizations,
urging Senators to back my position. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
this letter be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR
AND CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL
ORGANIZATIONS,

Washington, D.C.

Dear SewnaTor: The AFL-CIO strongly
supports strong, effective poultry inspection
legislation. As you know, the AFL-CIO
wholeheartedly supported the meat inspec-
tion law enacted in the 1967 session of the
80th C

Un!ortunat-ely, three changes made by the
Senate Agriculture Committee in the House-
passed poulfry inspection bill, HR. 16363,
would seriously undermine and weaken vital
consumer protection programs, They would
even jeopardize the existing meat and poul-
try inspection program and they would make
the proposed poultry inspection program
worse than ineffective.

One change would require an impossible
burden of proof for condemnation of unfit
poultry products.

A second change—weakening both meat
and poultry Iinspection programs—would
undermine present federal inspection by per-
mitting state-inspected plants to ship poul-
try products into interstate commerce.

A third change widens an unfortunate
exemption in the House-passed bill to allow
millions of pounds of poultry to go into
intra-state and interstate commerce without
any inspection for wholesomeness and
sanitation.
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We urge you to oppose these three provi-
slons. Without these three amendments, the
bill approved by the Senate Agriculture
Committee will protect consumers effec-
tively, but if these amendments are kept,
the new poultry inspection bill would be a
big step backward and would seriously harm
consumers.

Sincerely yours,
ANDREW J. BIEMILLER,
Director, Department of Legislation.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
this point in the REcorp a letter of sup-
port from Mr. Thomas J. Lloyd, interna-
tional president, and Mr, Patrick E. Gor-
man, international secretary-treasurer,
Amalgamated Meat Cutters & Butcher
Workmen of North America, This, as you
know, Mr. President, is the union repre-
senting those individuals employed in the
industry which would be affected by this
bill.

There being no objection, the letter was
ordered to be printed in the REecorp, as
follows:

AMALGAMATED MeAT OCUTTERS &
BurcHEr WoORKMEN oF NORTH
AMERICA,

Chicago, Ill., July 24, 1968.
Hon. EpMuND S. MUSKIE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR Muskie: The federal meat
and poultry inspection programs are now in
great jeopardy because of some amendments
which the Senate Agriculture Committee
added to the House-passed poultry inspection
bill. Instead of simply increasing consumer
protection, H.R. 16363, as amended, would ac-
tually curtall the consumer-protective effec-
tiveness of the present federal poultry and
meat inspection programs.

One amendment would require that con-
demnation of unfit poultry “must be sup-
ported by substantial sclentific fact” that the
bird “is Injurious for human consumption.”
As a result, an inspector would probably
have to approve cancercus poultry because
“substantial sclentific fact” does not exist
that the poultry cancer can be transmitted to
humans. Or he could not condemn birds con-
talning fecal matter or other filth because
there 1s no “substantial scientific fact” that
it “is injurious for human consumption.”

Another amendment would permit poultry
and meat which was inspected by a state pro-
gram to be shipped into interstate commerce.
As a result, the present federal meat and
poultry inspection system would have to com-
pete with the less rigorous state programs for
plants to inspect. Eventually, the state and
federal programs would have to bid on the
basis of who would provide the more lenient

on.

Congress has gone as far as it can in the
leglslation to provide that the state
be “at least equal” to the federal one. But
that hardly means that the state
would provide equally effective regulations
and enforcement in every aspect of inspec-
tion. There certainly will be varlations from
state to state and between states and the fed-
eral pr depending upon the political
situation in each state.

A third amendment increases an unfor-
tunate exemption already contained in the
House bill. Under this provision, plants ship-
ping tens of millions of pounds of poultry
annually into intra-state and Inter-state
commerce would be exempted not only from
inspection for wholesomeness, but also from
any sort of sanitation control

We respectfully urge that you oppose these
three provisions. If they are kept in the
bill, then HR. 18863 wﬂl 'ba extrame‘ly hsrm-
ful to consur
tection for them. We repeat these pmvi-
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sions would damage not only any new pro-
gram, but would also hurt existing meat and
poultry inspection.

Without these three amendments, the bill
would be similar to the Wholesale Meat Act
of 1967. It would be a strong, meaningful
and effective addition to the consumer-
protective legislation which the 80th Con-
gress has written into law.

Very truly yours,
THOMAS J. LLOYD,
International President.
Parrick E, GORMAN,
International Secretary-Treasurer

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. Daniel S. Bedell,
legislative representative, International
Union, United Automobile, Aerospace &
Agricultural Implement Workers of
America, has expressed the support of
his multimillion-member organization
and I ask unanimous consent to have
his letter made a part of the Recorp at
this point.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

INTERNATIONAL UNION, UNITED AU-
TOMOBILE, AEROSPACE & AGRICUL-
TURAL IMPLEMENT WORKERS OF
AMERICA—UAW,

Washington, D.C., July 23, 1968.
Hon. JoSEPH M, MONTOYA,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR MoONTOYA: The Poultry In-
spection bill, HR. 16363, that has been under
consideration by your Committee concerns
a matter about which we are deeply con-
cerned—that of giving the consumers com-
plete confidence in the wholesomeness of all
poultry and poultry products.

The areas of the bill which, in cur opinion,
would make this confldence less than valid
would be the impossible requirement of
proof for condemnation; allowing poultry
products to be shipped in interstate com-
merce from inadequate inspected state
plants, and the rermitting of poultry to Le
shipped from plants that do not conform to
the Federal Whole and Sanitary Inspection
requirement,

Your consideration of the consumer’s pro-
tection In these three areas is urgently re-
quested.

Sincerely, x

DaNIEL S. BEDELL,

Legislative Representative.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President,
throughout my statement I made refer-
ences to the widely acclaimed Whole-
some Meat Act which we enacted last
year. Probably no individuals had more
to do with the successful passage of that
measure than Congressman GRAHAM
Purcerr of Texas, Congressman NEAL
SmitH of Towa, and Congressman THOMAS
8. FoLEY of Washington. Again this year,
they have combined forces in introduc-
ing the Wholesome Poultry Products
Act. Their expertise in this field is sec-
ond to none. They know the pitfalls, the
strengths, the weaknesses of this meas-
ure. Because of their personal knowledge
of conditions in the poultry industry and
their own contributions, I was greatly
pleased to learn of their support of
position also. Again, Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that a letter of sup-
port, bearing all three signatures which
they have sent to my colleagues, be made
a part of the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, as follows:
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JoLy 27, 1968,

Dear SepNaToR: We fear that an amend-
ment added to the House-passed Poultry In-
spection Bill by the Senate Agriculture Com-
‘mittee would seriously weaken the Whole-
some Meat Act of 1967 and we would like to
advance some reasons for your consideration,
The amendment referred to would permit
state-inspected meat and poultry to move in
interstate commerce.

At present, only federally inspected meat
and poultry may be sold in interstate com-
merce. Under the Wholesome Meat Act of
1967, as well as the new Poultry Inspection
Bill, the States are given a minimum of at
least two years to bring their inspection pro-
grams up to Federal standards; otherwise,
the Federal inspection programs will apply
to all plants in the State, including those
which do not sell outside the State,

As a practical matter, these State programs
may not always measure up in all respects
to Federal standards, and when a state leg-
islation fails to appropriate enough funds
for inspectors or inspectors for any reason
become less effective, it may take several
months to correct the situation. These more
politically vulnerable State inspectors also
may not condemn labeling or the mixing
of large portions of fillers, The Committee
amendment would permit these plants un-
der law Inspections to ship all over the
United States. This would be unfair to U.S.
inspected plants which ship interstate to
the same market. It could result in promises
of accommodating inspections to meat plants
which will relocate and provide more pres-
sure upon State legislatures for under-fund-
ing of State inspection systems.

A consumer could not keep adequately in-
formed as to which plants in certain States
were really up to Federal standards and,
since foreign meat must meet Federal Stand-
ards at all times, he may conclude that the
only thing to do is buy only imported meat.

Any way one looks at it, we belleve it
would seriously undermine the Wholesome
Meat Act we passed last year.

We understand the National Broiler Coun-
cil is opposed to this amendment, and that
many of the legitimate packers and proc-
essors oppose the amendment and fear that
it would result in a lack of confidence in
meat products and a loss of markets, We
also understand that when 5. 2832 comes to
the Floor, Senator Montoya with bi-partisan
co-sponsors will offer an amendment to
strike the Committee amendment, As spon-
sors in the House of both the Wholesome
Meat Act and the Poultry Bill, we sincerely
hope you will consider the reasons we have
set forth above and support Senator Mon-
toya's motion.

Sincerely,
GrasAM PURCELL,
Member of Congress from Texas.
NEAL SMITH,
Member of Congress from Iowa.
TaomAS 5. FOLEY,
Member of Congress from Washington,

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I also
ask unanimous consent to have inserted
at this point in the Recorp, a news re-
lease, dated July 10, 1968, from the
Office of the Special Assistant to the
President for Consumer Affairs, voicing
the support of that office of my position.

There being no objection, the news
release was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

BeErTy FURNESS ATTACKS AMENDMENTS

T0o PoUurnTRY BILL

Betty Purness today attacked several new
Senate amendments to the poulfry inspec-
tion bill as “very unfortunate provisions
that can do nothing but harm to the con-
sumer."”
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The Special Assistant to the President for
Consumer Affairs said at~
tached by the Senate Agriculture Commit-
tee could “seriously impair the effectiveness
of both the new poultry legislation and the
Meat Inspection Act passed last year.”

“American consumers need, deserve and
demand strong and effective inspection pro-
cedures for the food they consume,” Miss
PFurness said. “If the Senate amendments
are written into law it will become very dif-
ficult to insure that such procedures will
be applied to meat and poultry.”

“If the new amendments are enacted,” she
said, “States with meat and poultry inspec-
tion programs that appear to equal the Fed-
eral poultry program and the Federal meat
program will be able to ship their products
anywhere in the country without the Fed-
eral stamp.”

“States will be competing with each other
to attract meat and poultry packers and a
very ready form of competition could be
the lowering of inspection standards. All
pouliry and meat that enter into interstate
commerce should continue to be Federally
inspected.”

“There Is danger,” the President's con-
sumer advisor said, “that the whole Federal
food inspection program will be undermined
if these amendments stand. I think that
would be an error of the very first order.”

Miss Furness also attacked other Senate-
drafted amendments to the poultry bill.
One, she sald would “require that poultry
inspectors be supported by ‘substantial
scientific fact’ before they can condemn the
birds they inspect. Such scientific fact is
almost impossible to come by in many cases
of defects that render birds unfit for human
consumption. Inspectors have neither the
time nor the facilities to furnish secientific
data on every carcass that ought to be con-
demned.”

“And, if the new amendments are enacted,
the Secretary of Agriculture will no longer
have the authority to require identifying
labels on all nonconsumer packaged ecar-
casses shipped in bulk In interstate com-
merce. The absence of those labels raises the
strong possibility that birds not intended
or fit for human consumption will find their
way to family tables.”

“Last year,” Miss Furness said, “this very
consumer-conscious Congress enacted one of
the most effective food inspection laws in
the history of consumer protection. The
Wholesome Meat Act will go a very long
way toward insuring the cleanliness and
healthfulness of all the meat sold in
America.”

“I think the poultry inspection act should
be patterned after that bill. If it is not, I
think there is danger that the meat law will
be seriously, even dangerously, undermined.
If fiying foodstuff doesn’t have to undergo
rigorous inspection, then why should walk-
ing foodstu?"”

“The public is under the impression,” Miss
Furness said, “that the poultry legislation
now being fashioned in Congress is designed
for their benefit, that it will provide them
with the protection they need. It is labeled
a consumer bill and widely touted as that.”

“But pure poultry in the title of a bill is
not quite as good as pure poultry on the
table, The only way we can insure that all
the fowl—like all meat—consumed in this
country is clean and wholesome will be
through strong inspection laws. I hope the
Senate will restore that strength by deleting
these new amendments.”

Mr. MONTOYA. The news media, too,
has not been remiss on this subject. Rep-
resentative of the various news accounts
of this endeavor and of the problems
involved with these particular provisions
in the bill, is an article appearing in the
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Des Moines, Iowa, Registcr on July 23,
1968, entitled, ‘““Undercutiing Meat In-
spection.” I ask unanimous consent that
this be printed in the Recorp at this
point.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORrp, as follows:

[From the Des Moines (Iowa) Register,
July 23, 1968]
UNDERCUTTING MEAT INSPECTION

The Senate Agriculture Committee last
week approved a desirable poultry Inspec-
tion plan but, in the process, it okayed a
proposal which could wring the strength
from the existing federal meat inspection
program.,

The poultry bill, like last year'’s Whole-
some Meat Act, would cover intrastate
sales. States which don't meet federal stand-
ards in three years would receive federal
inspections.

The hooker in the committee-approved
version of the bill provides that when a
state meets federal inspection requirements,
state-inspected plants also could sell in-
terstate. At present Interstate shipments
have to be federally inspected. Of even
greater significance, the committee went
back into the red meat act and there, too,
would allow state-inspected plants to ship
interstate.

On the surface, this might seem to make
little difference as long as state inspectors
meet federal standards.

Below the surface, however, this makes
no sense and would seriously weaken the
consumer protection sought in both the
pouliry proposal and the meat inspection
law. }

For 60 years there has been a federal meat
inspection program, and for some 15 years
there has been a poultry inspection system.
Federal inspectors have checked the puri-
ty of 87 per cent of the poultry—that. sold
interstate—75 per cent of all slaughtered
meat and 85 per cent of all processed meat.

The nation long has accepted the view
that assuring the wholesomeness of meat
shipped interstate is a federal responsibil-
ity. There are sound reasons for this.

The proposed change would present ma-
Jor meat processors with as many as 51 dif-
ferent inspection systems to choose from—50
state and the federal programs, States might
compete for new meat plant locations with
promises of accommodating inspections,

The change would be apt to create 50 con-
tinuing disputes over whether a state’s in-
spections truly met federal standards. In the
past, state agriculture departments have
been appallingly lax in their inspection pro-
grams—which is why a federal remedy has
been demanded by consumers. State legis-
latures consistently have wunder-funded
state inspection operations.

These same handicaps are likely to persist.
The outloock then would be one of marginal
state inspection systems, struggling to com-
ply with federal requirements, and bitter
disagreements over whether they have suc-
ceeded. The consumer would be the loser, as
some states and some processors would try
to get by as cheaply as possible.

The change is supported by state secre-
taries of agriculture, who were aroused last
year by storles showing they hadn't been
doing their jobs, and by small independent
meat packers who would rather take their
chances with closer-to-home and more po-
litically wvulnerable state inspectors.

It is opposed by consumer spokesmen, in-
cluding Representative Neal Smith (Dem.,
Ia.), a sponsor of the poultry bill. “It is
horrifying to contemplate the possible dis-
mantlement of the federal inspection sys-
tem,” writes Nick Kotz, Register reporter




July 27, 1968

who won this year's Pulitzer Prize for ex-
posing unsanitary meat handling conditions
and lax state inspections.

The House voted down an ldentical change
before approving the poultry inspection bill.
Before the measure is passed, elther the full
Senate or House-Senate conferees should in-
sist on plucking this harmful change from
the bill.

Mr, MONTOYA, The cattlemen of this
country, also, have voiced their opinion,
Mr. President. On yesterday evening, I
received a personal call from Mr, C. W.
MeMillan, president of the National Cat-
tlemen’s Association, informing me that
the cattlemen of this Nation want com-
plete consumer protection and therefore
support me in attempting to remove this
damaging provision from the bill. He has
authorized me to so state for the record.

Every segment of the industry has en-
dorsed my efforts. These include those
already mentioned as well as the National
Turkey Federation and others. Last, Mr.
President, much has been made over
just where does the U.S. Department of
Agriculture stand on this issue of allow-
ing interstate shipment of State-in-
spected meat and poultry products. Part
of the alleged confusion revolves around
a letter of April 18, 1968, to Senator
ELLENDER as chairman of the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry, from Mr,
Rodney E. Leonard, Administrator, Con-
sumer and Marketing Service, U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture. I would like to
read that letter for the Recorn and for
the enlightenment of our colleagues.

It reads as follows:

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
CONSUMER AND MARKETING SERVICE,
Washington, D.C., April 18, 1968.
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER,
Chairman, Commiitee on Agriculture and
Forestry, U.S. Senate.

DeAr MR, CHAIRMAN: Mr. Harker Stanton
asked us to express the Department’s views
on Senator Holland's proposed amendment to
8. 2032—"To clarify and otherwise amend
the Poultry Products Inspection Act to pro-
vide for cooperation with appropriate State
agencies with respect to State poultry prod-
ucts inspection programs, and for other
purposes.”

Mr. Holland's proposal would amend the
. Federal Meat Inspection Act to provide the
basis for State Inspected meats to move In
interstate commerce when the State inspec-
tlon system is equal to the Federal program.

We believe this proposal is a reasonable
and logical approach to meaningful Federal-
State accomplishments of the responsibility
to provide all consumers with a wholesome
meat supply. However, it must be recognized
that at this point in time, there exists a
substantial “body" of negative confidence
toward taking this direction.

We feel the first goal should involve
demonstrating the development of meaning-
ful programs under both the Meat and
Poultry Products Inspection Acts before pro-
ceeding further. We intend to support such
an amendment when we are in a position to
demonstrate State programs are, in fact,
functioning as provided for by the Whole-
some Meat Act.

Sincerely yours,
RODNEY E. LEONARD,
Administrator.

Mr, President, to me, this letter was
rather explicit. I will reread the last
paragraph which reads as follows:

We (the Department) feel the first goal
should involve demonstrating the develop-
ment of meaningful programs under both
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the Meat and Poultry Products Inspection
Acts before proceeding further. We intend to
support such an amendment when we are
in a position to demonstrate State programs
are, In fact, functioning as provided for by
the Wholesome Meat Act.

As I stated, to me, this was quite clear
that Mr. Leonard was stating that the
Department would nof support such an
amendment as was adopted by the com-
mittee at this time.

However, there apparently was justi-
fiable confusion on the part of others as
a result of this letter and other testi-
mony presented and statements made by
other Department witnesses. Things ap-
parently were so confusing to some, that
the committee report states on page 12:

The committee adopted Senator HOLLAND'S
amendment, believing as does the Depart-
ment that it is manifestly reasonable and
logical.

This statement in the committee re-
port could not have been more wrong.

I personally asked Secretary of Agri-
culture Freeman to relate to me on black
and white just what the Department’s
position on the Holland amendment was.
Yesterday, July 26, I received the fol-
lowing letter from the Secretary and I
read it now for the Recorp:

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D.C. July 26, 1968.

Hon. JoserH M. MONTOYA,
U.S. Senate.

Dear SemnaToR MoNTOoYA: The Holland
amendments to the Wholesome Poultry
Products Act now consldered by the
Senate, would permit interstate shipment of
State-inspected meat and poultry after that
State's inspection program had been certified
as being at least equal to Federal inspection
standards.

No State inspection system has been so0
certified yet, and it does not appear likely
that any will be in the immediate future.

The Congress in future sessions will have
ample opportunity—and more information on
which to base a decislon—to consider fully
the question of whether the States should
perform inspection responsibilities now car-
ried out by the Federal Government.

The immediate goal is to develop a legis-
lative framework and the program structure
to achieve uniformity of inspection, whether
it is performed by the Federal Government or
by the States. I am opposed to including the
provisions which would allow meat and poul-
try Inspected under State programs to move
in interstate commerce as part of the Whole-
some Poultry Products Act.

Sincerely yours,
OrRVILLE L. FREEMAN.

If there was confusion as to the De-
partment’s position before, there should
certainly be no confusion now. I will
repeat the Secretary’s last sentence:

I am opposed to Including the provisions
which would allow meat and poultry in-
spected under State programs to move in
interstate commerce as part of the Whole-
some Poultry Products Act.

How much more direct can a position
be stated? The Department stands
squarely against the Holland amend-
ment and in support of the Montoya
amendment.

In summary, Mr. President, the provi-
sions of the Holland amendment would
endanger the present Federal inspection
programs with respect to both pouliry
and meat products and threaten the
uniformity of inspection at a time when
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the records before the committees of
Congress with respect to both of these
areas indicate the need for substantial
accomplishments under Federal and
State cooperation before it can be ex-
pected that full protection of the con-
sumer public with respect to all poultry
and meat produets can be achieved. Few
States presently have any type of inspec-
tion program with respect to'poultry and
those few that do fall far short of being
at least equal to the Federal program.

The cooperative program provided
under the Wholesome Meat Act is in its
infaney and it is too early to anticipate
attainment of the end objective thereof
which certainly is a prerequisite to any
serious consideration of provisions such
as those here referred to.

It is true that both the meat inspec-
tion law and the proposed poulfry in-
spection legislation call for State pro-
grams which are at least equal to the
Federal inspection. But these provisions
will not mean that State programs will
be as totally effective as the Federal one
in every aspect. There will be variations
in the provisions and in the enforcement
from State to State and between the
State and Federal programs. The result
will be confusion in the industry and
confusion of the part of the consumer.

Taking such congressional actions
now, while many plants are making prep-
arations to meet the new requirements
and many States are changing their in-
spection programs, can only sow con-
fusion and doubt about how rigorous and
how meaningful a consumer-protection
program Congress really wants.

Mr. President, I believe it is central to
our discussion here, to note that any
plant shipping into interstate commerce
can get Federal inspection free of charge
right now providing it meets the require-
ments. There is no reason to begin a
competition between the Federal and the
State programs on which can attract
more clients. There is no need to encour-
age weak enforcement in order to entice
plants into a State.

I wish only to add that this is not an
effort on our part in offering this amend-
ment here today, to seek to delete pro-
visions we know nothing about. Not only
am I a member of the Agriculture and
Forestry Committee, but so are Senator
MonpaLE, Senator McGovERN, and Sen-
ator HATFIELD, who join me in this effort.
I have heard concern expressed in this
Chamber during recent days that Sen-
ators not even familiar with the subject
matter take to the floor to propose
amendments that effect the nature of
the bill under consideration. This is not
the case today. I am a committee mem-
ber and I am joined by other committee
members in trying to bring to your at-
tention the damaging action which was
so casually taken in committee.

Mr. President, on behalf of myself,
Senator MonpaLE, Senator McGOVERN,
and Senator Crark, I will now discuss
?Iurskamendment No. 910 which is at the

esk.

The committee amended section 14 of
S. 2932, which amends section 15 of the
Poultry Products Inspection Act, by pro-
viding in subsection (¢) thereof for sub-
stantial exemptions from all provisions
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of the act to certain producers. Anyone
raising their own poultry who does not
slaughter or process more than 4,000
head of turkeys or equivalent number of
birds of other species—on the ratio of
414 to 1—would also be exempt from all
provisions of the act. Also exempt would
be any person engaged in the slaughter,
processing, or selling of poultry the
wholesale dressed value of which does
not exceed $15,000 in the current year.

As in the House-passed bill, these ex-
emptions are limited to intrastate com-
merce, except in the case of producers
who would be authorized to move their
product in interstate commerce, to a
household consumer, restaurant, board-
inghouses, and similar establishments.

These provisions in subsection 15(¢)
(1) will undermine the intent of the leg-
islation to increase the protection af-
forded consumers of poultry. By reason
of the broad exemptions from all pro-
visions of the act, they would constitute
an open invitation for such enterprises
to expose the consumers to the very
things which we are attempting to pro-
tect them from. These enterprises would
not be subject to sanitary requirements
or inspection with respect to such re-
quirements, the keeping of records or
the making of records available, or re-
guirements for labeling or identification
of poultry products. As a result effectu-
ating the purposes of the act in pro-
tecting the consumers or enforcing the
provisions of the exemptions would be,
if not impossible, extremely difficult and
costly.

While it is recognized that a definite
need may exist to exempt certain small
operations from costly, impracticable,
continuous inspection, any such exemp-
tion should be subject to such conditions
as are necessary to insure full protection
of the consumer public from adulterated
or deceptively labeled product. The Sec-
retary of Agriculture, subject to a statu-
tory maximum limitation, should be
vested with the authority to determine
and establish the level of production
under which exemptions should apply
and the safeguards which are necessary
to protect the public and permit ade-
quate enforcement of necessary condi-
tions of the exemptions.

Mr. President, the substitute amend-
ment which I have just sent to the desk
is a logical approach to the problem of
the small producer. This amendment
proposed to do three things:

Pirst. It gives the Secretary of Agri-
culture the authority to exempt intra-
state operations from the provisions of
the act if he determines that to do so is
necessary and will not unduly expose
the consumer to unwholesome poultry
products.

Second. It places a maximum level of
production over and above which the
Secretary cannot exempt. This level of
production would be 4,000 turkeys—or
the equivalent number of birds of other
species figured on the basis of 4.5 birds
for every turkey. This follows the sug-
gestions of Senator AIXEN to state the
level of exemption in terms of number
of birds rather than dollar value. Trans-
lated into dollar value, we would be talk-
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ing of approximately $15,000 worth of
birds—dressed value.

Third. It provides that even for those
establishments which the Secretary ex-
empts from the other provisions of the
act, he must as a minimum require such
sanitation requirements or other condi-
tions as will protect the public from
adulterated or misbranded products.

To summarize, then, Mr. President, my
substitute amendment would grant the
Secretary of Agriculture the authority to
exempt those operations which process
less than an equivalent of 4,000 turkeys
in a calendar year. But these exemptions
will be from only those provisions of the
act which he feels will not subject the
consumers of this Nation to adulterated
poultry produets. I believe this amend-
ment is only fair and equitable. We have
some operations which are too small to
make it feasible and would be too costly
to require them to meet all the conditions
of the act. However, even these exempted
establishments should be required to
maintain a sanitary plant to protect our
consumers. And, I think it is only logical
that we limit the exemptions to small
operations.

This amendment has been worked out
with the concurrence of the Department
of Agriculture. I have discussed it with
the Senator from Vermont [Senator
A1keN] who had amended the language
in committee, and he is agreeable to this
approach to the extent that he had an
interest in it. I have also discussed this
with other members of the committee.

I urge its support by Senators.

Mr. President, I urge all my colleagues
to join me in expressing our support of
strong, effective consumer protection.

Mr. HOLLAND. I shall read one para-
graph for emphasis. Mr. Leonard is
speaking for the Department with re-
spect to this proposal. Referring to the
Holland amendment, or the State
amendment, or the Department amend-
ment—call it what we will—he writes:

We believe this proposal is a reasonable
and logical approach to meaningful Federal-
State accomplishments of the responsibility
to provide all consumers with a wholesome
meat supply. However, it must be recognized
that at this point in time, there exists a sub-
stantial “body"—

For some reason, Mr. Leonard en-
closes the word “body” in quotation
marks. I do not know what that may
mean, but Senators can make up their
own minds. I continue:

a substantial “body” of negative evidence
toward taking this direction.

Then he concludes with a statement
which shows the falling backward of the
Department of Agriculture. Apparently
the Department cannot withstand pres-
sure from Miss Furness and Mr. Nader,
and a few others. Mr. Leonard adds this
final paragraph:

We feel the first goal should involve dem-
onstrating the development of meaningful
programs under both the Meat and Poultry
Products Inspection Acts before proceeding
further. We intend to support such an
amendment when we are in a position to
demonstrate State programs are, In fact,
functioning as provided for by the Whole-
some Meat Act.
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I commend Mr. Leonard for saying
that this is a reasonable and logical thing
to do, following upon the passage of the
Federal-State cooperative program ot
last year.

I also commend those who are urging
the adoption of my amendment, which
was supported in committee by, I believe,
a vote of 10 to 2, by calling attention to
the fact that we know, or thought we
knew, what the attitude of the Secretary
of Agriculture who is now serving was
with respect to the amendment. We
thought we knew what his enforcement
officer felt about it. We have written
statements from both of them. We do
not know who will be the Secretary of
Agriculture after January 20 next year.
We do not know what changes may be
expected as a result of the pressure from
folks like Miss Furness and Mr, Nader,

A distinguished Senator whom I see
in the Chamber at this time remarked a
while ago that he did not think Mr.
Nader knew any more about this ques-
tion than he would know about the use
of certain automobile parts or the mak-
ing of butter, or something of that kind.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I
warmly congratulate the distinguished
Senator from New Mexico for continu-
ing his brilliant struggle to defend the
consumers and the ethical business lead-
ers in the meat and poultry industry of
this country.

I believe his leadership in developing
the Wholesome Meat Act of 1967, and
today, on the Senate floor, in pushing
ahead the consumer protection in the
poultry field as well, to prevent any re-
trogression in the efforts to protect the
American consumer against the produc-
tion, processing, and sale of unwhole-
some meat and poultry products, already
mark his Senate career as a remarkable
and effective one for the people of this
country.

Senator MonTova detailed fully and
well, it seems to me, the situation that
exists in terms of State inspection of
meat and poultry products. It is not an
encouraging picture, It is one which we
hope will be corrected as time goes on,
by the application of a Wholesome Meat
Act of 1967. But the hope and the ful-
fillment of that hope are two separate
matters. I believe these two matters are
at the heart of the debate as we have
heard it thus far, and as we will con-
tinue to hear it in the hours ahead.

The theory of the Wholesome Meat
Act of 1967 is that States must establish
inspection systems “at least equal” to
the federal system or face the risk of
having those systems taken over by the
Federal inspection service and estab-
lished according to the latter standards.

As Senator MonTovya has properly
pointed out, the present situation in both
meat and poultry at the State level is
not encouraging. Very few States have
systems which are even theoretically
adequate to the task. Thus, we might ask
ourselves how long it will be and how
difficult it will be to achieve the objec-
tives of the act we passed in 1967. If
we do not achieve those objectives quick-
ly and in a revolutionary fashion; if we
permit, as is proposed by the Holland
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amendment, the inferstate shipment of
the production of meat or poultry pro-
ducts to consumers around this Nation,
outside the Federal inspection system,
the net effect may be to move us back-
ward rather than ahead of where we
were at the time the Wholesome Meat
Act was passed. This Holland proposal
would radically alter the system of Fed-
eral and State inspection in a way not
contemplated by the Wholesome Meat
Act by permitting access to interstate
markets of the production of intrastate
meat and poultry plants.

The Holland amendment has a fine
theoretical ring to it. Access fo inter-
state markets could not be permitted
until the State systems were “at least
equal” to the Federal system.

The problem is that practice may well
be at wide variance with the theory. We
do not know, and will not know for some
time, what the effectiveness will be of the
‘Wholesome Meat Act and the now-to-be-
adopted Poultry Act. Until we have had
actual experience, and until we know that
the State inspection systems are in fact
equal to the Federal system, we will risk
the health and the purchasing power of
the American consumer by the adoption
of the Holland amendment.

U.S. statutes are replete with un-
achieved legislative objectives. We can-
not be sure, however much we desire it,
that we will achieve the Wholesome Meat
Act objectives immediately, in light of
the many obstacles that stand in their
way, and questions we cannot now an-
SWer.

Will Congress appropriate sufficient
funds for adequate supervision by the
U.8. Department of Agriculture of over
50 separate inspection systems in this
country and in the territories?

Will we have the funds to undertake
the cost of such supervision?

Can we obtain the seasoned and
trained inspectors to do the job?

It is a mammoth task, particularly in
light of the present disarray and inade-
quacy of the State systems.

I would say that if the Wholesome
Meat Act in 2 years achieves that revolu-
tion, it will probably be the most superbly
successful act ever passed by Congress.

Representatives PurceLL, FoLEY, and
SmitH, who have led the fight in the
House of Representatives for wholesome
meat, prepared an excellent letter,
dated July 25, 1968, which they sent fo
the Members of the U.S. Senate. I be-
lieve one paragraph is particularly
pertinent on the point I am trying to
make. They state:

As a practical matter, these States pro-
grams may not always measure up in all re-
spects to Federal standards, and when a state
legislature fails to appropriate funds for
enough inspectors or inspectors for any
reason become less effective, it may take
several months to correct the situation.
These more politically vulnerable State in-
spectors also may not condemn labeling or
the mixing of large portions of fillers. The
Committee amendment would permit these
plants under lax ctions to ship all over
the United States. This would be unfair
to U.S. inspected plants which ship in-
terstate to the same market. neoumreuuu
in promises of ting in tl
meat plants which will relocate and pmv!de
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upon State legislatures for
under-tundmg of State inspection systems.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letter from these three
Members of the House of Representatives
be printed at this point in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

CoNGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., July 25, 1968.

Dear Sewator: We fear that an amend-
ment added to the House-passed Poultry In-
spection Bill by the Senate Agriculture Com-
mittee would seriously weaken the Whole-
some Meat Act of 1067 and we would like to
advance some reasons for your consideration.
The amendment referred to would permit
state-inspected meat and poultry to move in
interstate commerce.

At present, only federally inspected meat
and poultry may be sold in interstate com-
merce. Under the Wholesome Meat Act of
1967, as well as the new Poultry Inspection
Bill, the States are given a minimum of at
least two years to bring their inspection pro-
grams up to Federal standards; otherwise,
the Federal inspection programs will apply
to all plants in the State, including those
which do not sell outside the State.

As a practical matter, these State pro-
grams may not always measure up in all re-
spects to Federal standards, and when a state
legislature falls to appropriate funds for
enough inspectors or inspectors for any rea-
son become less effective, 1t may take several
months to correct the situation. These more
politically vulnerable State inspectors also
may not condemn labeling or the mixing of
large portions of fillers. The Committee
amendment would permit these plants under
lax inspections to ship all over the United
States. This would be unfair to U.S. inspected
plants which ship Interstate to the same
market. It could result in promises of accom-
modating inspections to meat plants which
will relocate and provide more pressure upon
State legislatures for under-funding of State
inspection systems.

A consumer could not keep adequately In-
formed as to which plants in certain States
were really up to Federal standards and, since
foreign meat must meet Federal standards
at all times, he may conclude that the only
thing to do s buy only imported meat.

Any way one looks at 1t, we belleve it would
seriously undermine the Wholesome Meat Act
we passed last year.

We understand the National Broiler Coun-
cil is opposed to this amendment, and that
many of the legitimate packers and proces-
sors oppose the amendment and fear that it
would result in a lack of confidence in meat
products and a loss of markets. We also un-
derstand that when S. 2932 comes to the
Floor, Senator Montoya with bi-partisan co-
sponsors will offer an amendment to strike
the Committee amendment. As sponsors in
the House of both the Wholesome Meat Act
and the Poultry Bill, we sincerely hope you
will consider the reasons we have set forth
above and support Senator Montoya's motion.

Sincerely,
GraHAM PURCELL,
NEAL SMITH,
THOoMAS S. FOLEY,
Members of Congress.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, in ad-
dition, we have the difficulty of the De-
partment of Agriculture dealing with the
sovereign States in the administration
of their own inspection systems. It is ob-
viously much more difficult and delicate
than dealing with a particular plant. We
do not yet know how difficult or how long
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it will be before we achieve the objectives
of the Wholesome Meat Act.

Next, a plant having equal access to
interstate markets under either system—
that is, Federal or State—as proposed by
the Holland amendment, could play one
system off against the other. We have
seen this practice before, and we have
seen it abundantly under the present sys-
tem. What are the possibilities for reduc-
ing inspection standards if the lure of
national markets is available under
either system?

In addition, when one asks why the
Federal system has achieved what most
would acknowledge to be the world’s best
inspection system, I believe one would
have to conclude that it has been the
department’s power to exclude nonfed-
erally inspected meat from interstate
commerce that has been its chief asset.

In other words, in order to get access
to a national market, a plant has had to
subject itself to Federal inspection as a
condition. This has been perhaps the
chief contributing factor to the strength
and vitality of this magnificent Federal
inspection system. If we weaken the Fed-
eral inspection program, as proposed, we
may find the net effect of the attempt of
the 90th Congress to improve consumer
ﬂrotection in this field has been to worsen

Another feature of the proposed
amendment should be considered. Bad as
the State systems of inspection have
been, the unwholesome products of those
plants at least were limited to the con-
sumers of the same State. Those products
could not be marketed to States many
thousands of miles away. At least it could
be said that the consumers of that State
had some hope of acquiring personal
knowledge—however little it was—of
which State plants were producing
wholesome meat. Consumers had a small
way of protecting themselves. Also, the
consumers of that State could, as voters,
resort to the political remedy of im-
proved inspection methods. Under the
proposed amendment, even this limited
traditional consumer protection would
disappear.

It is significant to note that under the
Holland amendment, a new type, joint
Federal-State inspection stamp is eon-
templated, one which would give to State
production the Federal aura.

With this new Federal-State inspec-
tion stamp, the consumer in a foreign
State buying a product of a State under
an inadequate State inspection system
may be buying unwholesome meat, but
the consumers would know nothing, and
the voters of the Siate could do nothing
because the products were from another
State.

Finally, consumers would be lulled
into a sense of false cecurity as a result
of false labeling. Under the Holland
amendment, a State-inspected plant in
State A could market unwholesome
meat and unwholesome poultry products
to the unsuspecting person in a State
thousands of miles away. They could not
possibly protect themselves or remedy
the situation through their political
power and protect themselves from the
inadequate inspection system of the
other State.
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If the Wholesome Meat Act of 1967
fails to achieve its objective of State sys-
tems at least equal to the Federa] sys-
tem, the net effect of the Holland amend-
ment would be to permit an increase in
the profits of a plant in State A at the
expense of the health and the purchas-
ing power of citizens and consumers in
State B.

Let us think for a moment about the
interests of the industry. Plants which
have come under the Federal inspection
system have come under that system at
great expense to themselves. It is costly
to qualify according to Federal inspec-
tion standards. Internal inspection fa-
cilities, and other efforts must be under-
taken which cost a great deal of money
in order for a plant to qualify under the
Federal inspection program, and obtain
the prestige of the Federa] inspection
stamp.

Is it fair to permit a State-inspected
plant which has not undergone these
expenses, which has not exercised high
standards, which could benefit by a sub-
standard system of inspection, to cut
costs and compete in interstate markets
with plants meeting higher Federal
standards?

We cannot underestimate the cost ad-
vantage such a plant would have. First,
they could purchase meat which is sub-
standard, diseased, and unwholesome.
Second, they could process the meat in
a dirty plant and save a substantial
amount of money by operating an un-
sanitary plant. Next, they could use large
amounts of cheap fillers that would re-
duce the cost to the plant and increase
the cost to the consumer. Finally, they
could gain a competitive advantage by
resorting to false labeling practices.

Ralph Nader testified 2 years ago be-
fore the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry that in this country bad meat
had become good business; and like
Gresham's law, bad meat was driving out
good meat, and the profits went to those
who could escape the cost and high
standards of the Federal system.

By eliminating inadequate plants, by
restricting markets and limiting them to
a single State, we close another ad-
vantage to those who wish to escape the
high standards of the Federal inspection
system.

What about reducing the cost of in-
spection standards? Plants, desperate to
be competitive, will jump from one in-
spection system to another, always seek-
ing that system which reduces their cost
and gives the competitive advantage.

The argument for the proposal to per-
mit access to interstate market for intra-
state plants hangs on a doubtful and
slim reed, namely, that the Wholesale
Meat Act will revolutionize the whole
system of State inspections and that this
revolution will guickly take place. This
is something we all hope will happen.
However, we must all doubt that it all
will happen quickly.

If our fears are justified, the Holland
amendment could leave not only State
systems in disarray, but go far toward
destroying the fine Federal inspection
system as well. Further, it would visit
the cost of this deterioration on the con-
sumer in terms of health hazards and
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reduced purchasing power. It could also
visit on the highly ethical members of the
industry competition that is unfair from
plants able to cut costs because they are
in a system which does not have the same
standards.

Finally, I would ask: What is the rush?
We have just passed the Wholesome
Meat Act. The ink is barely dry. Why
can we not wait a few years to determine
if the act will work as well as we hope
it will? Why can we not give time to see
if it can establish itself to the point
where we will have a fine system which
is equal and adequate to serve the inter-
ests of the consumers of this country?

If there are any plants today which
are intrastate and wish interstate mar-
kets, they can get those interstate mar-
kets by joining the Federal system. We
do not deny a single competitor the op-
portunity to participate in national mar-
kets if they choose to do so.

Therefore, I support the Montoya
amendment. I congratulate the Senator
from New Mexico for proposing the
amendment to the pending poultry in-
spection bill.

I do not wish to be misunderstood. I
have enormous respect for the leader-
ship of the Senator from Florida. I have
enjoyed working with him over the years
in the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry. I realize that what divides us
here is a good-faith, honest difference
of opinion. However, I do feel that the
Holland amendment would seriously
impair the effectiveness of the Whole-
some Meat Act and the Poultry Act,
which I hope we adopt. Further, it could
have serious consequences for the con-
sumers of the country.

I also wish to state at this time my
support for Senator MoNTOYA's amend-
ment to strike the condemnation sec-
tion amendment suggested by the gentle-
man from Georgia.

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

Mr. MONDALE. I am delighted to yield
to the Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I wish
to commend the junior Senator from
Minnesota for the avid interest he has
shown in behalf of the consumers of this
country. Last year he proved to be a
very valuable ally to me in the presenta-
tion of the Red Meat Act which is now
the law of the land. This year he has
been most helpful in trying to articulate
not only before this body, but also be-
fore other groups and with other individ-
uals the need for consumer protection
with respect to poultry.

I think his argument today has been
most eloguent and very appropriate in-
deed, because he has brought out points
which fortify the argument which I have
made previously with respect to the need
to delete the Holland amendment from
the provisions of the bill. I wish to pay
my greatest commendation to my good
friend from Minnesota for the interest
he has shown and the great contribution
he has made with respect to this debate.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I am
obviously very grateful to the Senator
from New Mexico for those kind re-
marks. It seems to me he is unduly
modest because he led the fight in the
Senate for the Wholesome Meat Act, as
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he leads the fight today for strengthen-
ing the Poultry Inspection Act. I have
great confidence that, as in the former
case, he is going to be successful in the
current matter. I think the issue in which
we are now involved is important and
significant, and I am most hopeful that
the prediction I just made will be correct.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr, President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. MONTOYA, 1yield.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
I have listened with considerable interest
to the lengthy debate this morning—I
suppose I should add this afternoon as
well, because it is now well into the after-
noon—on the two subjects we have been
discussing. One is the red meat inspec-
tion and the other deals with poultry.

In my brief comments, I should like
to confine my remarks to the poultry
proposal.

As I have listened to the debate, and
as I understand the situation, the orig-
inal proposal in regard to poulfry was
introduced by the distinguished Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER] for him-
self and the distinguished Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. MoNTOYA]

As I gathered from the debate, and if
I am in error about this I hope that I
shall be corrected, the original proposal
was submitted to the Congress and to
the distinguished chairman of the com-
mittee by the Department of Agriculture.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Virginia yield at that
point?

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad the Senator
has brought out that point. The proposal
did come from the Department of Agri-
culture. The bill was introduced by the
chairman of the committee, the Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER]. He has
already stated in debate that he care-
fully examined the bill before he intro-
duced it and thought that its provi-
sions were good and is still supporting
them. It was introduced for himself and
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr,
MonTtovYAl. This proposal, coming as a
suggestion from the Department of
Agriculture, was also transmitted to the
House of Representatives, where it was
introduced by Representative PURCELL,
of Texas, for himself and others, and
contained the same proposal, in sub-
stance—although I believe there was
some change in wording—but there is no
question about it, the proposal is the
same and came from the Department of
Agriculture.

All this is in accordance with the
commitments made in writing by the
Secretary of Agriculture himself, before
the introduction of these bills which, I
shall show, when I have the opportunity
to debate this matter; in accordance
with the position taken by the Assistant
Secretary of Agriculture in the hearings
before the House committee, who sup-
ported this measure there; and in ac-
cordance with the recommendations of
the head of the division which enforces
both the Red Meat Act and the Poultry
Act, which recommendation he stated
not only to the Congress but also to the
Independent Meat Packers of the Nation
in a convention before these bills were
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introduced. I will be glad to bring these
matters into the Recorp later. I thank
the Senator for having brought this
point into the Recorp at this time.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I am grateful to
the distinguished Senator from Florida
for bringing out in such detail a factual
account of the introduction of this legis-
lation.

It is an extremely important piece of
legislation.

It is important to the consumers of the
Nation and important to those involved
in the poultry industry.

The more one learns about the pro-
posal and the way it has been handled,
the more confused he becomes.

I might say—well, I shall not say it
exactly that way—I will say it a little
differently—but before doing that, I want
to read from the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
of July 22 part of the statement made by
the distinguished Senator from Florida
[Mr. Horranp] in which he points out
that the Administrator of the Agricul-
ture Department Consumer Marketing
Service, Mr. Leonard, wrote the distin-
guished Senator from Louisiana [Mr,
ELLENDER], chairman of the committee,
that the Holland proposal is “a reason-
able and logical approach to meanful
Federal-State accomplishments of the
responsibility to provide all consumers
with a wholesome meat supply.”

Mr. President, I understand that the
Department of Agriculture, which
prepared the bill, which had the essence
of the Holland amendment in it as origi-
nally introduced, and which asked the
chairman of the committee to introduce
it, and other Senators became conspon-
sors of it, is now complaining about the
proposal and is i~ opposition to it.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Virginia yield at that
point?

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I yield.

Mr. MONTOYA. If the Senator from
Virginia will read the last paragraph of
the letter from which he has been quot-
ing, Mr. Leonard stated:

‘We feel the first goal should involve demon-
strating the development of meaningful pro-
grams under both the Meat and Poultry
Products Inspection Acts before proceeding
further. We intend to support such an
amendment when we are in a position to
demonstrate State programs are, in fact,
functioning as provided for by the Whole-
some Meat Act.

In addition to this, I would like to
read a quotation from the latest letter
which I have received, addressed to me
by the Secretary of Agriculture, and
which is already a part of the REcorp. I
asked the Secretary to reply to me as
to the Department’s position on the Hol-
land amendment.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia, If the Sena-
tor from New Mexico will yield briefly
at that point, when we get into this busi-
ness of the latest letters, it reminds me of
the meat inspection bill we had before
the committee when, every few days, we
received a different letter from the De-
partment of Agriculture saying what
they wanted.

Mr. MONTOYA. The Senator is cor-
rect. In fact, I had a little quarrel with
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the different voices speaking on a par-
ticular bill.

Mr, BYRD of Virginia. I remember
that the Senator from New Mexico did.
He was correct, too.

Mr., MONTOYA. I would like to quote
from the Secretary’s letter, Mr. Pres-
ident.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. How does the
Senator know it is good today? When
was it written?

Mr. MONTOYA. July 26, 1968. I hope
it will convince the Senator from Vir-
ginia. It convinces me as to the Depart-
ment’s position.

I quote from the latest letter to me,
dated July 26, 1968, as follows:

The Holland amendments to the Whole-
some Poultry Products Act now being con-
sidered by the Senate, would permit inter-
state shipment of State-inspected meat and
poultry after that State's inspection program
had been certified as being at least equal to
Federal Inspection standards.

No State inspection system has been so
certified yet, and it does not appear likely
that any will be in the immediate future.

The Congress in future sessions will have
ample opportunity—and more information
on which to base a decislon—to consider fully
the question of whether the States should
perform inspection responsibilities now car-
ried out by the Federal Government,

The immediate goal is to develop a legis-
lative framework and the program structure
to achieve uniformity of inspection, whether
it is performed by the Federal Government
or by the States. I am opposed to including
the provisions which would allow meat and
poultry inspected under State programs to
move in interstate commerce as part of the
Wholesome Poultry Products Act.

Sincerely yours,
ORVILLE L. FREEMAN,

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. If I may com-
ment at that point—and I shall be brief
and then yield the floor—that letter
which the distinguished Senator from
New Mexico has just read further drama-
tizes the point I started out to make a
moment ago and then concluded to
phrase it a little differently.

The point I am greatly concerned
about is that the legislation was sub-
mitted to the committee, submitted to
the chairman of the committee, with the
request that it be introduced.

It was drawn by the Department of
Agriculture. It contained in essence the
Holland amendment. So the Department
of Agriculture was thoroughly in sym-
pathy with it when it asked the Mem-
bers of the Senate to introduce the legis-
lation.

I was not a cosponsor of the piece of
legislation involved. I am glad I am not,
because we never know, from one day to
the next, apparently, just what the
people at the Department of Agriculture
think or want the Members of the Senate
to think.

The only thing I want to say, in con-
cluding my remarks, is that it seems to
me it is going to be very awkward for
Members of the Senate to cooperate with
the Department of Agriculture in getting
through the Senate Important legisla-
tion, when the Department submits one
proposal, and then, when Senators are
kind enough or cooperative enough, as
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Er-
LENDER] was, and as the Senator from
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New Mexico [Mr. MonTOYA] Was, to ac-
cept that proposal and introduce it in the
Senate, the Department comes along and
wants to kill it.

I feel that the Senator from Florida
is on sound ground. His amendment does
exactly what the Department of Agri-
culture said it wanted the Senate to do.
So I am glad to stand side by side with
the distinguished senior Senator from
Florida in regard to this amendment.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, first, I want to express
my very great appreciation to the Sena-
tor from Virginia. I expected no less
of him. Second, I want to make it clear
that this doubletalk goes a good deal
further than has been indicated in the
colloquy. For example, Mr. Leonard, ap-
pearing as the Administrator of the
wholesome meat program, in February of
this year, before the Mid-Year Confer-
ence of the National Independent Meat
Packers Association, was questioned on
this very point as to the attitude of the
Department of Agriculture with refer-
ence now to the Wholesome Meat Act
and the amendment of it. I shall read
from the printed copy of the proceedings
at that time what the question put to
him was and what his answer was. The
question is found on page 2 of the printed
transcript of those proceedings:

Question: Is it the intention of the Ad-
ministration to seek an amendment to the
Wholesome Meat Act to allow State-inspected
establishments operating under a State sys-
tem which has met the requirements of “at
least equal to” under title IIT of the Whole-
some Z;v!ea.t Act to engage in interstate com-
merce

That question is very clear, and here
is the answer of Mr. Leonard, speaking
for the Department of Agriculture and
as the responsible head of the Enforce-
ment Division of that unit:

Answer: Yes, it is the intention of the
Department of Agriculture to transmit a
draft amendment to the Congress for passage
this year.

That occurred in February of this year,
on the occasion which I have mentioned.

Frankly, the Senator from Florida is
even more puzzled than is the Senator
from Virginia about the vacillation and
the double talk—and I use the words
“double talk” advisedly—which comes
from the Department of Agriculture. The
Senator from Florida has considerable
responsibility in this field. He is the
ranking majority member of the legisla-
tive Committee on Agriculture, on which
he is honored to serve with the dis-
tinguished Senator from Virginia and
the distinguished Senator from New Mex-
ico, under the chairmanship of our able
chairman, the distinguished Senator
from Louisiana.

Besides that, the Senator from Florida
is chairman of the Appropriations Sub-
committee which handles all appropria-
tions for the Department of Agriculture.

The Senator from Florida cannot un-
derstand the trend which has become so
manifest in this matter—and this, I am
sorry to say, is not the only matter in
which it has become clear—the tendency
and trend of the Department fo speak
out of one side of its mouth today and
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out of the other side of its mouth to-
IMOITOW.

I am just serving notice now and here
that the Senator from Florida is going
to be much more cautious from here on
out about accepting at face value the
declarations of the Department of Agri-
culture, so long as it is operated as it is
now.

I thank the Senator from Virginia for
his able statement and for his support
of my position.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
the Senator from Florida has stated so
ably the feeling of the Senator from
Virginia. I want to cooperate with the
Department of Agriculture.

I think the Senator from New Mex-
ico and the Senator from Minnesota will
agree that the Senator from Virginia
cooperated fully in the hearings and the
deliberations preceding the enactment
of the Wholesome Meat Act.

At the request of the distinguished
chairman of the committee, I chaired
most of those hearings. I am very much
interested in the subject of protecting
the consumers. But what I find it very
difficult to do is to deal with a department
which submits one program and then,
when that program is introduced for
Senate consideration, comes down and
attempts to cut the feet out from under
those who have taken the responsibility
for presenting such a program. I am not
in that position, because I am not a co-
patron of this legislation, but other Sen-
ators are. I concur in the statement by
the distinguished senior Senator from
Florida that it is very difficult to co-
operate with a department which acts
in such a fashion.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. HOLLAND and Mr. BYRD of

West Virginia addressed the Chair.

! Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, does
the Chair recognize the Senator from
. Florida?

| The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Senator from Florida is recognized.
| Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I
thank the Senator.

HIGHER EDUCATION AMENDMENTS
OF 1968

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia., Mr.
President, I ask the Chair to lay before
the Senate a message from the House of
Representatives on S. 3769.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the amendment of the
House of Representatives to the bill
(S. 3769) to amend the Higher Educa-
tion Act of 1965, the National Defense
Education Act of 1958, the National Vo-
cational Student Loan Insurance Act of
1965, the Higher Education Facilities
Act of 1963, and related acts, which was,
strike out all after the enacting clause,
and insert:

That this Act may be cited as the “Higher
Education Amendments of 1968".

TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO COMMUNITY
SERVICE PROGRAM PROVISIONS
EXTENSION OF GRANT PROGRAM

Sec. 101. (a) The first sentence of section
101 of the Higher Education Act of 1965 as
amended (1) by striking out “and” after
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“1966," and (2) by inserting before the pe-
riod at the end of such sentence the follow-
ing: *“, $10,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 19689, and $50,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1970,

(b) The second sentence of such section
is amended by striking out "1969 and the
succeeding fiscal year” and inserting in lieu
thereof “1971, and the two succeeding fiscal
years”,

(c) The second sentence of sectlon 106(a)
is amended by striking out “three succeed-
ing fiscal years” and inserting in lieu thereof
*“six succeeding fiscal years".

MODIFICATION OF REQUIREMENT FOR COMPRE=-
HENSIVE COORDINATED AND STATEWIDE SYS-
TEM OF COMMUNITY SERVICE FROGRAMS
Sec. 102. Sectlon 105(a) (2) of the Higher

Education Act of 1965 is amended by insert-
ing before the semicolon at the end thereof
the following: *“(except that if a compre-
hensive, coordinated, and statewide system
of community service programs cannot be
effectively carrled out by reason of insuffi-
cient funds, the plan may set forth one or
more proposals for community service pro-
grams in lieu of a comprehensive, coordi-
nated, and statewide system of such pro-
grams) ".

TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO COLLEGE
LIBRARY ASSISTANCE AND LIBRARY
TRAINING AND RESEARCH PROGRAMS

ParT A—COLLEGE LIBRARY RESOURCES
EXTENSION OF PROGRAM

Sec. 201. (a) The first sentence of section
201 of the Higher Education Act of 1965 is
amended by inserting after “two succeeding
fiscal years,” the following: *$25,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1969, and
$35,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30.
1970,".

(b) The second sentence of such section
is amended by striking out *“1969, and the
succeeding fiscal year” and inserting in lieu
thereof “1971, and the two succeeding fiscal
years'.

ELIGIBILITY OF BRANCH INSTITUTIONS FOR SUP-

PLEMENTAL AND SPECIAL PURPOSE GRANTS

Sec. 202. (a) (1) The first sentence of sec-
tion 203(a) of such Act is amended by in-
serting after “institutions of higher educa-
tion,” the following: “(and to each branch
of such institution which is located In a
community different from that in which its
parent institution is located)".

(2) The second sentence of such section
is amended by inserting ''(or branch)” after
“institution”.

(b) Section 204(a)(2) (A) of such Act is
amended by inserting after “institutions of
higher education™ the following: *“(or to
branches of such institutions which are lo-
cated In a community different from that in
which the parent Institution is located)™.

{c) Section 204(a)(2)(B) of such Act is
amended by inserting after “Institutions of
higher education” the following: *“(or to
such branches)”,

REVISION OF MAINTENANCE-OF-EFFORT REQUIRE-
MENT FOR SPECIAL PURPOSE GRANTS

Sec. 203. (a) Section 204(b)(2) of the
Higher Education Act of 19865 is amended by
inserting after “June 30, 1965” the following:
*, or during the two fiscal years prenedlng 'r.he
ﬁ.scal year for which the grant is requ d,
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the first year in which students are to be
enrolled”.

(b) The amendments made by subsection
(a) shall be effective with respect to ap-
propriations for grants under title II of the
Higher Education Act of 1966 for fiscal years
beginning after June 30, 1969.

Parr B—LiBrRARY TRAINING AND RESEARCH,
AND LIBRARY SCHOOL DEVELOPMENT

EXTENSION OF PROGRAM

Sec. 221. (a) The first sentence of section
221 of the Higher Education Act of 1965 is
amended by inserting after “two succeeding
fiscal years,” the following: *“$11,800,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1969, and
$28,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1970,

(b) The second sentence of such section
is amended by striking out “1969, and the
succeeding fiscal year” and inserting in lieu
thereof “1971, and the two succeeding fis-
cal years”,

AMENDMENTS TO LIBRARIANSHIP TRAINING

PROVISIONS

Sec. 222. The second sentence of section
223(a) of the Higher Education Act of 1965
is amended—

(1) by striking out “to assist In covering
the cost of courses of training or study for
such persons, and” and inserting in leu
thereof *(1) to assist in covering the cost of
courses or training or study (including short
term or regular session institutes) for such
persons, (2)"; and

(2) by inserting before the period at the
end thereof the following; “, and (3) for es-
tablishing, developing, or expanding pro-
grams of library and information science”.
PART C—STRENGTHENING COLLEGE AND RE-

SEARCH LIBRARY RESOURCES THROUGH LiI-

BRARY OF CONGRESS

EXTENSION OF PROGRAM

Sec. 231. (a) Section 231 of such Act is
amended by striking out “and” after “1967,"
and by inserting after “1968,” the following:
“$5,600,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1969, and $11,100,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1970,”.

(b) The second sentence of such section is
amended by striking out 1969, and the suc-
ceeding fiscal year” and inserting in Heu
thereof “1971, and the two succeeding fiscal
years”,

CLARIFYING AUTHORITY TO PURCHASE COPIES;
INCREASING AUTHORITY TO FREPARE CATALOG
AND BIBLIOGRAPHIC MATERIALS; AUTHORIZING
LIBRARIAN TO ACT AS ACQUISITIONS AGENCY
Sec. 232. Bection 231 of the Higher Educa-

tion Act of 1965, as amended by section 231

of this Act, is further amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting *“coples

of” before “all™; % Y
(2) in paragraph (2), by striking out “for

these materials promptly after receipt, and

distributing bibliographic information" and
inserting in lieu thereof “promptly and dis-
tributing this and other bibliographic infor-
mation about library materials”, and by
striking out the period at the end thereof
and inserting in lieu thereof “; and™; and

(3) by adding after paragraph (2) the
following new paragraph:

“(3) enabling the Librarian of Congress
to pa.y administrative costs of cooperative

whichever is less”.

(b) The amendment made by subsection
(a) shall be effective with respect to appli-
cations for grants payable on or after the
date of the enactment of this Act.

Sec. 204, (a) The first sentence of section
202 of the Higher Education Aet of 1965 is
amended (1) by striking out "“and” and
inserting in lieu thereof a comma, and (2)
inserting after “such institutions” the fol-
lowing: “, and, in accordance with criteria

prescribed by regulation, new institutions of
higher education in the fiscal year preceding

nts for acquiring library materials
pubnsbed outside of the States and not
readily obtainable outside of the country of
origin, for institutions of higher education
or combinations thereof for library purposes,
or for other public or private nonprofit re-
search libraries.”

TITLE II—EXTENSION OF DEVELOFPING
INSTITUTIONS PROGRAM

EXTENSION OF DEVELOPING INSTITUTIONS
PROGRAM
Sec. 301. (a) Seetion 301(b)(1) of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 is amended by
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striking out “and” after “1967,” and by in-
serting after “1968,"” the following: “the sum
of $35,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1969, and the sum of $55,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1870,".

(b) Such section is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new sen-
tence: “For the fiscal year ending June 30,
1971, and the two succeeding fiscal years
there may be appropriated to carry out the
provisions of this title only such sums as
the Congress may hereafter authorize by
law.”

TITLE IV—STUDENT ASSISTANCE

PART A—AMENDMENTS TO EDUCATIONAL OP-
PORTUNITY GRANT PROGRAM

EXTENSION OF EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY
GRANT FROGRAM

Sec. 401. Section 401(b) of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 is amended—

(1) by striking out “two succeeding fiscal
years” in the first sentence and inserting
in lieu thereof “four succeeding fiscal years';
and

(2) by striking out “1969, and for the suc-
ceeding fiscal year” in the second sentence
and inserting in lleu thereof “1971, and for
the two succeeding fiscal years”.

MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF EDUCATIONAL OFFOR-
TUNITY GRANT; TREATMENT OF WORK-STUDY
ASSISTANCE FOR MATCHING PURPOSES
Sec. 402. Effective July 1, 1968, the first

sentence of section 402 of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 is amended by striking
out all that follows “which amount” and
inserting in lieu thereof the following: “shall
not exceed the lesser of $1,000 or one-half
of the sum of the amount of student finan-
clal ald (including assistance under this title,
and including compensation pald under a
work-study program assisted under part C
of this title) provided such student by such
institution and any assistance provided such
student under any scholarship m es-
tablished by a State or a private institution
or organization, as determined in accordance
with regulations of the Commissioner.”

ELIMINATION OF STATE ALLOTMENT FORMULA

SEec. 403, Effective for fiscal years ending on
or after June 30, 1970—

(1) Section 406 of the Higher Education
Act of 1966 is repealed,

(2) Section 405 of such Act is amended to
read as follows:

“ALLOTMENT OF FUNDS TO INSTITUTIONS

“Sgc. 4056. The Commissioner shall allot
funds appropriated to carry out this part to
institutions of higher education with which
he has an agreement under section 407, in
accordance with section 463 of this Act.”

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

SEc. 404, Effective for fiscal years ending on
or after June 30, 1970, part A of title IV of the
Higher Education Act of 1966 is amended by
inserting after section 405 the following new
section:

“EXPENSES OF ADMINISTRATION
“Sec. 406. An institution of higher educa—
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“(c) An institution which has in effect an
agreement to carry out a work-study program
under section 443 of this Act may use to
carry out such work-study program any of
the funds paid to it from sums appropriated
under the first sentence of section 401(b) of
this Act for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1969, and the succeeding fiscal years. The
requirement in section 444 (a) (6) of such Act
shall apply to any funds used under the au-
thority of this subsection for such purpose.”

CONSOLIDATION AND REVISION OF TALENT SEARCH
AND UPWARD BOUND PROGRAMS; SPECIAL SERV-
ICES TO DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS IN INSTITU=-
TIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION

SEc. 407. (a) Section 408 of the Higher
Education Act of 19656 is amended to read
as follows:

“IDENTIFYING QUALIFIED LOW-INCOME STU-
DENTS, PREPARING THEM FOR POST-SECOND-
ARY EDUCATION; SPECIAL SERVICES FOR SUCH
STUDENTS IN INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDU-
CATION

“Sec.408. (a) To asslst In achieving the
objectives of this part the Commissioner is
authorized (without regard to section 3709
of the Revised Statutes (41 U.S.C. 5)), to
make grants to, or contracts with, institu-
tions of higher educatlion for the purposes of
planning, developing, or carrying out one
or more of the programs described in sub-
section (b).

“(b) The programs referred to in subsec-
tion (a) are—

“(1) programs designed to—

“(A) identify qualified youths of excep-
tional financial need and encourage them to
complete secondary school and undertake
post-secondary educational training,

“(B) publicize existing forms of student
financial aid, including aid furnished under
this title, and

“(C) encourage secondary-school or college
dropouts of demonstrated aptitude to reenter
educational programs, including post-sec-
ondary-school programs;

“(2) programs (A) which are designed to
generate skills and motivation necessary for
success in education beyond high school and
(B) In which enrollees from low-income
backgrounds and Inadequate secondary-
school preparation participate on a substan-
tially full-time basis during all or part of
the program; or

“(3) programs of remedial and other spe-
clal services for students with academic po-
tential who are enrolled or accepted for en-
rollment at the institution which is the
beneficlary of the grant or contract, and
who, by reason of deprived educational, cul-
tural, or economic background, are in need
of such services to assist them to initiate,
continue, or resume their higher education.

“{e) (1) Programs under paragraph (2) of
subsection (b) must include arrangements
to assure cooperation among one or more
institutions of higher education and one or
more secondary schools. Such programs must
include necessary health services. Enrollees
in such programs may not receive stipends
in of $30 per month. The cost of car-

tion which has entered into an agr
with the Commissioner under this part shan
be entitled payment for administrative ex-
penses, in accordance with section 464 of
thiz Act.”

REVISION OF MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT PROVISION

SEc. 405. Effective for fiscal years ending on
or after June 30, 1970, sectlon 407(a) (4) of
the Higher Education Act of 1065 is amended
to read as follows:

“(4) provide that the institution will meet
the requirements of section 4656 of this Act
(relating to maintenance of effort);".

AUTHORITY FOR INSTITUTION TO TRANSFER

FUNDS TO WORK-STUDY PROGRAM

SEC. 406. SBection 407 of the Higher Educa-
tion Act of 1965 is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new subsection.

rying out any such program may not exceed
$160 per enrollee per month. Federal finan-
cial assistance by way of grant or contract
for such a program may not be in excess
of 80 per centum of the cost of carrying out
such a program. Such programs shall be
carried on within the States.

“(2) Programs carried on under paragraph
(3) of subsection (b) may provide, among
other things, for—

“(A) counseling, tutorial, or other educa-
tional services, including Bpeoﬂa.l summer
programs, to r y such student;
deficiencies,

“(B) career guidance, placement, or other
student personnel services to encourage or
facilitate such students’ continuance, or re-
entrance in higher education programs, or
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“(C) identification, encouragement, and
counseling of any such students with a view
to their undertaking a program of graduate
or professional education,

“(d) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated to carry out this section $41,680,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1969, and
$56,680,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1970. For the fiscal year ending June 30,
1971, and the two succeeding fiscal years,
there may be appropriated to carry out this
section only such sums as the Congress may
hereafter authorize by law."”

(b) Section 222(a) of the Economic Op-
portunity Act of 1964 is amended by striking
out paragraph (5) and by redesignating
paragraphs (6), (7), and (8) (and references
thereto) as paragraphs (5), (6), and (7).

{c) (1) The amendments made by this sec-
tion shall apply with respect to fiscal years
ending after June 30, 1968, except that the
Director of the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity may carry out contracts, entered into
prior to the date of enactment of his Act,
which provide assistance for an Upward
Bound program. After the date of enactment
of this Act, the Director of the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity may not enter into any
contract to carry out a program comparable
to any program carried out under section
408(b) (2) of the Higher Education Act of
1065.

(2) Any sums which are appropriated prior
to the date of enactment of this Act for the
purpose of carrying out Upward Bound pro-
grams, or which are allocated for such pur-
pose from any appropriation made prior to
such date, shall be avallable (to the extent
not obligated on the date of enactment of
this Act to carry out contracts described in
paragraph (1)) to the Commissioner for car-
rying out section 408 of the Higher Educa~
tion Act of 1965.

(8) For purposes of this subsection the
term “Upward Bound program” means a
program carried out under section 222(a) (5)
of the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 (as
80 designated prior to the amendment made
by subsection (b) of this section) or a com-
parable program carried out under section
221 of such Act.

ParT B—AMENDMENTS TO INSURED STUDENT
LoAN PROGRAM

EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY FOR PAYMENTS TO
REDUCE STUDENT INTEREST COSTS, ELIMINA-
TION OF AUTHORITY TO MAKE SUCH PAYMENTS
DURING REPAYMENT PERIOD

Segc. 411. (a) Paragraph (4) of section
428(a) of the Higher Education Act of 1965
is amended by striking out “1968" and in-
serting in lleu thereof “1870", and by strik-
ing out “1972" and inserting in lieu thereof
“1974",

(b) (1) (A) The portion of the first sen-
tence of section 428(a) (1) which follows sub-
paragraph (C) is amended by striking out *,
over the period of the loan,".

(B) The first sentence of sectlon 438(a) (2)
of such Act is amended by striking out *,
and 3 per centum per annum of the prin-
cipal amount of the loan (excluding inter-
est which has been added to prinecipal)
thereafter”.

(2) The amendments made by this sub-
section shall apply to loans made on or after
the sixtieth day after the date of enactment
of this Act, except that such amendments
shall not apply so as to require violation of
any commitment for insurance made to an
eligible lender, or of any line of credit granted
to a student, prior to such sixtieth day, or,
except with the consent of the State or non-
profit private agency concerned, impair the
obligation of any agreement made pursuant
to section 428(b) of the Higher Education
Act of 1965. An application for a certificate
of insurance or of comprehensive insurance
coverage pursuant to section 429 of such Act
shall be issued or shall be effective on or
after such sixtieth day with respect to loans
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made prior to such sixtieth day without re-
gard to such amendments,

EXTENSION OF FEDERAL LOAN INSURANCE
FROGRAM

. SEc. 412. Subsection (a) of section 424 of
the Higher Education Act of 1965 is amended
(1) in the first sentence by striking out “and"
after “1967,” and by inserting after “June 30,
1968" the following: *, and each of the two
succeeding fiscal years”; and (2) in the sec-
ond sentence by striking out “1972" and in-
serting in leu thereof “1974".

FEDERAL GUARANTY OF STUDENT LOANS INSURED
UNDER NON-FEDERAL PROGRAMS

Sec. 413. (a) Section 421(a) of the Higher
Education Act of 1965 is amended by strik-
ing out “and” before “(3)", and by inserting
before the period at the end of that subsec-
tion the following: “, and (4) to guarantee a
portion of each loan insured under a pro-
gram of a State or of a nonprofit private in-
stitution or organization which meets the re-
quirements of section 428(a) (1) (C)".

(b) Section 428 of such Act is amended
by adding after subsection (b) the follow-
ing new subsection:

“{e) (1) The Commissioner may enter into
a guaranty agreement with any State or
any nonprofit private institution or organi-
zation with which he has an agreement pur-
suant to subsection (b), whereby the Com-
missioner shall undertake to relmburse it,
under such terms and conditions as he
may establish, in an amount equal to 80 per
centum of the amount expended by it in
discharge of its insurance obligation, incur-
red under its loan insurance program, with
respect to losses (resulting from the default,
death, or permanent and total disability of
the student borrower) on the unpaid bal-
ance of the principal (other than Iinterest
added to principal) of any insured loan with
respect to which a portion of the interest
(A) is payable by the Commissioner under
subsection (a), or (B) would be payable
under such subsection but for the adjusted
family income of the borrower.

*“(2) The guaranty agreement—

*“(A) shall set forth such administrative
and fiscal procedures as may be necessary
to protect the United States from the risk
of unreasonable loss thereunder, to insure
proper and efficient administration of the
loan insurance p: am, and to assure that
due diliegnce will be exercised in the collec-
tion of loans insured under the program;

“{B) shall provide for making such re-
ports, in such form and containing such in-
formation, as the Commissioner may reason-
ably require to carry out his functions
under this subsection, and for keeping such
records and for affording such access thereto
as the Commissioner may find necessary to
assure the correctness and verification of
such reports;

*“(C) shall set forth adequate assurance
that, with respect to so much of any loan
insured under the loan Insurance program
as may be guaranteed by the Commissioner
pursuant to this subsection, the undertaking
of the Commissioner under the guaranty
agreement is acceptable in full satisfaction
of State law or regulation requiring the
maintenance of a reserve;

*“{D) shall provide that 80 per centum of
such amounts as may be made as payments
of principal on loans in default, and with
respect to which the Commissioner has made
payments under the guaranty agreement,
shall be pald over to the Commissioner for
deposit in the insurance fund established
by section 431, but shall not otherwise pro-
vide for subrogation of the United States to
the rights of any insurance beneficiary; and

“(E) may include such other provisions as
may be necessary to promote the purposes
of this 43

“(3) To the extent provided in regulations
of the Commissioner, a guaranty agreement
under this subsection may contain provi-
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slons which permit such forbearance for the
benefit of the student borrower as may be
agreed upon by the parties to an insured
loan and approved by the insurer. Nothing
in this subsection shall be construed to re-
quire collection of the amount of any loan
by the insurance beneficlary or its insurer
from the estate of a deceased borrower or
from & borrower found by the insurance
beneficiary or its insurer to have become per~
manently and totally disabled.

“(4) For purposes of this subsection—

“(A) the terms ‘insurance beneficiary’
and ‘default’ shall have the meanings as-
signed to them by section 430(e), and

“(B) permanent and total disability shall
be determined in accordance with regula-
tions of the Commissioner.

“(6) In the case of any guaranty agree-
ment entered into prior to September 1,
1969, with a State or nonprofit private insti-
tution or organization with which the Com-
missioner has In effect on that date an agree-
ment pursuant to subsection (b) of this sec-
tion, or section 8(b) of the National Voca-
tional Student Loan Insurance Act of 1965,
made prior to the date of enactment of this
subsection, the Commissioner may, in ac-
cordance with the terms of this subsection,
undertake to guarantee loans described in
paragraph (1) which are insured by such
State, Institution, or organization and are
outstanding on the date of execution of the
guaranty agreement, but only with respect
to defaults occurring after the execution of
such guaranty agreement or, if later, after
its effective date.”

(c) Section 431 of such Act is amended
(A) by inserting in the first sentence of sub-
sectlon (a) “, or in connection with pay-
ments under a guaranty agreement under
section 428(c),” after “insured by him under
this part”; (B) by inserting in the third
sentence of subsection (a) “, or in connec-
tion with such guaranty agreements,” after
“insured by the Commissioner under this
part”; and (C) by inserting in the first sen-
tence of subsection (b) “, or in connection
with any guaranty agreement made under
section 428(c)” after “insured by the Com-
missioner under this part”.

(d) Section 432(a)(5) of such Act is
amended by Inserting *“or any guaranty
agreement under section 428(c)” after “such
insurance”.

FEDERAL ADVANCES TO RESERVE FUNDS OF NON-
FEDERAL STUDENT LOAN INSURANCE PROGRAMS
Sec. 414, (a) Section 421(b) of the Higher
Education Act of 1965 is amended by strik-
ing out “and” at the end of paragraph (2);
by striking out the period at the end of the
first sentence of that subsection and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “, and”; and by adding
thereafter the following new paragraph:

“(4) there is authorized to be appropriated
the sum of $10,000,000 for making advances
under section 422 during the two-fiscal-year
period ending June 30, 1970, for the reserve
funds of State and nonprofit private student
loan insurance programs,”

(b) Section 422(a)
amended—

(1) by striking out “clause (3)" in the
first sentence of paragraph (1) and inserting
in lleu thereof “clauses (3) and (4)", and
by striking out “of the fiscal years ending
June 30, 1966, June 30, 1967, or June 30,
1968,” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘“fiscal
year” in the second sentence of such para-
graph; and

(2) by redesignating paragraph (2) as
paragraph (3) and inserting after paragraph
(1) the following new paragraph:

*(2) No advance shall be made after June
30, 1968, unless matched by an equal amount
from non-Federal sources. Such equal amount
may include the unencumbered non-Federal
portion of a reserve fund. As used in the
preceding sentence, the term ‘unencumbered
non-Federal portion’ means the amount (de-

of such Act is
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termined as of the time immediately pre-
ceding the making of the advance) of the
Teserve fund less the greater of (A) the sum
of (1) advances made under this section
prior to July 1, 1968, (ii) an amount equal
to twice the amount of advances made under
this section after June 30, 1968, and before
the advance for purposes of which the de-
termination is made, and (iii) the proceeds
of earnings on advances made under this
section, or (B) any amount which is required
to be maintained in such fund pursuant to
State law or regulation, or by agreement
with lenders, as a reserve against the insur-
ance of outstanding loans.”

(c) Section 422(b) of such Act is amended
by inserting *(1)" after “(b)”, by inserting
“prior to July 1, 1968" before “pursuant to
subsection (a)" where it appears in the first
and third sentences, by deleting the last sen-
tence of such subsection, and by adding at
the end of such subsection the following
new paragraphs:

“(2) The total of the advances from the
sums appropriated pursuant to clause (4)
of section 421(b) (A) to nonprofit private
institutions and organizations for the hene-
fit of students in any State and (B) to such
State may not exceed an amount which bears
the same ratio to such sums as the popula-
tion of such State aged eighteen to twenty-
two, inclusive, bears to the population of
all the States aged eighteen to twenty-two,
inclusive, but such advances may otherwise
be in such amounts as the Commissioner
determines will best achieve the purposes
for which they are made. The amount avail-
able, however, for advances to any State shall
not be less than $20,000, and any additional
funds needed to meet this requirement shall
be derived by proportionately reducing (but
not below $20,000) the amount available for
advances to each of the remaining States.

“(3) For the purposes of this subsection,
the population aged eighteen to twenty-two,
inclusive, of each State and of all the States
shall be determined by the Commissioner on
the basis of the most recent satisfactory data
available to him.”

INCREASE OF MAXIMUM INTEREST RATE UNDER
STUDENT LOAN INSURANCE PROGRAMS

Sec. 415, (a) Section 427(b) of the Higher
Education Act of 1965 is amended by strik-
ing out “6 per centum” and all that follows
and inserting in Heu thereof “7 per centum
per annum on the unpzid principal balance
of the loan.”

(b) Section 428(b) (1) (E) of the Higher
Education Act of 1965 is amended by strik-
ing out "6 per centum” and inserting in leu
thereof "7 per centum®”.

(c) Section 428 of such Act is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new subsection:

“{d) No provisions of any law of the
United States (other than this part) or of
any State (other than a statute establishing
a State student loan insurance program),
which limits the rate or amount of interest
payable on loans shall apply to a loan—

“(1) which bears interest (exclusive of any
premium for insurance) on the unpaid prin-
cipal balance at a rate not in excess of 7 per-
centum per annum, and

*“(2) which is insured (A) by the United
States under this part, or (B) by a State
or nonprofit private institution or organiza-
tion under a program covered by an

ment made pursuant to subsection (b) of
this section.”

MERGER OF NATIONAL VOCATIONAL STUDENT LOAN
INSURANCE ACT OF 1865 WITH STUDENT LOAN
INSURANCE PROGRAM OF HIGHER EDUCATION
ACT OF 1965
SEc. 416. (a) SBection 435 of the Higher Ed-

ucation Act of 1965 is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsections (a), (b),
(c), (d), (e), and (f) as (b), (d), (e), (f).
(g), and (h), respectively;

{2) by inserting before subsection (b) as
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so redesignated the following mnew sub-
section:

*{a) The term ‘eligible institution’ means

(1) an institution of higher education, (2) a

wvoecational school, or (3) with respect to stu-
dents who are nationals of the United States,
an institution outside the States which is
comparable to an institution of higher edu-
cation or to a vocational school and which
has baenapprovedbyt.he Commissioner for

purposes of this part.”;

(3) by striking out in subsection (b) as

so-redesignated “eligible institution” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “institution of higher
education”, by striking out in the second
sentence of such subsection “any institution
outside the States which is comparable to an
institution described in the preceding sen-
tence and which has been approved by the
Commissioner for the purposes of this title,
and also includes”; and

(4) by inserting after subsection (b) the
text of subsection (a) of section 17 of the
National Vocational Student Loan Insur-
ance Act of 1965 amended as follows:

(A) Strike out “(a)” and insert in lieu
thereof “(c)”,

(B) Strike out “eligible institution™ and
insert in Heu thereof “vocational school”,

(C) Strike out “Act” in clause (4) (C) and
insert in lieu thereof “part”.

(b) (1) Section 425(a) of such Act is
amended by striking out “(1)” after “Sec.
425. (a)” and by striking out paragraph (2).

(2) Section 427(a)(2)(C) (1) of such Act
is amended by striking out “institution of
higher education or at a comparable insti-
tution outside the States approved for this
purpose by the Commissioner” and inserting
in lieu thereof “eligible institution™.

(3) Bection 428(a)(6) of such Act is
repealed.

{4) Section 434 of such Act is amended by
striking out “10 per centum” and inserting
in lieu thereof "‘15 per centum”.

(5) Section 436(a) of such Act is amended
by striking out “title and the National Voca-
tional Student Loan Insurance Act of 1965™
and inserting in lHeu thereof “

(e} (1) The National v:»cauonal Student
Loan Insurance Act of 1965 is repealed.

(2) Al assets and liabilities of the voca-
tional student loan insurance funds estab-
lished by section 13 of the National Voca-
tional Student Loan Insurance Act of 1965,
matured or contingent, shall be transferred
to, and become assets and liabilities of, the
student loan insurance fund established by
section 431 of the Higher Education Act of
1965. Payments in connection with defaults
of loans made on or after the sixtieth day
after the date of enactment of this Act and
insured by the Commissioner (under the au-
thority of subsections (d) (3) or {(d)(4) of
this section) under the National Voecational
Student Loan Insurance Act of 1965 shall
be paid out of the fund established by such
section 431,

{d) (1) Except as provided in paragraphs
(2), (8), and (4):

(A) This section (and any amendment or
repeal made thereby) shall apply to loans
made on or after the sixtieth day after the
date of enactment of this Act; and the
terminal date applicable under the first sen-
tence of section 5(a) and under section
9(a) (4) of the National Vocational Student
Loan Insurance Act shall, instead of June 30,
1968, be deemed to be (i) the day imme-
diately preceding such sixtieth day, or (ii)
with respect to any particular State or non-
profit private agency to which paragraph (3)
relates, the last day of the period required
for modification or termination of, or re-
fusal to extend, the Commissioner’s agree-
ments with such agency.

(B) In computing the maximum amounts
which may be borrowed by a student who
obtains an insured loan on or after such
sixtieth day, and the minimum amounts of
repayment allowable with respect to sums
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borrowed by such a student, there shall be
included =11 loans, whenever made, (i) in-

‘agreemen’
tion 428(b) of part B of title IV of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 or section 9(b)
of the National Vocational Student Loan
Insurance Act of 1965, or (ii) made by a State
under section 428(a) (2) (B) of such part
or section 9(a) {2) (B) of such Act, or by the
Commissioner under section 10 of such Act.

(2) Clause (1) (attendance at eligible insti-
tution) of section 427(a)(2)(C) of the
Higher Education Act of 1965, shall apply to
loans made by the Commissioner and, with
the consent of the lender, loans insured by
the Commissioner, to students for study
at vocational schools, which are outstanding
on the sixtieth day after the enactment of
this Act, but only with respect to periods of
attendance occuring on or after such sixtieth
day.

(3) This section (and any amendment or
repeal made thereby) shall not apply so as
to require violation of any commitment for
insurance made to an eligible lender, or of
any line of credit granted to a student, prior
to the sixtieth day after enactment of this
Act, under the Higher Education Act of 1965
or the National Vocational Student Loan
Insurance Act of 1965, or, except with the
consent of the State or nonprofit private
agency concerned, impair the obligation of
any agreement made pursuant to section 428
(b) of the Higher Education Act of 1965 or
section 9(b) of the National Vocational Stu-
dent Loan Insurance Act of 1965. The Com-
missioner of Education shall undertake to
obtain necessary modifications of agreements
entered into by him pursuant to section
428(b) (1) of the Higher Education Act of
1965 or section 8(b) of the National Voca-
tional Student Loan Insurance Act of 1965
and in force upon the date of enactment of
this Act so as to conform the provisions of
such agreements to the requirements of such
section 428(b) (1). If, however, such modi-
fications cannot be obtained because a
to such an agreement is subject to a statute
of a State that prevents such party from
complying with the terms of such modifica-
tion, the Commissioner shall not, before the
fourth month after the adjournment of such
State’s first regular legislative session which
adjourns more than sixty days after enact-
ment of this Act, exercise his authority to
terminate, or to refuse to extend, such agree-
ment,

(4) A certificate of insurance or of com-
prehensive insurance coverage pursuant to
section 11 of the National Vocational Stu-
dent Loan Insurance Act of 1965 may be
issued or made effective on or after the six-
tieth day after the date of enactment of this
Act with respect to loans made prior to such
sixtieth day without regard to any amend-
ment or repeal made by this section.

AUTHORIZING DEFERMENT OF REPAYMENT OF
NON-FEDERALLY INSURED LOANS DURING MILI-
TARY OR PEACE CORFS SERVICE, OR ATTENDANCE
AT ELIGIBLE INSTITUTION; FEDERAL PAYMENT
OF INTEREST ACCEUING DURING SUCH ATTEND-
ANCE OR SERVICE; ELIMINATION OF DEFERMENT
FOR VISTA SERVICE UNDER FEDERAL INSURANCE
PROGRAM

SEC. 417. {(a) (1) Section 428 of the Higher
Educaton Act of 1965 (as amended by this
Act) is amended by adding at the end of
such section the following new subsection:

“(e) The Commissioner shall encourage
the inclusion, in any State student loan pro-
gram or any State or monprofit private stu-
dent loan insurance program meeting the
requirements of subsection (a) (1) (B) or (a)
(1) (C), of provisions authorizing or requir-
ing that in the case of student loans cov-
ered by such program periodic installments
of principal need not be paid, but interest
shall accrue and be paid, during any period

(1) during which the borrower is pursuing
& full-time course of study.at an eligible in-
stitution, (2) not in excess of three years

which the borrower is a member of

under the Peace Corps Act. In the case of
any such State or nonprofit private program
containing such a provision any such period
shall be excluded in determining the period
specified in subsection (b) (1)(C) (ii), or the
maximum period for repayment specified in
subsection (b) (1) (D).”

(2) (A) Section 428(b)(1)(C) (ii) of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 is amended by
inserting after “(ii)"” the following: “except
as provided in subsection (e) of this sec-
tion,"”.

(B) Section 428(b) (1) (D) of such Act is
amended by inserting after “subject to sub-
paragraph (C)” the following: “of this para-
graph and except as provided by subsection
{e) of this section”.

(b) The first sentence of section 428(a) (2)
of such Act is amended by inserting betore
“; but such portion” the following:
which accrues during a period in which prin
cipal need not be paid (whether or not such
prineipal is in fact paid) by reason of a pro-
vision described in subsection (e) of this
section or in section 427(a) (2) (C)™.

(c) Section 427(a)(2)(C) of such Act is
amended by “or"” before “(iii)", and
by striking out “or (iv) not in excess of three
years during which the borrower is in service
as a volunteer under title VIII of the Eco-
nomic Opportunity Act of 1964,”.

(d) Deferment of repayment of principal,
as provided in the amendments made by sub-
section (a) of this section, may be author-
ized (but not required) with respect to loans
meeting the requirements of subparagraph
(B) or (C) of section 428(a) (1) of the Higher
Education Act of 1965 which are outstanding
on the sixtieth day after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, but only with respect to
periods of attendance or service occurring on
or after such sixtieth day. The amendments
made by subsection (b) shall become effec-
tive on the sixtieth day after the date of
enactment of this Act. The amendments made
by subsection (c) shall apply with respect to
loans made on or after the sixtieth day after
the date of enactment of this Act, except
that such amendments shall not apply so as
to require violation of any commitment for
insurance made to an eligible lender, or of
any line of credit granted to a student, prior
to such sixtieth day.

PARTICIPATION BY PENSION FUNDS AND FED-

ERAL SAVINGS AND LOAN ASSOCIATIONS

Sec. 418. (a) Section 435(g) of the Higher
Education Act of 1965 (as so redesignated by
section 416 of this Act) is amended by in-
serting before the period at the end thereof
the following: “, or a pension fund approved
by the Commissioner for this purpose”.

(b) The third paragraph of section 5(c)
of the Home Owners’ Loan Act of 1933 is
amended by striking out “expenses of college
or university education™ and inserting In lieu
thereof "expenses of college, university, or
voeational education”,

ACCESS TO FEDERAL LOAN INSURANCE PROGRAM

Sec. 419. (a) Section 423 of the Higher
Education Act of 1965 is amended by striking
out “The" after “Sgc. 423.” and inserting in
lieu thereof “(a) Except as provided in sub-
section (b), the"; and by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsection:

“(b) The Commissioner may issue certifi-
cates of insurance under section 429 to a
lender in a State—

“(1) for insurance of a loan made to a
student borrower who does not, by reason of
his residence, have access to loan insurance
under the loan insurance program of such
State (or under any private nonprofit loan
insurance program which has received an
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advance under section 422 for the benefit of
students in such State), or

*(2) for insurance of all of the loans made
to student borrowers by a lender who satisfies
the Commissioner that, by reason of the resi-
dence of such borrowers, he will not have ac-
cess to any single State or nonprofit private
loan insurance program which will insure
substantially all of the loans he intends to
make to such student borrowers.”

(b) Bection 421(a)(2) ls amended by in-
serting “or lenders” before “who do not have
reasonable access”.

PART C—AMENDMENTS TO COLLEGE WORK-
STUDY PROGRAM

TRANSFER OF WORK~-STUDY PROVISIONS TO
HIGHER EDUCATION ACT OF 1965

Sec. 431, (a) Title IV of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 19656 is amended by striking
out part C thereof. Part C of title I of the
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 is trans-
ferred to the Higher Education Act of 1966
and inserted as part C of title IV of such Act.

(b) Part C of title IV of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 (as amended by subsection
(a) of this section) Is further amended—

(1) by redesignating sections 141 through
145 (and references thereto) as sections 441
through 445, respectively; and

(2) by designating the section of such part
which follows section 4456 (as sc redesig-
nated) as section 446; and

(3) by amending section 442(a) to reaa as
follows:

“Sec. 442, (a) From the sums appropriated
to carry out this part for a fiscal year, the
Commissioner shall allot not to exceed 2 per
centum among Puerto Rico, Guam, American
Samoa, the Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands, and the Virgin Islands accoraing to
their respective needs for assistance under
this part, The remainder of such sums shall
be allotted among the States as provided in
subsection (b).”

(c) Any reference to any provision of part
© of title I of the Economic Opportunity Act
of 1964 in any law of the United States shall
be deemed to be a reference of the corre-
sponding provision of part C of title IV of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 as amended by
this section.

EXTENSION OF WORK-STUDY PROGRAM

Sec. 432. Section 441 of the Higher Educa-
tion Act of 1965 (as amended by section 431
of this Act) is amended by adding *; ApPRO=
PRIATIONS AUTHORIZED" at the end of the sec-
tion heading, by inserting “(a)" after “Sec.
441.”, and by adding at the end of such sec-
tion the following new subsection:

“(b) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated £225,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1969, and $275,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1970, to carry out this
part. For the fiscal year ending June 30, 1871,
and the two succeeding fiscal years, there
may be appropriated, to carry out this part,
only such sums as the Congress may here-
after authorize by law.”

ELIGIBILITY OF AREA VOCATIONAL SCHOOLS

Bec. 433. (a) Part C of the Higher Educa-
tion Act of 1966 (as amended by section 431
of this Act) is amended by striking out the
terms “institution of higher education” and

“institutions of higher education” wherever
they appear (except In section 442(b) (1))
and inserting in lieu thereof “eligible insti-
tution” and “eligible institutions"”, respec-
tively.

(b) Section 443(b) of such Act (as added
by section 431 of this Act) is amended to
read as follows:

“(b) For the purposes of this part the term
‘eligible Institution’ means an institution of
higher education (as defined in section
435(b) of this Act), or an area vocational
school (as defined in section 8(2) of the
Vocational Education Act of 1963)."

(¢) Bection 444 of such Act (as added
by section 431 of this Act) is amended by in-
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serting “(a)" after “Sgc. 444.”; by redesignat-
ing paragraphs (a) through (h) as para-
graphs (1) through (8), respectively; by
redesignating subparagraphs (1), (2), and
(3) of paragraphs (1) and (3) (as so redesig-
nated) as subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C),
respectively; and by adding at the end of
such section the following new subsection:

“(b) An agreement entered into pursuant
to section 443 with an area vocational school
shall contain, in addition to the provisions
described in subsection (a), a provision that
a student in such a school shall be eligible
to participate in a program under this part
only if he (1) has a certificate of graduation
from a school providing secondary educa-
tion, or the recognized equivalent of such a
certificate, and (2) is pursuing a program
of education or training which requires at
least six months to complete and is designed
to prepare the student for gainful employ-
ment in a recognized occupation.”

REVISION OF MATCHING PROVISIONS

Sec. 434, Section 444(a) (6) of the Higher
Education Act of 1965 (as amended by this
part) is amended to read as follows:

“(8) provide that the Federal share of
the compensation of students employed in
the work-study program in accordance with
the agreement will not exceed 80 per centum
of such compensation; except that the Fed-
eral share may exceed 80 per centum of such
compensation if the Commissioner deter-
mines, pursuant to regulations adopted and
promulgated by him establishing objective
criteria for such determinations, that a Fed-
eral share in excess of 80 per centum is
required in furtherance of the purposes of
this part;”

SET-ASIDE FOR RESIDENTS OF AMERICAN SAMOA

OR THE TRUST TERRITORY OF THE PACIFIC
ISLANDS

Sec. 436. (a) The first sentence of section
442(a) of the Higher Education Act of 1966
(as amended by this part) is amended by
inserting “(1)"” before “allot not to exceed
2 per centum”, and by inserting before the
period at the end thereof the following: *,
and (2) reserve the amount provided by
subsection (e)".

(b) Such section 442 is further amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new subsection:

“(e) From the appropriation for this part
for each fiscal year the shall
reserve an amount to provide work-study
asslstance to students who reside in, but who
attend eligible institutions outside of, Amer-
ican Samoa or the Trust Terrltory of the
Pacific Islands. The amount so reserved shall
be allotted to eligible institutions and shall
be avallable only for the purpose of providing
work-study assistance to such students.”
ELIMINATION OF AVERAGE HOURS OF EMPLOY-

MENT LIMITATION DURING NON-REGULAR EN-

ROLLMENT PERIODS

SeEc. 436. Section 44 of the Higher Educa-
tion Act of 1966 (as amended by this part)
is amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new subsection:

“(ec) For purposes of paragraph (4) of
subsection (a) of this section, in computing
average hours of employment of a student
over a semester or other term, there shall be
excluded any period during which the stu-
dent is on vacation and any period of non-
regular enrollment. Employment under a
work-study program during any such perlod
of non-regular enrollment during which
classes in which the student is enrolled are
in session shall be only to the extent and in
accordance with criteria established by or
pursuant to regulations of the Commis-
sloner.”

ELIMINATION OF STATE ALLOTMENT FORMULA
Sec. 437. Effective for fiscal years ending

on or after June 30, 1970—
(1) Sectlon 446 of the Higher Education
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Act of 1966 (as added by section 431 of this
Act) is repealed.

(2) Section 442 of such Act (as amended
by this part) is amended by striking out so
much of such section as precedes subsection
(e), by redesignating subsection (e) as sub-
section (b), and by inserting in lleu of the
matter stricken out the following:

“ALLOTMENT OF FUNDS TO INSTITUTIONS OF
HIGHER EDUCATION

“Sec. 442, (a) The Commissioner shall
allot the funds which are appropriated to
carry out this part, and which are not re-
served under subsection (b), to eligible
institutions with which he has entered into
agreements under this part, in accordance
with section 463 of this Act.”

REVISION OF MAINTENANCE OF
REQUIREMENT

SEc. 438. Effective for fiscal years ending
on or after June 30, 1970, section 444(a) (5)
of the Higher Education Act of 1865 (as
amended by this part) is amended to read
as follows:

“(6) provide that the institution will meet
the requirements of section 4656 of this Act
(relating to maintenance of effort);”

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

SEC. 439. Effective for fiscal years ending
on or after June 30, 1970, section 444(a) (2)
of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (as
amended by this part) is amended by strik-
ing out all that follows “administrative ex-
penses” and Inserting in lleu thereof “in
accordance with section 464 of this Act;".

ELIGIBILITY OF PRIVATE VOCATIONAL SCHOOLS

Sec. 440. Effective for fiscal years ending
on or after June 30, 1970—

(1) Section 443(b) of the Higher Educa-
tion Act of 1966 (as amended by this part)
is amended by striking out "or"” after “higher
education,” and by inserting before the “pe-
riod at the end thereof the following: ", or
a private vocational school (as defined in
section 461(b) of this Act)”.

(2) Bection 444(a)(1) of such Act (as
amended by this part) s amended by insert-
ing after “work for the institution itself” the
following: "(except in the case of a private
vocational school),”.

PArRT D—COOPERATIVE EDUCATION PROGRAMS

GRANTS TO INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION
FOR PROGRAMS OF COOPERATIVE EDUCATION;
GRANTS AND CONTRACTS FOR TRAINING AND
RESEARCH IN COOPERATIVE EDUCATION

SEc. 441. Title IV of the Higher Education
Act of 1965 is amended by redesignating part
D as part F, by redesignating sections 461
through 467 as sections 491 through 497, re-
spectively, and by inserting after part C the
following new part:

“PART D-—COOPERATIVE EDUCATION PROGRAMS
“APPROPRIATIONS AUTHORIZED

“Sec. 451. (a) There are authorized to be
appropriated $500,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1969, and $10,000,000 for the fis-
cal year ending June 30, 1970, to enable the
Commissioner to make grants pursuant to
section 4562 to institutions of higher educa-
tion for the planning, establishment, expan-
sion, or carrying out by such institutions of
programs of cooperative education that alter-
nate periods of full-tlme academic study
with periods of full-time public or private
employment that will not only afford stu-
dents the opportunity to earn through em-
ployment funds required toward continuing
and completing their education but will, so
far as practicable, give them work experience
related to their academic or occupational
objective.

“(b) There are further authorized to be
appropriated 8750,000 each for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1969, and for the succeeding
fiscal year, to enable the Commissioner to
make training or research grants or contracts
pursuant to section 453,

EFFORT
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*“(¢) For the fiscal year ending June 30,
1971, and the two succeeding fiscal years,
there may be appropriated to carry out this
part only such sums as the Congress may
hereafter authorize by law.

“{d) Appropriations under this part shall
not be available for the payment of compen=-
sation of students for employment by em=-
ployers under arrangements pursuant to this
part.

“GRANTS FOR PROGRAMS OF COOPERATIVE
EDUCATION

“Sgc. 452. (a) From the sums appropri-
ated pursuant to subsection (a) of section
451, and for the p set forth therein,
the Commissioner is authorized to make
grants to institutions of higher education
that have applied therefor in accordance
with subsection (b) of this section, in
amounts not in excess of $75,000 to any one
such institution for any fiscal year.

“(b) Each application for a grant au-
thorized by subsection (a) of this section
ghall be filed with the Commissioner at such
time or times as he may prescribe and shall—

“(1) set forth programs or activities for
which a grant is authorized under this sec-
tion;

*(2) provide for the making of such re-
ports, in such form and containing such in-
formation, as the Commissioner may rea-
sonably require to carry out his functions
under this part, and for the keeping of such
records and for affording such access thereto
as the Commissioner may find necessary to
assure the correctness and verification of
such reports;

“{3) provide for such fiscal control and
fund accounting procedures as may be neces-
sary to assure proper disbursement of, and
accounting for, Federal funds paid to the
applicant under this part; and

*(4) include such other information as
the Commissioner may determine necessary
to carry out the purposes of this part.

“{ec) No institution of higher education
may receive grants under this section for
more than three fiscal years.

“(d) In the development of criteria for
approval of applications under this section,
the Commissioner shall consult with the Ad-
visory Council on Financial Ald to Students.

“GRANTS AND CONTRACTS FOR TRAINING AND
RESEARCH

“Sec, 453. From the sums appropriated
pursuant to subsection (b) of section 451,
the Commissioner is authorized, for the
training of persons in the planning, estab-
lishments, administration, or coordination of
programs of cooperative education, or for
research into methods of improving, develop-
ing, or promoting the use of cooperative edu-
catlon programs in institutions of higher
education, to—

“(1) make grants to or contracts with in-
stitutions of higher education, or combina-
tions of such institutions, and

“(2) make grants to other public or pri-
vate nonprofit agencies or organizations, or
contracts with public or private agencies or
organizations, when such grants or contracts
will make an especlally significant contribu-
tion to attaining the objectives of this sec-
tion.”

Part E—GENERAL PROVISIONS RELATING TO
STUDENT ASSISTANCE
AMENDMENTS EFFECTIVE UPON ENACTMENT

Sec. 451, (a) Title IV of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 ls amended by inserting
after part D the following new part:

"“PART E—GENERAL PRrOVISIONS ERELATING TO
STUDENT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
“SUBPART 1—GENERAL PROVISIONS
“DEFINITIONS

“Sec. 461. (a) For purposes of this title,
the term ‘State’ includes the Trust Territory
of the Pacific Islands.

“(b) For purposes of part C of this title
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and title II of the National Defense Educa-
tion Act of 1958, the term ‘private vocational
school' means a school (1) which provide
not less than a six-month program of train-
ing to prepare students for gainful employ-
ment in a recognized occupation, (2) which
meets the requirements of section 801(a) (1)
and 801(a) (2) of this Act, (3) which does not
meet the requirement of section B01(a) (3)
of this Act, (4) which is accredited by a na-
tionally recognized accredited agency or as-
sociation approved by the Commissioner for
this purpose, and (5) which has been in
existence for at least five years, For purposes
of this paragraph, the Commissioner shall
publish a list of nationally recognized accred-
iting agencies or assocations which he deter-
mines to be reliable authority as to the
quality of tralning offered.

“ELIGIBILITY OF RESIDENTS OF TRUST TERRITORY

OF PACIFIC ISLANDS

“Sgc. 462. Permanent residents of the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands shall be eligi-
ble for assistance under title IT of the Na-
tional Defense Education Act of 1958 and
under this title to the same extent that citi-
zens of the United States are eligible for
such assistance.

“SUBPART 2—ADVISORY COUNCIL ON FINANCIAL
A TO STUDENTS
“ESTABLISHMENT OF COUNCIL

“Sgc. 469. (a) There 1s established in the
Office of Education an Advisory Council on
Financial Ald to Students (hereafter in this
section referred to as the 'Council’), eon-
sisting of the Commissioner, who shall be
Chairman, and of members appointed by the
Commissioner without regard to the civil
service or classification laws. Such appointed
members shall include (1) leading author-
ities in the field of education, (2) persons
representing State and private nonprofit loan
insurance p: , financial and credit in-
stitutions, and institutions of higher educa-
tion and other eligible institutions as those
terms may be variously defined in this Act,
or in the National Defense Education Act of
19568, and (3) at least one undergraduate stu-
dent in an institution of higher education or
other eligible institutions,

“{b) The Council shall advise the Com-
missioner on matters of general policy aris-
ing in the administration by the Commis-
sloner of programs relating to financial as-
sistance to students and on evaluation of
the effectiveness of these programs.

“(¢) Members of the Council who are not
in the regular full-time employ of the United
States shall, while attending meetings or
conferences of the Council or otherwise en-
gaged in the business of the Council, be en-
titled to receive compensation at a rate fixed
by the SBecretary, but not exceeding the rate
specified at the time of such service for
grade GS-18 in section 5332 of title 5, United
States Code, including traveltime, and while
so serving on the business of the Council
away from their homes or regular places of
business they may be allowed travel expenses,
including per diem in Heu of subsistence, as
authorized by section 5703 of title 5, United
States Code, for persons employed intermit-
tently in the Government Service.

“(d) The Commissioner is authorized to
furnish to the Council such technical as-
sistance, and to make available to it such
secretarial, clerical, and other assistance and
such pertinent data available to him, as the
Council may require to carry out its funec-
tions."

(b) Section 433 of the Higher Education
Act of 1965 (relating to Advisory Council
on Insured Loans to Students) is repealed.
AMENDMENTS EFFECTIVE FOR FISCAL YEAR 1970

AND THEREAFTER

Sec. 452. Effective for fiscal years
on or after June 30, 1970, part E of title IV
of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (as
added by section 451 of this Act) is amend-
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ed by inserting after section 462 the follow-
ing new sections:

“ALLOTMENT OF ¥UNDS TO INSTITUTIONS OF
HIGHER EDUCATION

“Sec. 463. (a) The Commissioner shall
from time to time set dates by which insti-
tutions with which he has entered into
agreements under part A or part C of this
title must file applications for allotments to
such institutions of funds appropriated to
carry out programs established under such
parts. Such allotments shall be made in ac-
cordance with equitable criteria which the
Commissioner shall establish and which shall
be designed to achleve a distribution of such
funds among such institutions as will most
effectively carry out the purposes of the pro-
gram for which the agreement was made.

“(b) The amount of any allotment made
under subsection (a) to carry out a program
for any fiscal year which the Commissioner
determines will not be required for such
year or the next fiscal year shall be avail-
able for reallotment to carry out the same
program in accordance with the equitable
criterian established pursuant to subsection
(a). Any amount reallotted to an institution
under this subsection from appropriations
for any fiscal year shall be deemed part of
its allotment for that fiscal year.

“EXPENSES OF ADMINISTRATION

“‘Spc. 464. (a) An institution which has
entered into an agreement with the Com-
missioner under part A or C of this title
shall be entitled for each fiscal year for
which it receives an allotment under either
such part to a payment in lieu of reimburse-
ment for its expenses during such fiscal year
in administering programs assisted under
this part. The payment for a fiscal year (1)
shall be payable from each such allotment
in accordance with regulations of the Com-
missioner, and (2) shall (except as provided
in subsection (b)) be an amount equal to
3 per centum of (A) the institution's ex-
penditures during the fiscal year from its al-
lotment under part A plus (B) its expendi-
tures during such fiscal year under part C
for compensation of students.

“{b) The aggregate amount pald to an in-
stitution for a flscal year under this section
plus the amount withdrawn from its student
loan fund under section 204(b) of the Na-
tional Defense Education Act of 1958 may not
exceed $125,000.

“MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT

“Sec. 466. An agreement between the
Commissioner and an institution under part
A or part C shall provide assurance that the
institution will continue to spend in its
own scholarship and student-aid program,
from sources other than funds received un-
der such parts, not less than the average ex-
penditure per year made for that purpose
during the most recent period of three fiscal
years preceding the effective date of the
agreement.”

PART F—AMENDMENTS TO NATIONAL DEFENSE
Epucation AcT
SuBPART 1—AMENDMENTS TO NATIONAL DE-
FENSE STUDENT LoOAN PROGRAM
EXTENSION OF NATIONAL DEFENSE STUDENT
LOAN PROGRAM

Sec. 471. (a) Section 201 of the National
Defense Education Act of 1958 is amended
(1) by striking out “and” before “$7,225,000,~
000", (2) by inserting after “June 80, 1968,”
the following: *“$210,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1969, and $275,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970;",
(3) by striking out “and such sums for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1969" and insert-
ing in lieu therecf “and there are further au-
thorized to be appropriated such sums for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1971, and (4)
by striking out “July 1, 1968” and inserting
in lieu thereof “July 1, 1970".

(b) Sections 202(a) and 202(b) of such
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Act are each amended by striking out “1968"
and inserting in lleu thereof "'1969".

(c) Section 206 of such Act is amended by
striking out “1972" each time it appears in
subsections (a), (b), and (c) of such section,
and inserting in lleu thereof “1974".

ELIMINATION OF STATE ALLOTMENT FORMULA

BEc. 472, Effective for fiscal years ending on
or after June 30, 1970—

(1) Section 203 of the National Defense
Education Act of 1958 is repealed.

(2) Section 202 of such Act is amended to
read as follows:

“ALLOTMENT OF FUNDS TO INSTITUTIONS

“Sge. 202. (a) The Commissioner shall from
time to time set dates by which institutions
of higher education with which he has en-
tered into agreements under this title must
file applications for allotments to such insti-
tutions of funds ated pursuant to
section 201. Such allotments shall be made
in accordance with equitable criteria which
the Commissioner shall establish and which
shall be designed to achieve a distribution of
such funds among such institutions of higher
education as will most effectively carry out
the purposes of this part. The Federal capital
contribution to an institution shall be paid
to it from its allotment under this section
from time to time in such installments as the
Commissioner determines will not result In
unnecessary accumulations in the student
loan fund established under its agreement
under this title.

*“(b) The amount of any allotment under
subsectlon (a) for any fiscal year which the
Commissioner determines will not be re-
quired for such year or the next fiscal year
shall be available for reallotment in accord-
ance with the equitable criteria established
pursuant to subsection (a). Any amount re-
allotted to an institution under this sub-
section from appropriations for any fiscal
year shall be deemed part of its allotment
for that fiscal year.”

(2) Section 208 of such Act is repealed.

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

Sec. 473. Effective for fiscal years ending
on or after June 30, 1970—

(1) Section 204 of the National Defense
BEducation Act of 1958 is amended by insert-
ing “(a)” after “Skc. 204.”, and by striking
out in paragraph (3) (C) “routine expenses™
and all that follows down through “which-
ever is the lesser,” and inserting In lieu
thereof “administrative expenses as pro-
vided in subsection (b)".

(2) Section 204 of such Act is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“(b) An institution of higher education
that has entered into an agreement with the
Commissioner under section 203 shall be
entitled for each fiscal year during which
it makes any student loans from a student
loan fund established under this title to a
payment in lieu of relmbursement for its
expenses during such fiscal year in admin-
istering its student loan m assisted
under this title. Such payment (1) shall be
payable from its student loan fund in ac-
cordance with regulations of the Commis-
sioner, and (2) (except as provided in sec-
tion 464(b) of the Higher Education Act of
1965) shall be an amount equal to 3 per
centum of the principal amount of loans
made from such fund during a fiscal year.”

REVISION OF TEACHER CANCELLATION
PROVISION

Sec. 474, (a) Section 205(b)(3) of the
National Defense Education Act of 1958 is
amended to read as follows:

“{8) part or all of such loan may be
canceled for certain service as a teacher, In
accordance with section 208;".

(b) Section 208 of such Act is amended to
read as follows:

R 1 R P T a0 g VR e e i v R e
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"COANCELLATION FOR CERTAIN SERVICE AS A
TEACHER

“‘Sec. 208. (a) (1) A percentage (specified in
pammph (2)) of the total amount of any
oan made after the date of enactment of
t.he Higher Education Amendments of 1968
from a student loan fund established under
this title shall be canceled for each complete
academic year of service by the borrower—

“(A) as a full-time teacher in an elemen~
tary or secondary school described in para-
graph (3), or

*“(B) as a full-time teacher of handicapped
children (including mentally retarded, hard
of hearing, deaf, speech impaired, visually
handicapped, serlously emotionally disturbed,
or other health impaired children who by
reason thereof require special education) in a
public or other nonprofit elementary or sec-
ondary school system.

“(2) The percentage of a loan which may
be canceled under paragraph (1) ls—

“(A) 10 per centum for the first or second
academic year of service described in para-
graph (1),

“(B) 15 per centum for each academie
year of such service thereafter.

For purposes of this paragraph, an academic
year for which the borrower recelved the ben-
efits of sectlon 205(b) (3) (A) or (B) of this
title (as in effect immediately before the
date of enactment of the Higher Education
Amendments of 1968) shall be considered a
year of service described in paragraph (1).

“(3) A teacher may receive cancellation of
& loan under subparagraph (A) of para-
graph (1) only for service in an academic
year in a public or other nonprofit elemen-
tary or secondary school which is in the
school district of a local educational agency
which is eligible in such year for assistance
pursuant to title I of the Elementary and

Education Act of 1965, as
amended, and which for purposes of this
paragraph and for that year has been deter-
mined by the Commissioner (pursuant to
regulations and after consultation with the
State educational agency of the State In
which the school is located) to be a school
in which the enrollment of children de-
scribed in clause (A), (B), or (C) of section
103(a) (2) of title I of the Elementary and
Becondary Education Act of 1965, as amended
(using a low-income factor of $3,000) ex-
ceeds 50 per centum of total enrollment of
the school.

“(b) In the case of a loan made before
the date of enactment of the Higher Edu-
cation Amendments of 1968, not to exceed
50 per centum of such loan shall be can-
celed for service as a full-time teacher in a
public or other nonprofit elementary or sec-
ondary school in a State, in an institution of
higher education, or in an elementary or
secondary school overseas of the Armed
Forces of the United States, at the rate of
10 per centum of the total amount of such
loan for each complete academic year of
such service, except that (1) such rate shall
be 15 per centum for each complete aca-
demic year of service as a full-time teacher
in a public or other nmonprofit elementary
or secondary school which is in the school
district of a local educational agency which
is eligible in such year for assistance pur-
suant to title I of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965, as amended,
and which for purposes of this paragraph
and for that year has been determined by
the Commissloner (pursuant to regulations
and after consultation with the State educa-

tional agency of the State In which the-

school Is located) to be a school in which
there is a high concentration of students
from low-income familles, except that the

Commissioner shall not make such deter-
mination with respect to more than 25 per
centum of the total of the public and other
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nonprofit elementary and secondary schools
in any one State for any one year (2) such
rate shall be 16 per centum for each com-
plete academic year of service as a full-
time teacher of handicapped children (in-
cluding mentally retarded, hard of hearing,
deaf, speech impaired, visually handicapped,
seriously emotionally disturbed, or other
health impaired children who by reason
thereof require special education) in a pub-
lic or other nonprofit elementary or second-
ary school system, and (3) for the purposes
of any cancellation pursuant to clause (1)
or (2), an additional 50 per centum of any
such loan may be canceled.

“{e) (1) If for any academic year any por-
tion of a loan is canceled under subsection
(a) or (b), the entire amount of interest on
such loan which accrues for such year shall
be canceled.

“(2) Nothing in this section shall au-
thorlze refunding any repayment of a loan,

“(3) Por purposes of this section, the term
‘academic year' means an academic year or
its equivalent (as determined under regula-
tions of the Commissioner).

“{d) In addition to the payments other-
wise authorized to be made pursuant to this
title, the Commissioner shall pay to the ap-
propriate institution, at such time or times
as he determines, an amount which bears the
same ratio to the interest which has been
prevented from accruing and the portion of
the principal which has been canceled on
student loans pursuant to this section (and
not previously pald pursuant to this subsec-
tion) as the total amount of the institution’s
capital contribution to such fund under this
title bears to the sum of such institution's
capital contributions and the Federal capi-
tal contributions to such fund.”

ELIGIBILITY OF PRIVATE VOCATIONAL SCHOOLS

Sec. 476. (a) Section 103(b) of the Na-
tional Defense Education Act of 1958 is
amended—

(1) by striking out “and also includes,” in
the second sentence and inserting in lieu
thereof “; any private vocational school as
defined in section 461(b) of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965; and”; and

(2) by inserting after “requirements of
clause (5)” in the third sentence the follow-
ing: “(but meets the requirements of clause
(4))".

(b) (1) Effective with respect to the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1960, section 203
of such Act (as in effect prior to the amend-
ment made by section 472 of this Act) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following mnew sentence: *“The aggregate
amount of Federal capital contributions paid
under this section to private wvocational
schools (as defined in section 461(b) of the
Higher Education Act of 1965) may not ex-
ceed the amount by which the funds ap-
propriated pursuant to section 201 for such
fiscal year exceed $190,000,000."

(2) Effective for fiscal years ending on or
after June 30, 1970, the second sentence
of section 202(a) of such Act (as amended
by section 472 of this Act) is amended by
adding before the period at the end thereof
the following: “; except that the aggregate
amount of funds alloted under this section to
private vocational schools (as defined in sec-
tion 461(b) of the Higher Education Act of
1965) may not exceed the amount by which
the funds appropriated pursuant to section
201 for such fiscal year exceed $190,000,000".

ELIMINATION OF REQUIREMENT OF SPECIAL CON-
SIDERATION FOR STUDENTS OF SUPERIOR ACA=
DEMIC BACEGROUND
SEc. 476, Sectlon 204 of the National De-

fense Education Act of 1958 is amended by

inserting “and" at the end of paragraph (38),

by striking out paragraph (4), and by redes-

ignating paragraph (5) as paragraph (4).
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WAIVING OATH OF ALLEGIANCE REQUIREMENT
FOR RESIDENTS OF TRUST TERRITORY OF PA-
CIFIC ISLANDS

SEc. 477. Section 1001(f) (1) of the Na-
tional Defense Education Act of 19568 is
amended by inserting after “any individual”
the following: *(other than a permanent
resident of the Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands) .

SUBPART 2—AMENDMENTS TO NATIONAL
sE FELLOWSHIP PROGRAM

EXTENSION OF PROGRAM

Sec. 481. (a) Section 402(a) of the Na-
tional Defense Education Act of 1958 is
amended by striking out "two succeeding
fiscal years” and inserting in lieu thereof
“seven succeeding fiscal years”.

(b) Section 403(a) of such Act is amended
by striking out “three succeeding fiscal years"
and inserting in lieu thereof “eight suc-
ceeding fiscal years”.

INCREASING MAXIMUM LENGTH OF FELLOWSHIP
FROM THREE TO FOUR YEARS IN SPECIAL CIR-
CUMSTANCES, AND REQUIRING INSTITUTTONAL
EFFORT TO ENCOURAGE RECIPIENTS TO ENTER
OR CONTINUE TEACHING
SEC. 482. (a) Subsection (a) of section 402

of the National Defense Education Act of

1958 is amended by inserting *“(1)” after

“except” in the second sentence thereof, and

by inserting immediately before the period

at the end of such sentence the following:

“ and (2) that the Commissioner may pro-

vide by regulation for the granting of such

fellowships for a period of study not to ex-
ceed one academic year (or one calendar year
in the case of fellowships to which clause

{1) applies) in addition to the maximum

period otherwise applicable, under special

circumstances in which the purposes of this
title would most effectively be served there-

"

(b) The Commissioner may in his discre-
tion increase, in accordance with the amend-
ment made by subsection (a), the maximum
periods of fellowships awarded prior to the
date of enactment of this Act.

(¢) The second sentence of section 403(a)
is amended by striking out the period at
the end of clause (2) of such sentence and

“ and” in leu thereof; and by
the following new clause:

“(8) that the application contains satis-
factory assurance that the institution will
make reasonable continuing efforts to en-
courage reciplents of fellowships under this
title, enrolled in such program, to teach or
continue to teach in institutions of higher
education.”

(d) The amendment made by subsection
(c) of this section shall apply with respect
to fellowships awarded on or after the date
of enactment of this Act.

REQUIRING STIPENDS TO BE SET IN AN AMOUNT
CONSISTENT WITH THOSE AWARDED FOR COM-~
PARABLE FELLOWSHIPS
Sec. 483. (a) Section 404 of the National

Defense Education Act of 1958 is amended to

read as follows:

“FELLOWSHIP STIPENDS

“Sec. 404. (a) The Commissioner shall
pay to persons awarded fellowships under
this title such stipends (including such
allowances for subsistence and other ex-
penses for such persons and their depend-
ents) as he may determine to be consistent
with prevalling practices under comparable
federally supported programs.

“(b) The Commissioner shall (in addition
to the stipends paid to persons under sub-
section (a)) pay to the institution of higher
education at which such person is pursuing
his course of study such amounts as the
Commissioner may determine to be consist-
ent with the prevailing practices under com-
parable federally supported programs, except
that such amount shall not exceed $3,500 per
academic year for any such person.”
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(b) The amount of any stipend payable
with respect to a fellowship awarded prior
to the date of enactment of this Aet shall
not, during the period for which such fellow-
ship was awarded, be less with respect to
any year of study than the amount that
would in the absence of the amendment
made by suhsection (a) of this section be
payable with respect to such year.

TITLE V—EDUCATION PROFESSIONS DE-
VELOPMENT (AMENDMENT TO TITLE V
OF HIGHER EDUCATION ACT OF 1965)

PROVISION OF MEDICAL INSURANCE COVERAGE TO
TEACHER CORPS MEMBERS NOT OTHERWISE
COVERED
Sec. 501. SBection 514 of the Higher Educa-

tion Act of 1965 is amended by adding im-

mediately following subsection (d) thereof

the following new subsection:

“(e) The Commissioner is authorized to
provide medical (including hospitalization)
insurance for members of the Teacher Corps
who do not otherwise obtain such insurance
coverage either under an arrangement made
pursuant to subsection (d) of this section
or as an incident of an arrangement between
the Commissioner and an institution or a
State or local educational agency pursuant to
section 513.”

AUTHORIZING STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES TO
ADMINISTER DIRECTLY PROGRAMS OF TEACHER
AND TEACHER AIDE RECRUITMENT AND TRAIN=
ING
SEc. 502. (a) Subsection (a) of section 518

of the Higher Education Act of 19656 is

amended by inserting after *teacher short-
ages"” the following: “, or the efforts of State
educational agencies,”.

(b) Subsection (a) of section 520 of such
Act is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2), by inserting after
“local educational agencies” the following:
“or of the State educational agency, or bo’

(2) by striking out paragraphs (3) and
(4) and inserting in lieu thereof the follow-
ing:

“(3) with respect to so much of the State
program as is to be carried out by local
educational agencies, (A) provides assurance
that every local educational agency whose
application for funds under the plan is
denied will be given an opportunity for a
fair hearing before the State educational
agency and (B) sets forth the policies and
procedures to be followed in auocs,tlng Fed-
eral funds to local ed in
the State, which policles and procedures shall
insure that such funds will be allocated to
local educational agencies having the most
urgent need for teachers and teacher aides;"
and

(4) by redesignating paragraphs (5)
through (10) as paragraphs (4) through (9)
respectively.

FELLOWSHIPS FOR SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS

SEec. 503. The third sentence of section 521
of the Higher Education Act of 1965 is
amended by inserting after “become such
teachers,” the following: “a career In the
administration of such schools,”.

TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS

Sec. 504. Section 524(a) of the Higher
Education Act of 1966 is amended by in-
serting in paragraphs (1) and (4) “or post-
secondary vocational education” after “career
in elementary and secondary education”.

INCREASE IN COST-OF-EDUCATION ALLOWANCE

8Ec. 505. Section 5256(b) of the Higher
Education Act of 1965 is amended to read as
follows:

“(b) The Commissioner shall (in addition
to stipends paid to persons under subsec-
tion (a)) pay to the institution of higher
education at which such person is pursuing
his course of study such amount as the
Commissioner may determine to be con-
sistent with prevailing practices under com-

tional
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parable federally supported programs, ex-
cept that such amount shall not exceed
$3,500 per academic year for each such per-
son.”

TITLE VI—INSTRUCTIONAL EQUIPMENT
AND MATERIALS
ParT A—EQUIPMENT AND MATERIALS FOR
Hicaer EDUCATION (AMENDMENTS TO
Hicaer EpvucatioN AcT oF 1965)
EXTENSION OF PROGRAM; TECHNICAL
AMENDMENT

Sec. 601. (a) Subsection (b) of section 601
of the Higher Education Act of 1965 is
amended by striking out all of such subsec-
tion after *“1967,” and inserting in lieu
thereof “$60,000,000, for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1968, $14,500,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1969, and $14,800,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, to enable
the Commissioner to make grants to insti-
tutions of higher education, and to combi-
nations of institutions of higher education,
pursuant to this part for the acquisition of
equipment and for minor remodeling de-
scribed in section 603(2).”

(b) Buch section 601 is further amended
by striking out subsection (c) thereof.

{c) Subsection (d) of such section is
amended by redesignating it as subsection
(c), and by striking out *'1969, and for the
succeeding fiscal year” and inserting in lieu
thereof 1971, and the two suceeding fiscal
years”.

(d) (1) The first sentence of section 602(a)
(1) of such Act is amended by striking out
“and (c)".

(2) Section 602(b) of such Act is amended
by striking out “(1)" after “(b)"; by strik-
ing out “(A)” after “section 603(2)"; and by
striking out paragraph (2).

(3) Section 603(2) is amended by striking
out “(A)" after “methods”; by inserting
“(A)" before “for the acquisition of labora-
tory™; by striking out “(B) for determining
relative priorities of eligible projects”, and
inserting in lieu thereof “and (B)”; and by
striking out *(C)".

ACQUISITION OF CERTAIN COMPUTERS;
NICAL AMENDMENT

Sec. 602. Section 603 (2) of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 is amended by striking out
“objective”, and by inserting after “special
equipment” the following: “, including in-
structional computers”.

PART B—EQUIPMENT AND MATERIAL FOR ELE-
MENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION
(AMENDMENTS To TiTLE III oF NATIONAL
DerFENSE EpUcaTiON AcT oF 1958)

EXTENSION OF PROGRAM

SEc. 621. (a) The first sentence of section
301 of the National Defense Education Act of
1958 is amended by striking out "and” be-
fore “$110,000,000" and by inserting after
“June 30, 1968," the following: “and $110,-
000,000 each for the filscal years ending
June 30, 1969, and June 30, 1970,”.

(b) Section 301 of such Act is amended
by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing: “For the fiscal year ending June 30,
1971, and each of the two succeeding fiscal
years, there may be appropriated for the
purposes of this section, only such sums as
the Congress may hereafter authorize by
law.”

EQUIPMENT FOR EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED

CHILDREN

Sec. 622. (a) Title III of the National De-
fense Education Act of 1958 is amended by
inserting immediately below the center head-
ing thereof the following:

“ParT A—QGRANTS TO STATES"

(b) Title III of such Act is amended (1)

by striking out “this title” wherever it ap-

and Inserting in leu thereof “this
part" and (2) by adding at the end thereof
the following new part:

TECH=
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*“ParT B—GRANTS TO LOCAL EDUCATIONAL
AGENCIES
“APPROPRIATIONS AUTHORIZED

“Sec. 311. There are hereby authorized to
be appropriated, for carrying out this part,
$84,373,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1969, and $160,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1970. For the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1971, and the two succeeding
fiscal years, there may be appropriated to
carry out this part only such sums as the
Congress may hereafter authorize by law.

“ALLOTMENTS TO LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES

“Sec. 312, From the sums appropriated pur-
suant to section 311 for any fiscal year the
Commissioner shall reserve such amount, but
not in excess of 3 per centum thereof, as he
may determine for allotment as provided in
section 1008(A). From the remainder of such
sums the Commissioner shall allot to each
local educational agency (other than loeal
educational agencies of States which receive
their allotments under this part as provided
in subsection 1008(A)) an amount which
bears the same ratio to the amount of such
remainder as the amount recelved by such
agency from funds appropriated for the pre-
ceding fiscal year for grants under title I
of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 (title II of Public Law 874,
Eighty-first Congress, as amended) bears to
the amount received by all local educational
agencies from such funds for such year,

APPLICATION OF LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY

“Sec, 813. (a) A local educational agency
may recelve a grant under this part for any
fiscal year only on application therefor ap-
proved by the appropriate State educational
agency, upon its determination (consistent
with such basic criterla as the Commissioner
may establish)—

“(1) that payments under this part will
be used for the acquisition of eguipment
and materials referred to in section 303(a)
(1) to be used in programs and projects de-
slgned to meet the special educational needs
of educationally deprived children in school
attendance areas having a high concentra-
tion of children from low-income families;

“{2) that, to the extent comnsistent with
the number of educationally deprived chil-
dren in the school district of the local edu-
cational agency who are enrclled in private
elementary and secondary schools, such
agency has made provision for including spe-
clal educational services and arrangements
(such as dual enrollment, educational radio
and television, and mobile educational serv-
ices and equipment) which will afford such
children the benefits of the equipment and
materials provided under this part;

“{3) that the local educatlonal agency
has provided satisfactory assurance that the
control of funds provided under this part,
and that title to equipment and materials
acquired therewith, shall be in a public
agency for the uses and purposes provided
in this part, and that a public agency will
administer such funds and equipment and
materials; and

*(4) that the local educational agency will
make an annual report and such other re-
ports to the State educational agency, in such
form and containing such Information, as
may be reasonably necessary to enable the
State educational agency to perform its du-
ties under this part, and will keep such rec-
ords and afford such access thereto as the
State educational agency may find necessary
to assure the correciness and verification of
such reports.

“(b) The State educational agency shall
not finally disapprove in whole or in part
any application for funds under this part
without first affording the local educational
agency submitting the application reasonable
notice and opportunity for a hearing,

“STATE APPLICATION

“Sec, 314. (a) Any State desiring to par-
ticlpate under this part shall submit through
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its State educational agency to the Commis-

sloner an application, in such detail as the

Commissioner deems necessary, which pro-

vides satisfactory assurance—

“(1) that payments under this part will
be used only for programs and projects
which have been approved by the State edu-~
cational agency pursuant to section 313, and
that such agency will in all other respects
comply with the provisions of this part, in-
cluding the enforcement of any obligations
imposed upon a loeal educational agency
under section 813.

“(2) that such fiscal control and fund
accounting procedures will be adopted as
may be necessary to assure proper disburse-
ment of, and accounting for, funds pald to
the State (including such funds paid by the
State to local educatlonal agencles) under
this part; and

“(3) that the State educational agency
will make to the Commissioner such reports
as may be reasonably necessary to enable the
Commissloner to perform his duties under
this part (including such reports as he may
require to determine the amounts which
local educational agencles of that State are
eligible to recelve for any fiscal year), and
assurance that such agency will keep such
records and afford such access thereto as
the Commissioner may find necessary to
assure the correctness and vertification of
such reports.

“(b) An application submitted under this
section shall be deemed a State plan for the
purposes of sectlons 1004 and 1005,

“PAYMENTS

“SEc. 315. (a) The Commissioner shall,
from time to time pay to each State, in ad-
vance or otherwise, the amount which the
local educational agencles of that State are
eligible to receive under this part. Such pay-
ments shall take into account the extent (if
any) to which any previous payment to such
State educational agency under this part
(whether or not in the same fiscal year) was
greater or less than the amount which should
have been paid to it.

“(b) From the funds pald to it pursuant
to subsectlon (a) each State educational
agency shall distribute to each local educa-
tional agency of the State which has sub-
mitted an application approved to pursuant
to section 318(a) the amount for which such
application has been approved, except that
this amount shall not exceed its allotment for
the fiscal year under section 312"

{(c) Paragraph (2) of sectlion 1004(c) of
the National Defense Education Act of 1958
is amended, (1) by striking out “title IIT
or V" and inserting in lleu thereof “part A
or B of title III or under title V"; and (2)
by inserting “part or"” before “title or sec-
tlon" each time these words appear in such
paragraph.

PROVISION FOR WITHIN-STATE EQUALIZATION IN
STATE-IMPOSED REQUIREMENTS FOR FINAN-
CIAL PARTICIPATION OF PROJECT APPLICANTS
Sec. 623. Subsection (a) of section 303 of

the National Defense Education Act of 1958
is amended by striking out the period at the
end of paragraph (5) and inserting In lleu
thereof “; and”; and by inserting at the end
of such subsection the following new
paragraph:

“(6) sets forth any requirements imposed
upon applicants for financial participation
in projects assisted under this part, includ-
ing any provision for taking into account, in
such requirements, the resources avallable to
any applicant for such participation relative
to the resources for participation available
to all other applicants.”

PAYMENT OF STATE ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES
OUT OF PROJECT FUNDS IN LIEU OF SEPARATE
FUNDING
Sec. 624. Effective with respect to fiscal

years beginning after June 30, 1968, title IIL

of the Natlional Defense Education Act of

19858 is amended as follows:

July 27, 1968

(a) Psragraph (1) of subsection (a) of
Bection 303 is amended by striking out “
before “(B)" and by mse:rtmg the following
before the semicolon at the end thereof: *,
and (C) administration of the State plan,
except that the amount used for administra-
tion of the State plan for any years shall not
exceed an amount equal to 3 per centum of
the amount pald to the State under this
part for that year, or $50,000, whichever is
greater”,

(b) (1) Paragraph (5) of such section
303(a), the second sentence of section 301,
subsection (b) of section 302, and subsec-
tlon (b) of section 804 are repealed.

(2) Bection 802 is amended by striking
out “the first sentence of” in subsection
(a) (1); striking out “or (b)” in the first
sentence of subsection (c); striking out
“subsections (a) and (b)" in the same sen-
tence of such subsection and inserting in
lieu thereof “subsection (a)"; striking out
“or (b)" in the second sentence of such
subsection; and redesignating such subsec-
tlon (c) as subsection (b); and references
elsewhere to such subsection (c¢) are redes-
ignated accordingly.

(3) Subsection (a) of section 304, and ref-
erences thereto, are redesignated as section
304; and there 1s deleted from section 304 “as
provided in paragraph (4) of section 302(a)".

(4) Section 304 is further amended (A)
by striking out “for projects for acquisition
of equipment and minor remodeling referred
to in paragraph (1) of section 303(a) which
are carrled out”, and (B) by inserting the
following after “except that”: “(1) such
payments with respect to expenditures for
administration of the State plan shall not
exceed the limitation established by para-
graph (1) (C) of section 303(a), and (2)".

(6) Paragraph (6) of section 803(a), as
added by section 623 of this Act, is redesig-
nated as paragraph (5).

PRIVATE SCHOOLS: AUTHORIZING REALLOTMENT

OF BET-ASIDE FOR LOANS; REPEALING LOAN

ALLOTMENT FORMULA

SEr. 625. (a) Section 3056 of the Natiomal
Defense Education Act of 1958 is amended
by striking out “Sgc. 305.” and all that fol-
lows down to but not including subsection
(b) (1) and Inserting In lleu thereof the
following:

“Sec. 306. From the sums reserved for
each fiscal year for the purposes of this
sectlon under the provisions of section
302(a), the Commissioner is authorized to
make loans to private nonprofit elementary
and secondary schools In any State. Any
such loan shall be made only for the pur-
poses for which payments to State educa-
tional agencies are authorized under the
first sentence of section 301, and—",

(2) Paragraph (3) of such sectlon is
amended by striking out “the current aver-
age yleld on all cutstanding marketable obli-
gations of the United States” and Inserting
in lieu thereof “the current average market
yleld on outstanding marketable obligations
of the United States with redemption periods
to maturity comparable to the average ma-
turities of such loans”,

(b) Section 302(b) of such Act (as so
redesignated by section 624 of this Act) is
amended to read as follows:

“(b) The amount of any State’s allotment
under subsection (a) of this section for any
fiscal year which the Commissioner deter-
mines will not be reguired for such fiscal
year shall be available for reallotment from
time to time, on such dates during such year

the Commissioner may fix, to the other
St-atas in proporilon to the original allot-
ments to such States under subsection (a)
of this section, but with such proportionate
amount for any such State being reduced
to the extent it exceeds the sum the Com-
missloner estlmates such State needs and
will be able to use for such year; and the
total of such reductions shall be similarly
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reallotted among the States whose propor-
tionate amounts were not so reduced. Any
amount reserved for any fiscal year for mak-
ing loans under section 305 which the Com-
missioner determines will not be required
for that purpose for such year shall be avail-
able for allotment among the States in the
manner provided in the preceding sentence
for reallotments. Any amount allotted or
reallotted to a State under this subsection
during a year from funds appropriated pur-
suant to section 301 shall be deemed part
of its allotment under subsection (a) of this
section for such year.”

(c) The amendment made by subsection
(a) (2) shall apply with respect to loans
made after the date of enactment of this
Act.

PART C—FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE FOR
STRENGTHENING INSTRUCTION IN THE Hu-
MANITIES AND ARTS

EXTENSION OF PROGRAM

SEec. 681. (a) The first sentence of section
12 of the National Foundation on the Arts
and Humanities Act of 1965 is amended (1)
by striking out “two succeeding years” and
inserting in lieu thereof “four succeeding
fiscal ", and (2) by striking out “June
30, 1969” and inserting in lieu thereof
“June 30, 1971".

(b) Such section is further amended, (1)
in subsection (b), by striking out “allotted™
and inserting in lieu thereof *reserved, al-
lotted, and reallotted”, and by striking out
“and (e¢)” and inserting in lieu thereof “and
(b)"; and (2) in subsection (f), by striking
out “allot and”.

TITLE VII—-GUIDANCE, COUNSELING, AND
TESTING (AMENDMENTS TO PART A OF
TITLE V OF NATIONAL DEFENSE EDU-
CATION ACT OF 1958)

EXTENSION OF PROGRAM

SeEc. 701. (a) Section 501 of the National
Defense Education Act of 19568 is amended
(1) by striking out *“and” before “$30,-
000,000 and by inserting after “two suc-
ceeding fiscal years,” the following: "“$25,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1969, and $30,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1970,”, and (2) by adding at
the end thereof the following: “For the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1971, and each of the
two succeeding fiscal years, there may be ap-
propriated for the purposes of this subsec-
tlon only such sums as the Congress may
hereafter authorize by law.”

(b) (1) Section 504(a) of such Act is
amended by striking out “eight succeeding
fiscal years” and inserting in lieu thereof
“thirteen succeeding fiscal years".

(2) Section 504(b) of such Act is amended
by striking out “nine succeeding fiscal years"”
and inserting in lieu thereof “fourteen suc-
ceeding fiscal years”.

TITLE VIII—LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT
(AMENDMENTS TO TITLE VI OF NA-
TIONAL DEFENSE EDUCATION ACT,
1958)

EXTENSION OF PROGRAM

Sge. 801. (a) Subsections (a) and (b) of
section 801 of the National Defense Educa-
tion Act of 1958 are each amended by strik-
ing out "1968” and inserting in lieu thereof
~1973".

(b) Bection 603 of such Act is amended
(1) by striking out "and” before ‘“$18,000,-
000" and by inserting after “'1068,” the fol-
lowing: “$16,050,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1969, and $25,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1970,”, and by
adding at the end thereof the following:
“For the fiscal year ending June 30, 1971,
and each of the two succeeding fiscal years,
there may be appropriated to carry out the
provisions of this title, only such sums as
the Congress may hereafter authorize by
law.”
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TITLE IX—NETWORKS FOR ENOWLEDGE

SHARING OF EDUCATIONAL AND RELATED RE-
SOURCES AMONG COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

Sec. 901. The Higher Education Act of 1965
is amended by redesignating title VIII as title
IX, and sections 801 through 804 (and refer-
ences thereto however styled in such Act,
or any other Act, including such references
heretofore made in this Act) as sections 901
through 904, respectively. The Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 is further amended by
inserting after title VII the following new
title:

“TITLE VIII—NETWORES FOR
ENOWLEDGE

“SHARING EDUCATIONAL AND RELATED
RESOURCES

“Sec. 801, (a) To encourage colleges and
universities to share to an optimal extent,
through cooperative arrangements, their
technical and other educational and admin-
istrative facilities and resources, and in order
to test and demonstrate the effectiveness and
efficiency of a variety of such arrangements,
the Commissioner is authorized to enter into
contracts and to make project grants for all
or part of the cost of planning, developing,
or carrying out such arrangements. Such
grants may be made to public or nonprofit
private colleges or universities. When in the
Commissioner’s judgment it will more eflec-
tively promote the purposes of this title, the
Commissioner may make grants to other es-
tablished public or nonprofit private agencies
or organizations, including professional orga-
nization or academic socicties and he may
enter into contracts with established private
agencies and organizations,

*(b) Projects for the planning, develop-
ment, or carrying out of such arrangements
assisted under this title may, subject to the
provisions of subsection (c¢), include—

“{1) (A) joint use of facilities such as
classrooms, libraries, or laboratories, includ-
ing joint use of necessary books, materials,
and equipment; or (B) affording access to
specialized library collections through prep-
aration of interinstitutional catalogs and
through development of systems and prep-
aration of suitable media for electronic or
other rapid transmission of materials;

“(2) establishment and joint operation of
closed-circuit television or equivalent trans-
mission facilities; and

*“{3) establishment and joint operation of
electronic computer networks and programs
therefor, to be available to participating in-
stitutions for such purposes as financial and
student records, student course work, or
transmission of library materials.

*“{¢) (1) Grants pursuant to clause (B) of
paragraph (1) of subsection (b) may not be
used to pay the costs of electronic transmis-
sion terminals.

**(2) In the case of a project for the estab-
lishment and operation of a computer net-
work, grants may not include—

“(A) the cost of operating administrative
terminals or student terminals at participat-
ing institutions; or

“(B) the cost, or any participating insti-
tution’s pro rata share of the cost, of using
the central computer facilities of the net-
work, except (1) such costs of systems devel-
opment and programing of computers and
transmission costs as are necessary to make
the network operational, (ii) the adminis-
trative and program support costs of the cen-
tral facilitles of the network, and (iii) the
line-access costs incurred by participating
institutions.

““APPROPRIATIONS AUTHORIZED

“Sec. 802, There are authorized to be ap-
propriated, for grants under section 801,
$500,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1969, and $10,000,000 for the flscal year end-
ing June 30, 1970. For the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1971, and each of the two succeed-
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ing fiscal years, there may be appropriated for
such grants only such sums as the Congress
may hereafter authorize by law.

“SHORT TITLE

“Sgc. 803. This title may be cited as the
‘Networks for Enowledge Act of 1968.”

TITLE X—AMENDMENTS TO TITLE VIII
(GENERAL PROVISIONS) OF HIGHER
EDUCATION ACT OF 1966 AND TO
TITLE I (GENERAL PROVISIONS) AND
TITLE X (MISCELLANEOUS PRO-
VISIONS) OF NATIONAL DEFENSE EDU-
CATION ACT OF 1958

ESTABLISHMENT OF ADVISORY COUNCIL ON GRAD-
UATE EDUCATION; ABOLITION OF HIGHER EDU-
CATION FACILITIES ACT ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Sec. 1001. (a) The Higher Education Act
of 1965 is amended by adding after the
section redesignated by section 901 of this
Act as sectlon 904 the following new sec-
tion:

"“ADVISORY COUNCIL ON GRADUATE EDUCATION

“Sec. 905. (a) There is hereby established
in the Office of Education an Advisory Coun-
cil on Graduate Education (hereafter in this
section referred to as the ‘Council’), consist-
ing of the Commissioner, who shall be Chair-
man, of one representative each from the
Office of Science and Technology in the Ex-
ecutive Office of the President, the National
Science Foundation, and the National Foun-
dation on the Arts and the Humanlties, and
of members appointed by the Commissioner
without regard to the civil service or classi-
fication laws. Such appointed members shall
be selected from among leading authorities
in the field of education, except that at least
one of them shall be a graduate student.

“(b) The Council shall advise the Com-
missioner on matters of general policy aris-
ing in the administration by the Commis-
sioner of programs relating to graduate edu-
cation.

“(e) Members of the Council who are not
in the regular full-time employ of the Unit-
ed States shall, while attending meetings or
conferences of the Council or otherwise en-
gaged in the business of the Council, be
entitled to receive compensation at a rate
fixed by the Secretary, but not exceeding the
rate specified at the time of such service for
grade GS-18 in section 5332 of title 5, United
States Code, including traveltime, and while
so serving on the business of the Council
away from their homes or regular places of
business, they may be allowed travel ex-
penses, including per diem in lieu of sub-
sistence, as authorized by sectlon 5703 of
title 5, United States Code, for persons em-
ployed intermittently in the Government
service.

“(d) The Commissioner is authorized to
furnish to the Council such technical as-
sistance, and to make avallable to it such
secretarial, clerical, and other assistance and
such pertinent data available to him, as the
Council may require to carry out is func-
tions.”

(b) (1) Section 203 of the Higher Educa-
tion Facilities Act of 1963 is repealed.

(2) Paragraph (1) of section 202(c) of
such Act is amended to read as follows:

“(1) The Commissioner shall not approve
any application for a grant under this title
until he has obtained the advice and recom-
mendations of a panel of specialists who are
not employees of the Federal Government
and who are competent to evaluate such
applications."”

DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION
Sec. 1002. The Higher Education Act of
1965 is further amended by adding after sec-
tion 805 (as added by this title) the follow-
ing new section:
“DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION

“Sec. 908. (a) For the purposes of carrying
out more eflectively the provisions of this
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Act, the National Defense Education Act of
1958, the Higher Education Facilities Act
of 1963, and other Acts administered by him
in the field of higher education (including
those administered by him by delegation),
the Commissioner—

“(1) shall prepare and disseminate to in-
stitutions of higher education, State agen-
ciles concerned with higher education, and
other appropriate agencles and institutions
{A) reports on programs and projects as-
sisted under such Acts and other programs
and projects of a similar nature, and (B)
catalogs, reviews, blblliographies, abstracts,
analyses of research and experimentation,
and such other materials as are generally
useful for such purpose;

“(2) may upon request provide advice,
counsel, technical assistance, and demon-
strations to institutions and agencles
referred to in paragraph (1) undertaking to
initiate or expand programs or projects un-
der such Acts in order to enhance the gual-
ity, increase the depth, or broaden the scope
of such programs or projects, and shall in-
form such institutions and agencies of the
avallability of assistance pursuant to this
paragraph;

“(3) shall from time to time prepare and
disseminate to institutions and agencies
referred to in paragraph (1) reports setting
forth developments In the utilization and
adaptation of projects carried out pursuant
to such Acts; and

*“(4) may enter into contracts with public
or private agencies, organizations, groups, or
individuals to carry out the provisions of
this section.

“(b) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated to carry out the provisions of this sec-
tion £2,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1970. For the fiscal year ending June 30,
1971, and for each of the two succeeding fiscal
years, there may be appropriated for such
purpose only such sums as the Congress may
hereafter authorize by law.”

CONFORMING DEFINITIONS OF INSTITUTION OF
HIGHER EDUCATION ACT OF 1865 AND IN NA-
TIONAL DEFENSE EDUCATION ACT OF 1858

Sec. 1003. (a) Sectlon 801(a) of the Higher
Education Act of 1965 (as so redesignated by
section 901 of this Act) is amended by in-
serting after “if not so0 accredited,” in clause
(6) the following: *“(A) Is an Intitution with
respect to which the Commissioner has de-
termined that there is satisfactory assurance,
consl the resources available to the in-
stitution, the period of time, if any, during
which it has operated, the effort it is making
to meet accreditation standards, and the
purpose for which this determination is being
made, that the institution will meet the ac-
creditation standards of such an agency or
assoclation within a reasonable time, or (B)".

(b) The second sentence of such para-
graph (a) i1s amended by striking out “Such
term also includes any business school or
technical institution” and inserting in lieu
thereof “Such term also includes any school
which provides not less than a one-year pro-
gram of tralning to prepare students for
gainful employment in a recognized occupa-
tion and”.

INSERTION OF DEFINITION OF “COMBINATION OF
INSIITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION" IN
HIGHER EDUCATION ACT OF 1965
Sec. 1004. Sectlon 901 of the Higher Edu-

cation Act of 1965 (as so redesignated by

section 901 of this Act) is amended by in-
serting at the end thereof the following:

“(}) The term ‘combination of institutions
of higher education' means a group of insti-
tutlons of higher education that have entered
into a cooperative arrangement for the pur-
pose of carrying out a common objective, or
a public or private nonprofit agency, orga-
nization, or institution designated or created
by a group of institutions of higher educa-
tion for the purpose of carrying out a com-
mon objective on their behalf.”
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PROVISION IN NATIONAL DEFENSE EDUCATION
ACT OF 1968 FOR THE TRUST TERRITORY OF
THE PACIFIC ISLANDS, FOR SCHOOLS OF DE-
PARTMENT OF INTERIOR FOR INDIAN CHIL-
DREN, AND FOR OVERSEAS DEPENDENT SCHOOLS
OF DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Sec. 1005. (a) Section 1008 of the National

Defense Education Act of 1958 is amended
to read as follows:
“ALLOTMENTS TO TERRITORIES AND POSSESSIONS

“Sec, 1008. The amounts reserved by the
Commissioner under sections 302, 312, and
502 shall, in accordance therewith, be allotted
among—

“(A) Puerto Rico, the Canal Zone, Guam,
American Samoa, the Virgin Island, and the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands accord-
ing to their respective needs for the type of
asslstance furnished under the part or title
in which the section appears, and

“(B) in the case of amounts so reserved
under sections 302 and 502, (1) the Secretary

of the Interior, according to the need for

such assistance in order to effectuate the
purposes of such part or title in schools
operated for Indian children by the Depart-
ment of the Interior, and (i1) the

of Defense according to the need for such
assistance in order to effectuate the purposes
of such part or title in the overseas depend-
ents schools of the Department of Defense.
The terms upon which payments for such
purpose shall be made to the Becretary of
the Interior and the Secretary of Defense
shal]l be determined pursuant to such criteria
as the Commissioner determines will best
carry out the purposes of this title.”

(b) Bections 802(a)(1) and 502{(a) of
such Act are each amended by striking out
“2 per centum thereof, as he may determine
for allotment as provided in section 1008,”
and inserting in lleu thereof “3 per centum
thereof, as he may determine for allotment
as provided in sectlon 1008(A), and such
amount, not in excess of 1 per centum there-
of, as he may determine for allotment as pro-
vided in section 1008(B);"™.

(c) Bection 103(a) of such Act is amended
(1) by striking out “or" each time it appears
before “the Virgin Islands", (2) by inserting
after “the Virgin Islands,” as it first appears
“and, for the purposes of titles II, ITI, and V,
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands,”
and (3) by inserting before the period at the
end thereof “or the Trust Territory of the
Pacific Islands".

(d) The amendments made by this section
shall be effective with respect to flscal years
ending after June 30, 1968.

PROVISIONS FOR ADEQUATE LEADTIME AND FOR
PLANNING AND EVALUATION IN HIGHER EDU=-
CATION PROGRAMS

Bec. 1006. The Higher Education Act of
1965, as amended by this Act, is further
amended by adding after section 806 the fol-
lowing new sections:

“PROGRAM PLANNING AND EVALUATION FOR

HIGHER EDUCATION PROGRAMS

“Sec. 907. There are authorized to be ap-
propriated $1,117,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1969, and #$1,900,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, to be avail-
able to the Secretary, in accordance with
regulations prescribed by him, for expenses,
including grants, loans, contracts, or other
payments, for (1) planning for the succeed-
ing year programs or projects authorized
under any other provision of this Act or any
provision of the National Defense Education
Act of 1958 or the Higher Education Faclli-
ties Act of 1963, and (2) evaluation of pro-
grams or projects so authorized. For the fiscal
year ending June 30, 19871, and for each of
the two succeeding fiscal years, there may
be appropriated for such purpose only such
sums as the Congress may hereafter author-
1ze by law.

“ADVANCE FUNDING

“Sec. 908. To the end of affording the re-
sponsible State, local, and Federal officers

July 27, 1968

concerned adequate notice of available Fed-
eral financial assistance for education, appro-
priations for grants, loans, contracts, or other
payments under any Act referred to in section
807 are authorized to be included in the
appropriation Act for the fiscal year preced-
ing the fiscal year for which they are avail-
able for obligation. In order to effect a transi-
tion to this method of timing appropriation
action, the preceding sentence shall apply
notwithstanding that its initial application
under any such Act will result in the enact-
ment in the same year (whether in the same
appropriation Act of otherwise) of two
separate appropriations, one for the then
current fiscal year and one for the succeed-
ing fiscal year.

“EVALUATION REPORTS AND

REVIEW

“Sec. 909. (a) No later than March 31 of
each calendar year, the Secretary shall trans-
mit to the respective committees of the
Congress having legislative jurisdiction over
any Act referred to in section 907 and to the
respective Committees on Appropriations a
report evaluating the results and effective-
ness of programs and projects assisted there-
under during the receding fiscal year, to-
gether with his recommendations (including
any Elbzgl&lauve recommendations) relating
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“(b) In the case of any such program,
the report submitted in the penultimate
fiscal year for which appropriations are then
authorized to be made for such program shall
include a comprehensive and detailed review
and evaluation of such program (as up to
date as the due date permits) for its entire
past life, based on the maximum extent
practicable on objective measurements, to-
gether with the Secretary’s recommendations
as to proposed legislative action.

“AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIATIONS ON ACADEMIC
OR SCHOOL YEAR BASIS

“Sec. 910. Appropriations for any fiscal
year for grants, loans, contracts, or other
payments to educational agencies or institu-
tlons under any Act referred to in section
907, may, In accordance with regulations of
the Secretary, be made available for expendi-
ture by the agency or institution concerned
on the basls of an academic or school year
differing from such fiscal year.”

TITLE XI—AMENDMENTS TO HIGHER
EDUCATION FACILITIES ACT OF 1963

EXTENSION OF PROGRAM

Sec. 1101, (a)(1) Section 101(a) of the
Higher Education Facllitles Act of 1963 Is
amended by striking out “seven” and insert-
ing in leu thereof “nine".

(2) Section 101(b) of such Act is amended
(A) by striking out “for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 19060 and inserting In lleu
thereof “each for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1969, and for the succeeding fiscal
year”; and (B) by striking out ““1970 and the
succeeding fiscal year” and inserting in lien
thereof 1971 and the two succeeding fiscal
years",

(8) Bection 105(b) of such Act is amended
{A) by striking out in the first sentence
“two succeeding” and inserting in lieu there-
of “three succeeding”, and (B) by striking
out “1970, and the succeeding fiscal year™
and inserting in lieu thereof *1971, and the
two succeeding fiscal years”.

(b) BSection 201 of such Act is amended
(1) in the first sentence thereof by striking
out “seven” and inserting in leu thereof
“nine"”, and (2) in the second sentence (A)
by striking out 1968, and for the succeeding
fiscal year” and inserting in lieu thereof
“1968, and for each of the two succeeding
fiscal years”, and (B) striking out “1970, and
the succeeding fiscal year” and in
lieu thereof “1971, and the two succeeding
fiscal years”.

(c) Section 303(c) of such Act is amended
(1) in the first sentence by striking out
“geven" and insert in lleu thereof “nine",
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and (2) in the second sentence (A) by
striking out 1968, and for the succeeding
fisenl year” and inserting in lien thereof
+1968, and for each of the two succeeding
fiscal years” and (B) by striking out *“1970,
and the su fiscal ' and insert-
ing In lleu thereof “1971, and the two suc-
ceeding fiscal years”.

BROADENING ELIGIBILITY FOR CONSTRUCTION

GRANTS

Bec. 1102. (a) Effective with respect to
fiscal years ending on or after June 30,
1960—

(1) Section 106 (1) and (2) of the Higher
Education Facilities Act of 1863, as amended,
is amended by inserting after “enrollment
capacity” in each case the following: *, ca-
pacity to provide needed health care to stu-
dents or personnel of the institution,”.

(2) The second sentence of section 107(a)
of such Act is amended by inserting before
the period at the end thereof the following:
“and expansion of the capacity to provide
needed health care to students and institu-
tional el”.

(3) Section 108(b) of such Act is amended
by striking out “and”, at the end of para-
graph (5), redesignating paragraph (6) as
paragraph (7) and by inserting after para-
graph (5) the following:

“(6) In the case of a project to construct
an infirmary or other facility designed to pro-
vide primarily for outpatient eare of stu-
dents and institutional personnel, he deter-
mines no financial assistance will be pro-
vided such project under title IV of the
Housing Act of 1950; and”

(4) Bection 303(a) is amended by strik-
ing out “and” at the end of clause (2), and
by inserting before the period the follow-
ing: “, and (4) that, in the case of a project
to construct an infirmary or other facility
designed to provide primarily for outpatient
care of students and institutional personnel,
no financlial assistance will be provided such
project under title IV of the Housing Act of
1950,

(5) The first sentence of section 401(a)
of such Act is amended by inserting before
the period at the end thereof the follow-
ing: “; and, for purposes of titles I and III,
such term includes infirmaries or other fa-
cilities designed to provide primarily for
outpatient care of students and institution-
al personnel”

(a) Effective with respect to the first fiscal
year for which there is appropriated the full
amount authorized for such year by section
101(b) of the Higher Education Facilities
Act of 1963—

(1) Section 2 of such Act is amended by
striking out “accommodate” and inserting
in Heu thereof the following: “to expand
and Improve the facilities available for the
education of”.

(2) Bection 106 of such Act is amended to
read as follows:

“ELIGIBILITY FOR GRANTS

“Sec. 106. An institution of higher educa-
tion shall be eligible for a grant for con-
struction of academic facilities under this
title only if the project is needed and will be
efficiently utilized by the institution (1) to
provide for increased student enrollments;
or (2) to provide a needed expansion of ex-
tension, continuing education, or commu-
nity service programs of the institution; or
(3) to remedy existing or developing defi-
clencies in the instructional, extension, re-
search, student counseling or student health
programs of the institution; or (4) to pro-
vide administrative, maintenance, storage,
or utility services necessary for the continued
operation or expansion of the institution;
or (6) for a combination of such purposes.”

ANNUAL INTEREST GRANTS
Sec. 1103. (a) Title III of the Higher Edu-
cation Facllities Act of 1963 is amended by
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adding at the end thereof the following new
section:
"ANNUAL INTEREST GRANTS

“Sec. 306. (a) To assist institutions of
higher education and higher education
building agencies to reduce the cost of bor-
rowing from other sources for the construc-
tion of academic facilities, the Commissioner
may make annual interest grants to such
institutions and agencies.

“(b) Annual interest grants to an institu-
tion of higher education or higher education
building agency with respect to any academlic
facility shall be made over a fiscal period not
exceeding forty years, and provision for such
grants shall be embodied in a contract guar-
anteeing their payment over such period.
Even such grant shall be in an amount not
greater than the difference between (1) the
average annual debt service which would be
required to be pald, during the life of the
loan, on the amount borrowed from other
sources for the construction of such facili-
ties, and (2) the average annual debt service
which the institution would have been re-
quired to pay, during the life of the loan,
with respect to such amounts if the appli-
cable interest rate were the maximum rate
specified In section 303(b): Provided, That
the amount on which such grant is based
shall be approved by the Secretary.

“{c) (1) There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated to the Commissioner such sums
as may be necessary for the payment of an-
nual interest grants to institutions of higher
education and higher education building
agencies In accordance with this section.

“(2) Contracts for annual interest grants
under this section shall not be entered into
in an aggregate amount greater than is au-
thorized in appropriation Acts; and in any
event the total amount of annual interest
grants which may be paid to institutions of
higher education and higher education bulld-
ing agencies in any year pursuant to con-
tracts entered into under this section shall
not exceed $10,000,000, which amount shall
be increased by $10,000,000 on July 1, 1970.

*(d) No annual interest grant pursuant to
this section shall be made unless the Com-
missioner finds (1) that not less than one-
fourth of the development cost of the facility
will be financed from non-Federal sources,
(2) that the applicant is unable to secure a
loan in the amount of the loan with respect
to which the annual interest grant is to be
made, from other sources upon terms and
conditions equally as favorable as the terms
and conditions applicable to loans under this
title, and (3) that the construction will be
undertaken in an economical manner and
that it will not be of elaborate or extravagant
design or materials. A loan with respect to
which an interest grant is made under this
section shall not be considered financing
from a non-Federal source.”

EXTENDING AUTHORIZATION FOR HIGHER EDUCA-
TION FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION ASSISTANCE IN
MAJOR DISASTER AREAS
Sec. 1104. Section 408(a) of the Higher

Education Facllitlies Act of 1963 is amended

by striking out “July 1, 1967,” and inserting

in lieu thereof “July 1, 1969,”.

INCREASING FEDERAL SHARE

Sec. 1105. (a) Sections 107(b) and 401(d)
of the Higher Education Pacilities Act of 1963
are each amended (1) by striking out “3314
per centum" and inserting in lleu thereof
“50 per centum™ and (2) by striking out “40
per centum” and inserting in lieu thereof
“560 per centum™,

(b) Section 202(b) of such Act is
amended by striking out “3314 per centum"”
and inserting in lieu thereof “50 per centum™,

MINIMUM TITLE I ALLOTMENTS TO STATES

AND TERRITORIES

Sec. 1106. (a) Title I of the Higher Edu-
cation Facilities Act of 1963 is amended by
inserting after the second sentence of sec-
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tion 103 and after the first sentence of see-
‘tion 104 the following: “The amount allotted -
to any State under the ‘sentence
for any fiscal year which is less than $50,000
shall be increased to $50,000, the total of
increases thereby required being derived by
proportionately reducing the amount allotted
to each of the remaining States under the
preceding sentence, but with such adjust-
ments as may be necessary to prevent the al-
lotment of any such remaining States from
being thereby reduced to less than $50,000.”

{b) The amendments made by this seec-
tion shall apply with respect to fiscal years
ending on or after June 30, 1969,

TITLE XII—EDUCATION FOR THE
PUBLIC SERVICE
TITLE

Sec. 1201. This title may be cited as the
“Education for the Public Service Act”.

PURPOSE

Sec. 1202, It Is the purpose of this title
to establish a program of grants and fel-
lowships to improve the education of stu-
dents attending institutions of higher edu-
cation in preparation for entrance into the
service of State, local, or Federal govern-
ments, and to attract such students to the
public service.

PART A—GRANTS AND CoNTRACTS To
STRENGTHEN AND IMPROVE EDUCATION FOR
THE PUBLIC SERVICE

PROJECT GRANTS AND CONTRACTS

Sec. 1203. The of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare (hereafter in this title
referred to as the “Secretary”) is authorized
to make grants to or contracts with insti-
tutions of higher education, or combina-
tions of such institutions, to assist them in
planning, developing, strengthening, im-
proving, or carrying out programs or proj-
ects (1) for the preparation of graduate or
professional students to enter the public
service or (2) for research into, or develop-
ment or demonstration of, improved meth-
ods of education for the public service. Such
grants or contracts may include payment of
all or part of the cost of programs or proj-
ects for—

(A) planning for the development or ex-
pansion of graduate or professional programs
to prepare students to enter the public
service;

(B) training and retraining of faculty
members;

(C) strengthening the public service as-
pects of courses or curriculums leading to a
graduate or professional degree;

(D) conduct of short-term or regular ses-
slon institutes for advanced study by persons
engaged In, or preparing to engage in the
preparation of students to enter the public
service; and

(E) research into, and development of,

methods of training students or faculty, in-
cluding the preparation of teaching materials
and the planning of curriculum.
The Secretary may also make grants to other
public or private nonprofit agencies and or-
ganizations, including professional and
scholarly associations, or contracts with pub-
lic or private agencies or organizations, to
carry out the purposes of this section when
such grants or contracts will make an espe-
cially significant contribution to attaining
the objectives of this section.

AFPLICATION FOR GRANT OR CONTRACT; ALLOCA-
TION OF GRANTS OR CONTRACTS

Sec, 1204. (a) A grant or contract author-
ized by this part may be made only upon
application to the Secretary at such time or
times and containing such information as he
may prescribe, except that no such applica-
tion shall be approved unless it—

(1) sets forth programs, activities, research,
or development for which a grant is author-
ized under this part, and describes the re-
lation thereof to any program set forth by the
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applicant in an application, if any, submitted
pursuant to part B;

(2) provides for such fiscal control and
fund accounting procedures as may be neces-
sary to assure proper disbursement of and
accounting for Federal funds pald to the
applicant under this section; and

(3) provides for making such reports, in
such form and containing such information,
as the SBecretary may require to carry out his
functions under this section, and for keep-
ing such records and for affording such access
thereto as the Secretary may find necessary
to assure the correctness and verification of
such reports,

(b) The Secretary shall allocate grants or
contracts under this part In such manner as
will most nearly provide an equitable dis-
tribution of the grants or contracts through-
out the United States among institutions of
higher education which show promise of be-
ing able to use funds effectively for the pur-
poses of this part, except that to the extent
he deems proper in the national interest the
Becretary may give preference to programs
designed to meet an urgent national need.

(e) (1) Payments under this section may
be used, in accordance with regulations of
the Secretary, and subject to the terms and
conditions set forth in an application ap-
proved under subsection (a), to pay part of
the compensation of students employed in
public service, other than public service as
an employee in any branch of the Govern-
ment of the United States, as part of a pro-
gram for which a grant has been approved
pursuant to this section,

(2) Departments and agencies of the
United States are encouraged, to the extent
consistent with efficient administration, to
enter into arrangements with institutions of
higher education for the full-time, part-time,
or temporary employment, whether in the
competitive or excepted service, of students
enrolled in programs set forth in applica-
tions approved under subsection (a).

ParT B—PuBLIC SERVICE FELLOWSHIPS
AWARD OF PUBLIC SERVICE FELLOWSHIPS

Sec. 1211. The Secretary is authorized to
award fellowships in accordance with the
provisions of this part for graduate or pro-
fessional study for persons who plan to pur-
sue a career in public service. Such fellow-
ships shall be awarded for such periods as
the Secretary may determine but not to ex-
ceed three academic years.

ALLOCATION OF FELLOWSHIPS

Sec. 1212. The Secretary shall allocate fel-
lowships under this part among institutions
of higher education with programs approved
under the provisions of this part for the use
of individuals accepted into such programs,
in such manner and according to such plan
as will insofar as practicable—

(1) provide an equitable distribution of
such fellowships throughout the United
Btates, except that to the extent he deems
proper in the national interest the Secretary
may give preference to programs designed
to meet an urgent national need; and

(2) attract recent college graduates to
pursue a carrer in public service.

APPROVAL OF PROGRAMS

SEc. 1213. The Secretary shall approve a
graduate or professional program of an in-
stitution of higher education only upon ap-
plication by the institution and only upon
his findings—

(1) that such program has as a principal
or significant objective the education of
persons for the public service, or the educa-
tion of persons in a profession or vocation
for whose practitioners there is a significant
and continuing need in the public service as
determined by the Secretary after such con-
sultation with other agencies as may be ap-
propriate;

{2) that such program is in effect a.nd of
high quality, or can readily be put into
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effect and may reasonably be expected to
be of high quality;

(3) that the application describes the
relation of cuch program to any program,
activity, research, or development set forth
by the applicant in an application, if any,
submitted pursuant to part A; and

(4) that the application contalns satis-
factory assurance that (A) the institution
will recommend to the Secretary, for the
award of fellowships under this part, for
study in such program, only persons of
superior promise who have demonstrated to
the satisfaction of the institution a serious
intent to enter the public service upon com-
pleting the program, and (B) the institution
will make reasonable continuing efforts to en-
courage reciplents of fellowships under this
part, enrolled in such program, to enter the
public service upon completing the program.

STIPENDS

Sec. 1214, (a) The Secretary shall pay to
persons awarded fellowships under this part
such stipends (including such allowances for
subsistence and other expenses for such per-
sons and their dependents) as he may deter-
mine to be consistent with prevalling prac-
tices under comparable federally supported
programs.

(b) The Secretary shall (in addition to the
stipends paid to persons under subsection
(a)) pay to the institution of higher educa-
tion at which such person is pursuing his
course of study such amount as the Commis-
sloner may determine to be consistent with
prevalling practices under comparable feder-
ally supported programs,

FELLOWSHIP CONDITIONS

Sec. 1215. A person awarded a fellowship
under the provisions of this part shall con-
tinue to receive the payments provided in
this part only during such periods as the
Secretary finds that he is maintaining satis-
factory proficlency and devoting full time
to study or research in the field in which
such fellowship was awarded in an institu-
tion of higher education, and is not en-
gaging in gainful employment other than
employments approved by the Secretary by
or pursuant to regulation.

PART C—GENERAL PROVISIONS

DEFINITIONS
Sec. 1221. As used in this title—
(a) The term “State” means a State,

Puerto Rico, the District of Columbla, the
Canal Zone, Guam, American Samoa, the
Virgin Islands, and the Trust Territory of the
Pacific Islands.

(b) The term “institution of higher ed-
ucation” means an educational institution
in any State exclusive of an institution of
any agency of the United States, which (1)
admits as regular students only persons hav-
ing a certificate of graduation from a school
providing secondary education, or the rec-
ognized equivalent of such certificate, (2) is
legally authorlzed within such State to pro-
vide a program of education beyond sec-
ondary education, (3) provides an educa-
tional program for which it awards a bache-
lor's degree or provides not less than a two-
year program which is acceptable for full
credit toward such a degree, (4) is a public
or other nonprofit institution, and (5) is
accredited by a nationally recognized ac-
crediting agency or assoclation approved by
the Secretary for this purpose. For purposes
of this subsection, the Secretary shall pub-
lish a list of nationally recognized accredit-
ing agencles or assoclations which he de-
termines to be reliable authorlty as to the
quality of training

(¢) The term “public service” means serv-
ice as an officer or employee in any branch
of State, local, or Federal Government,

(d) The term “academic year” means an
academic year or its equivalent, as deter-
mined by the Secretary.

{e) The term “nonprofit” as applied to
an Institution, agency, or organization,
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means an institution, agency, or organiza-
tion owned and operated by one or more
corporations or assoclations no part of the
net earnings of which inures, or may law-
fully inure, to the benefit of any private
shareholder or individual.

COORDINATION OF FEDERAL ASSISTANCE

Sec. 1222, In administering this title, the
Secretary shall give primary emphasis to the
assistance of programs and activities not
otherwise assisted by the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, or by other
agencies of the Federal Government, so as
to promote most effectively the title’s ob-
jectives.

METHOD OF PAYMENT

Sec. 1223. Payments under this title may
be made in installments, and in advance or
by way of reimbursement with necessary
adjustments on account of overpayments or
underpayments.

LIMITATION

Sec. 1224, No grant, contract, or fellow-
ship shall be awarded under this title to, or
for study at, a school or department of
divinity. For the purposes of this section,
the term “school or department of divinity"
means an institution or department or
branch of an institution whose program is
specifically for the education of students to
prepare them to become ministers of religion
or to enter upon some other religious voca-
tion or to prepare them to teach theological
subjects,

TUTILIZATION OF OTHER AGENCIES

Sec. 1226. In administering the provisions
of this title, the Secretary is authorized to
utilize the services and facilities of any
agency of the Federal Government and of
any other public or nonprofit agency or in-
stitution, on a reimbursable basis or other-
wise in accordance with agreements between
the Secretary and the head thereof.

FEDERAL CONTROL OF EDUCATION PROHIBITED

Sec. 1226. Nothing contained in this title
shall be construed to suthorize any depart-
ment, agency, officer, or employee of the
United States to exercise any direction, su-
pervision, or control over the curriculum,
program of instruction, administration, or
personnel of any educational institution, or
the selection of library resources by an edu-
cational institution, or over the content of
any material developed or published under
any program assisted pursuant to this title.

REPORT

Bec. 1227. The Secretary shall include in
his annual report to the Congress, a report
of activities of his Department under this
title, including recommendations for needed
revisions In the provisions thereof,

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 1228, There are authorized to be ap-
propriated $500,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1969, and $15,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, to carry out
the purposes of this title. For the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1971, and each of the two
succeeding fiscal years, there may be appro-
priated to carry out the purposes of this title,
only such sums as the Congress may here-
after authorize by law. Funds appropriated
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1969, shall
be available for obligation pursuant to the

provisions of this title during that year and
the succeeding fiscal year.

TITLE XIII—-MISCELLANEOUS
AGE QUOTAS IN YOUTH WORK AND TRAINING
PROGRAMS

Sec. 1801. Section 124 of the Economic Op-
portunity Act of 1964 is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following:

“(f) In the case of a program under sec-
tion 123(a) (1), the Director shall not limit
the number or percentage of the participants
in the program who are fourteen or fifteen
years of age.”
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ELIGIBILITY FOR STUDENT ASSISTANCE

SEec. 1302. (a) (1) If an institution of higher
education determines, after affording notice
and opportunity for hearing to an individual
attending, or employed by, such institution,
that such individual has, after the date of
enactment of this Act, willfully refused to
obey a lawful regulation or order of such
institution and that such refusal was of a
serlous nature and contributed to the dis-
ruption of the administration of such insti-
tution, then the institution shall deny any
further payment to, or for the benefit of,
such individual under any of the following

Tograms:

(A) The student loan program under title
II of the National Defense Education Act
of 1958.

(B) The educational opportunity grant

program under part A of title IV of the
Higher Education Act of 1965.

(C) The student loan insurance program
under part B of title IV of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965.

(D) The college work-study program under
part C of title IV of the Higher Education
Act of 1965.

(E) Any fellowship program carried on un-
der title II, I, or V of the Higher Educa-
tion Act of 1965 or title IV or V, of the Na-
tional Defense Education Act of 1858.

(2) Nothing in this subsection shall be
construed to limit the freedom of any stu-
dent to verbal expression for individual views
or opinions.

{(b) No loan, guarantee of a loan or grant
under a program authorized or extended by
this Act shall be awarded to any applicant
within three years after he has been con-
victed by any court of record of any crime
which was committed after the date of en-
actment of this Act, and which involved the
use of (or assistance to others in the use of)
force, trespass or the seizure of property un-
der control of an institution of higher educa-
tion to prevent officials or studenis at such
an institution from engaging in their duties
or pursuing their studies, by an institution
or person having knowledge of such convic-
tion.

Sec. 1303. No standard, rule, regulation, or
requirement of general applicability pre-
scribed for the administration of this Act or
any Act amended by this Act may take effect
(1) until 30 days after it is published in the
Federal Register, and (2) unless interested
persons are given an opportunity to par-
tieipate in the formulation of such stand-
ard, rule, regulation, or requirement through
the submission of views or arguments.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I move that the Senate disagree
to the House amendment, agree to the
conference requested by the House, and
that the Chair be authorized to appoint
conferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. MOoRSE,
Mr, YARBOROUGH, Mr. CLARK, Mr. RaN-
poLPH, Mr, WiLLiams of New Jersey, Mr.
NeLsow, Mr. Proury, Mr, Javirs, Mr.
DoMINICK, and Mr. MURPHY conferees on
the part of the Senate.

WHOLESOME POULTRY PRODUCTS
ACT

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 2932) to clarify and other-
wise amend the Poultry Products Inspec-
tion Act, to provide for cooperation with
appropriate State agencies with respect
to State pouliry products inspection
programs, and for other purposes.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, as a
preface to what I am about to say, I want
to make it very clear that the Senator
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from Florida has a very great interest
in the Wholesome Meat Act. It was part
of my responsibility last year to serve
as chairman of the conference between
the Senate and the House on that par-
ticular bill, and it was a long confer-
ence and a controversial one. I will let
the Recorp of last year speak for itself
as to what the Senator from New Mexi-
co and the Senator from Minnesota both
said at the time of the presentation of
the conference report about what they
regarded as the quality of the serv-
ice rendered by the senior Senator
from Florida in connection with that
conference.

Both of them said, substantially, that
the conference would not have been suc-
cessful without some help from the Sen-
ator from Florida, and they went a great
deal further in their statements. So I
have a substantial interest in the main-
tenance of the Wholesome Meat Act.

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield.

Mr. MONTOYA. I would like to restate
here and now the great contribution the
Senator from Florida made in trying to
iron out the differences between both
Houses on the Red Meat Inspection Act.
I want to say today that the distinguished
senior Senator from Florida has cer-
tainly been a great contributor to the
particular legislation that is now before
the Senate.

As 1 stated previously, while we dis-
agree on his amendment, I do not mean,
by any means, to impugn his motives or
to detract from his earnest desires to
protect the consumers of this country.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank my distin-
guished friend for his very gracious
statement.

Mr. President, I want the record, first,
to show that this matter of cooperative
inspection between the Federal Govern-
ment and the State governments is not
new. The great majority of the food
products which move into interstate com-
merce are not inspected by Federal in-
spectors. I am referring now particularly
to fruit products and vegetable products.
The Senator from Florida knows some-
thing about what he is speaking of, be-
cause he introduced in the Florida State
Senate measures which provided higher
standards of contents for Florida citrus
than those required by the Federal law
and regulation, and he knows that for a
period of years, the Federal Inspection
Service and the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture have been glad to accept and ap-
prove the production passed by the Flor-
ida Inspection Service in that very large
field.

I understand the same thing is true
with respect to the inspection of citrus
fruits in California, under their State
system; and I understand, also, from a
direct statement made to me a few days
ago by Mr. Leonard, the head of the
division which enforces Federal inspec-
tion, that the same is true as to most
fruits and vegetables—highly perishable
crops—which move in interstate com-
merce, with perfeet acceptance by the
Federal Inspection Service and by cus-
tomers and the trade in far distant
States.
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Mr. President, there is no reason for
any Senator to try to make it appear
that this is something new, because it is
not. It has been the customary proce-
dure for many years as to many edible
products, and particularly many perish-
able edible products.

My second point, Mr. President, is
this: We have been moving, in Congress,
toward an extension of that cooperative
practice between the Federal Govern-
ment and the States. Several years ago
the Congress passed the so-called Aiken-
Talmadge bill, which encourages the De-
partment of Agriculture to build up co-
operative inspection services with the
various States. There is no hint on the
part of anyone who introduced or sup-
ported that legislation that we are trying
to cut down the quality of the products
that are handled under State inspection.
On the contrary, we are simply trying to
recognize the facts, and the facts are
that in many cases, the State standards
are superior to the Federal standards
generally imposed by Federal regulation,
but under Federal law giving authority
to the Department of Agriculture to
make regulations.

Mr. President, last year when we had
before us the Wholesome Meat Act, every
emphasis was placed upon the creation of
a cooperative inspection service. The
testimony in the REcorp will show that.
The conflict between the bill introduced
by the Senator from New Mexico and the
bill introduced by other Senators who
wanted this whole feld put under exclu-
sive Federal handling will show that. The
arguments on the floor will show that.
The arguments in conference will show
that, and the contents of the bill finally
passed will show that. We were trying
to set up a cooperative State-Federal sys-
tem of inspection services, and to greatly
improve the standard of inspection of
the red meats which were covered by that
bill, not only in interstate commerce,
but in many States where, as the Senator
from New Mexico has correctly stated,
there were no inspection services, or no
adequate inspection services.

The emphasis was on cooperation and
a cooperative service. But there was not
included anything specifically saying
that, after full acceptance of the State
laws and standards and State enforce-
ment by the Federal Government those
products could move freely in interstate
commerce. There was indication of it,
because in that bill it was stated that up
to 50 percent of the cost of the inspection
may be met by the Federal Government.
Mr. President, what possible sense would
there be in saddling on the Federal Gov-
ernment 50 percent of the cost, unless
we were trying to avoid duplication and
trying to bring about a condition under
which State-inspected meats, under cer-
tain requirements already approved by
the Department of Agriculture, and con-
stantly checked—because the Secretary
would have supervising inspectors in
those States at all times—could move in
interstate commerce?

So, Mr. President, the question came
up, shortly after the adoption of the bill,
is it the intention of the Department
to make this, in full, by the terms of
the bill, a cooperative inspection service?
The State secretaries of agriculture in
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in the 50 States were greatly concerned
over that question, because many of the
States had inspection setups for meats,
and all of them—or at least most of
them—have inspection services for the
products which they particularly pro-
duce and ship. So this became a dialog,
beginning last December when the
Wholesome Meat Act became operative,
between the trade and the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture.

Mr. President, I have already read it
into the Recorp, but for the purpose of
having it included at this point, I wish
to read once more, because I think it is
important, the official statement made
by the head of the Inspection Division of
the Department ol Agriculture, attend-
ing the convention, in February of this
year, of the independent meatpackers of
the Nation. We are talking now about
red meats, and not about poultry.

The question asked of Mr. Leonard
was:

Is it the intention of the administration
to seek an amendment to the Wholesome
Meat Act to allow State-inspected establish-
ments operating under a State system which
has met the requirements of “at least equal
to” under title III of the Wholesome Meat
Act to engage in interstate commerce?

His answer was:

Yes, it 1s the Intention of the Department
of Agriculture to transmit the draft amend-
ment to the Congress for passage this year.

Mr. President, I do not care how much
cavilling we have about the matter, this
official pronouncement of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture speaks for itself, and
it was made in February of this year.

Later, Mr. President, there was corre-
spondence between the president of the
National Association of State Depart-
ments of Agriculture and the U.S. Sec-
retary of Agriculture on this question.
I have in my hand, and shall offer for
the REecorbp, a letter signed by Orville L.
Freeman, on the stationery of the De-
partment of Agriculture, dated March
4 of this year, addressed to Hon. Stan-
ley T. Trenhaile, president of the Na-
tional Association of State Departments
of Agriculture, at Boise, Idaho. I under-
stand that Mr. Trenhaile, whom I do
not know personally, is the Commis-
sioner of Agriculfure of the State of
Idaho.

The letter speaks for itself, and I ask
unanimous consent that it be printed in
the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D.C., March 4, 1968,
Hon, STANLEY T, TRENHAILE,
President, National Association of Stale
Depariments of Agriculiure, Boise,
Idaho

Dear Bran: President Johnson has asked
us to reply to your letter of February 6,
1088 concerning the resolution of the Board

Dlrectors of the National Assoclation of
Btate Departments of Agriculture that was
submitted to him.

We appreciated receiving your resclution
on meat inspection and are always glad to
have the benefit of the ideas and thoughts
of the National Association of State Depart-
ments of Agriculture. We hope you will con-
tinue to contribute the results of your
thinking to us.
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Enclosed for your information is a copy
of the Meat Inspection Notice that provides
for the temporary handling of State in-
spected products In federally Inspected
plants, This action should alleviate much
of the problem until cooperative agreements
can be accomplished between Federal and
State programs.

The resolution also supported an amend-
ment to the Wholesome Meat Act which
would allow State Inspected products to
move interstate when the law’s requirement
of “at least equal to" Federal standards is
met by the State program. The Department
of Agriculture poses no objections to such
an amendment,

The Wholesome Meat Act really has but
one goal—to assure every American con-
sumer that all of the meat they purchase
is healthful and wholesome. I am confident
we can accomplish that goal by working
together within the framework laid down by
the Act.

Sincerely yours,
OrVILLE L. FREEMAN.

Mr., HOLLAND, Mr, President, I want
to read specifically, though, for the Rec-
orD one sentence out of the letter which
relates to the same subject Mr. Leonard’s
statement in February covered.

The paragraph reads:

The resolution also supported an amend-
ment to the Wholesome Meat Act which
would allow State inspected products to
move interstate when the law’s requirement
of “at least equal to” Federal standards is
met by the State program. The Department
of Agriculture poses no objection to such an
amendment.

Mr. President, while Mr. Leonard was
speaking for the Department, this state-
ment is from the head of the Depart-
ment, the Secretary of Agriculture. And
it is a followup on the important dialog
that was taking place between the
Commissioners of Agriculture of the 50
States and the Department of Agricul-
ture as to why when a State had been
found to have a law at least equal to the
Federal law and to have enforcement
at least equal to the Federal enforce-
ment—and I want to point out that such
finding could be made by the Secretary
of Agriculture himself and no other—
produects inspected under that State sys-
tem ought not to have the right to move
in interstate commerce.

Mr. President, it is very clear that the
Department was committed to such an
approach. They had a similar commit-
ment with respect to the poultry bill.
I want to make it very clear that they
lived up to that commitment, because
when they sent to the House of Repre-
sentatives and to the Senate the legis-
lation prepared by them to cover the
poultry inspection field, they prepared
legislation including a provision, not
identical with, but substantially the
same—there is no material difference at
all—to the amendments offered by the
Senator from Florida which are now
sought to be stricken by the motion of
the Senator from New Mexico. In effect,
Mr. President, the Senator is seeking to
strike his own amendment, because the
amendment in substance was in the bill
which he introduced in company with
the Senator from Louisiana, the chair-
man of our committee, such bill having
been an administration bill.

Mr. President, the State commissioners
of agriculture asked the Senator from
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Florida if he would care to introduce the
amendment when it was found that the
Senate subcommittee, due to pressure
brought by such persons as Miss Furness
and Mr. Nader—and they have both been
referred to by the opponents of the
amendment-—had omitted the Depart-
ment's original provision from the bill
reported to the full committee.

I did not proceed in any idle manner.
I first asked them what had been the
attitude and what was the attitude of the
Department of Agriculture. They sent
me the copy of the letter from the Sec-
retary to Mr. Trenhaile, which I have
just had printed in the Recorp, showing
that in March of this year the Secretary
had advised the organization of the com-
missioners of agriculture of the 50 States
by this letter, addressed to their chair-
gllfin, that they would not object to such

They also sent me this transeript of
what had happened at the meeting of the
Independent Meat Packers, and showing
what Mr. Leonard had had to say about
the bill,

Mr. President, I had considerable
knowledge of this subject already, hav-
ing served, as I have already sald, as
chairman of the conference committee
last year, and with results that were not
unsatisfactory, to say the least, to the
Senator from New Mexico, the Senator
from Minnesota, and others.

I knew that what was being attempted
was the setting up of a cooperative serv-
ice, and that is made particularly clear
when we note the bill we passed last year
and the poultry bill likewise provided
that the Federal Government shall con-
tribute to the support of the inspection
service when the States have perfected
their inspection service, and may con-
tribute up to 50 percent of the total.

On this very question of participation,
that matter came up at the conference
of the Independent Meat Packers. The
question was asked of Mr. Leonard in the
following words:

The Wholesale Meat Act states that the
amount of Federal funds to be used in a
cost-sharing program “shall not exceed 50
percent of the estimated total cost of the
cooperative program.” Is the Federal Gov-
ernment prepared to pay the full 50 percent
of this or does the phrase ‘“shall not exceed
B0 percent” bear some significance?

The answer of Mr. Leonard is:

The Federal Government is prepared to
financially participate in the State program
on a 50-50, equal basls.

Mr. President, as chairman of the
Agricultural subcommittee which han-
dles appropriations, I have been able to
see what this means. Already this year,
they have asked for very substantial in-
creases of their appropriations for the
payment of the costs of inspection and
have justified it by saying that they have
several States moving in the direction of
complete cooperation and that they will
be able to bring them under the coopera-
tive service as supplying service at least
equal to Federal inspection in the near
future.

The subcommittee which I had the
honor to head recommended a substan-
tial increase of the appropriations for
that reason.
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The amendment which has been re-
ferred to repeatedly as the Holland
amendment—and I am very happy to
have it so referred to—does not happen
to be the Holland amendment at all, It
came to me from the secretaries of agri-
culture of the 50 States in the Union, al-
though I sent it to the legislative coun-
sel, and had them check it over. And
they made very minor changes. However,
it came to me from them. And it came to
the Senate originally when the bill was
introduced this year, as to the poultry
inspection service, in the form of an ad-
ministration recommendation.

Mr. President, I am not going to argue
about it. We can call it the Holland
amendment. We can call it the amend-
ment of the States, offered by the State
commissioners of agriculture. We can
call it the Department of Agriculture
amendment. But the point I make is that
this has not come out of the thin air. The
report in the Washington Post of last
week made it appear that it just came
out of the thin air. It said it was a sur-
prise amendment. To the contrary, the
amendment had been in the bill origin-
ally considered by the subcommittee. It
had been supported by a statement from
Mr. Trenhaile, president of the National
Association of State Commissioners of
Agriculture.

That statement appears in the printed
record of the committee hearings. And
beyond that, I asked the distinguished
chairman of our committee to get the
present attitude of the Secretary of Agri-
culture before moving the adoption of
the amendment. And that present atti-
tude was given to us on April 28 through
a letter signed by Rodney E. Leonard,
Administrator of the Consumer and
Marketing Service, USDA, addressed to
our distinguished chairman, the Honor-
able ALLEN J. ELLENDER.

That letter has been talked about con-
siderably in the debate already.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letter be printed at this
point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
CONSUMER AND MARKETING SERV-
ICE,

Washington, D.C., April 18, 1968.
Hon, ALLEN J, ELLENDER,

Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry, U.S. Senate.

DEAR MR, CHAIRMAN: Mr. Harker Stanton
asked us to express the Department’s views
on Senator Holland’s proposed amendment
to 8. 2032, “To clarify and otherwise amend
the Poultry Products Inspection Act to pro-
vide for cooperation with appropriate State
agencies with respect to State poultry in-
spection programs, and for other purposes.”

Mr. Holland's perDBﬂl would amend the
Federal Meat Inspection Act to provide the
basis for State inspected meats to move in
interstate commerce when the State inspec-
tion system is equal to the Federal program.

‘We belleve this proposal is a reasonable
and logical approach to meaningful Federal-
Btate accomplishments of the responsibility
to provide all consumers with a wholesome
meat supply. However, 1t must be recognized
that at this point in time, there exists a
substantial “body" of negative confidence to-
ward taking this direction.

We feel the first goal should involve dem-
onstrating the development of meaningful
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programs under both the Meat and Poultry
Products Inspection Acts hefore proceeding
further. We intend to support such an
amendment when we are in a position to
demonstrate State programs are, In fact,
functioning as provided for by the Whole-
some Meat Act.
Sincerely yours,
RopNEY E, LEONARD,
Administrator.

Mr. HOLLAND. And that happens to
be the case, because he has no back-
ground of special information in this
field at all.

The addition we made to the inspec-
tion figures to assist in the enforcement
of the Wholesome Meat Act was $21,134,-
000. I thank the Senator from Louisi-
ana for procuring those figures for me.
I believe that in one House $17 million
was granted and in another House a
sizeably greater amount, and the con-
ference report states the final amount
granted.

Mr. President (Mr. Jorpan of North
Carolina in the chair), even in this
great country, which so many people
think is going bankrupt, the appropria-
tion of an extra $21 million to a whole-
some cooperative cause is not meaning-
less. It means something. My own feel-
ing is that that meaning is not fully ac-
complished unless the bills themselves
state guite clearly that what we are try-
ing to do is to build the cooperative sys-
tem so that when that cooperative sys-
tem exists, as declared by the Secre-
tary of Agriculture—and he is the only
one who can so declare—during such
time as he says it continues to exist,
under which the State program is at
least equal to or better than the Federal
program, the 50-50 contribution shall
be made.

I should like to say many other things
at this time, but I shall not weary the
Members of the Senate—there are five of
us present, including the Presiding Offi-
cer—to listen to the able arguments of
the Senator from New Mexico and the
Senator from Minnesota and the argu-
ments—whatever they may be—of the
Senator from Florida.

I invite attention to the fact that,
just as in the Senate there was not com-
plete agreement as to the elimination
of this administration proposal, which
they now call the Holland amendment—
though the Senate Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry voted 10 to two for
the inclusion of that provision—so in
the House there was objection to the
elimination of this proposal.

I note such an expression in the addi-
tional views of Honorable Catherine
May, from the State of Washington,
which is included in the report of the
committee that handled this matter in
the House of Representatives. It is report
No. 1333. Mrs. May is a housewife and
has always been noted for her attempt to
protect the housewives of the Nation and
the consumers of the Nation, and I be-
lieve it is quite important to note that
she happens to be the only member of
that House committee who occupies such
a favorable position. This is what she
said:

The legislation as originally proposed by
the administration and supported by the Na-
tional Association of State Departments of
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Agriculture contained a provision (sec. 5(c)5
of HR. 15146) permitting poultry processed
under State inspection systems which are
at least equal to the Federal program to
be shipped in interstate commerce with a
combined State-Federal legend.—

In other words, the inspection would
have to show that here is a product of
a combined cooperative system—Ilet us
say, United States-Florida, United
States-New Mexico, United States-Loui-
siana—

It is unfortunate that the majority of the
committee saw fit to delete this provision.

In my view, this was a logical and sound
provision, consistent with the intent of the
legislation, and should have been retained
in the final version of the bill approved by
the committee. If the States are to be re-
quired to develop programs at least equal to
the Federal program and plants selling only
in intrastate commerce are to be required
to meet standards equal to those provided
in Federal law, then there appears to be no
valid reason why the poultry inspected under
those State programs should not be permitted
to be shipped in interstate commerce, as well.
If this legislation is enacted and effectively
administered as presently written, there can
be no qualitative difference between State
poultry inspection programs and the Federal
programs, so there could be no possible dif-
ference between the wholesomeness of poul-
try inspected under those State programs and
poultry inspected by Federal inspectors.

Mr. President, I wish to pay my re-
spects to Mrs. May. As already stated, I
was chairman of that committee. She was
a member of the conference. She was a
very able and helpful member of the
conference, I say now, in the presence of
the distinguished Senator from New
Mexico, that there were votes and times
in that conference when, if her vote had
been against the Wholesome Meat Act,
that act could not have come out of con-
ference, because we had determined op-
position to the passage of that act from
several members of the conference, as
the Senator will realize. The split at
times was such that there was just one
vote apart.

I bring out this fact simply to make it
clear that people who were interested
in the Wholesome Meat Act last year—
and that certainly includes Mrs. May
and myself—and who rendered some
service toward the passage of that act,
feel that the reasonable and logical ap-
proach to the making of the wholesome
meat inspection service a bona fide co-
operative State-Federal inspection serv-
ice needs this additional wording, needs
this additional amendment in the act.

I could put many other things in the
Recorp. For example, the Commissioner
of Agriculture of my State was com-
pletely mortified when the report of the
inspection of the plants in Florida came
out and it stated that they inspected a
couple of plants and found them far
from wholesome. Actually, they inspected
12 plants and found 10 plants up to any-
body’s standard, anywhere, at any time;
and they found two plants they could not
completely approve. I think that would
be the case if there were an inspection of
a large number of plants now having the
Federal Inspection Service.

I am constantly receiving complaints
from plants who are under Federal in-
spection as to the fact that some inspec-




23870

tor has come in and demanded some-
thing which has not been demanded by
earlier inspectors, and that they are
about to be cut off from their Federal
Inspection Service. I wanted to say that
for the REcorp because we have a good
inspection service. We must have a good
inspection service. We entertain nearly
20 million visitors a year.

We have a decided responsibility and
duty on our shoulders in our State to
have a reasonable and a good inspection
service.

I have already said that the Federal
Government for many years before I
came to the Senate 22 years ago has rec-
ognized and approved the Federal in-
spection service on citrus fruits. As a
matter of fact, our service is under stand-
ards higher than Federal standards. I
think our commissioner of agriculture
had every right to complain. I want the
REecorp to show he did complain and I
want the REcorp to show he did not think
the Department of Agriculture treated us
fairly when, if one will read the report,
they inspected only two plants. They did
not use the word “only” but they did not
comment that they had inspected 12
plants and gave complete approval to 10
plants and that it was only two plants in
which they found something about which
to complain.

Mr. Stanley I. Trenhaile is the presi-
dent of the National Association of State
Commissions of Agriculture and also the
chairman of the National Advisory Com-
mission for the Implementation of the
Wholesome Meat Act. Under the provi-
sions of that Act a national advisory
commission was set up. I have a wire
dated July 24 addressed to me from Mr.
Trenhaile as chairman of the National
Advisory Committee for the Implementa-
tion of the Wholesome Meat Act. I ask
unanimous consent that the telegram
from Mr. Trenhaile may be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the telegram
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

WasHINGTON, D.C.
Hon. Spessarp L, HOLLAND,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.:

The following telegram was sent this date
to the Honorable Orville Freeman, Secre-
tary of Agriculture:

“This is to reafirm the recommendation
emanating from the May 22 monthly meeting
of your appointed 17-member National Meat
Advisory Committee ‘moved by Secretary
Alampi, New Jersey seconded by Commis-
sioner Conner, Florida, and carried that the
full committee recommended to the Secre-
tary of Agriculture through Rodney Leonard,
Administrator, that legislation be proposed
by the USDA that would permit the recogni-
tion of State plants and State meat inspected
and duly certified by C and MS as having
met all the requirements of the Wholesome
Meat act be allowed free movement in inter-
state commerce’.”

STANLEY I. TRENHAILE,
Chairman, National Advisory Committee
for the implementaiton of the whole-
some Meat Act.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, there is
only one part of that telegram I wish
to advert to, and that is that this 17-
member committee of very distinguished
agricultural experts was appointed by
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Mr. Freeman; and it calls his attention to
the fact that they made this recommen-
dation May 22 and that they reaffirm it
now.

Mr, President, there has come to my
desk a release memorandum dated
July 25, 1968, from John A, Killick,
executive secretary of the Washington-
based National Independent Meat
Packers Association. I wish to call to the
attention of the Senate one partciular
part of the release which states:

John A, Killick, Executive Secretary of
the Washington-based National Independent
Meat Packers Association, has glven the As-
sociation’s full support and backing to Sen.
Spessard Holland (D-Fla.), sponsor of the
amendment, in obtaining the right for state-
inspected meat packers, operating in states
which have been certified by the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture as having meat in-
spection systems “equal to" the Federal pro-
gram, to sell their products across state lines.
The Holland amendment to the poultry bill
(H.R. 16363) , now awalting full Senate action,
is applicable to red meats as well as poultry.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the entire release printed
in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the release
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

PACKER OF¥FICIAL OPPOSES DOUBLE INSPECTION
STANDARD

WasHINGTON, D.C.—A meat packing Indus-
try spokesman has labeled Betty Furness’ op-
position to a poultry bill amendment which
has received the endorsement of the Senate
Agriculture Committee as “fllogical, specious
and discriminatory.

John A. Killick, Executtve Becretary of the
Washington-based Natlonal Independent
Meat Packers Assoclation, has given the Asso~
clation's full support and backing to Sen.
Spessard Holland (D-Fla.), sponsor of the
amendment, in obtaining the right for state-
inspected meat packers, operating in states
which have been certified by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture as having meat inspec-
tion systems "“equal to" the Federal program,
to sell thelr products across state lines. The
Holland amendment to the poultry bill (H.R.
16363), now awalting full Senate actlon, is
applicable to red meats as well as poultry.

“Miss Furness’ opposition shows an
abysmal lack of confidence in the present
Secretary of Agriculture, who would be
responsible for determining the adequacy,
effectiveness and equality of a state inspec-
tion program, to certify a state program as
meeting Federal standards. To deny the
interstate movement of product to a packer
whose state has standards equal to the
Federal is outright diserimination since the
Federal system affords such an opportunity
to packers under its jurisdiction,” Killick
charged. “"USDA officials repeatedly have in-
sisted that two levels of inspection cannot
be tolerated, and will not be permitted, and
logic—particularly under the conditions
which will prevail on December 15, 1969—
supports this position,” he sald.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, who is
against this proposal? We have had two
or three packers quoted; and we have had
broiler ranchers quoted, who were scared
to death by propaganda which has gone
to them. Part of that propaganda has
come to me. I have nothing further to
say about it except that it is part of the
doubletalk emanating from the Depart-
ment of Agriculture.

I think Members of the Senate and the
House of Representatives have the right
to expect different treatment from the
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Department of Agriculture. As far as the
Senator from Florida is concerned, he
restates his position. He is going to be
very cautious in approving recommenda-
tions made by the Department of Agri-
culture from this time forward. He
thinks he has a right, as a friend of
agriculture who has frequently gone to
bat, both in the legislative committee so
ably headed by the Senator from Louisi-
ana, and in the Appropriations Subcom-
mittee, which he has the honor himself
to head, in an effort to get things he
thought were right to be done and which
were requested by the Secretary of Agri-
culture, even though the other body at
the other end of the Capitol had not seen
the matter that way. He is going to be
very cautious from this time forward in
following such recommendations.

Mr, President, I thank the large as-
semblage of Senators who have waited
to hear my desultory remarks on this
very important subject. I yield the floor.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Sronc in the chair), The clerk will call
call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT FROM
MONDAY, JULY 29, TO TUESDAY,
JULY 30, 1968, AT 10 AM.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate completes its business on
Monday next, it adjourn until Tuesday
at 10 am,

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

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 11 A M., MON-
DAY, JULY 29, 1968

Mr. BYRD of West Virgina. Mr, Presi-
dent, if there be no further business to
come before the Senate, I move, in ac-
cordance with the previous order, that
the Senate adjourn until 11 am., on
Monday next.

The motion was agreed to; and (at
2 o’clock and 19 minutes p.m.) the Sen-
ate adjourned until Monday, July 29,
1968,at 11 a.m,

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate July 27, 1968:
U.8. MARINE CORPS
Lt. Col. Haywood R. Smith, U.S. Marine
Corps, for temporary appointment to the
grade of colonel, to hold such grade while

serving as Armed Forces aide to the Presi-
dent,

U.8. ARMY

The nominations be William C.
Hunt, to be second lieutenant, and ending
Robert L. Schmidt, to be second Ueuhnant.
which nominations were received by the
Senate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL
RecorDp on July 17, 1968.
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THOMAS QUALTERS
HON. THOMAS P. O’NEILL, JR.

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr,
Speaker, today I would like to honor a
great and courageous American who was
a loyal bodyguard to our late beloved
President Franklin Delano Roosevelt.
Thomas Qualters, who died on Wednes-
day, was born in Charleston, Mass., in my
district, and was graduated from BSt.
John’s Preparatory School in Danvers,
Mass., and the University of Notre Dame.
In 1936, while he was living in Somer-
ville, Mass., also in my district, he was
notified of his appointment as chief
bodyguard to the President.

For 6 years Tommy rarely left Presi-
dent Roosevelt’s side and he was always
willing to risk his own life for the safety
of our Chief Executive. For his great
courage he was honored by the Crown
Princes of both Denmark and Norway.

A very versatile man, he was at differ-
ent times in his life a football player, a
coach, a teacher, a member of the Mas-
sachusetts State Police, a lieutenant col-
onel in the Army Air Corps Intelligence
Division, and chief of police in Keene,
N.H.

This afternoon, Mr. Langdon Marvin
Parker, Jr.,, President Roosevelt's god-
son, brought Thomas Qualters’ obituary
in the New York Times to my attention.
I think this obituary pays tribute to a
dedicated American and loyal friend of
President Roosevelt and I would like to
submit it to the Recorp at this point:
[From the New York Times, July 26, 1968]
THOMAS QUALTERS, ROOSEVELT GUARD—CLOSE

AIDE To THE PRESIDENT FOR 6 YEARs DiEs

AT 63

AnTRIM, N.H., July 25.—Thomas Qualters,
bodyguard for President Franklin D. Roose-
velt, died yesterday at a hospital in Peterboro
after an illness of three weeks. He was 63
years old.

He was assistant personnel manager at
the Electropac Division of the Honeywell
Corporation in Peterboro.

He is survived by his widow, Arlene, and
two sisters. The funeral will be Saturday.

CLOSE TO CHIEF EXECUTIVE

Mr, Qualters, a blue-eyed, broad-shouldered
ex-Notre Dame halfback, was a 32-year-old
Massachusetts state trooper when President
Roosevelt chose him in December 1936 to be
his bodyguard.

In the next six years, Tommie, as the
President called him, was never more than a
few feet away from his side during public
appearances. Although he rarely had his
name in the papers, he was one of the most
photographed men in the country, lending
his arm and burly frame to support the
crippled President.

Mr. Qualters had been bodyguard for the
President’s son, James, during the 1936
election campaign, and when Gus Gennerich,
Mr. Roosevelt’s bodyguard, died in 1936 the
President selected Mr. Qualters for the job.

“Do I like it," he asked rhetorically when
informed of the appointment, as calls and

congratulatory messages flooded his home
in Somerville, Mass. “I'm delighted.”

Mr. Qualters was seldom more than a room
away from the President in the White House,
and would don white tie and tail coat for a
diplomatic reception.

And if the highest-ranking envoy hap-
pened to approach the Chief Executive with
his arms folded or his hands in the pockets,
Mr, Qualters would tap him on the shoulder
and tell him to drop his arms to his sides.

QUICK WITH HIS FISTS

Not ordinarily pugnacious, Mr. Qualters
was nonetheless quick with his fists if the
need arose.

He once displayed his prowess on Willie
Hockaday, a Midwesterner who had earlier
shown up at the office of the Secretary of War
dressed and painted as an Indian on a war
dance and toting a sack of feathers that he
proceeded to scatter in the name of peace.

The feather-dispenser reappeared in Okla-
homa City, where the President was visiting,
and Mr. Qualters was on the running board
of Mr. Roosevelt's car when Mr, Hockaday,

a shoe-shine cloth, came out of
the crowd that lined the sidewalk and rushed
toward the moving vehicle.

The cloth looked like a stick or a make-

- shift weapon to Mr, Qualters, who promptly

stepped down from the running board, took
two paces, feinted with hig left and crossed
with his right. Mr. Hockaday found himself
lying In the street with a group of local con-
stabulary standing around him,

Mr. Qualters, who was born in Charles-
town, Mass.,, was graduated from St. John's
Preparatory School in Danvers, Mass., and
the University of Notre Dame. He returned
to St. Johns as a teacher and football coach.
In 1933 he joined the State Police. He was an
expert shot with pistol and rifle and was also
a master horseman, boxer and wrestler.

Mr. Qualters entered the Army Air Corps
intelligence division as a captain in 1942, He
rose to lieutenant colonel. He officlally re-
signed from the Secret Service in 1947 and in
1950 he was named Chief of Police in Kenne.

The Presidential aide was honored in 1939
by the Crown Princes of Denmark and Nor-
way, when they were in Washington, He re-
ceived a gold crown medal from Prince Fred-
erick of Denmark and a silver cigarette
lighter with the Norwegian crest from Prince
Olav.

STATEMENTS BY THE REPUBLICAN
TASK FORCE ON CRIME

HON. GERALD R. FORD

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
under leave to extend my remarks, I in-
clude recent statements by the Republi-
can task force on crime. The statement
of July 15 was outlined in a press release
of July 16 entitled, “Administration ‘In-
effective’ in Federal Anticrime Fight.”
The statement of July 19 explains the bill
introduced by members of the task force
to increase prison terms for hard-core
criminals,

The statements follow:
ADMINISTRATION “INEFFECTIVE” IN

ANTICRIME FIGHT

The House Republican Task Force on

Crime charged yesterday that despite a sub-

FEDERAL

stantial increase in Justice Department em-
ployees and expenditures since 1960 “there
has been no corresponding increase in the
Department's effectiveness in the nationwide
crime fight.” The GOP lawmakers declared
that ‘“‘something is drastically wrong with
the policies, means and methods being used
in the federal anti-crime fight.”

The Task Force noted that the number of
persons employed by the Justice Department
rose to an all-time high of more than 34,000
in June 1987, and Department expenditures
for the year, in excess of $422 million, were
55% greater than 1960. They then cited
the nationwide 88% increase in crime since
1960 and disclosed that convictions in fed-
eral courts throughout the country, in cases
prosecuted by the Justice Department, have
decreased during this same period, by 3300
or 11%.

The record for the District of Columbia,
where the Justice Department has exclusive
jurisdiction over all crimes, they sald “is
even worse.” Serious felonles in the District
have climbed by 175% since 1960—Tfelony
convictions have decreased by 37%.

They said they could understand a de-
crease in convictions “if it were accompanied
by a corresponding decrease in crime. Other-
wise, it is indefensible.”

The Task Force pointed out that in 1967
for every 45 felonies committed in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, only one felony conviction
resulted. “Those odds invite more crime,”
they said.

“Some criminologists would doubtless
blame the courts for such a show of ineffec-
tiveness,” the Task Force continued. “How-
ever, Aftorney General Ramsey Clark has
consistently denied any adverse effect of court
decisions on law enforcement. Certainly, if
the courts are not to blame for this ineffec-
tiveness, the Department of Justice is," the
Crime Group concluded.

STATEMENT OF HoUSE REPUBLICAN Task FoRcE
oN CrIME, JULY 15, 1968

Crime throughout the United States, as
measured by the FBI Crime Index, has in-
creased 887% since 1960. In the District of
Columbia serious felonies and misdemeanors
have Increased 135%, and felonies alone have
increased 175% during the same period.

According to the Annual Report of the At-
torney General for fiscal year 1967, the De-
partment of Justice conducted an "unprece-
dented p " t0 achieve effective law en-
forcement and reduction of crime last year.
The number of persons employed by the De-
partment “rose to an all time high of 34,052
in June 1967" and Department expenditures
for the year, in excess of $422 million, were
56 % more than 1960.

Despite the substantial increase in per-
sonnel, expenditures and, we are given to
understand, in effort by the Department of
Justice, there has been no corresponding in-
crease in the effectiveness of their anti-crime
program. In fact, there has been a substan-
tial decrease.

In fiscal 1960, 30,9556 persons were found
guilty of crimes in federal courts. In 1967,
27,643 were found guilty, a decrease of 3,312
or approximately 11%.

The record for the District of Columbia
where the Justice Department has exclusive
Jurisdiction over all crime is even worse.
The United States District Court for the Dis-
trict of Columbia has jurisdiction over all
felony violations committed in the District.
During the same period that felonies in-
creased by 1756%, felony convictions in the
District Court decreased by 37%.

A decrease in convictions is understand-
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able, even welcome, as long as it is accom-
panied by a decrease In crime. Otherwise it
is indefensible.

In 1960 the ratio of known felony offenses
to felony convictions in the District stood
at approximately 10 to 1, at or about the na-
tional average. In 1967 the ratio was 45 to 1.
Those odds invite more crime,

Some criminologists doubtless would blame
the courts for such a show of ineffectiveness.
However, Attorney General Ramsey Clark
has consistently denled any adverse effect of
court decisions on law enforcement. And the
Democrat ex-United States Attorney for the
District, David Acheson, has said that
*changes in court decisions and prosecution
procedures would have about the same effect
upon the crime rate as an aspirin would have
on a tumor of the brain.” Certainly, if the
courts are not to blame for this ineffective-
ness, the Department of Justice Is.

It is evident that something is drastically
wrong with the policies, means and methods
being employed in the federal anti-crime
fight. They are not working. The federal gov-
ernment under the present Administration
is not bearing its share of the load in bring-
ing eriminals to justice.

Tasg ForceE Bin. Wouvrp Give Courrs NEw
WearoON—INCREASES PrisoN TERMS FOR
HArD-CORE CRIMINALS

Fourteen members of the House Repub-
lican Task Force on Crime today introduced
a bill to empower Federal judges to Increase
prison terms for certain types of hard-core
criminals,

Citing the nation's 889 increase in crime
since 1960, the Task Force Chairman, Rich-
ard H. Poff (R.-Va.), said the proposal would
attack some of the most serious problems of
law enforcement—the habitual offender or
repeater, the professional or organized crime
hoodlum, individuals who use firearms dur-
ing the commission of a crime—by giving
Federal judges authority to extend prison
terms up to twenty years over the maximum
for the specific offenses of which the accused
is convicted.

“The bill,” Poff explalned, “glves judges
an effective tool to protect soclety as a whole
from hard-core undesirables.”

The Crime Task Force's proposal works
in this way. Following a trial, and convic-
tion, a Federal court would hold a hearing
in which the government and the offender
present evidence related to the proposed
finding. If, after such a hearing and prior
to sentencing, the Court finds that the de-
fendant falls into one of the specified cate-
gories of hard-core offenders, the grounds
for which are clearly set forth in the pro-
posed statute, then the Court may impose
the additional sentence. Nothing is manda-
tory, however.

The bill also contains a unique proposal
requiring that all federal conviction records
contain the defendants fingerprints and pro-
vides for the creation of a central repository
for such records from State and Federal
Courts within the Department of Justice,

“This,” Poff said, "is designed primarily
to facllitate the sentencing of repeaters. If
all the States were to adopt the fingerprint
requirement, it would greatly increase ef-
ficiency in seeing to 1t that all repeaters are
recognized and dealt with as such when they
are coniveted again, As it is now,” he con-
tinued, “the process of proving prior con-
victions is uncertaln and cumbersome and
nobody really knows in how many instances
they are never proven because the evidence
is not brought to light.”

Poff concluded by noting that some of
the provisions of the new bill implement
recommendations of the President's Crime
Commission and the American Bar Asso-
ciation,
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CONGRESSMAN STEIGER REPORTS

HON. WILLIAM A. STEIGER

OF WISCONSIN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Bpeaker, under leave to extend my re-
marks in the Recorp, I include the fol-
lowing report to my constituents in the
Sixth District:

WASHINGTON NEWSLETTER, JUNE-JULY 1968

DeAr Frienp: The work of the 80th Con-
gress has produced major legislation—

FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY: H.R. 15414

The combined tax increase and expendi-
‘ture control legislation is now law. Includ-
‘ed with this newsletter is a copy of the state-
ment I made at the time this bill was con-
sidered by the House. I voted for the bill, and
my reasons are set forth in the statement.

FIREARMS BILL: H.R. 17735

The State Firearms Control Assistance Act
of 1968, HR. 17735, has passed the House. I
supported this bill. A copy of my position
statement on gun control legislation is avail-
able to anyone who has not received a copy.
If you would like a copy please let me know.

I received mail from over 7,000 people in
the 6th District on this question. The ease
with which firearms can be purchased
through the mail has long been of concern to
me. H.R. 5037, the Omnibus Anti-Crime bill,
which I supported, banned the mail order

shipment of hand-guns and H.R. 17735

banned the mail order shipment of rifles and
shotguns, These bills together will help re-
duce the problem of the abuse and illegal
use of weapons. I do not support legislation
which would provide for federal registration
of firearms or licensing of owners.
SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM AND AMERICAN
HUNGER COMMISSION ACT
Three bills that I co-sponsored concern-
ing improving our school lunch program and
accurately determining our needs were rec-
ommended by the Committee on Education
and Labor and were passed by the House,
in July. These stem from the hearings con-

‘ducted by the Committee when we sought

‘to learn more about the problems of hunger
and malnutrition in this country.

Malnutrition received a good deal of atten-
tion as a result of the Hunger, USA report
of the Citizens Board of Inquiry Into Hunger
and Malnutrition in the United States. This
privately sponsored report appeared to con-
tain misleading figures, and I immediately
questioned some of its statistics and docu-
mentation since it included a number of
Wisconsin counties including Green Lake
County,

When Dr, Leslie Dunbar, co-chalrman of
the Board of Inquiry, appeared before the
Committee on Education and Labor, I asked
about Green Lake and presented the results
of my own study of government figures. I
indicated that the study Hunger, USA was
in error. Through the efforts of the Green
Lake County Board Chairman, Marvin
EKnecht, Welfare Director, Steve Szatkowski,
State Health Officer, Dr. E. H. Jorris, and
Assemblyman Franklin Jahnke, statistics on
Green Lake County were developed for
presentation.

Within a few days the Cltizens Board in-
formed me that my figures were correct. As
a result the Board dropped Green Lake
County from the “Serlous hunger county”
category. In addition, Sawyer County was re-
duced by the Board from the "Emergency”
designation it had been given to a “Serious"
listing, Five other Wisconsin counties were
dropped from the report all together,
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Finally, on July 15, the House passed the
American Hunger Commission Act (H.R.
17144), to make a complete study and in-
vestigation of the unfulfilled needs of those
suffering from hunger in the United States,
and to establish a coordinated program to
insure the fulfillment of basic food needs
of Americans. The Washington Post noted
that Republicans were responsible for pas-
sage of this important legislation. I am grate-
ful for a letter of thanks received from Mr.
Robert L. Choate of the Ad Hoc Committee
on American Hunger, a group connected with
the Citizens' Board of Inguiry In Hunger
and Malnutrition in the United States, Mr.
Choate wrote: “I would like to personally
thank you for the superb effort you made on
Monday last in behalf of the Hunger Com-
mission bill, The mood of the House was all
too evident. It is seldom that rhetoric actu-
ally influences legislation once it has reached
the floor. In this particular case your superb
comments carried the day.”
SENIOR CITIZENS SEMINARS

In April, I was privileged to host two
senior citizens seminars in Oshkosh and She-
boygan, In a previous issue of this news-
letter I reported on the meetings.

The U.S. Commissioner on Aging, William
D. Bechill, has told me that it was a genuine
pleasure for him to listen to the comments
of the participants at Oshkosh and Sheboy-
gan.

Since the seminars I have joined in co-
sponsoring a House Resolution, H.J. Res.
1271, to provide a White House Conference
on Aging in 1971, to continue our efforts to do
a better job for those who have served us
well. The legislation has been recommended
by the Select Education Subcommittee of
the Committee on Education and Labor, on
which I serve.

SIXTH DISTRICT PRESS SEMINAR

Through the efforts of local businessmen
I was pleased to meet with a number of
news media representatives from Wisconsin
when they visited Washington.

This seminar was programed to give
newspaper and radio people an in-depth
picture of the operations of the federal gov-
ernment. They met with such agencles as
Interior, Housing and Urban Development,
Transportation, Health, Education, and Wel-
fare—all agencles particularly involved in
local governemnt assistance.

Benator Willlam Proxmire acted as host
to the newsmen in the Senate. The particl-
pants were: John Combellick and Richmond
Davis of Oshkosh Daily Northwestern; Carl
Fledler of the Sheboygan Press; Stan Gores
of the Fond du Lac Commonwealth Reporter;
Dan Hanley of UPI—Wisconsin; Mark Huber
of the West Bend News; Doug Kopllen of
Radio WFON, Fond du Lac; Louls Lange of
the Fond du Lac Commonwealth Reporter,
ClfT Miller of the Twin Clty News Record;
and Phil Wallace of Radlo WOSH.

LEGISLATIVE REPORT
Vocational Rehabilitation Act of 1968

The Vocational Rehabilitation Act of 1968
is a bill I was proud to co-sponsor. It will
expand the scope of the Vocatlional Reha-
bilitation services to handicapped and dis-
abled persons. It passed the House and Sen-
ate, and was recently signed into law by the
President.

Agricultural and Trade Development and

Assgistance Act

During the debate in the House on the
Agricultural and Trade legislation, I took the
floor to discuss the need to increase use of
dairy products in the Food for Peace pro-
gram., An amendment I offered was the vehi-
cle for a dialogue on dairying. The Chairman
of the Committee on Agriculture, Hon.
Robert Poage (D. Texas), and the ranking
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minority member, Hon. Page Belcher (R.,
Okla.), jolned with me In expressing the
intention of Congress that greater use should
be made of dairy products in the Food for
Peace program. This legislation has now been
signed into law by the President.

SUMMER JOBS FOR YOUTH

In recent weeks I have received a number
of letters from young people in search of
summer jobs. Employers in the district have
been helpful in placing them, and I want to
thank everyone who is employing a young
person this summer. These young people who
need funds to support themselves, or to con-
tinue their education, are very grateful for
work opportunities.

With best wishes,

WILLIAM A, STEIGER,
Member of Congress.

FEDERAL WORKERS HAVE THE
“RIGHT TO REFRAIN"

HON. BENJAMIN B. BLACKBURN

OF GEORGIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, the
right of Federal employees to choose or
not to choose to join a union as outlined
in President Kennedy’s Executive Order
No. 10988 of 1962 is too valuable to be
subject to the whims of whomever might
occupy the White House.

There is increasing evidence that there
are those in this country that would deny
our some 3 million Federal employees this
freedom of choice.

Last September, President Johnson
announced the appointment of a Labor
Management Review Committee to re-
view experience under President Ken-
nedy’s Executive order, and to recom-
mend any adjustments needed now, I
use his words, to insure its continued
vitality in the public interest.

In testimony before that committee,
AFL-CIO President George Meany
stated, and I quote from the record:

We recommend that the Executve Order
be amended to state expleitly that the Fed-
eral government accepts the principle that
unions and management in Federal service
should have the right to negotiate union se-
curlty agreements,

On April 2, Mr. B. A, Gritta, of the
AFL-CIO Metal Trades Council, com-
menting on the President’s Committee,
told a convention of the International
Union of Operating Engineers at Bal
Harbor, Fla., in these words

I am confident that within the very near
future that we will be able to negotiate
union security provisions in our contracts
with the government, or at least have an
agency checkoff . . . and this would mean
that everybody would have to pay your or-
ganization ...

White House secrecy about the report
coupled with the consistent refusal of ad-
ministration spokesmen to provide any
official assurance that unequivoecal pro-
tection of the “right to refrain” will be

included in the new Executive order adds
further evidence that the Federal em-
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ployee’s freedom of choice is truly in
jeopardy.

In an editorial our Nation’s largest cir-
culation newspaper, the New York Daily
News, commenting on forced unionism
for Government employees stated:

Union chiefs have been quletly but per-
sistently pressuring the administration to
grant them this bountiful bonanza for some
time. It may be that LBJ is tempted to go
along as a show of gratitude for solid labor
backing during the past few stormy months.

The Bennett-Blackburn bill would end
any such temptation by taking the problem
out of the President’s hands. It should be
passed—and quickly—

Concluded the News.

To which I add a hearty “amen,” and
have introduced a companion bill with
the gracious support of the following co-
sponsors:

The Honorable Jouan M. ASHBROOK, Re-
publican, of Ohio.

The Honorable E. Y. BErrY, Republi-
can, of South Dakota.

The Honorable J. HERBERT BURKE, Re-
publican, of Florida.

The Honorable LAURENCE J. BURTON,
Republican, of Utah.

The Honorable Georce BusH, Republi-
can, of Texas.

The Honorable Wirriam O. COWGER,
Republican, of Kentucky.

The Honorable WiLLiaMm C. CRAMER, Re-
publican, of Florida.

The Honorable RoserT V. DENNEY, Re-
publican, of Nebraska.

The Honorable JoEN N. ERLENBORN,
Republican, of Illinois.

The Honorable LEONARD FARBSTEIN,
Democrat, New York.

The Honorable O. C. F1sHER, Democrat,
of Texas.

The Honorable James C. GARDNER, Re-
publican, of North Carolina.

The Honorable E. C. GaTHINGS, Demo-
crat, of Arkansas.

The Honorable DurwaArDp G. HALL, Re-
publican, of Missouri.

The Honorable DELBERT L. LatTa, Re-
publican, of Ohio.

The Honorable Arron Lennon, Demo-
crat, of North Carolina.

The Honorable CaestER L. Mize, Re-
publican, of Kansas.

The Honorable James B. UrT, Republi-
can, of California.

Furthermore, many leading newspa-
pers throughout the country have re-
ported to the people the facts concern-
ing my efforts to insure that every
Federal employee shall have the “right
to refrain.” For the colleagues, I hereby
insert into the Recorp a few of the arti-
cles on this subject:

[From the Sarasota (Fla.) Herald-Tribune,
July 1, 1968]
RieaT To WORK GETS A BOOST

The National Right-to-Work Committee
has apparently scored another hopeful
triumph in its battle to prevent government
from imposing compulsory unionism on the
laboring man,

The committee, it will be recalled, was a
prime mover in the successful 1966 campaign
to turn back an effort to repeal the Taft-
Hartley Act's famous Section 14b. This
“right-to-work™ clause permits states to pass
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a law allowing a man to work without hav-
ing to belong to a union.

Last month, says Human Events, the
Right-to-Work committee blocked a new ef-
fort by the administration to please the
labor bosses. Hungry for additional members
and funds, the AFL-CIO has long called for
an executive order that would compel fed-
eral government employes to either join
unions or pay the equivalent of union dues.
Such a recommendation was reported to be
in a document prepared by the LBJ-
appointed Labor Management Review Com-
mittee.

But Labor Secretary Willard Wirtz, chair-
man of the review committee, anmounced
last week his committee “does not intend to
recommend a union or agency shop for fed-
eral employes.”

‘Wirtz, 1t 1s believed, had been moved by a
tidal wave of public opposition to forced
federal unionism stirred up by the Right-to-
Work organization.

Despite his concession, however, there is
still a need to nail down the right of federal
employes not to joln a union,

The public should still demand that their
representatives in Congress pass the pending
Bennett-Blackburn bills, Both Sen. Wallace
Bennett (R-Utah) and Rep. Benjamin Black-
burn (R-Ga.) have introduced bills which
would clearly forbid federal employes from
having to join a union or pay the union
tribute of any sort.

The time to pass such legislation is mow,
80 that no future Administration can again
threaten compulsory unionism for federal
workers.

[From the St. Louis (Mo.) Post-Dispatch,
June 23, 1968]
FepERAL EMPLOYEE UNION STATEMENT

WasHINGTON, June 22 (AP)—The chair-
man of President Lyndon B. Johnson’s labor-
management review committee says the
committee does not intend to recommend a
union or agency shop for federal employes.

Secretary of Labor W. Willard Wirtz, the
chairman, has written to members of Con-
gress that the committee will recommend
that the freedom-of-choice provision of a
1962 executive order by President John F.
EKennedy be retained. Representative Ben B.
Blackburn (Rep.), Georgia, made public
Wirtz's statement this week and called for
early hearings on bills to spell out freedom of
choice for federal employes in the matter of
Joining unions,

Blackburn is one of a number of House
members who have introduced the freedom-
of-choice bill originally proposed by Senator
Wallace F. Bennett (Rep.), Utah. Blackburn
noted that efforts had been made by some
unions to require union membership by fed-
eral employes.

[From the Pierre (S. Dak.) Capital Journal,
June 13, 1968]
FEpERAL EMPLOYEES SHOULD BE PERMITTED
To Stay Ovr or UNloNS

Legislation was introduced by Rep. E. Y.
Berry, R-S.D. and other house members
Wednesday that would guarantee three mil-
lon federal employees the right to refrain
from joining a union.

He sald it would also protect them from
“a massive drive by international union lead-
ers from a compulsory unionization.”

The right to refrain is now protected by a
1062 presidential order, and Berry sald the
right is foo iImportant to be left to whomever
may occupy the White House.

*“No eitizen should be forced to donate part
of his tax-paid salary to compulsory tax-paid
bosses in order to work for the government,”
Berry sald.




23874

[From the San Francisco (Calif.) Examiner,
June 3, 1968]

Your Crvi SErRVICE: Bl To PREVENT
CoMPULSORY FEDERAL UNIONISM
(By Ned Young)

WasHiNGTON,—Rep. Ben B. Blackburn, the
first Republican ever elected from the fourth
congressional district in Georgla, has intro-
duced a bill that guarantees a federal em-
ploye the right to refrain from joining a
union,

This right is protected at present only
by President Eennedy's executive order
10988, Blackburn declared.

An identical bill backed by Blackburn has
been introduced in the Senate by Senator
Wallace F. Bennett (R., Utah).

There is a "“mounting public demand,”
said Blackburn, that the Eennedy executive
order—the part guaranteeing the right to
refrain from unionism at least—become law,

He noted that the report of the President's
review committee on federal employe-man-
agement relations is already overdue.

“I have asked the President what his reac-
tion would be if the committee recommended
compulsory unionism,” said the Georgla con-
gressman,

Blackburn also noted that there have been
rumors that the committee might make such
a recommendation.

The committee chairman, he sald, is Labor
Secretary W, Willard Wirtz who favors com-
pulsory unionism, and the co-chairman is
Civil Service Commission Chairman John W.
Macy Jr. who stated about a month ago that
one of the key issues under consideration was
“union security as it relates to something
more than dues checkoff.”

In answer to questions, Blackburn said
that, to date, he has not heard one way or
the other from the White House or from
George Meany or any other representative of
the AFL-CIO.

Meany has testified at hearings in favor
of compulsory unionism among government
employes.

At least one federal union leader is op-
posed to such a measure. He is Dr. Nathan
T. Wolkomir, national president of the Inde-
pendent National Federation of Federal Em-
ployees.

"A good union doesn't need any such law,”
Wolkomir commented recently.

[From the Decatur-De Kalb (Ga.) News,
May 29, 1968]
BLACKBURN AsKS JoHNSON Back RicHT To
WorgE

Congressman Ben B. Blackburn has called
on President Johnson for support of bi-
partisan Senate and House bills that he says
would protect 3,000,000 Federal employees
from “'a massive drive by international union
leaders for compulsory unionization of all
government workers.”

Rep. Blackburn said that there is a mount-
ing public demand that the Kennedy Execu-
tive Order guaranteeing Federal Employees
the right to refrain from joining a union in
order to work for the United States govern-
ment become law.

“This right to refrain is now protected only
by Executive Order issued by President Ken-
nedy in 1962. We feel that this basic right is
too important to be left to the sole discretion
of the President, no matter who holds that
office,” Mr. Blackburn declared.

Just a month ago. Civil Service Commis-
sion Chairman John W. Macy, Jr., told a
press conference that among the key issues
under consideration is “union security as it
relates to something more than dues check-
oﬂ'"

He sald that he wrote the President in view
of mounting contradictions over the reported
recommendations of a Labor-Management
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Review Committee appointed by President
Johnson last September and headed by pro-
compulsory unionist Labor Secretary W. Wil-
lard Wirtz.,

“I have asked President Johnson to do two
things. One, issue a new executive order re-
affirming President Kennedy's order, and two,
urge an early passage of the Federal Em-
ployees Freedom of Choice Act of 1968, in-
troduced in the Senate by Senator Wallace
F. Bennett of Utah, and myself in the House,

“The bills are simply an act of Congress
to carry out the wording of Executive Order
10988, and surely the President would not
want to strip from Federal workers the right
to refrain which President Kennedy guaran-
teed them."”

[From the News American, June 24, 1968]

THE FEDERAL LOG: BLACKBURN BACKS ANTI-
UNION Binn
(By Ned Young)

Now that Labor Secretary W. Willard Wirtz
has assured Congress that the President's
Labor-management committee will not rec-
ommend compulsory unionism, Rep. Ben B.
Blackburn (R., Ga.), plans to have the sec-
retary testify on the matter before the House
Post Office and Civil Service Committee.

Blackburn has introduced a bill that would
guarantee a federal worker the right to
refrain from joining a union,

The Congressman is also thinking of tes-
tifying himself before the Senate Post Office
and Civil Service Committee in regard to the
Committee, of which Wirtz is chairman, and
its recommendations to President Johnson.

Despite the Secretary's endorsement of
voluntary unionism, said Blackburn, when
the new Executive Order is prepared, the
decision is in the hands of one man—the
President.

“At present, Federal employees are pro-
tected only by President EKennedy's 1962
Executive Order which gives them a freedom
of choice to join or not to join a union in
order to work for the United States govern-
ment.

*“This is too important a basic right to be
left to the sole discretion of the President,
no matter who holds that office, and should
be written into federal law.

“It is time to hold committee hearings on
the proposed bills so that Chairman Wirtz in
public testimony can take away the secrecy
surrounding the deliberations of the White
Labor Management Review Committee.

“Some 3,000,000 federal employees, and
their employers, the American taxpayers,
have a right to know,” he declared.

Wirtz has announced that the Committee
did consider various proposals for union
security arrangements in the federal service,
but that it has not recommended and does
not intend to recommend a union or agency
shop for federal employes.

Also, the Labor Secretary has announced
the Committee will recommend that the free-
dom of choice provision in Executive Order
10988 be retained.

Blackburn stated recently that he was told
by Barefoot Sanders, legislative counsel to
President Johnson, that the Civil Service
Commission's views on freedom-of-choice
legislation have been sent to the House and
Senate Post Office and Civil Service Commit-
tees.

This, the Georgia Congressman pointed
out, is one reason why he wants to testify
before these committees.
[From the Columbia (Mo.) Tribune, June
5, 1968]
PueLic EMPLOYE UNIONISM

Faced with static membership rolls, the
nation's labor unions have turned their at-
tentions to new and hopefully greener pas-
tures in the persons of public employes.
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There are three millon people working
for the federal government and another nine
million on the payrolls of citles, counties and
the 50 states. The recent efforts of unions to
organize groups of these workers is well
known and openly acknowledged by labor
leaders.

One of the most troubling points in these
negotiations is invariably the issue of the
agency shop.

Under this provision the employer agrees
to withhold union dues (or their equivalent)
from workers’ paychecks and send the money
directly to the labor organization. From the
union standpoint this provision has ob-
vious advantages. It provides a tremendous
power base because the union is relieved of
having to depend on its members to volun-
tarily pay their dues—the public employer
takes care of that, and the result is a locked
in union membership and a loss of inde-
pendence for the worker.

A bill has been introduced in Congress
which guarantees a federal employe the right
to refrain from joining a union. Rep. Ben
Blackburn (R. Ga.) has put in statutory
form the provision that is now only guar-
anteed by an Executive Order issued by John
F. Kennedy when he was PFPresident, An
identical bill has been introduced in the
Senate by Sen, Wallace F. Bennett (R. Utah).

The protection of an individual's right
not to join a union is even more important
for public employes than those working for
private concerns. If it becomes a condition
of employment that all federal, state and
local public employes must belong to a
union—and, of course, pay dues—a sltua-
tion with frightening consequences will have
developed.

Aside from the obvious problem of
strikes—an issue which has two sides to it—
the financial implications are enough to
cause concern all by themselves.

Suppose just the three million federal
workers became involved in an agency shop
condition. Regular dues alone would total
a staggering amount of money over which
the employes would have no control. But
suppose in addition the AFL-CIO's COPE
or some other union political organization
made a special election year assessment of
just 50 cents per member per month. This
would create a war chest of some $18 mil-
lion. To go on, imagine a like amount ex-
tracted from each of the other nine million
public workers, and the union influence
would be irresistible. An organization with
$72 milllon to dump into a Presidential
campaign—well, the implications are just
too much. This example of the accumulation
of power may be a trifle oversimplified, but
the message is clear.

Trade unionism is a viable force in the
socio/economic fabric of this country. Just
like big business, big labor has its place. But
unconscionable power in the hands of one
cohesive influence group is bad, and the
monolithic nature of big labor leadership
makes the possibility of unilateral action
likely indeed.

We do not like compulsory unionism any
more than we would llke compulsory cus-
tomer allegiance in behalf of an industry. It
would be wrong for a rule to be passed and
enforced which would require that every
citizen of Columbia subscribe to the Tribune,
When business or industry loses the need
to compete for its means of sustenance it be-
comes unresponsive and corrupt.

This is the scourge of monopoly.

[From Human Events, May 25, 1968]
L. B. J. To UNiONIZE GOVERNMENT
EMPLOYEES?

Gathering momentum in both the Senate
and the House is legislation to block a pos-
sible executive order from the White House
to force all federal employes to join govern-




July 27, 1968

mental unions or make them pay the equiv-
alent of union dues.

The AFL—-CIO has been pressing L. B. J. to
issue such an order for some time. A still-
secret report by a Labor-Management-Review
Commissioner, headed by Secretary of Labor
Willard Wirtz, is believed to have made a
similar recommendation to the President,
though it may be in the process of being
v“axcised" because of the pressure felt from
the National Right-to-Work Committee's
grass-roots campalgn against any such pro-

al,

po;a block the government from implement-
ing any form of compulsory unionism for its
employes, Sen. Wallace Bennett (R.-Utah)
has introduced a “right-to-work" bill for fed-
eral employes. Initial co-sponsors of S. 3843,
which is now before the Post Office and Civil
Service Committee, include Senators Howard
Baker (R.-Tenn,), Carl Curtis (R.-Neb.), Ev-
erett Dirksen (R.-I1l.), James Eastland (D.-
Miss.), Paul Fannin (R.-Ariz.), Mark Hatfleld
(R.-Ore.), Bourke Hickenlooper (R.-Iowa)
and Spessard Holland (D.-Fla.). Others will
unquestionably get into the act.

Several House members, under the leader-
ship of Rep. Blackburn (R.-Ga.), are plan-
ning to introduce legislation similar to Ben-
nett’s this week.

Even if Johfison doesn’t issue any order at
this time to compel non-union employes to
fork over funds to umnion coffers, the impor-
tance of the Bennett and Blackburn bills was
underscored when government agency law-
yers acknowledged that they had come up
with a “plan whereby . . . it would be legal
to require non-union members to pay a ‘serv-
ice charge' to unions on the grounds that all
employes are benefited in agencies where
unions have exclusive recognition.” Readers
should press their representatives to pass the
Bennett-Blackburn bills in this session of
Congress,

[From the Baltimore News-American,
May 27, 1968]
Loc: Untowism CHoOCE Binu

INTRODUCED
(By Ned Young)

Rep. Ben B. Blackburn, the first Republi-
can ever elected from the Fourth Congres-
sional District in Georgia, has Introduced a
bill that guarantees a federal employe the
right to refrain from joining a union.

This right is protected at present only by
President Kennedy's Executive Order 10988,
Blackburn declared during a press con-
ferernice.

An identical bill backed by Blackburn has
been introduced im the Senate by Senator
Wallace F. Bennett (R., Utah).

There is a “mounting public demand”, sald
Blackburn, that the Eennedy Executive
Order—the part guaranteeing the right to
refrain from unionism at least—become law.

He noted that the President's Review Com-
mittee on Federal Employe-Management Re-
lations is already overdue to make its report
to President Johnson.

“1 have asked the President what his reac-
tion would be if the committee recommended
compulsory unionism,” said the Georgia
Congressman.

Blackburn also noted that there have been
rumors that the committee might make
such a recommendation.

The committee chalrman, he said, 15 Labor
Secretary W. Willard Witrz who favors com-
pulsory unionism, and the cochalrman is
Civil Service Commission Chairman John W.
Macy, Jr. who stated about a month ago that
one of the key issues under consideration was
“union security as it relates to something
more than dues checkoff™,

In answer to questions, Blackburn said
that, to date, he has not heard one way or
the other from the White House or from
George Meany or any other representative
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of the AFL~CIO. Meany has testified at hear-
ings in faver of compulsory unionism among
government employes. -
At least one federal union leader is op-
posed to such a measure. He is Dr, Nathan T.
Wolkomir, national president of the inde-
pendent National Federation of Federal
Employes.
“A good union doesn’t need any such law,”
Wolkomir commented recently.
[From the Atlanta (Ga.) Constitution,
May 23, 1968]
BLACKBURN Presses U.S. Jos-RicHT BILL—
Leaps FicaT To ProHIBIT CLOSED SHOP FOR
EMPLOYEES

WasHINGTON.—Rep. Ben B. Blackburn,
R-Ga., i1s leading House efforts to pass a na-
tional “right-to-work™ law covering employes
of the U.S. government,

The Decatur congressman has introduced
legislation barring closed-shop practices in
all federal agencies, and is mustering biparti-
san support for the proposal, a check here
shows.

The bill, identical to the one introduced
in the Senate by Wallace F. Bennett, R-Utah,
would write into law an executive order is-
sued in 1962 by then President John F. Ken-
nedy. s

The Kennedy order in effect prohibits com-
pulsory union-membership requirements in
federal agencles by guaranteeing workers the
right to “joln . . . or to refrain” from orga-
nized labor efforts.

Blackburn sald those who oppose compul-
sory unionization in federal departments
“have ample cause for alarm™ in the report
of a special commission recently appointed
by President Lyndon B. Johnson.

Although details have not been disclosed
by the White House, columnists here have
reported the presidential panel recommended
considering “some form” of exclusive bar-
gaining rights.

In a speech on the House floor this week,
Blackburn said the legislation he is sponsor-
ing is needed to *protect by law" the guaran-
tees provided in the Eennedy order.

“We feel that this basic right is too im-
portant to be left to the sole discretion of
the President,” Blackburn continued, “no
matter who holds that office.”

The Fourth District Republican sald that
if each of 11 million public employes were
required to pay 6 a month in union dues,
it would total some $700 million & year.

“The stakes are enormous and the com-
pulsory union bosses are at work,” he sald
in his floor speech.

Blackburn already has persuaded Reps.
Alton Lennon, D-N.C, and Leo Farbstein,
D-N.Y., to co-sponsor the legislation. Also
endorsing it are Reps. John N. Erlenborn,
R-11,, and James Utt, R-Calif.

Blackburn said he plans to hold a press
conference Friday morning to drum up more
attention for the proposal.

[From the Atlanta (Ga.) Journal, May 24,
1968}
BLACKBURN PEars ManpaTrorRY FEDERAL
EMPLOYEE UNIONISM
(By Wayne Kelley)

WasHINGTON —Republican  Congressman
Ben B. Blackburn of Decatur Friday kicked
off a minicampalgn for his bill to prohibit
compulsory union membership for federal
government employes.

The Georgia congressman held a brief press
conference to present his views and warn
that a presidential study commission might
recommend permitting compulsory unionism
for federal government workers.

Rep. Blackburn sald he sent President
Johnson a letter Thursday urging his support
ﬂ'.;r the right-to-work law for federal em-
ployes.
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There are some 2.6 million civilian federal
employes in the nation and about 73,000 in
Georgia. The President's Review Commitiee
on Federal Employe-Management Relations
is supposed to make a report by the end of
Ma

“}E;peeulsuonisrunnmghl.gh . . . that the
commission will recommend the possibility
of compulsory unionism,” Blackburn said.

The Decatur Republican said he would not
favor a national right-to-work law for all
employes. This would require repeal of the
eontroversial Section 14-B of the Taft-
Hartley Law which leaves the decisions up
to each state.

“1 think I generally favor letting the states
run their own affairs,” Rep. Blackburn
commented.,

The Georgla congressman arrived some 15
minutes late for his first national press
briefing since taking office in 1967. Seven
reporters atiended the session in the Presi-
dent's Room of the National Press Club,

“The next bill I introduce will be to im-
prove parking conditions in Washingtion,”
Rep. Blackburn said, apologizing for being
tardy.

The Blackburn bill will not apply to 8.6
million employes of state and local govern-
ments. But the congressman said a decision
by the presidential commission to permit
compulsory unions for federal workers “would
set a very strong precedent for compulsory
unionism" at the state level.

President Eennedy issued an executive
order in 1962 protecting the right of federal
employes to join or not to join a union,

“We feel that this basic right iz too im-
portant to be left to the sole discretion of
the president, no matter who holds that
office . . .,” Rep. Blackburn said. -

The bill Is identical to one offered In the
Senate by Sen. Wallace F. Bennett, R-Utah.
Fifteen House members have cosponsored the
Blackburn bill or have Introduced similar
measures.

BLACKBURN AsSKs HEARINGS ON COMPULSORY
UnNtow BILL

WasHINGTON —Fourth District US. Rep.
Ben B. Blackburn, R-Ga., sald Thursday the
chairman of President Johnson’s Labor-
Management Review Commitftee is opposed
to any form of compulsory unionism for
federal employes.

Labor Secretary W. Willard Wirtz, chair-
man of the review committee, made the
statement in a letter to him, Rep. Blackburn
disclosed.

The Decatur congressman is a sponsor of
legislation which would prevent complusory
union membership for any federal employe.
He called Thursday for publie hearings on
the bill. x

At present, federal employes are protected
by a 1962 executive order by President John
F. Eennedy, giving them freedom of cholce
to joln or not to join a union. 5

The reyview commission has submitted its
recommendations to President Johnson, who
will draft a new executive order. Rep. Black-
burn and others are concerned that the
FPresident might permit compulsory union-
ism in the new executive order.

“Despite Secretary Wirta's endorsement of
voluntary unionism, the committee report
is only advisory to the White House,” Rep.
Blackburn pointed out.

[From Federal Times, June 5, 1968]
RIGHTS

LewisBURG, PA—I would like to call every-
one's attention to page T of the May 8 issue
of Federal Times.

I think each and every redblooded in-
dividual, regardless of color, should express
his opinion on this forced unionism. It is
bad, and we should all realize that, after all,
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we don't have many rights left. Let's save
those we still have.

I certainly am against any forced union-
ism, and I feel that the money which would
be taken from my pay in order to pay some
individual who doesn’'t have the ambition
to get out and earn an honest living could
be used better by me.

FranNK X, SPERL.

RigHT To WORK CAMPAIGN STIRS PLEA

FOR Law

WasHmGeroN . —Bipartisan congressional

support is increasing for enactment of a law
to protect federal employees from being
forced to join unions or pay union dues.
' There have been rumors that a presi-
dential commission reviewing labor-manage-
ment relations in the federal government
might recommend doing away with present
rights of civil servants to refrain from join-
ing unions. The protections are contained
in Executive Order 10988 signed by President
Kennedy in 1962,

President Johnson is expected to issue a
new executive order soon containing the
commission’s recommendations,

Much of the speculation is being stimu-
lated by the National Right to Work Com-
mittee, a group opposed to compulsory un-
ionism. The commmittee is waging an in-
tense advertising campaign warning federal
workers that they may be required to join
unions or pay dues in order to keep their
jobs.

Even if the presidential commission rec-
ommends retaining in the new executive or-
der the present “right to refrain” sections of
E.O. 10988, some members of Congress want
the protections put into law. They say the
protections could be abolished by another
presidential decision.

But one of the sponsors of such legisla-
tion, Rep. Ben B. Blackburn, R-Ga., said
chances for passage this year appeared slim.

At a recent press conference he sald be-
cause of the drive for congressional adjourn-
ment by Aug. 1, “I don’t see how it would be
possible to pass the legislation.”

Blackburn announced that he had sent a
letter to the President asking that he reaf-
firm E.O. 10988 and urge passage of legisla-
tion banning compulsory unionism in the
federal government,

About 30 senators and representatives have
introduced bills entitled *“Federal Employee
Freedom of Choice Act of 1968."

[From the Ogden (Utah) Standard-Exam-
iner, June 2, 1968]

U.B8. EMrLoYEES RIGHT-To-WORK RULE

A strange—and disturbing—silence still
hangs over the White House in connection
with presidential Executive Order No. 10988,

This order, issued originally by President
Kennedy, governs the federal government’s
own labor-management relationships.

The latest available figures show that
Uncle S8am had more than 2,634,000 civilian
employes, including 38,000 in Utah, most of
them in the Greater Ogden Area.

At stake in proposed amendments to Order
No. 10988 is the right-to-work of all of these
thousands of federal workers, particularly
their right to join—or not join—a union.

Hearings on the possibility of changing
the order were conducted last October, but
a peculiar veil of silence has settled over
the status of the order ever since.

A few weeks ago columnist Ralph de Tole-
dano, in an article printed on this page of
the Standard-Examiner, wrote that a move
was afoot toward what amounts to compul-
sory union membership for the federal
workers.

This report caused, as it should, wide-
spread consternation among the Civil Service
employes throughout the country, particu-
larly in owur area,
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Hundreds of telephone calls were made and
telegrams and letters sent to members of the
Utah congressional delegation, protesting
such arbitrary action.

Compulsory unionism would not only build
an ultra-powerful political machine but
would enrich the treasuries of the labor or-
ganizations involved to the tune of many
millions of dollars. Most importantly, the
right of decision on unionism would be taken
away from those working for the federal gov-
ernment.

As a direct result, Utah Sen. Wallace F.
Bennett has introduced a bill in the Senate
that would guarantee the U.S. employes their
basic, fundamental right to choose whether
or not they should join a union. .

Identical legislation has been introduced
in the House by Rep. Benjamin B. Blackburn,
Georgia Republican, on the behalf of himself
and 11 other sponsors, including Utah's First
District Republican representative, Laurence
J. Burton.

Both legislators, in presenting their bills,
emphasized that Executive Order 10988, as
originally issued on Jan. 17, 1962, by Presi-
dent Kennedy contained this clause:

“Employees of the federal government shall
have, and shall be protected in the exercise
of, the right, freely and without fear of
penalty or reprisal, to form, Join and assist
any employe organization or to refrain from
such activity."

They also pointed out that then-Secretary
of Labor Arthur Goldberg had, on Jan. 20,
1962, told members of the American Federa-
tion of Government Employes that ‘‘the
union shop and the closed shop are inap-
propriate to the federal government.”

Secretary Goldberg had added that organi-
zations, to gain members, would have to
“win acceptance by your own conduct, your
own action, your own wishes, own
wisdom, your own repsonsibility and your
own achievements.”

So the original tion to any infringe-
ment on federal employes’ right-to-work is
clear,

Yet, the rumors keep cropping up—as re-

in the De Toledano column—that
“union security” clauses will be written into
Executive Order 10988 by amendments, un-
less prevented by congressional action.

The Standard-Examiner has repeatedly
tried to ascertain from its Washington
sources just what the White House proposes
to do about amending the order. Every query
is met with “no comment.”

Until the Johnson administration shows
signs to the contrary, we can only interpret
this continued silence as support for the
rumors that compulsory unionism is being
considered.

And as long as that threat remains, Sen.
Bennett, Rep. Blackburn, Rep. Burton and
others of a like mind are certainly acting
in the best interests of our country in push-
ing for enactment of their bills which they
would call the Federal Employee Freedom of
Cholce Act of 1963.

[From the Indianapolis (Ind.) News,
June 28, 1968]
CONVERT TOo FREEDOM?

Voluntary unionism has received support
from an unexpected but important source—
Willard Wirtz, secretary of labor,

Wirtz, who heads the President’s Labor
Management Review Committee, has an-
nounced that the committee “does not intend
to recommend a union or agency shop for
Federal employes.” Wirtz is the first admin-
istration official to oppose the pressure of the
AFL-CIO for corralling government workers
into unions,

As the chief pro-union spokesman of the
Johnson administration, Wirtz has previous-
1y intervened in labor-management problems
on the side of the union bosses. He opposed
the use of migratory workers from Mexico
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and the West Indies despite the fact that
Americans refuse to do the stoop labor re-
quired for crop-picking.

Proponents of voluntary unionism are
therefore not relying on a change of heart
in the administration and are pushing the
pills of Sen. Wallace Bennett, R-Utah, and
Rep. Benjamin Blackburn, R-Ga. which
would forbid compelling government employ-
es to join unions or pay any kind of tribute
to them. The bills would prevent any future
executive order authorizing the closed shop
in Federal agencies,

The public’s support of the successful cam-
palgn to prevent repeal of Section 14(b) of
the Taft-Hartley Act guaranteelng state
power to pass right-to-work laws indicates
Americans approve Wirtz' new position and
the efforts of Bennett and Blackburn to pro-
tect Federal employes from coercion.

[From Human Events, June 29, 1968]
RicHT-To-WoRK VICTORY

The National Right-to-Work Committee
has apparently scored another stunning
triumph in its battle to prevent the Ad-
ministration from imposing compulsory
unionism on the laboring man,

The committee, it will be recalled, was a
prime mover in the 1966 campalgn which
saw & bipartisan group of senators, led by
Ilineis’ golden-tongued orator, Everett
Dirksen, turn back an effort to repeal the
Taft-Hartley's famous Section 14b, This
“right-to-work” clause permits states to
pass a law allowing a man to work without
having to belong to a union.

Last week the committee blocked a new
effort by the Administration to please the
labor bosses. Hungry for additional mem-
bers and funds, the AFL-CIO has long called
for an executive order that would compel
federal government employes to either join
union or pay the equivalent of union dues.
Such a recommendation was reported to be
in a still-secret document prepared by the
LBJ-appointed Labor Management Review
Committee.

But Labor Secretary Willard Wirtz, chair-
man of the review committee, announced
last week his committee “does not intend
to recommend a union or agency shop for
federal employes.”

Wirtz, an advocate of compulsory union-
ism, was believed to have made the state-
ment as a result of the tidal wave of pub-
lic opposition to forced federal employe
unionism stirred up by the Right-to-Work
organization,

Despite this concession by Wirtz, there is
still a need to nail down the right of federal
employes not to join a union. Thus the pub-
lic should still demand that their representa-
tives in Congress pass the pending Bennett-
Blackburn bills, Both Sen., Wallace Bennett
(R.-Utah) and Rep. Benjamin Blackburn
(R.-Ga.) have introduced bills which would
clearly forbid federal employes from having
to join a union or pay the union tribute
of any sort. The time to pass such legisla-
tion is now, so that no future Administra-
tion can again threaten compulsory union-
ism for federal workers,

[From the Rocky Mount (N.C.) Telegram,
June 1, 1968]
VoLUNTARY UNIONISM FAVORED

Rising public demand for legislation to
guarantee the right of federal employees to
join or refrain from joining employee un-
ions will inject the issue of compulsory
unionism into fall election campaigns,
should Congress fall to enact this protective
legislation in the remaining weeks of the
90th Congress.

Continuing delay by President Johnson
in disclosing contents of the secret report
of his Review Committee provides further
evidence that the ironclad protection offer-
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ed by the “Right to Refrain” must be writ-
ten into federal law so the principle will
no longer be subject to political horse-
trading by one individual.

Recognition of the precarious nature of
the “Right to Refrain,” now protected only
by a White House Executive Order, has
prompted three dozen senators and con-
gressmen, representing all points in the
political spectrum, to join in sponsoring the
“Federal Employees Freedom of Cholce Act
of 1968”"—and new sponsors are being added
constantly.

Rep. Ben Blackburn of Georgia, in intro-
ducing this bill, declared on the sole discre-
tion of the President, no matter who holds
that office, and therefore I am asking Presi-
dent Johnson to endorse this bill and seek
a speedy passage.”” The act will guarantee
the right of federal employees to join or re-
frain from joining employee unions.

Following on the heels of this action, six
additional representatives introduced lden-
tical bills and more co-sponsors are expect-
ed to join. On the Senate side, support
continues to grow for the bill, with Sens.
John MecClellan, Clifford Hansen and Karl
Mundt joining Sen. Bennett on his bill,
bringing the total count in the Senate to
18.

Passage of the Bennett-Blackburn bills
will have far reaching consequences on the
strife and turmoil resulting from strikes
by public employees against states and
municipalities. Because present laws In
many states fall to protect the “Right to
Refrain,” demands by union professionals
for forced unionism underlie many of the
most bitter disputes Involving teachers,
garbagemen, police and public employees
of all kinds.

Adoption of the “Right to Refrain” as
federal law will set a pattern for similar
laws In states where public employees now
lack this protection.

Union officials and their covert allles in
the Johnson administration, aware that
such a precedent would deny them millions
of dollars in compulsory dues, are now pri-
vately denying any intention to fix com-
pulsory unionizm on federal workers.

Johnson is shrewd enough politically to
note the sentiments of the voters, even
though he is allled with the union bosses.
Columnist Joe Young of the Washington Star
noted last month that “the proposed new
executive order (making union membership
for federal employees compulsory) is con-
sidered potential political dynamite by the
administration, which is well aware of in-
creasing public resentment at strikes called
by public employees in various local and
state jurisdictions throughout the country.”

Voluntary—not compulsory—unionism is
approved by an overwhelming majority of
the American electorate. No President or con-
gressional candidate, we believe, would con-
sciously choose to flout the will of the Amer-
ican people on this issue.

[From the North Adams (Mass.) Transcript,
June 17, 1968]
RicHTS OF FEDERAL EMPLOYES THREATENED

There are deep suspiclons that President
Johnson is preparing to pay off big labor for
its loyalty and support by quietly sacrificing
the right of several million government em-
ployees to refrain from joining and paying
dues to unions.

As matters now stand, federal workers have
a choice: they are free to either join a union,
or to refrain from joining.

This situation has prevalled since January,
1962, when Presldent Kennedy issued Execu-
tive Order 10988 stating: “Employees of the
Federal Government shall have, and shall be
protected in the exercise of, the right, freely
and without fear of penalty or reprisal, to
form, join and assist any employee organiza-
tion or to refrain from such activity.”
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Since last September, a commission created
by President Johnson has been studying gov-
ernment policy in its own labor relations. Its
report is due shortly, and the word is that
the commisslon will recommend that the
“right to refrain” will be quietly dropped.

This would be a windfall to big labor’s
treasury. There are about three million fed-
eral workers. Under a policy of compulsory
unionism, those who did not sign up to
join a union would be forced to fork over
“agency fees"” equivalent to membership
dues.

Recognition of this threat to the right of
federal employes to refrain from jolning
unions if they wish has prompted three doz-
en senators and congressmen, representing
all shades of political opinion, to join in

ring the “Federal Employees Freedom
of Cholce Act of 1968.”

We feel that this basic right is too impor-
tant to be left to the sole discretion of the
President, no matter who holds that office,”
sald Rep. Ben B, Blackburn of Georgla in a
speech on the House floor when he and 11 co-
sponsors introduced the bill to guarantee the
right of federal employes to join or refrain
from joining employe unions.

An identical bill has been filed in the Sen-
ate by Senator Wallace F. Bennett of Utah,
and both bills are daily winning more legis-
lator support and cosponsorship.

Washington sources, meanwhile, report
that the leaders of organized labor have been
quietly but persistently pressuring the ad-
ministration and the President’'s commission
to dump the “right to refrain" clause. The
same sources say that the commission has
completed its report, that it will recommend
the cancellation of the ‘right to refrain,”
that its report is temporarily being held up
by the President but that Mr. Johnson is ex-
pected to go along as a show of gratitude for
solid labor backing during recent stormy
months.

A matter of such importance to individual
government workers and their freedoms
should not be left up to the discretion of one
man.

The so-called Bennett Bill would take care
of that. It would fully guarantee and protect
the Ireeclom of choice of federal employes in

gement relations—giving them
the choioe of either joining a union or not
joining, as their own conscience dictates.

This right is now protected by only a White
House executive order, and can be changed
any time at the whim of the President.

The issue is clear cut. There is no room
for strong arm organizing tactics among fed-
eral employes. No cltizen should be forced to
donate part of his salary to compulsory union
bosses In order to work for the U.S. Govern-
ment. And as President Eennedy said in 1962,
the matter of union membership for federal
workers should be on a purely voluntary
basis.

The Bennett Bill merits quick passage by
Congress.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star,
July 12, 1968]

THE FEDERAL SPOTLIGHT—UNION CHIEF RULE
OuTr COMPROMISE ON BARGAINING, MEMBER~
SHIP PLANS

(By Joseph Young)

Government union leaders emphatically
ruled out a compromise whereby they would
obtain collective bargalning rights by law in
return for agreeing to a clause that would
give federal and postal employes the “right
to refrain” from joining unions.

The union leaders say that such a clause
in the law would give many employes an
excuse not to join unions.

Although such a “right to refrain” provi-
sion ls contalned in the present presidential
executive order 10988 on labor-management
in government, employe leaders say that if
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this were incorporated into law it would have
a far more devastating effect.

It would be similar to the “erippling” antl-
union provisions of the right to work laws in
various states, they say.

Actually, no one has officially made such a
compromise offer.

But as an antidote for the varlous bills to
glve government employe unions official bar-
galning rights by law, together with binding
arbitration rights and a little “NLRB” to ad-
minister the program, 14 conservative mem-
bers of House and Senate have sponsored
bills to give government workers the “right
to refrain” from joining unions as well as the
right to join,

There had been speculation that employe
leaders might accept the “right to refrain”
provision in return for strong collective bar-
gaining rights.

But as hearings were held by the Senate
Civil Service Committee on such legislation,
union leaders made it plain before the session
got under way that under no clrcumstances
would they accept such a compromise.

The Senate group was to conclude its hear-
ings today.

There is no chance for any collective bar-
galning legislation at this sesslon of Con-
gress. But union leaders at least wanted
hearings to be held, hoping that next year
further progress could be made.

The union leaders aren’t asking for a
“unlon security” provision in the pending
legislation whereby government employes
would have to join unions or pay the equiva-
lent of union dues in order to hold their
jobs. At least not for the present, although
they eventually would like to achieve this

oal

But the unlon witnesses stressed that col-
lective bargaining rights by law are needed
immediately to give any true meaning and
effectiveness to labor-management relations
in povernment.

Both the opening union witnesses, Patrick
J. Nilan, legislative director of the United
Federation of Postal Clerks, and Jerome
Keating, president of the National Assocla-
tion of Letter Carriers, were highly praised
by Senate committee members for their
testimony.

But the Senators made it quite plain that
they had no intention of approving a bill
this year. The issue is still too hot politically,
although such legislation is gradaully gaining
support.

Interestingly, neither Nilan nor EKeating
advocated the right to strike for government
unions, even though some rank-and-file
postal unlon members have been clamoring
for such action.

Another interesting development was the
testimony of Rep. Benjamin Blackburn,
R~Ga., who has spearheaded the move among
14 House members in support of legislation
to give government workers the “right to
refrain” from jolning unions as well as the
right to join.

Blackburn sald he supported compulsory
arbitration to settle impasses and stalemates
between unions and management in govern-
ment, Thus, even the more conservative
members of Congress are coming around to
the idea that compulsary arbitration should
be used.

All this could have the effect of hastening
the long-awalited revised presidential execu-
tive order on labor-maagement to put strong-
er teeth in the government’s labor-manage-
ment program. Incldentally, the speclal
cabinet-level review committee on this sub-
Ject headed by Secretary of Labor W. Willard
Wirtz has never submitted its recommenda~-
tlons to President Johnson, even though the
group reportedly had reached accord on its
proposals several months ago.

Wirtz has kept silent on the reasons for
the delay in transmitting the recommenda-
tions to the President.
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BILL S. 2658—TRUCK SIZES AND
WEIGHTS: “GRAVE MISTAKE IN
PUBLIC ECONOMIC POLI

HON. ROBERT C. McEWEN

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr. MCEWEN. Mr. Speaker, several of
my colleagues have inserted in the
Recorp other chapters of the doctoral
dissertation of John W. Fuller III, en-
titled “Current Issues in the Regulation
of Motor Vehicle Sizes and Weights.” At
the conclusion of my remarks, I shall
insert the third chapter, “Issues in Size
and Weight Regulations.”

I urge all of my colleagues to study
this material by Dr. Fuller, who studied
under Prof. James C. Nelson at Wash-
ington State University in Pullman,
Wash. It is most unusual to have the
benefit of a doctoral dissertation on an
item of legislation before the final vote,
and we are indebted to Dr. Fuller for his
research on this legislation.

Dr. Fuller has worked for the Western
Highway Institute, an arm of the Amer-
ican Trucking Association, and has had
two of his articles published by that
group. In addition, he is a coauthor with
Edward N. Smith of “Twenty Years
Later: Postwar Employment Trends in
the West” published by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statis-
ties in their Regional Report No. 8,
September 1965.

In his present 400-page study, 2
Fuller researches the questions involved
in 8, 2658 and concludes:

The very great excess of public and social
costs over the private benefits discovered by
this thesis suggests that any general motor
vehicle size and weight increase at this time
would be a grave mistake in public economic
policy. The recent proposals for size and
weight Increases at the Federal level, and
the numerous proposals at the state level
that appear continuously, do not appear eco-
nomically justifiable, Passage of a bill such
as 8, 2658 could result in a serious drain on
U.S. resources. These economic resources
could be used to far greater advantage else-
where in the economy.

The third chapter follows:

CHAPTER III—ISSUES IN BIZE AND WEIGHT
REGULATION

From soclety’s point of view, a determina-
tion of the soundness of increased maxi-
mum size and weight standards for motor
vehicles must focus primarily on the eco-
nomic issues. Foremost among these issues
is consideration of the effect which any
proposed regulatory change would have on
efficient resource allocation. The economist
must judge whether a regulatory change
promises an efficient allocation of scarce re-
sources between highway user classes and
for hlghway purposes, as compared with the
use resources in other sectors of the
econmny It is necessary for the economist to
analyze the compositions of social costs and
social benefits which are to be considered
in the allocative decisilon and to attempt
to quantify the resulting costs and bene-
fits to determine overall economic efficiency.

The quantification of certain of these eco-
nomic and social costs requires the ald of
technical specialists in engineering and the
behavioral sciences. For example, it is es-
sential to determine the manner in which
engineering designs and construction costs
of pavements vary with increments of axle
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and tandem-axle welght so that the proper
level of construction and malntenance costs
can be attributed to a given relaxation of
maximum axle-welght standards. Also, how
do gross welghts affect the costs of bridges
and other highway structures? To what ex-
tent do longer or wider vehicles require
greater turning paths or increased lane
width? In addition, there are soclal engi-
neering questions which must be investi-
gated. What effects on driver behavior could
be expected from the utilization of vehicles
of increased slze? Are certain of these effects
a cost to soclety? Is it possible to estimate
the psychological as well as physical costs
which would be involved in relaxation of
size and welght maximums?

Answers to these technical guestions bear
intimately on resolution of the economic is-
sues. Economists must depend on engineers
and other specialists for factual knowledge
of highway design, construction, and main-
tenance practices essential for the applica-
tion of economic principles. Indeed, without
substantial engineering knowledge and re-
search, economic recommendations for opti-
mal size and weight regulation based on
quantitative analysis cannot reliably be pro-
posed. On the other hand, unless engineering
experimentation explicitly recognizes and
comes to grips with the economic issues in-
volved, engineering results become of little
use for social decision-making purposes.

Issues in resource allocation
The Mechanism and Goals of Optimal Re-
source Allocation in the Market Economy

Motor vehicle size and weight regulation
is undertaken by the states and the Federal
government primarily to help bring about
the most efficient allocation of public re-
sources devoted to the provision of highways
that is possible under the circumstances that
obtain in practice. Efficiency is measured by
the economist in terms of the goals of &
soclety, and economic theory may be used to
evaluate the performance of an economy in
terms of those goals. This study recognizes
that the major goal of a sound transporta-
tion system is to provide carriage of goods
and persons at the least possible total re-
source cost to society. In a mature economy,
income redistribution or economic growth
goals may be considered secondary to mini-
mum cost carriage in the operation of a
transportation network. Where minimal cost
transport is the primary goal, other goals
may be better handled via general taxation
than through explicit incorporation as aims
toward which to structure the transporta-
tion system.!

If normal market forces were able to per-
form efficiently the allocative task unalded,
little need would exist for transport regula-
tion. For then, the complete transportation
system would assure reasonable standards
of service at efficient and nondiserimina-
tory rates, or prices, reflecting both the
social resource costs and the concrete social
issues Involved. S<onomic theory explains
how, under competitive conditions in a
market economy, any good or service in de-
mand is provided to consumers upon payment
of a price.

The Function of Prices

Price are based on costs of producing the
item, including a normal margin of profit

1 See Herbert Mohring, “Urban Highway In-
vestments,” in Measuring Benefits of Govern-
ment Investments, ed. by Robert Dorfman
(Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institu-
tion, 1965) , pp. 232, 256. However, for a criti-
cal evaluation of the efficiency goal see Arthur
Maass, “Benefit-Cost Analysis: Its Relevance
to Public Investment Decisions,” Quarterly
Journal of Economics, LXXX, No. 2 (May,
1966), 214. Maass is answered by Robert H.
Haveman, "Benefit-Cost Analysis: Its Rele-
vance to Public Investment Decisions: Com-
ment,” Quarterly Journal of Economics,
LXXXI, No. 4 (November, 1967), 695-99.
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required to elicit the employment of entre-
preneural and capital resources. Prices, or
user fees as they are termed in the case of
public transport facilities, automatically per-
form several important functions. At any
given point in time, a soclety’s avallable
productive capabilities are limited In rela-
tion to the wants of that society’s members.
Thus, from the multitude of possible pro-
ducts, it is necessary to choose those goods
that will be produced and the quantities of
each that will be demanded.

Prices serve to elicit the resources needed
to produce and to market the goods and
services that are brought forth, and they
also restrict demand to those who will pay
the prices established In the markets for
those goods, Consumer cholce and the alloca-
tion of resources among different productive
processes are both gulded by the market in-
teractions of consumer preferences backed
up by consumer buying power and producer
willingness to sell at the prevailing prices in
terms of the profit incentive, The competitive
equilibrium price assures optimal allocation
of soclety’s scarce resources.

Limitations of the Price Mechanism

The price mechanism can and does operate
to guide most economic transactions. How-
ever, under substantially less than perfect
competitive conditions, the pricing mecha-
nism can become inaccurate or involve cer-
tain inherent difficulties. Especially in trans-
portation, cost finding is at times obscured
by the existence of common costs. Such costs
are difficult to allocate among classes of traf-
fic, and the true joint costs can only be allo-
cated on a value of service or demand basis,
that is in a discriminatory manner. In some
modes of transport, however, and partic-
ularly in motor and water transport where
most carrier costs are variable and rise or
fall with changes in output, unit costs of
carrier service can be found that are mean-
ingful except in the true joint cost cases
of back hauls.

Markets in the real world are generally
less perfect than is the competitive ideal.
Neither highway transportation, except in
some areas of exempt trucking, mor most
other sectors of the U.S. economy have per=
fectly competitive markets. Thus, although
the competitive ideal is closely approached
in certain markets and still offers the best
guide or standard for an efficient allocation
of resources to highway construction and
maintenance relative to investment in other
transport modes or non-transport projects,
practical difficulties arise in its application.
This is also true for allocation of highway
use between various competing consumer
classes, such as automotive services and
bus and truck operations.

Resource Allocation and the
Collective Services

Moreover, there may be another reason
why size and welght regulations for highway
use cannot be determined solely by the auto-
matic operation of competitive markets. Cer-
tain economic transactions take place on
quite a different basis than do normal com-
mercial exchanges. With these transactions,
consumption and output are not always lim-
ited directly by price. SBociety provides many
economic goods and services to its members
at large on a noncommercial basis without
requiring specific payments or payments to
defray the entire costs of those public goods
and services. For example, any community
member may avail himself of public library
services, generally without price payments.
He does not pay for these services on the
basis of the number or value of the books
borrowed. Nor does society charge for mili-
tary or police services on the basls of use,
however measured. Instead, for reasons of
simplicity and clvil order, common standards
of equity, inability to identify beneficiaries,
or a desire for the widest consumption of
certain services such as education, society
deems it preferable to finance some public

Provision of
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goods or services largely or entirely from
general tax sources. However, these consider-
ations do not necessarily require all highway
services, including those produced by ve-
hicles of the highest slze and welight classes,
to be supported by general taxation without
specific user prices.

Markets in the Provision of Highway
Facilities

Full commercial markets and systems of
market prices are usually absent in the case
of provision of goods and services by gov-
ernment, although this is not always the
situation. However, some highways such as
public and private toll roads are developed
fully on the commercial principle and their
services are rendered on the basis of specific
prices. Other principal highways, except for
local roads and streets, are justified by their
user fee revenues and their services are sold
to users on the basis of user fees which have
many of the characteristics of prices.?

Highways are an example of government
provision of facllities based ultimately on
market principles. This could be considered
a special category of pricing, with perhaps
rather different effects on resource alloca-
tion than either the general commercial case
or the pure case of public goods. Highways
are not examples of noncommercial govern-
ment investments provided free to all, nor
are they often illustrative of competitive
market pricing. Monopoly provision of high-
way facilities by government is the general
case, precluding competitive market condi-
tions. Yet users are required to make specific
payments for their consumption of highway
services.

Highways are provided to users upon pay-
ment of fees based both on readiness to serve
(registration fees and general property
taxes) and the amount of travel undertaken
(measured by motor fuel taxes, exclse taxes,
and ton-mile fees.).®? The above are not gen-
eral tax sources because they directly affect
only highway users or, in the case of prop-
erty tax financing, apply only to a limited
number of local streets and local residents.
General fund financing of highways is not
an acceptable general procedure because
highway users are in competition with other
transport agencies, some of which use private
ways. If discriminatory subsidies were ap-
plled to highway construction or mainte-
nance costs from general tax sources, power-
ful restraints would be placed on the ability
of air, rail, and water agencies to compete
for the total traffic. If transfers from non-
commercial highway users were made to
compensate for costs occasioned by commer-
cial users, as may be the case today for the
larger and heavier diesel-powered motor
vehicles, much the same uneconomic con-
straints would result.

While highway user fees are payments for
specific services rendered, these fees are only
loosely tled in practice to the unit costs
of providing highway services. In some in-
stances, it is true, toll roads are in use and
do adhere to market pricing. However, toll
roads have unfortunately not been widely
accepted in the U.S,, in part due to the tech-
nical difficulties of fare collection and in
part due to the wide provision of public
highways not entirely based on market
principles of financing.

Moreover, user fees, together with ex-
penditures for motor fuel, are only loosely
tied in the consumer’s mind to his travel on
the highway. A specific/journey often re-
quires no specific and immediate payment by
the motorist for fuel plus the use of the
way. Thus, the indirect connection of ex-
penditure and consumption inhibits the

2James C. Nelson, “Pricing of Highway,
Road and Street Services” (unpublished
manuscript, Pullman, Wash., 1955), p. 5.
(Mimeographed.)

 I'bid., pp. 6-11,
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motorist’s perception of his use of resources.
Incompleteness of the perceptual fleld may
well result in an inefficlent utilization of
resources.

‘Thus, the prices (user fees) paid for most
highway services do not perfectly reflect the
resource costs of highway provision. High-
way revenues are not a perfect gulde to de-
sirable highway investments. Therefore, how
do legislative and governmental groups de-
clde upon which highways tr build and the
amount of public investment funds which
should be allotted to any particular highway?

Despite the lack of perfect congruence be-
tween user fees and highway costs, highway
departments and legislative bodies can and
do reasonably depend primarily on user fee
revenues to direct the gross magnitude of
the highway investment declson.' However,
when prompted to look beyond the market
for highway services, public authorities have
increasingly utilized benefit-cost ratings in
ranking alternative highway Investment
projects. Although less perfect than the
purely market allocation, a more economiec
decision can be obtained when public au-
thorities attempt to estimate the magnitude
of soclal benefits and costs In making specific
highway investments than when political
pressures alone are allowed to resolve an
extra-market decision, Moreover, the costs
of special features in highways occasioned by
the larger and heavier vehicles are specifi-
cally considered in designing user fee
schedules.

Benefit-cost analysis as a guide to optimal
resource allocation

Benefit-cost analysis, one of the analytical
tools of economics, can usefully be applied to
evaluating the proposed regulatory changes
in motor vehicle sizes and welghts® The
general role for benefit-cost analysis in con-
nection with public goods, particularly in
making investment decisions, has been rec-
ognized by Robert Dorfman in the following
manner: “ .. the government tends to in-
tervene in precisely those markets in which
prices are either lacking or are seriously di-
vergent from social values. It is inherent in
government enterprises, therefore, that mar-
két prices cannot be used in appraising their
social contributions. Still, some economie
basis is needed for judging which potential
government undertakings are worthwhile and
which are not. Benefit-cost analysis provides
this basis.

Benefit-cost analysis is closely analogous to
the methods of investment project appraisal
used by businessmen. The only difference is
that estimates of social value are used in
place of estimates of sales value when ap-
propriate.” ¢

Tr: tion is one of theé many eco-
nomic activities in any economic system. As
such, transportation investments, including
highways, are subject to the economic laws
governing the allocation of relatively scarce
resources among alternative uses. An efficient
allocation of resources would exist within
highway transportation, between highway
transportation and other sectors of the
transportation industry, and between trans-
portation and the remainder of the economy,
under the following conditions. First, the
ratio of social benefits to soclal costs per out-
put unit must be the same for each trans-

4 Ibid., pp. 11-12.

® A. R. Prest and R. Turvey, ‘‘Cost-Benefit
Analysis: A Survey,” in Resource Allocation,
BSurveys of Economic Theory, Vol. III (Lon-
don: Macmillan and Company Limited, 1966;
Toronto: The Macmillan Company of Canada
Limited, 1966; New York: St Martin’s Press
Inec, 1066), p. 168.

‘Robert Dorfman, “Introduction,” in
Measuring Benefits of Governments Invest-
ments, ed. by Robert Dorfman (Washington,
D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1965), pp.
6-7.

23879

port sector., This means that, for the same
expenditure of resources, the marginal bene-
fits accruing to soclety from automobile op-
eration must equal the marginal benefits
which acerue from truck operation, and those
resulting from air, pipeline, rail, and water
operation, Second, the marginal benefit-cost
ratio must be the same for each industry in
the economy. In equilibrium, were the above
conditions to hold, the marginal social bene-
fit derived from each good or service produced
in the economy would just equal the mar-
ginal soclal cost and productive resocurces
would be optimally allocated.

Given these broadly defined egquilibrium
conditions, an exogeneous change, such as
a technical break-through in one trans-
port mode, might result in a stream of
benefits exceeding costs. The marginal
social benefits from resources invested in
that mode would exceed the overall rate
of return, and resources would gravitate
toward the profitable area.

Problems in Ascertaining Benefits and Costs

One of the major economic issues facing
those who regulate motor vehicle sizes and
welghts for highway use is the practical
determination of the economic and social
benefits and costs for any given revision of
size and welight maxima. For example, what
would the increased costs be for allowing
an increase in the permitted wehicle width
limits for use on the Interstate System
(from, say, 96 to 102 inches)? Would the
specific benefits in highway carrier cost re-
ductions and in improvements in truck and
bus services be of sufficient magnitudes of
equal or exceed the added costs for the
greater widths, including the soclal costs
to the majority of highway users, the auto-
mobile travelers? An even more important
issue is whether permitting larger vehicle
combinations and heavier axle and gross
weights would bring specific bus and truck
carrier cost reductions greater than the
increased highway construction and mainte-
nance costs for stronger surfaces and sub-
bases, wider lanes and highway widths, and
stronger bridges.

In addition to directly relevant issues of
the type just cited, other broader economiec
issues are inherent in any thorough consid-
eration of the economic case for or against
Increasing the existing slze and weight re-
strictions. Would the marginal benefits from
an increase in the width regulations be
greater than those produced from the same
resource expenditures for making it possible
to allow an incremental change in maxi-
mum vehicle lengths (from 35 to 40 feet, for
single-unit vehicles, as an example)? For
any one of the proposed increases in size and
weight restrictions, would the marignal bene-
fits in relation to the marginal costs of added
highway expenditures be greater than the
benefits resulting from rallway freight car
modernization programs? How would the
marginal social benefits in relation to mar-
ginal social costs of any of the above cases
compare with those to be achieved through
increased Federal ald to education?

Clearly, declisions to change size and weight
limits governing highway use are most com-
plicated and difficult for soclety to make.
Nevertheless, to obtain an efficlent transpor-
tation system and an economical resource
allocation, the state and Federal regulatory
standards for motor vehicle size and welight
maxima must ideally be adjusted only after
close consideration of all the relevant bene-
fit-cost ratlos and especially only when the
carrier industries directly benefiting from
use of larger and heavier vehicles would be
willing and able to pay, from the benefits
received, all the special highway costs occa-
sioned by higher sizes and welights.

Costs, Benefits, and Externalities

The use of benefit-cost analysis to guide
highway regulatory decisions does not pro-
vide the analyst with a well-defined set of
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proven techniques. Rather, benefit-cost
analysis is a general approach relying upon
careful identification and weighing of the
significant factors associated with given al-
ternative solutions to a problem, such as are
involved in proposals to lift the size and
welght limitations on highway use by large
and heavy motor vehicles.

As commonly applied to highway project
investments such as would be necessitated
by higher size and weight limitations, bene-
fit-cost analysis investigates the behavior
of such factors as the operating cost re-
ductions per ton-mile that the highway car-
riers can achieve in their private costs and
the offsetting, but important, increased
highway costs per gross ton-mile of high-
way service output necessitated in order
to accommodate longer, wider, and heavier
buses, trucks, and truck-tractor combina-
tions on U.S. highways, roads, and streets.

An analysis of the effects of more liberal
size and welght restrictions on carrier op-
erating costs will be made in Chapter V. In
that chapter, the economies of scale in size
of motor vehicle equipment will be eval-
uated. In Chapter VII, these private cost
savings will be compared with the added costs
of highway construction, maintenance, and
administration which are investigated in
Chapter VI, so as to ascertain whether a
program of elevating the state and Federal
size and weight restrictions will bring net
economic and social benefits sufficient to
justify the proposed legislative action on
this question.

A chief virtue of benefit-cost analysis is
the technique’s potential for taking into ac-
count all relevant henefits and costs® In
practice, an attempt is made to sum all
benefits and all costs which can be ascer-
talned in monetary terms. Most practition-
ers agree that benefit-cost analysis should
also be used for the evaluation of external-
itles and incommensurables, whenever this
is practicable and helpful in judging invest-
ment projects. However, complete evalua-
tion of all the benefits and costs to society
of any particular project or decision pre-
sents very hard, if not impossible, problems
of measurement.” An analysis of the U.S.

t of Commerce has noted the
limitations of the method as follows:

“Perhaps the greatest deficlency of past
benefit-cost analysis is the inadequate iden-
tification and treatment of quantitative fac-
tors which are fundamental but which are

TFor a general example, see Mohring, pp.
231-175.

s Prest and Turvey, p. 155.

*See E. J. Devine, “The Treatment of In-
commensurables in Cost-Benefit Analysis,”
Land Economics, XLII, No. 3 (August, 1966),
383-87. Also Prest and Turvey, pp. 160-62,
168-69. However, some would disagree. Ac-
cording to O'Donoghue, . . . a motorlst may
suffer 'monetary’ costs such as increased
fuel consumption when extra vehicles come
on the roads; he may also suffer ‘non-mone-
tary' costs such as irritation or nervousness,
which lower his consumer’s surplus from
motoring. I would suggest that we include
the former, but exclude the latter effect, from
the main measurements,” Martin O’Donog-
hue, “Comments on Dr., Maurice Peston’s
Report on '"The Theory of Spillovers and Its
Connection with Education,” Public Finance,
XXI, No. 1-2 (1966), 205.

1 However, for a discussion of measuring
intangibles within a benefit-cost framework,
see Russell L. Ackoff, “Towards Quantitative
Evaluation of Urban Services,” in Public Ez-
penditure Decisions in the Urban Com-
munity, Papers Presented at a Conference,
May 14-15, 1962, under the Sponsorship of
the Committee on Urban Economics of Re-
sourees for the Future, Fnc., ed. by Howard
G, Schaller (Baltimore, Md.: The Johns Hop-
kins Press for Resources for the Future, Inc.,
1963), pp. 91-117.
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not usually expressed in dollar terms. These
include social costs, such as smog, deterio-
ration of the city and countryside, and im-
proper use of land. They also include soclal
benefits.'" 2

Indeed, as analysis of the question of the
economic desirability of raising size and
weilght restrictions ideally involves a com-
plete evaluation of the social benefits and
costs, the deficlencies of measurement of the
soclal costs occasioned by having longer,
wider, and heavier buses and trucks, or even
truck-trains, on the highways, will be a
major problem in evaluating a set of policy
proposals, Although measurement of such so-
cial costs as highway user inconvenience,
highway accidents, slower travel time for
automobiles, and greater noise and smog will
be difficult, it will be attempted in Chapter
VI. At least, the types of social costs as well
as the external or indirect benefits of changes
in size and weight restrictions will be rec-
ognized and evaluated as thoroughly as pos-
sible with the available data.®

Pricing highway services

A given set of regulatory changes in high-
way size and welght restrictions may be
deemed to lie in the public interest because
it is found that the direct and indirect bene-
fits resulting from those changes exceed the
private and social costs, and the social bene-
fit-cost ratio equals or exceeds the ratios for
other possible public Investment projects
throughout the economy. Nevertheless, it is
still essential to assess the direct beneficiaries
of that change for any incremental highway
or other public costs occasioned, including
the social costs. Proper pricing to meet the
costs occasioned is important for the main-
tenance of competition between the modes,
for achleving an efficlent division of traffic
among the modes, and in order to achieve
reasonable equity among highway users.

‘What is required in a proper pricing policy
dealing with incremental size and weight
changes is that the prices for highway serv-
ices charged to the specific classes of buses
and trucks requiring the revised regulatory
standards at least cover the added costs of
the additional highway investment and
maintenance that will be occasioned to ac-
commodate larger or heavier vehicles on the
highways. This raises several questions: Do
the large and heavy vehicles presently pay
adequately for the highway costs which they
oceasion differentially? Will the operators of
still larger buses and trucks be able and
willing to pay higher user fees and tolls?

While this study cannot undertake a com=-
plete analysis of the adequacy of existing
user fees for buses and trucks of the larger
dimensions, i1t will go into the incremental
aspects of these highly relevant questions to
the extent that available information per-
mits,

.8, Department of Commerce, National
Bureau of Standards, Notes on the State-of-
the-Art of Benefit-Cost Analysis as Related
to Transportation Systems, by Joseph D.
Crumlish, NBS Technical Note 294 (Wash-
ington, D.C.: Government Printing Office,
November, 1968), p. 5.

12 In general, technological change, such as
comes about through the development of
larger and heavier motor vehicles, may in-
crease the magnitude and significance of ex-
ternal effects. Buch change produces unin-
tended by-products, more complex technical
issues, and may require increased public in-
vestment. See William J. Baumol, “Urban
Bervices: Interactions of Public and Private
Decisions,” in Public Exp diture Decisi
in the Urban Community, Papers Presented
at a Conference, May 14-15, 1962, under the
Sponsorship of the Committee on Urban Eco-
nomics of Resources for the Future, Ine., ed.
by Howard G. Schaller (Baltimore, Md.: The
Johns Hopkins Press for Resources for the
Future, Inc., 1963), pp. 1-18.
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Technical issues included in the analysis

The remainder of this chapter briefly pre-
sents the several major technical issues re-
specting maximum motor vehicle size and
weight limits revision which are to be eval-
uated by means of benefit-cost analysis. For
any proposed change in limits, the benefits
attained by users and the costs occasioned
are a function of the manner in which these
engineering and economic issues are resolved.

Benefits to the economy

Proponents of increased size and weight
limits for trucks and truck-tractor combina-
tions cite the importance of revised regula-
tory standards *to the economy.”* In more
precise terms, this argument suggests that
lower motor vehicle transport costs can and
will promote reglonal or economy-wide devel-
opment, in the form of lowér product prices
and expanded markets for the goods which
are transported by the vehicles of increased
size and welght.

The “benefits” issue can be an important
consideration but, like other issues, should
be closely analyzed in economic terms. In-
dustry spokesmen, in advocating the benefits
of lower highway transport costs to the econ-
omy, are basing these beneficial effects on
the private economies of scale in equipment
size and weight alone. This study will, of
course, investigate the available evidence on
the extent of those economies to the motor
carriers in Chapter V, and, perhaps through
these private cost savings, to the industries
and regions which use motor vehicle trans-
portation, However, the truly important eco-
nomic consideration Is whether, after coun-
tering added highway construction costs,
there are net economies of scale in the size
of bus and truck equipment. If there are,
then an economlic development case can per-
haps be made for relaxed standards of size
and weight maxima. Yet, the case exists only
if the alternative transport modes are unable
to offer the demanded transport services at
the same rates and costs, or at lower rates
and costs, while covering all of the resource
costs required for provision of these alterna-
tive services, Net soclal benefits to the econ-
omy resulting from size and weight revision
decline in direct proportion to the extent
that trucking's projected market share in the
transport of any given commodity consti-
tutes a small portion of the total traffic, rela-
tive to the shares of other agencies.

Equipment Design

The performance characteristics of large
and heavy motor vehicles, which would ex-
ceed currently applicable size and welight
maxima, must be evaluated in relation to
the performance of vehicles presently au-
thorized to use the public roads. If the larger
and heavier vehicles do not perform as well
as currently satisfactory equipment, their use
would impose social costs on other highway
users, and might even Increase the private
costs of automobile operation. It is indeed
possible that vehicles of the larger and heav-
ier classes, which are already allowed to use
the Federal-Aid Highway System, currently
exhibit performance characteristics which re-
sult in objectionable public and social costs.
The heaviest current vehicles may not now
adequately pay for the costs of extra pave-
ment thickness, greater bridge strength, and
special truck-climbing lanes which they oc-
casion. Long doubles combinations may not
adequately compensate the public for the
safety hazards their operation presents, in-
cluding limited sight distances and increased
passing time. This thesis cannot fully evalu-
ate the current public and social cost re-
sponsibility of longer, higher, wider, and
heavier trucks. Besides, extensive investiga-
tion of these issues has already been made

1 William S, Odlin, Jr., “Congress Urged to
Update Sizes, Weights," Transport Topics,
February 26, 1968, pp. 1, 20, 26, 27.
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by the U.8. Bureau of Public Roads." Rather,
at issue is the identification and quantifica-
tion of those incremental costs solely and
especially related to the operation of yet
larger and heavier motor vehicles, such as
would be allowed on the Interstate Highway
System by passage of 5. 2658.

A number of cost-occasioning items must
be scrutinized. Longer vehicles may present
a safety hazard on present roads due to
offtracking, which presents an inability to
maneuver in the same amount of space
which is tolerable for today’s traffic. Heavier
trucks may lack the abllity to accelerate as
rapidly as present vehicles (especially at
intersections and on long grades) and may
have poorer braking capabilities than are
desirable for safety. Longer combinations,
such as four or more unit trucktrains, may
have especially poor braking characteristics
unless braking systems are modified from
those at present commonly used by large
wvehicles. BSome motor wehicle industry
sources (as will be further explained in
Chapter IV) claim that wider vehicles may
attaln improved braking abilities compared
with present equipment, but, even if so,
wider vehicles may encounter offsetting
clearance problems on the existing highway
lanes. High vehicles, even when not meeting
difficulties with clearance, may lack the sta-
bility on curves and in winds that vehicles
of current allowable heights attain. All these
matters of technical motor vehicle equip-
ment design characteristics are issues for
evaluation in a benefit-cost framework. They
require special knowledge and investigation
for their resolution, extending into engineer-
ing, operating, and other technical factors
in motor transport and highway construc-

tion.
Highway Design

Heavier equipment, if allowed, will wear
out the highway pavements and structures
at a more rapid rate than present truck and
bus equipment. To avolid these wear and
breakdown effects, highways have to be bullt
far stronger to withstand frequent repeti-
tions of heavy axle loads, and bridges may
have to be strengthened, or built stronger,
to stand heavier gross weights without fail-
ure or need for premature replacement.
These effects of increased vehicle weight
ralse the costs of highway construction and
maintenance.

Larger equipment may not be able to use
the current highway plant in a manner safe
for other highway users, or without destroy-
ing or impairing the convenience and econ-
omy of highways for other users. The high-
way design issues which arise In connection
with proposals to relax the size and welght
regulatory standards take the form of ques-
tions with respect to guantitative estimates
of the costs of highway improvements, such
as passing lanes, specially deslgned freeway
on-off ramps, and vehlcle staging areas at
freeway exists, required to meet the needs
of larger vehicles.

Effects on Driver Behavior

Another issue that arises in the analysis
of proposals to change the size and welight
standards for highways involves the actions
and attitudes of automobile drivers toward
large and heavy trucks. These are important
matters for the development of public policy
because the automobile users comprise the
largest single highway user class. In addi-
tlon, driver attitudes are important to public
safety on the highways for members of all
vehicle classes.

14 See the Highway Cost Allocation Study
literature, produced by the Bureau of Public
Roads pursuant to section 210 of the High-
way Revenue Act of 1956, H. Doc, 54 and U S.,
Congress, House, Supplementary Report of
the Highway Cost Allocation Study, H. Doc.
124, 89th Cong,, 1st sess., 1965. Hereinafter re-
ferred to as H. Doc. 124.
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All measurable costs assoclated with driver
behavior must be taken into account. As-
sume, for example, there are costs assoclated
with the typical driver's desire to maintain
constant clearance between vehicles which
pass each other In opposite lanes on two-
lane roads. If a commercial vehicle of greater
width than currently authorized passes by an
automobile, the automobile driver's desire for
clearance may force him to the road shoulder
unless lanes are widened at the time greater
vehicle widths are authorized. Then too, pass-
ing a longer and wider truck-tractor combi=
nation going in the same direction may force
automobile drivers to veer toward the shoul-
der opposite the combination and, in addi-
tion, tempt them to take greater risks, with-
out adequate sight-distance, of meeting on-
coming vehicles in the opposite lane head-on.
Other measurable costs would be increased
fuel expenditures (for acceleration require-
ments) and the greater accident exposure
time required to overtake and pass longer or
slower (heavier) wvehicles.

Furthermore, driver attitudes toward shar-
ing the Highways with larger vehicles should
be evaluated. The circumstances that pro-
duce negative driver attitudes toward large
vehicles occasion costs just as do the cir-
cumstances that require thicker and wider
highway pavements of stronger bridges. The
fact that measurements of driver attitudes
have not frequently entered into traditional
investment decisions (except indirectly
through the political process) is no reason
to treat measured changes in attitudes as
costless. Thus, an attempt will be made in
this thesis to evaluate the significance of
driver attitudes with respect to increased
vehicle dimensions as a factor in relaxation
of size and welght restrictions.

A Concluding Note on Equipment, Highway,
and Driver Behavior Costs

The costs imposed by large and heavy ve-
hicles upon automobile users of the high-
ways appear to be of two sorts. The act of
permitting vehicles of dimensions which re-
quire increased highway investment, in order
that future highway service standards may
be maintained at today’s levels, may impose
added user fee costs on automobile opera-
tors. Costs to automobile operators could
increase unless all required investment costs
are borne, as they should be, by the larger
vehicles.

The second category of costs, and the more
important one, involves costs which come
about because the act of allowing the larger
and heavier vehicles on the road changes the

nature of highway services available to
the automobile user. To the extent that the
heavier or larger vehicles cause congestion,
auto travel time costs inevitably rise. To the
extent that bigger vehicles brake poorly or
are unstable, automobile accident involve-
ment costs increase. To the extent that meet-
ing large vehicles on the roadway decreases
consumer enjoyment of auto pleasure trips,
or increases the difficulty of driving an auto-
mobile, costs are occasloned to the highway
users of the smaller vehicles which are dif-
ficult to measure, but very real.

Summary

Benefit-cost analysis can be considered a
meaningful market-oriented method of eval-
uating change in the motor vehicle size and
weight allowances for public highways.
Benefit-cost analysis can guide regulatory
decislons towards discovering the most effi-
cient method of public resource allocation
in transportation.

To utllize the benefit-cost technique, tech-
nical questions must be examined concerning
highway and equipment design, driver be-
havior, and the effects of reduced trucking
costs, In order to discern the costs occasioned
and the expenditures saved by means of a
policy of in the size and welght
maxim a governing highway use. But those
technical factors can meaningfully be con-
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sidered only when proposals to Increase size
and welght limitations are viewed in terms
of total benefits and costs, including the
factor of soclal costs which is often neglected
in matters of this type.

This chapter has stressed throughout that
evaluation of the proposed changes in size
and weight standards must give conslidera-
tion to all economic costs, Including social
costs, If the means can be found, even the
costs of a change in driver attitudes on the
highways must be counted. In any event,
an economic case for relaxed size and weight
standards cannot be made simply on the
basls of the cost savings to the benefited
truck and bus operators from utilizing larger
and heavier vehicles on the public highways.
Important as they are, those direct benefits
to commerclal operators, and possibly
through the operators to the users of their
services, far from include all relevant bene-
fits and costs.

TRY GIVING SOMEONE ELSE THE
PRAISE

HON. EDWARD J. DERWINSKI

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, the
Harvey Reporter is an imaginative new
publication being developed primarily to
serve residents in Dixmoor, Harvey,
Phoenix, and Robbins communities in
southern Cook County, Ill. This publica-
tion has emphasized that its editorial
principles will be based on dedication to
our country, respect for freedom of reli-
gion and freedom of speech, support for
the law of the land, and effective service
to its reading publiec.

Its July edition carried an extremely
moving and penetrating editorial truly
reflecting the principles to which its
policies are dedicated.

Under unanimous consent I submit the
editorial for inclusion in the CoNGRES-
s1oNAL RECORD, as follows:

GIVING THE PRAISE

With the hustle and bustle of today's so-
clety, we as individuals seldom stop to give
anyone the praise.

With so much destruction, racial problems,
family problems and financial worry we have
forgotten the good.

In spite of world conditions and individ-
ual dilemmas there is still some good.

If each of us would stop during our busy
activities and look about us we could ac-
knowledge the good.

If parents would begin at home to give a
child a little praise when a job has been well
done, perhaps the child would be inspired to
continue to do better.

In our family circle we should endeavor to
discuss topics of good.

On jobs an employer should recognize an
employee when he has excelled on his job.
Credit for a job well done and a pay raise will
create harmony for both the employer and
employee. An occasional word of pralse can
do much to 1ift ones morale,

A kind word spoken in recognition, a pat
on the back, a hearty shake of the hand and
& warm smile are unique methods for giv-
ing praise.

Lets stop taking people for granted. Many
& good deed is done out of sheer concern and
willingness. So why not give the praise?

As you know, many ideas are negotiated for
t.h& benefit of organizations as a means to an
end.

People working towards a good cause
should be given the praise,
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There are still plenty of worthwhile things
to do and people to do them. It doesn’'t take
much to be nice and give praise to the other
helping hand. We can all function more
properly, with others if we realize that we
must all lend expression of approval for that
which is well done.

Whether it's a wife preparing a delicious
meal, a emall child attempting a new task,
an individual serving office in an organiza-
tion, a husband's defeat of a new idea, or
any individual experience.

Remember that the effort, desire and con-
cern is worth something.

Try giving someone else the praise,

NATIONAL GALLERY OF ART
CALENDAR OF EVENTS

HON. JAMES G. FULTON

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES
Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, under unanimous consent, I
submit the National Gallery of Art Cal-
endar of Events for inclusion in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD, as follows:

CALENDAR OF EVENTS
MONDAY, JULY 28, THROUGH SUNDAY, AUGUST 4

* Painting of the week: Pieter Bruegel the
Elder. The Temptation of Saint Anthony
(Samuel H. Eress Collection), Gallery 41A,
Tues. through Sat. 12:00 & 2:00; Sun, 1:00 &
3:30.

Tour: Introduction to the Collection.
Rotunda, Mon. through Sat. 11:00, 1:00 &
3:30, Sun. 12:00 & 2:30.

Sunday film lecture: Winslow Homer and
the American Scene, Speaker: Sally Luczak,
Stafl Lecturer, National Gallery of Art, Lec-
ture Hall 4:00.

Sunday film: The National Gallery of Art,
1:00.

Weekday films: The National Gallery of
Art, 2:00; The American Vision, 4:00,

MONDAY, AUGUST 5, THROUGH SUNDAY,
AUGUST 11

*Painting of the week: Turner, The Junc-
tion of the Thames and the Medway (Widen-
er Collection) Gallery 57, Tues. through Sat.
12:00 & 2:00; Sun. 1:00 & 3:30.

Tour: Introduction to the Collection.
Rotunda, Mon. through Sat. 11:00, 1:00 &
3:00, Sun. 12:00 & 2:30.

Sunday film lecture: American Art and
Social Commentary, Speaker: Carleen Eeat-
ing, Staff Lecturer, National Gallery of Art;
Lecture Hall 4:00.

Sunday film: The National Gallery of Art,
1:00.

Weekday films: The National Gallery of
Art, 2:00; The American Vision, 4:00.

MONDAY, AUGUST 12, THROUGH SUNDAY,
AUGUST 18

*Painting of the week: Jan van Eyck. The
Annunciation (Andrew Mellon Collection)
Gallery 39, Tues. through Sat. 12:00 & 2:00;
Sun. 1:00 & 3:30.

Tour: Introduction to the Collection.
Rotunda, Mon. through Sat. 11:00, 1:00 &
3:00, Sun. 12:00 & 2:30.

Sunday film lecture: Florentine Renais-
sance Sculpture, Speaker: Aileen Laing, Sum-
mer Staff Lecturer, National Gallery of Art;
Lecture Hall 4:00.

Sunday film: The National Gallery of Art,
1:00.

Weekday films: The National Gallery of
"Art, 2:00; The American Vision, 4:00.

MONDAY, AUGUST 19, THROUGH SUNDAY,
AUGUST 25

* Painting of the week: Jan Davidsz. de

Heem, Vase of Flowers (Andrew Mellon
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Fund) Gallery 44, Tues, through Sat. 12:00 &
2:00; Sun. 1:00 & 3:30.

Tour: Introduction to the Collection, Ro-
tunda, Mon. through Sat. 11:00, 1:00 & 3:00,
Sun, 12:00 & 2:30.

Sunday film lecture: Art in New York,
1910-1930, Speaker: Raymond B. Stites, As-
sistant to the Director, for Educational Serv-
ices, Natlonal Gallery of Art; Lecture Hall
4:00,

Sunday film: The National Gallery of Art,
1:00.

Weekday fllms: The National Gallery of
Art, 2:00; The American Vision, 4:00,

RECENT ACQUISITION

Pumpkins, by the American artist Walt
Kuhn (1877-1949), will go on exhibit this
month in Lobby D. The painting is a recent
gift of the Avalon Foundation.

Painted in 1941, during the last decade of
his life, Pumpkins shows Kuhn's ability to
find order in confusion, The restrained mon-
umentality achieved in this still life of
haphazardly arranged vegetables is the result
of the artist’s constant self-criticism and
painstaking struggles with composition. As
Kuhn said, “Painting is not that easy. It's
not copying.” This same searching for form
is revealed in his portraits of clowns and
entertainers, such as his White Clown of
1920. Our painting is unusual for its subject,
its rich and vibrant colors, and large size
(40 x 50 in.).

Kuhn's importance is based not only on his
work as a painter but on his role as a pro-
moter of modern-art in America. As a key
organizer of the 1913 Armory Show, he in-
troduced European avant-garde art to the
American public, thereby altering the devel-
opment of painting in this country,

SUNDAY FILM LECTURES

Auditorium programs combining films and
lectures will be presented on a variety of
subjects each Sunday at 4 p.m. this month.
The lectures are given by members of the
Gallery's educational staff.

DAILY FILMS

Two recent films dealing with art in the
collections of the National Gallery are shown
in the auditorium on a daily schedule.

FUBLICATIONS

Additions to the current list of hooks
available for purchase through the Publica-
tions Fund are French Painting in the Time
of Jean de Berry by Millard Meiss ($30.00
postpaid) and two new editions of Signs and
Symbols in Christian Art by George Fergu-
son (paperback, $3.45 postpaid; clothbound,
$7.50 postpaid).

NEW SLIDES

2" z 2' Color Slides: Cassatt, Mother and
Child; Chase, A Friendly Call; David, Ma-
dame Hamelin; Degas, Ballet Scene; Dela~-
croix, Algerian Child, Sir Anthony van Dyck,
Clelia Cattaneo, Daughter of Marchesa Elena
Grimaldi and Philip, Lord Wharton; Fettl,
The Veil of Veronica; Galnsborough, Master
John Heathcote; Guardi, A Seaport and Clas-
sic Ruins in Italy, Fragonard, A Game of
Horse and Rider; Pleter de Hooch, The Bed-
room,; Fra Filippo Lippi, The Annunciation;
Longhi, Blindman’'s Buff; Magnasco, The
Baptism of Christ; Sargent, Street In Venice
and Mrs. Adrian Iselin; Sithium, The As-
sumption of the Virgin; SBully, Andrew Jack-
son; Trumbull, Alexander Hamilton and Pat-
rick Tracy, Twachtman, Winter Harmony,
Vigée-Lebrun, Portrait of a Lady and The
Marquise de Pezé and the Marguise de
Rouget with Her Two Children; Volk, Abra-
ham Lincoln. 35¢ each postpaid.

RECORDED TOURS
The Director's Tour. A 45-minute tour of
20 National Gallery terpi lected
and described by John Walker, Director. The
portable tape units rent for 26¢ for one per-
son, 35¢ for two. Available in English, French,
Spanish, and German,
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Tour of Selected Galleries. A discussion of
works of art in 28 galleries. Talks in each
room, which may be taken In any order,
last approximately 15 minutes. The small
radio receiving sets rent for 25¢.

GALLERY HOURS

Weekdays and Sundays, 10:00 a.m. to 5:00
p.m.

Admission is free to the Gallery and to
all programs scheduled.

CAFETERIA HOURS

Weekdays, Luncheon 11:00 a.m. to 2 pm.;
Snack Service 2:00 pm. to 4:00 p.m.; Sun-
days, Dinner 11:30 am. to 4:00 pm,

Inguiries concerning the Gallery's educa-
tional services should be addressed to the
Educational Office or telephoned to 737-4215,
ext. 272.

FOOTNOTE

*11'" z 14" reproductions with texts for
sale this week—15¢ each. (If mailed, 25¢
each.)

STUDENTS FOR A DEMOCRATIC (?)
SOCIETY

HON. LOUIS C. WYMAN

OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr, WYMAN. Mr. Speaker, some in-
dication of the real objectives of the
organization calling itself Students for a
Democratic Society can be gleaned from
a letter sent to Mrs. Alma M. Kittredge
of Meriden, Conn., on July 9 by its na-
tional secretary, Michael Klonsky. If the
objective of revolution by violence is not
implicit in Klonsky's signed statement I
misread it.

It would be interesting to know what
schools and what teachers participated
in the development of this young, sick
person. Of perhaps greater concern is
whether revolution by violence if neces-
sary is an objective of this organization.
In any event Michael Klonsky's words
are fair warning to all Americans that
something is seriously wrong with at
least this segment of our younger
citizens.

The Klonsky letter follows:

STUDENTS FOR A DEMOCRATIC SOCIETY,

Chicago, I11., July 9.
Mrs, ALMma M. EITTREDGE,
Meriden, Conn.

Mns. KiTTrEDGE: Regarding your letter of
March 18, let me say that I try very hard
to find time to answer all the crank mail
and calls I receive but sometimes the task
of trying to build a revolution in this giant
America puts me behind in my correspond-
ence. Please forglve me (or have God do it
if you can't).

You ask why I don't act like a man and
join the Viet Cong? That is a very good ques-
tion and I will try to run down the difference
between revolutionaries like myself and
liberal do-gooders in order to explain why
I didn’t join the Viet Cong. My analysis of
the world situation tells me that the NLF
and the oppressed peoples in the U.S. are
fighting the same enemy, American imperial-
ism. It is the very same invasion army that
is napalming villages in Viet Nam and oc-
cupying the ghettoes of Harlem, Watts,
Detroit and Chicago. If you can break
through your internalized racism for a mo-
ment and try and consider the dynamic of
all that, perhaps you will have some under-
standing of why I say, “my fight is here, not
in Viet Nam." This is also the reason I won't
move to Russia, Cuba, China, ete. . .
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I got into college because according to the
white, bourgeoise wvalues of my all-white,
bourgeolse college, I was judged acceptable.
I earned my money for tuition by working
summers in a bumper factory if that's any
of your business (I know how small people
in small towns thrive on small bits of per-
sonal information and gossip). I don't think
that a free enterprise system exists unless
you would call America’s history of slavery,
exploitation and war on poor people “free
enterprise.”

I have no prejudice against older people.
Some of my best friends are old people. Re-
member Ho, Mao, Fidel, ete. ...

One more thing. I am afraid of many
things, I am afrald of the armed might of
this government of ours. I am afraid that
the mass media, which seeps into the minds
of millions of people every day and makes
them impotent (remember your comment
about my manhood) and afrald that they
must consume in order to prove their mas-
culinity or Iamimty will make this a nation
of robots.

One thing I am not afraid of however, is
fluoride and fascists In case you are think-
ing ahead to our coming confrontation, the
day twhen the oppressed and oppressors fight
for power (an historical occurrence). When
that day comes, we will see, just who are the
successes and who are the failures, who are
the weak and who are the strong; who are
the free and who are the slaves.

May history forgive you,

MicHAEL KLONSKY,
National Secretary (SDS).

MEDICARE FILLS A NEED

HON. BENJAMIN S. ROSENTHAL

OF NEW ‘ro_sK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, we
mark this month the second anniver-
sary of medicare. Some day in the future
we will no longer pay attention to this
anniversary since medicare will be so
fixed a part of American life that we
need not remind each other that it has
not always been with us.

We should honor this month not only
the architects of medicare—President
Harry Truman, who saw the need for
protecting the aged with health insur-
ance, and Secretary Wilbur Cohen, of
HEW, who worked so well and so long to
make it a reality—but also the 20 mil-
lion Americans who are enrolled today
in medicare. These citizens, upright in
their dignity and self-assurance, are
medicare’s best testimonial.

Medicare has paid over 60 million
medical bills in 2 years. Its paid benefits
total nearly $8.56 billion in 24 months.
But medicare’s worth cannot be meas-
ured in dollars or its operation totalled
in statistics alone. It has shown those
who needed proof that this country cares
for those who need help, that it can de-
vise a medical care system, fair to all,
and open to all, and that progressive
legislation can be achieved despite the
bitter, narrow, and ill-conceived opposi-
tion which fought medicare and still
opposes it today.

I include below the 2-year totals of
medicare’s operating statistics which
tell the need for this health insurance
with an eloquence sufficient to persuade
the most adamant unbelievers:
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Medicare statistical highlights July 1, 1866—
June 30, 1968
Enrollment July 1, 1968:
Hospital insurance (part
A): - g 19, 700, 000
Supplementary medical in-
- surance (part B) -~
Hospital and extended care
facility admisslons and
plans for home health
services (July 1966-June
1968) :
Inpatient hospital admis-
sions
Extended care facilities ad-
missions
Start of home health serv-
ices
Medicare bills paid (July
1966-June 1968) :
Inpatient hospital. ...
Outpatient hospital ... 4
Home health services.___. 1
Extended care facllities___ 1
Physicians’, independent
laboratories and other

18, 600, 000

Benefits paid (July 1966-
June 1968) :
Hospital Insurance (part
P R S e
Supplementary medical in-
surance (part B)
Participating providers of
services (as of June 30,
1968) :
Hospitals (1,160,000 beds) -
Home health agencies_____
Extended care facllities
(325,000 beds) - e
Independent laboratories.
Intermediaries and carriers:
Hospital Insurance:
Blue Cross Association

(mvolving T4 plans) -

Independent

State agenCy---meemeem-

L2 3 e SRS L el S
Medical insurance:

$6, 300, 000, 000
$2, 100, 000, 000

2,100

4, 700
2, 5560

[Tl ™
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Independent
State welfare
ment

depart-

Group practice prepay-
ment plans:

Direct dealing._ . ____

Carrler dealing_________ 4

[
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THE INCOME MAINTENANCE ACT

HON. WILLIAM F. RYAN

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, as the sponsor
of HR. 17331, the Income Maintenance
Act, I have been encouraged by the con-
tuned growth of support for guaran-
teed income.

In recent weeks, the press has carried
stories of new groups and organizations
which have joined the long list of those
who advocate guaranteed income. The
Conference of Mayors at its annual con-
ference June 15 in Chicago adopted a
resolution calling for public sector em-
ployment programs and a national sys-
tem of income supplements for those who
cannot work.

!Data for month of June 1968 is estimated.
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A few days ago a group of 26 New York
business and civic leaders, headed by
Undersecretary of Commerce Howard
Samuels—presently the acting Adminis-
trator of the Small Business Administra-
tion—called for a national system of in-
come maintenance.

I include for the Recorp the resolu-
tion adopted by the Conference of May-
ors, and an article from the New York
Times of July 21 concerning the New
York group:

[Resolution adopted by the 1968 Annual
Conference of Mayors, Chicago, Ill, June
15, 1968]

PusLic SERVICE EMPLOYMENT

Whereas, the U.S. Conference of Mayors
has repeatedly supported federally-funded
manpower development and training pro-
grams which attack unemployment within
our citles; and

Whereas, there is need to continue
strengthening these programs both through
better systems of coordination at the local
level and through the enlargement of job
opportunities for youth and the hard core
unemployed; and

Whereas, the continuing high levels of
youth and hard core unemployment in our
cities require an emergency program of na-
tional action; and

Whereas, the cities cannot raise the funds
needed to meet long delayed health, welfare,
education and social services to deprived
areas; and

‘Whereas, our present system of publie wel-
fare fails to provide assistance at a level of
health and decency and excludes millions of
families in great need; and

Whereas a basic revision in public assist-

ce programs is required to achieve more
st.ubie families and promote thrift and work,

Now. therefore be it resolved that the U.S.
Conference of Mayors calls upon Congress to
enact the following programs: (1) A program
to provide at least 1 million public service
jobs for needed social services. Funds should
be included to implement the improved co-
ordination of all manpower programs at the
local level. (2) A national system of income
supplements for all people unable to work
and whose incomes fall below the officlally
recognized definitions of poverty.

Be it further resolved that the Conference
appoint a speclal committee to work with
Congress and the President, the National
League of Cities and the Urban Coalition on
the elements of such a system and on the
best methods of municipal cooperation in
carrying out the program.

[From the New York Times, July 21, 1068]

MiNiMuM INCOME FOR NATION URGED—PANEL
LeEp BY SAMUELS ASKS FOR WIDER AID TO
Poor

Twenty-six New York business and civic
leaders, led by Under Secretary of Commerce
Howard J. Samuels, have joined in a call for
a national “system of income maintenance,”
or guaranteed minimum Income, to combat
poverty.

In a policy statement made public last
week at the New Bchool for Social Research,
they proposed that this income provide for
a “national minimum living standard” for
people unable to work,

They called also for full FPederal financing
of special education for disadvantaged chil-
dren, as well as for “Federal funds to assure
a minimum quality of education throughout
the nation.”

The recommendations stemmed from a
series of seminars sponsored by the New
School under Mr. Samuels’ chairmanship.

Among the 26 were E. Sherman Adams,
senior vice president of Pirst Natlonal City
Banks; Herbert Blenstock, regional director
of the Bureau of Labor Statistics, and Paul
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Busse, executive vice president of the Eco-
nomic Development Council,

“Only in the last few years has the Federal
Government begun to accept part of the
responsibility for the human capital devel-
opment through its education and manpower
training funds,” Mr, Samuels said. “The Gov-
<rnment has not yet accepted the respon-
£ibility for job matching and planning lead-
ership that will be required if we maximize
our economic development.”

ASES FLEXIELE TAXES

He said that the feeling of the group was
that every possible opportunity for useful
employment should be made available before
resorting to Federal income maintenance for
those unable to work.

In a joint statement, the group said that
“the executive branch should have more au-
thority, through flexible tax rates within a
range set by Congress, to fulfill the respon-
slbility for maintaining a sound and bal-
anced full-employment economy.”

Their recommendations are based on the
belief that the “fiscal resources are simply
not available to state and local governments
from the present tax system.”

The group held that the manpower train-
ing programs begun in the last few years
must be improved and expanded to facilitate
greater job entry for the unemployed and
occupational upgrading for the underem-
ployed.

The statement asserted that “the United
States Employment Service needs to be com-
pletely restructured and re-oriented to meet
national requirements and that the Federal
Government must take leadership and pro-
vide resources to assure jobs in the perform-
ance of urgently needed public services.”

SEEES FULL PARTICIPATION

Among the “economic offensives” recom-
mended by the group was Federal responsi-
bility for people moving to where the jobs
were or for industries locating where the
people were.

The policy statement asserted that “the
time has come to bring all of our citizens
into full participation in the nation's econ-
omy and to provide adequately for those
who, through no fault of their own, cannot
participate.”

Mr. Samuels, who sald that government
on all levels was “bogged down in bureauc-
racy,” declared:

“Government does have a responsibility
for providing the opportunity of useful work
if other planning and training fails, That
concept accepts the principle that each man
has the right to work and that an unem-
ployed human being is a loss not only to
himself but a loss to society.”

Mr. Samuels said that he had told the
Senate Banking Committee last Tuesday
that, if his appointment as head of the Small
Business Administration was approved, he
planned to use the Administration as a tool
to aid Negro businessmen.

“Bankers are ready to provide more funds
for loans for inner-city business,” he said.
“I don't need extra government funds for
this.”

. HOUSING AMENDMENT

- HON. OGDEN R. REID

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr. REID of New York. Mr, Speaker,
I am introducing today an amendment
to the United States Housing Act of 1937.
My amendment would broaden the eligi-
bility standards for low-rent housing for
the elderly by including the qualification
provisions under the Social Security Act

b o LA
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for widows over 60 who have not

remarried.

Historically, conforming amendments
to the 1937 Housing Act have been
adopted by the Congress to correlate the
qualification standards for the elderly
with the Social Security Act governing
old-age benefits.

Since 1965, under certain ecircum-
stances widows have been entitled to sur-
vivors benefits at age 60. It would thus
seem entirely appropriate to adopt my
amendment in order to remedy what now
appears to be a technical injustice to
these widows. The board of supervisors
of my home county, Westchester, N.Y.,
has brought this matter to my attention
and I am submitting for inclusion in the
Recorp the resolution adopted by the
board which urges the adoption of this
amendment:

RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY WESTCHESTER COUNTY
BoARD OF SUPERVISORS ON JuLy 1, 1968
Whereas, Section 1402 of the United States

Housing Act of 1937, as amended, in defining

families of low income to whom low-rent

housing under such act shall be available,

includes the following language, “The term
‘elderly families’ means families whose heads
(or their spouses), or whose sole members,
have attained the age at which an individual
may elect to receive an old-age benefit under
title IT of the Social Security Act, or ,..”; and

‘Whereas, widows who have reached the age
of 60 and have not remarried are not cov-
ered by the above definition since they do not
receive old-age benefits but survivors' bene-
fits; now therefore be it

Resolved, that the Board of Supervisors of
the County of Westchester, New York, on be-
half of the people of the county, go on record
as favoring an amendment which would in-
clude such widows; and be it further

Resolved, that the Congress of the United
States be and it is hereby respectfully memo-
rialized to enact an amendment to the United
States Housing Act of 1937 so that it shall
apply to those individuals who are entitled
to apply for widows’ benefits at age 60; and
be it further

Resolved, that copies of these resolutions
be transmitted to the Secretary of the Senate
of the United States, the Clerk of the House
of Representatives of the United States, to
the members of the Senate of the United
States representing the State of New York,
and to the members of the House of Repre-
sentatives of the United States representing
the County of Westchester, New York, and
that the latter be urged to devote themselves
to the task of accomplishing the purpose of
these resolutions.

HAMPSHIRE COLLEGE

HON. SILVIO 0. CONTE

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, one of my
most satisfying projects in recent years
has been to assist the founders of Hamp-
shire College with the establishment of
their imaginative and forward-looking
institution. This coeducational, liberal
arts college is scheduled to take in its
first class of students in September 1970
thanks in part to the interest of the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment and its timely response to Hamp-
shire’s needs. I found it extremely
rewarding to help President Franklin
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Patterson and his associates fulfill their
plans to add another excellent college to
the number of fine educational institu-
tions already located in western Massa-
chusetts. Hampshire College is designed
to become a paccsetter in meeting the
problems of the small liberal arts in-
stitution, and it has already attracted
international attention. The detailed
newspaper article which follows is one of
the latest accounts of this exciting ven-
ture:

[From the Springfield (Mass.) Republican,
July 21, 1968]

HampPsHIRE COLLEGE, 10 YEAms IN MaKING,
WL OFFER FRESH LEARNING APPROACH

(By Laurence B. Deburro)

It has taken a decade, but very soon now,
the dream of a new college in Western Mas-
sachusetts dedicated to independent study
will become a reality.

OFPENS IN 1969

First envisioned in 1958 as a “major depar-
ture in higher education,” Hampshire College
in South Amherst will open its doors in 1969
with a first-year enrollment of 360 students.

The college is being formed with the aca-
demic support of Amherst, Mount Holyoke
and Smith colleges and the University of
Massachusetts. Each is approximately five
miles from Hampshire's 450-acre campus, at
present largely undeveloped land checkered
with apple orchards, hayfields and framed
by the Holyoke mountains.

Hampshire's first buildings, which are to
be constructed beginning early next year, will
include a library and college center. Addi-
tionally, there will be one building combining
student and faculty residential space, class-
rooms and faculty offices and a dining room
and kitchen.

Eventually there will be a cluster of such
facilities, each accommodating approximately
360 students. By 1975 Hampshire expects to
have constructed a campus costing $28 mil-
lion. Its projected enrollment by 1980 is 3600
students. For its entering class, it plans a
faculty of 90 and will pay faculty salaries
commensurate with those of neighboring in-
stitutions, Tuition will be comparable to that
at Amherst, Mount Holyoke and Smith.

PLANS UNVEILED

The dream of a new, experiment coeduca-
tional, private liberal arts college first was
unveiled at a conference hosted by Amherst
College Dec. 9, 1958. At that time, a commit-
tee from the four cooperating educational
institutions, supported by a Ford Founda-
tion grant, outlined “The New College Plan"
with proposals for major changes in cur-
riculum, teaching methods and administra-
tion. Since emphasis would be on independ-
ent study, half the usual faculty would be
required—a ratio of 20 students to one
teacher.

Additionally, no fraternities, sororities, in-
tercollegiate athletics or physical education
program would be required.

The academic world focused sharply on
Western Massachusetts and The New Col-
lege Plan in the late 19560s and early 1060s.
Educators were stimulated by the proposal
to end “spoon feeding” of students. The ex-
perimental college, educators sald, “appears
on the American educational scene at a time
when the testing of new concepts and
methods to improve the quality and manage-
ment of higher education is of profound na-
tional importance.”

When The New College Plan was first un-
veiled, the committee said in part:

“It 1s a widely held conviction among lib-
eral arts faculties that our system of courses
and credits has got out of hand and that our
students are capable of far more independ-
ence than they exercise in present college
Programs.
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“We propose a college which frees both
students and faculty from the system which
makes education a matter of giving and tak-
ing courses to cover subjects.

“At New College, subjects will be covered,
not by providing complete programs, of
course, but by training the students to
master recognized flelds of knowledge. A
systematic and sustained effort will be made
to train students to educate themselves.”

PROPOSAL IMPLEMENTED

Although halled by educators, the New
College dream floundered in a years-long
sleep period for lack of financial support.
Some of the committee’s recommendations
were implemented in existing curriculums
of the four cooperating institutions during
the early 1960s. Under the four-college co-
operative program. Amherst, Mount Holyoke,
Bmith and the University of Massachusetts
share their combined resources for the en-
richment of students and faculty from each
institution.

But what was needed, President John W.
Lederle of the university said, was an “ -
to awaken the New College plan from dream
to reality.

That “angel” emerged in 1965 when Harold
F. Johnson, a retired attorney and Amherst
College alumnus, breathed life into the idea
by pledging 6 million to the project, pro-
vided the three colleges and the university
would give their blessing and reaffirm their
interest In lending their academic support.

Assurance from the neighboring schools
was given quickly and enthusiastically. Rapid
development followed. Land was purchased, a
charter was granted by the commonwealth
and a founding board of trustees was formed.
The New College Plan—now Hampshire Col-
lege—became very real. In April, 1966, Frank-
lin Patterson, formerly director of the Car-
negle Commission on Educational Television
and Lincoln Filene professor of citizenship
and public affairs at Tufts University, was
appointed as first president.

On May 18, 1967, the Ford Foundation
announced a $3 million grant to the college
provided Hampshire can ralse twice that
amount from private sources. The grant to
Hampshire is the largest the Ford Foundation
has made to any college and the only major
grant made to a college not yet operating.

“The Ford Foundation's decision in favor
of Hampshire's proposals for innovation in
higher education,” said President Patterson,
“means that a new college in the Connecticut
Valley, associated in a cooperative relation-
ship with Amherst, Mount Holyoke and Smith
colleges and the University of Massachusetts,
has moved one more large step toward re-
ality.”

“REINFORCING INTEREST"

McGeorge Bundy, president of the Ford
Foundation sald “Hampshire College has a
plan which is full of interesting and hopeful
ideas for doing something new about the
problems of higher education. We are not
supporting a new college in the usual sense,
nor are we backing a dark horse, The founda-
tion, in one way or another, has been In-
terested in the idea which 1s now Hampshire
College since 1959. Now we are extending and
reinforcing that interest.”

Hampshire's main goals have been de-
scribed by President Patterson as follows:

—To reconstruct liberal education so that
young men and women may find acceptable
meaning in social order and acceptable order
in the freedom of an increasingly subjective
culture.

—To effect operating economies and to
strengthen the quality and varlety of instruc-
tion through cooperation with other

institutions,

—To acknowledge the significance of the
language of knowledge and to Include it In
the context of liberal education.

.—To orient the college toward an active
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role as a corporate citizen, active in the af-
fairs of the surrounding community.

President Patterson says Hampshire Col-
lege will abandon the traditional depart-
mental tion in favor of four schools,
each with a faculty representing appropri-
ate disciplines, The four schools will be:
Soclal Science, Humanities and the Arts,
Natural Sciences and Language Studies.

A Hampshire student will move through
three divisional sequences during his under-
graduate career, Successful completion of a
sequence will be determined by passing com-
prehensive and integrative examinations
based on subject matter from each of the
schools, with emphasis on the student's field
of concentration.

Grades, to be given at the option of the
teacher, will be: pass—{fail—distinction.

“The goal we have set for ourselves,” Pat-
terson says, “is not just to create a new
college, but to evolve a new pattern for
higher education. Hampshire College pro-
poses to create one of the country's fine
academic centers, Within an exciting, in-
tellectually stimulating environment. Hamp-
shire will emphasize the importance of
teaching students to use their own capabill-
tles fully—to recognize the relatedness be-
tween campus and nonacademic worlds and
to accept their responsibilities to society.”

DR. GEORGE GORE GREAT
EDUCATOR

HON. DON FUQUA

OF FLORIDA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, one of the
great names in American education is
retiring from an active role.

When Dr. George W. Gore asked to
be relieved as president of the Florida
A, & M. University at Tallahassee, Fla.,
he brought to a close one of the bright
stories of dedication and humanitarian-
ism in our land.

His was not an easy task. Florida
A. & M. was established as a Negro in-
stitution and this was its role for many
years. During its evolving, this school
developed two things which brought
pride to its students and to our State—
its fabulous marching band and phe-
nomenal football teams.

Dr. Gore is a positive man who
exemplifies the highest ideals. He is re-
spected and honored in our State not
by race, virtue of creed or color—but for
the man that he is.

It is not insensitive to say that in
this period of transition that the pre-
dominantly Negro institutions of this
Nation have faced the most trying of
circumstances. There have been pro-
posals to abolish Florida A. & M., but Dr.
Gore managed to keep its identity and its
purpose.

That purpose and meaning has been to
be a haven for those whose educational
background would not allow them to
attend other universities. We ecannot
abandon several generations to the ash
heap—and thank heaven Florida A. & M.
has not done so.

Dr. Gore stood as a solid rock between
the extremists on both sides. With men
of reason he made his point and he never
faltered in his determination to achieve
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his life’s goal—the education of young
people.

I have sensed the personal trials which
Dr. Gore has endured. I admire him
and consider him a friend. Few men have
meant as muech to Florida education as
has this distinguished gentleman. It will
be through men such as he that we will
find our way through the stormy seas of
unrest into the calm waters which I am
sure our great land will see in the fu-
ture.

In the meantime, the task of the
helmsman of today is a difficult one.

How can you measure the contribution
he has made?

The honest answer is that you cannot.

In rising to make this sincere and
humble tribute to a great man, I can only
say that he can look back tomorrow and
know that he was one of those who made
the world a better place in which to live.
That which he accomplished in the face
of sometimes insurmountable odds will
make a better life for a lengthy line of
those yet unborn.

I say to the Members of the Congress,
and through you to all Americans, here
was a man, Here was an educator. Here
was greatness. News articles follow:
[From the Tallahassee (Fla.) Democrat,

July 5, 1968]
Gore AND FAMU’s FUTURE

Resignation of Dr. George Gore Jr. as
Fresldent marks a significant turning point
for Florida A&M University. What happens
after a new leader is selected by the Board
of Regents will determine whether the Uni-
versity gets into the mainstream of educa-
tlon or remains something apart.

At a time when other Negro universities
were being integrated with consequent loss
of identity, FAMU has shown continued
physical and academic improvement under
Dr, Gore's direction. The hope is that it will
continue to be upgraded under his suc-
Cessor.

Perhaps FAMU's greatest achievement
during Dr. Gore's 18 years as President was
the retention of its identity. There have
been various proposals to phase out the Uni-
versity and merge 1t with Florlda State Uni-
versity. In fact a legislative committee made
such a recommendation only last year.

FAMU supporters came forward with valid
arguments which convinced the Board of
Regents that 1t furnishes too great a serv-
ice to Florida Negroes to be phased out. The
leadership opportunities it provides for Negro
students would be lost in a different context.
The feats of its superb football team are a
continued source of pride, something that
it greatly needed at this time.

Great problems have shaken FAMU dur-
ing Dr. Gore's tenure, and they are far from
solved. But it is to Dr. Gore's credit that
he has managed to keep the institution
on a steady course of improvement through
the stormy waters.

Cooperation of faculty and staff with his
successor will enable the University to keep
its steady course. Because it graduates a
large number of Negro school teachers, it can
be an important instrument in enabling
Negro students to overcome inferior edu-
cation received In grade school and insuring
that future students will not suffer from
such debility.

The $12 million building and expansion
program currently underway on the cam-
pus must be a great source of pride for Dr.
Gore as he prepares to make way for a new
President. That's a pretty good accomplish-
ment considering that only a year or two
ago his University appeared doomed to ex-
tinetion.
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FAMU could be on the threshold of even
greater things, and if this turns out to be
the case, Dr. Gore certainly will be entitled
1o a share of the glory.

[From the Jacksonville (Fla.) Star,
July 20, 1968]
A SALUTE TOo Dm. GORE

The announcement that Dr. George W.
Gore, Jr., president of Florida A&M Univer-
sity at Tallahassee, has submitted his resig-
nation to become effective, on September 16,
came as a surprise. However, it was under-
standable and most likely a decision which
was made following the turmoil on the cam-
pus following the death of the late Martin
Luther King, Jr.

Shakespeare said upon one occasion that
“the good that men do 1s oft interred with
their bones, but the evil lives after their
death.” While a man of high calling, Dr.
Gore got more than his share of criticism
Ifrom the public which sometimes pointed
the of “Uncle Tom"” at him when he
did not deserve it.

What most laymen and the public fall
to keep in mind is the fact that the way of
a college president is hard, and that of the
president of a predominantly Negro institu-
tion is “hell.” He must try to be all things
to all people when it is known that he can't,
for whatever he accomplished was in part
restricted by state’s politicians who cannot
always be depended upon.

One should not expect a college president
to be chiefly a civil rights promoter for he
ought to be chiefly an educator. Whatever
he does must be measured by the principles
of standard education.

Yet, amidst all the impedances he con-
fronted, Dr. Gore led the way in making
FAMU an institution of high standing in
terms of the disabling factors. The Institu-
tlon grew in enrollment from 1,600 to more
than 4,000; bifurcated into a school of law,
a school of pharmacy, a school of liberal
arts, school of education, vocational and
technical institute, and a graduate school
which ceased operation this year.

New buildings sprang up like mushrooms,
old ones were improved by renovations.
Most recently, a fine arts bullding, an edu-
cation building, and laboratory school gym-
nasium were completed—the latter esti-
mated at $500,000.

The Iinstitution has been accredited by
several rating agencles. This permitted its
graduates to enter many graduate and pro-
fessional schools across the nation.

This newspaper considers it an honor to
salute a gentleman, a friend, fine education-
al adviser, and Christian.

o e———

RICHARD LAPCHICK—PROJECT
PRIDE

HON. RICHARD L. OTTINGER

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr, OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, a young
man who resides in my distriet in
Yonkers, N.Y., Mr. Richard Lapchick,
has undertaken a courageous project
that I believe is worthy of our attention
as Members of Congress.

Mr. Lapchick is 22, a fine student, and
an excellent example of the initiative
being shown by many of the youth of our
Nation in these changing times. I am
particularly proud, as I know his par-
ents, Mr, and Mrs. Joseph Lapchick are,
that his efforts have come to the atten-
tion of many of our Nation’s leaders, and
wish at this time to insert an article that
appeared in the Herald Statesman on
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June 19, 1968, concerning Mr. Lapchick
and Project PRIDE in the REcorp:

PRIDE: FRESH APPROACH IN NEGRO
CULTURAL EDUCATION PROJECT
(By Bob Foley)

It's called PRIDE. It stands for Peaceful
Resources In Democratic Education and
hopes for progress and resolution through
education.

As part of the emerging force seeking the
reclamation of Negro American heritage and
culture in the country today, PRIDE is a
project initiated by a young Yonkers man
who felt he had to “get personally involved,”
who felt he had to “do something” after
the assassination of the Rev. Dr. Martin
Luther King, Jr.

Richard E. Lapchick, founder and director
of project PRIDE, is currently studying for
his Ph. D. in African Studies under a three-
year fellowship at the Graduate School of
International Studies at the University of
Denver. He prefaces his explanation of
PRIDE with this quote from the late Dr.
King: ", . . our hard won heritage of free-
dom is ultimately more powerful than our
traditions of cruelty and injustice.”

With this hopeful statement in mind and
reflecting on the tragic death of the man
who said it, the 22-year-old student decided,
through a new approach, to try and right
what he feels is a traditional wrong in our
soclety, “. .. our ftraditions of ... injus-
tice” to the Negro American.

“While civil rights legislation marches and
protests all call attention to the guestion of
this injustice,” Mr. Lapchick says, “they all
attack the problem from the top down. He
claims there is something fundamental that
is missing in the Negro community itself.”

Basing his thesis on his studies and his
experience teaching Negro American History
and Culture, Mr. Lapchick contends that
most psychologists who have studied the
problem agree that a major obstacle in the
path of the Negro American’'s march forward
is his lack of pride in himself.

“Negroes have made many contributions
to the American society,” Mr. Lapchick con-
tinues, “However, these contributions have
generally been ignored in the American his-
tory textbooks of white America, and have
gone unrecognized by the public at large.”

Last summer after graduating from B8St.
John’s University with a degree in political
sclence Mr. Lapchick taught a Negro Amer-
ican History course in Bedford-Stuyvesant—
one of New York City's ghetto districts. On
a volunteer basis he instructed an adult class
of 17 men and women ranging in age from
19 to 45 years old.

“I was amazed to find how little they knew
about themselves and equally amazed at the
change in their attitude after they learned,”
Mr. Lapchick said, “they were truly a people
with pride in themselves."”

“The idea is simple, and yet so deep,” the
PRIDE director explains, “It is to attempt
to initiate Negro and African history courses
in the secondary school system on a national
level.”

To learn about themselves and their herit-
age and to be able to see that their history
has not been solely composed of slavery, paper
emancipation, riots and marches, it is felt,
would encourage any man to positively work
for the future, Mr. Lapchick explained,

Through the letter-writing efforts of Mr.
Lapchick, Project PRIDE has contacted dur-
ing the past two months prominent Negroes
in the civil rights movement, sports and en-
tertainment worlds, educational field and
public life. Mr. Lapchick hopes that with
their support his project will be able to affect
nation-wide Influence toward achieving its
goal.

“Incredibly enthusiastic” is the way Mr.
Lapchick describes the more than 50 promis-
ing repiles to his requests for support. He
points out that most of them feel that the
fresh approach professed in Project PRIDE
is probably the most meaningful thing that
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can be done to bring about a lasting solution
to this complex problem of man's frustrating
search for pride and ldentity within himself.

According to Mr. Lapchick, the consensus
was: Legislation 1s fine, but it's not really
striking at the heart of the problem.

The partial implementation plan of Project
PRIDE has three parts:

First, to employ Negro historlans to write
definitive Negro American History texts that
can be grasped from the high school level
on up. Special research fellowships would be
awarded to those scholars involved.

Second, to establish special summer in-

stitutes to train instructors for the course.
Fellowships would be granted to those in-
terested in pursuing such work. Thus, there
would be no financial burden on the indi-
vidual school systems. The institutes could
be located on college campuses in various
regions of the country, attempting to get a
good cross section of instructors.
- Mr. Lapchick is presently approaching the
chancellors of the following universities as
possible summer institute locations: Ameri-
can University in Washington, D.C.; Pisk
University in Nashville, Tenn.; Northwestern
University in Evanston, Ill.; the University of
Denver; and the University of California at
Berkeley.

Third, those teachers who have partici-
pated In the summer institutes would then
teach the prepared curriculum of Negro
American History in secondary school systems
throughout the country. Preferably, the
courses would be taught in freshman year
high school in an attempt to get students
more involved In their overall course work.

Through the guidance of Dr. Edward Miles
of the Graduate School of International
Studies at the University of Denver, Mr, Lap-
chick, on behalf of Project PRIDE, has ap-
plied for and expects to get two large grants
to implement the program.

An $80,000 grant from one of America's
most renowned philanthropic foundations
will be used to cover the cost of writing a
textbook as a basis for a Negro American His-
tory and Culture course; for pre and post
evaluative surveys of the project in three
large American cities plagued with wurban
unrest; and to provide administrative sal-
aries for coordinators,

A ‘very substantial” grant, according to
Mr. Lapchick, from the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare, would ef-
fect the summer institute program.

Another phase of the project is to persuade
the administrations of three large American
cities with racial problems to adopt the sec-
ondary education plan, Mr. Lapchick’s first
Introduction to such a project came two
years ago when a student leader of an Afro-
American organization at the University of
Connecticut discussed the positive accom-
plishments of a similar educational project,
conducted for two years in a specific ghetto
distriet of New Haven.

Last week Mr. Lapchick personally dis-
cussed project PRIDE with Mayor Carl
Stokes of Cleveland, the first Negro elected
to a mayorship of a major American city,
and with John Wooten, executive director
of the Negro Industrial and Economic Union.

Ironically, just a few short weeks before
his tragic death Sen. Robert F. Kennedy ex-
pressed a deep interest in ‘he project as Mr.
Lapchick discussed it with him and Mrs,
Eennedy during a campalgn train trip
through Nebraska.

Mr. Lapchick, who is the son of Mr. and
Mrs. Joseph Lapchick of 3 Wendover Road,
attended Yonkers Public Schools and Man-
hattan Prep before moving to St. John's.
Last year he took courses in African Studies
at the University of East Africa in Kampala,
Uganda.

“I hope that someday, either through this
movement or through our bwn personal at-
titudes,” Mr. Lapchick muses, “we can tell
ourselves that we helped to make America
truly the land of the free.”
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CZECHOSLOVAKIAN CRISIS

HON. JONATHAN B. BINGHAM

OF NEW YOREK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr. BINGHAM, Mr. Speaker, the re-
cent political liberalization in Czecho-
slovakia and the still uncertain Soviet
response to it strengthens the case for
reduction and redeployment of American
military forces in Western Europe.

The economic advantages of such a
move have long been apparent. The costs
of maintaining the 337,000 American
troops in Western Europe contributed
a coverage of $500 million annually to
our balance-of-payments deficit for the
past 3 years. Say net reduction in that
figure would improve our unfavorable
balance-of-payments by an equal
amount.

The political justification has been
less clear, Our NATO allies continue to
be highly sensitive to any hint of a weak-
ening of American commitment in West-
ern Europe, although at the same time
there is increasing interest among West-
ern European leaders in improving rela-
tions with the Eastern bloc. But there
is no assurance than any reduction of
American troops would bring a mutual
reduction by the Soviet Union or the
Warsaw Pact. Moreover, some observers
feel that such a move might encourage
Soviet probes of initiatives, for example,
in regard to Berlin.

How to initiate a reduction or rede-
ployment of military forces that would
provide maximum incentives for recipro-
cal rather than retaliatory action by the
Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact has
been a major question for the contin-
gency planners and advocates of Ameri-
can force reduction. In hearings last
April on Senator MANSFIELD’S Senate
resolution proposing “a substantial re-
duction” in American force levels in
Western Europe, State Department offi-
cials outlined three possible approaches:
First, a negotiated withdrawal with a
specific quid pro quo; second, a unilat-
eral withdrawal of NATO forces; and
third, various “tactical variations” of
these two basic approaches. The hear-
ings and subsequent public statements
on the issue, however, have produced no
clear indication of what circumstances
would justify setting any of these plans
in motion. The current situation in
Czechoslovakia, it seems to me, may pro-
vide such an opportunity.

Soviet troops are now reported linger-
ing on Czech soil or obviously maneuver-
ing nearby while the Soviet leaders at-
tempt to bully the Czechoslovaks into
backing away from their reforms. As re-
ported in the New York Times yesterday,
July 25, 1968, one justification cited by
Soviet leaders for the continued presence
of Soviet troops is that Czech troops are
unable adequately to protect their bor-
ders from possible invasion from the
West without Soviet assistance.

The situation with respect to Czecho-
slovakia is, of course, a source of intense
concern to us, even while we naturally
applaud the apparent determination of
the new Czech leaders to move in the
direction of greater political freedom and
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diversity. The administration has, quite
properly, endeavored to make clear that
the United States has not instigated
these new developments in Czechoslo-
vakia and has taken pains to deny Soviet
efforts to implicate us—efforts which
seem intended to provide a possible basis
for intervention. The administration has
also, again wisely, made clear to the So-
viets that any military intervention on
their part would gravely interfere with
Soviet-American relations, but has care-
fully refrained from threatening any mil-
itary action. Indeed, no responsible West-
ern leader has proposed active interven-
tion in the Czech situation by NATO
forces. Any such active intervention
would have to be resisted by the Soviets
and would surely lead to a catastrophic
war which no one wants.

Is there anything further that the
United States can do, discreetly and
without embarrassing the new Czecho-
slokia leadership, to discourage Soviet
military intervention? I believe that
there is.

Responsible observers have reported
that the Soviets are motivated in this
situation more by an obsessive fear for
their own military security than they are
by considerations of dogmatic Marxist-
Leninist ideology or political considera-
tions. If that is so, it seems reasonable
to conclude that announcement of Amer-
ican intention to reduce its forces in
Western Europe would tend to defuse the
present crisis by giving tangible assur-
ance to the Soviets of our peaceful inten-
tions. It would also contribute to a gen-
eral lessening of East-West tensions in
Europe that could only be a salutory de-
velopment in the present crisis, Such an
announcement would also have the im-
mediate advantage of weakening the So-
viet argument that Soviet troops are
needed in Czechoslovakia because Czech-
oslovak forces are insufficient to meet the
threat from the West.

I am not suggesting that any sudden
move should be made which the
Czechoslovak leaders might regard as an
indication of a total disinterest on the
part of the NATO powers in the internal
developments in Czechoslovakia. Such a
move might even be taken as a tacit in-
}rliﬂtabt;don to the Soviets to move in force-

What I do suggest is that the admin-
istration announce plans to begin im-
mediate consultations with our NATO
allies with a view to the reduction of
American forces in Europe in a manner
which would contribute to the greatest
degree possible to an early reciprocal re-
duction in Soviet forces in Eastern Eu-
rope. It would be helpful also if the Con-
gress were to indicate its support of such
a step. Accordingly, I have today intro-
duced a resolution similar, in many
respects, to the resolution heretofore in-
troduced in the other body by Senator
MansrFIELD. The text of my resolution
follows:

H. Res. 1275

Whereas the foreign policy and military
strength of the United States are dedicated
to the protection of our national security,
the preservation of the liberties of the Ameri-
can people, and the maintenance of world
peace; and

Whereas the Unifed States, in implement-
ing these principles, has mainfained large
contingents of American Armed Forces in
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Europe, together with alr and naval units,
for twenty years; and

‘Whereas the security of the United States
and its citizens remains interwoven with the
security of other nations signatory to the
North Atlantic Treaty as it was when the
treaty was signed, but the condition of our
European allies, both economically and mili-
tarily, has appreciably improved since large
contingents of forces were deployed; and

Whereas the means and capacity of all
members of the North Atlantlc Treaty Or-
ganization to provide forces to resist aggres-
slon has significantly improved since the
original United States deployment; and

Whereas the commitment by all members
of the North Atlantic Treaty is based upon
the full cooperation of all treaty partners in
contributing materials and men on a fair
and equitable basis, but such contributions
have not been forthcoming from all other
members of the organization; and

Whereas relations between Eastern Europe
and Western Europe were tense when the
large contingents of United States forces
were deployed in Europe but this situation
has now undergone substantial change and
relations between the two parts of Europe
are now characterized by an increasing two-
way flow of trade, people and other peace-
ful exchange; and

Whereas the reduction of United States
forces in Europe will contribute to a lessen-
ing of tensions between the Soviet Unlon and
the United States and will help to allay the
fears for their security which obsess the
leaders of the Soviet Union and which ap-
parently underlie their concerns over the
growing tendencies toward freedom in East-
ern Europe; and

Whereas the present policy of maintaln-
ing large contingents of United States forces
and their dependents on the European Con-
tinent also contributes further to the fiscal
and monetary problems of the United
States: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the
House of Representatives that, with changes
and improvements in the techniques of
modern warfare and because of the vast in-
crease In capacity of the United States to
wage war and two move military forces and
equipment by air, a substantial reduction of
United States forces permanently stationed
in Europe can and should be made.

NEW CAREERS IN EAST LOS
ANGELES

HON. EDWARD R. ROYBAL

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Speaker, the new
careers program, administered by the
Department of Labor, is designed to help
poor people with little education to get
a toehold on a career ladder through a
subprofessional job. At the same time,
it frees the professionals in libraries,
hospitals, and educational institutions to
devote themselves to the highly skilled
work for which they have been trained.

The Los Angeles Times of June 27 re-
ports the launching of a new careers
program designed specifically to place
underemployed Mexican Americans on
ladders to professional careers. Enrollees
will spend 8 hours a week earning edu-
cational credentials at East Los Angeles
College while working up through aide
positions toward professional status.
The program will stress pride in the en-
rollees’ heritage.

As I commend this effort to bring
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Mexican Americans into the mainstream
of American society I include in the
Recorp the entire article, “New Careers
Training Project for Mexican Americans
Opens”:
NEW CAREERS TRAINING PROJECT FOR MEXICAN~
AmERICANS OPENS
(By Jack Jones)

The nation’s first federally financed proj-
ect designed specifically to place under-em-
ployed Mexican-Americans on ladders to pro-
fessional careers was launched Wednesday
in East Los Angeles.

Here to inaugurate the $250,000 New Ca-
reers Program of the Mexican-American Op-
portunity Foundation was Mark Battle, U.S.
Department of Labor administrator of work
and training programs.

Although the initial program calls for only
50 persons to go into sub-professional posi-
tions with county departments and nonprofit
agencles, MAOF Executive Director Dioniclo
Morales called it “the beginning of new
things for East Los Angeles.”

Under the plan, East Los Angeles College
has developed “an innovative curriculum”
for New Careers enrollees so that they will be
spending eight hours a week earning educa-
tional credentials while working up through
alde positions toward professional status.

Battle and Morales said the MAOF New
Careers program differs from others financed
under the Scheuer Amendment to the Eco-
nomic Opportunity Act by placing emphasis
on pride in heritage.

HERITAGE EMPHASIZED

New Careers money has gone into such
endeavors here as the Concentrated Employ-
ment Project and the Neighborhood Adult
Participation Project. Both seek to place pov-
erty area persons in sub-professional starting
positions with established agencies.

Battle sald during a press conference at
East Los Angeles College that the MAOF
project is the first program “the design for
which meets the real New Careers concept.”

NEW PATTEEN FORMED

He sald the Labor Department is hoping to
establish the motion of “career ladders” in
institutions, thus setting up a pattern which
could open routes for the poor to profession-
al careers without federal funds being re-
quired.

At a late afternoon community ceremony
at MAOF headquarters, 4127 E. Brooklyn Ave.,
Morales praised Battle for seeing to it that
“the problems of the Mexican-American are
beginning to receive the attention they de-
serve.”

TWO MARYLAND GI'S DIE IN
VIETNAM

HON. CLARENCE D. LONG

OF MARYLAND
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Speaker,
L. Cpl. Michael R. Wiley and Sgt. Wil-
liam H. Foster, two fine young men from
Maryland, were killed recently in Viet-
nam. I wish to commend their bravery
and honor their memory by including the
following article in the RECORD:
DunDALK, SEVERN GI's D 1w War—CPL.

WiLEY, ScT. FosTER WeERE EILLED IN SEPA-

RATE ACTIONS

Two marines from Maryland, one of them
on his second tour of duty, have been killed
in Vietnam, the Department of Defense re-
ported yesterday:

They were:

Lance Cpl. Michael R. Wiley, 18-year-old
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son of Mrs. June Wiley, of 3458 Yorkway,
Dundalk, and Arthur R. Wiley.

Sgt. Willlam H. Foster, 26, the only son
of Lyle O. Foster, of Severn, Md.

Corporal Wiley, who had been in Vietnam
since November, 1967, was killed Sunday by
fragment wounds of the neck and body from
a mine while he was on defensive action in
the Thieu Thien Province of South Vietnam.

He was attached to the 81st Mortar Divi-
sion, 2nd Battalion, 5th Marine ent.

Mrs. Wiley sald her son had written that
he expected to be home for Christmas but
then would return for another six months in
Vietnam. He had asked for a transfer to the
security division of the 1st Air Wing.

ATTENDED DUNDALEK HIGH

Corporal Wiley, who would have been 19
August 13, was born in Pax, W. Va. and was
brought by his family to Dundalk when he
was three months old.

He attended Dundalk High School but left
school to join the Marine Corps at the age
of 17 in May, 1967. He took training at Par-
ris Island, 5.C., and Camp Lejeune, N.C.
He was stationed at Camp Pendleton, Cal.,
before going to Vietnam.

In addition to his parents, his survivors
include two brothers, David Wiley and Randy
Wiley; three sisters, Sharon, Debbie and
Elaine Wiley; his maternal grandparents,
Cassie Boggs and Mrs, Thelma Boggs, and his
paternal grandparents, Mr. and Mrs, Russell
Wiley, all of Dundalk,

Sergeant Foster, a machine er in a
helicopter attached to the 16th Marine Air
Group dled when the craft crashed Sunday
in the Marble Mountain area of Da Nang.

He had been in Vietnam since April on his
second trip there. He had served 21 months
in the battle zone the first time, according
to his father.

Sergeant Foster attended Arundel High
School. He enlisted in the Marine Corps four
years ago and took his training at Parris Is-
land and Camp Lejeune.

Besides his father, he is survived by his
mother, Mrs, Naomi R. Scharnock, of Ohio,
and his step-mother, Mrs. Margarent L.
Foster.

MUNICIPAL CAPITAL MARKET EX-
PANSION ACT

HON. ROBERT TAFT, JR.

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr. TAFT. Mr. Speaker, the financial
plight of the State and local govern-
ments in America today is one of fiscal
poverty. The States are slowly stran-
gling for lack of funds and are continually
faced with the problem of how to raise
revenues to meet current and future ex-
penditures. This pinch, caused by insuffi-
cient funds, has created a reluctance to
embark upon new projects demanded by
an increasing metropolitan population.
Yet, legislation has been introduced in
both the House and Senafe, HR. 15991
and S. 3170, the Municipal Capital Mar-
ket Expansion Act, which would add to
the financial problem of the States and
tie them further to Washington. I have
received a resolution adopted by the city
of Cincinnati expressing its opposition to

these proposals and I submit it for in-
sertion in the RECORD:
RESOLUTION
Expressing the sense of Council in opposi-
tion to United States Senate Bill No. 3170
and United States House of Representatives
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Bill No. 15091 and urging that sald bills not
be passed.

Whereas, U.S, Senate Bill No. 3170 and U.S.
House of Representatives Bill No, 16091, each
now pending, are Intended to encourage state
and local governments to waive tax exemp-
tion on all their bonds sold to finance public
projects; and

‘Whereas, This is an initial step toward con-
trol of the capital programs of all states and
municipalities by the Federal Government;
and

Whereas, the present administrative red-
tape related to all of the Federal grant pro-
grams is mild compared to the control, regu-
lation, audits, and delays that would result
in the Federal Government determining that
each state and municipal bond issue (large
and small city) is economically sound before
the Federal Government would guarantee the
issue and provide the interest rate subsidy;
and

Whereas, small cities and villages would re-
ceive the bulk of the benefit at the expense
of the larger cities; all municipal lssues would
carry the same quality rating; and

Whereas, the present tax exempt status of
a debt issue of a well managed city in a good
economic environment is worth in excess of
40% Iinterest cost adjustment; and

Whereas, there is no basis for the argu-
ment that the capital market for state and
municipal issues under the guarantee-sub-
sidy plan would be increased. On the other
hand, it would seem that the capital market
may be diminished if Federal tax saving in-
centives are removed with only a Federal
guarantee against default substituted there-
for; now, therefore,

Be it resolved by the Council of the City
of Cincinnati, State of Ohio:

Sec. 1. That it is the sense of Council
that United States Senate Bill No. 3170 and
United States House of Representatives Bill
No. 15991 are detrimental to the best inter-
ests of the City of Cincinnati and of the other
cities throughout the United States.

Sgc. 2. That the House of Representatives
and the Senate of the United States are urged
to defeat U.S, Senate Bill No. 3170 and U.8.
House of Representatives Bill No. 15091,

SEc. 3. That this resolution be spread upon
the minutes of Council and that the Clerk
transmit copies thereof to Senators Lausche
and Young and to all Ohio members of the
House of Representatives of the United
SBtates, as well as to the presiding officers of
both houses of Congress.

WHAT ABOUT GOOD GUYS?

HON. GARNER E. SHRIVER

OF KANSAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Speaker, under the
leave to extend my remarks in the Rec-
orp, I include the following editorial from
the Abilene, Kan., Reflector Chronicle
which is deserving of the attention of
Members of the House as we consider the
so-called legislative cures for the Na-
tion's ills. The editorial appropriately
asks the question, when is somebody
going to remember the “good guys,”
or the great majority of hard-working,
law-abiding citizens trying to live de-
cent, honorable lives? The editorial fol-
lows: :

WHAT ABouTr Goob GuUys?

The headlines in one paper the other
morning had to do with a new program of
millions to ald downtrodden alcoholics, an-
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other explained a big federal grant for
venereal disease “education’, increased wel-
fare programs and more about the federal
gift of nearly $1 million to the street gangs
in Chicago as sort of a bribe to keep them in
line.

Regardless of the merit of any of these,
and many others, one raises the question of
when is somebody going to remember the
“good guys”—or the great majority of hard-
working, law abiding cltizens trying to live
decent, honorable lives? They are becoming
quite disgusted and tired of the load on their
backs, wondering if they are to become the
“lost” gemeration.

Can a nation be regulated to death? Can
crime, sex, alcoholism and morals be legis-
lated in or out or bought off?

It would appear that it is more than a co-
incidence that many of the country’s current
ills date back to about the time we started
legislating out the church, religion, saluting
the flag and general respect for law and
order.

Many of the so-called “students” and
others of that age who are involved in various
protests, disturbances and uprisings around
the country today were the little boys and
girls in grade schools who were told they
could no longer repeat a prayer In school,
sing patriotic songs and to forget Santa
Claus—unless he came from Washington.

It is not surprising they have grown up
with less respect for everything, including
their families and fellow man. Only trouble
can follow. Draft card burning became a
symbol of spitting on the American flag.
More . . . more . . . has become a symbol of
the everything-for-everybody philosophy.

Like the note at the bank, it always comes
due. Somebody has to pay.

But when is somebody going to remember
the good guys?

INSTEAD OF GOLD

HON. SAMUEL N. FRIEDEL

OF MARYLAND
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr, Speaker, today, the
purchasing power of the dollar is on
everyone’s mind. The interrelations be-
tween salaries or wages and the cost of
living has long been a topic on which
much was written.

Since the questions of “sound” money
and inflation are of considerable current
interest, problems stemming from the
fiscal policies of our country and related
matters are necessarily demanding a
large portion of my thinking and reading.
In this connecticn, I read a very illumi-
nating article which was published in
The Evening Sun of Baltimore on July
2, 1968, entitled “Instead of Gold,” which
merits our consideration because of a
novel approach toward the whole inter-
national monetary system.

The Sunpapers of Baltimore are highly
respected and influential newspapers and
the writers of that article are considered
as very knowledgeable in their respective
fields of endeavor. Mr. Stanley A. Blum-
berg is a consultant on foreign securities
and Mr. Gwinn Owens is a writer on
public affairs for WJZ-TV, one of Balti-
more’s leading television broadeasting
stations. Because of the importance of
the subject, I now insert this article in
the pages of the RECORD.
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INSTEAD OF GOLD
(By Stanley A. Blumberg and Gwinn Owens)

In international economics as in religion,
nationalism or baseball, old notions die hard.
One such notion hoelds that an international
monetary system pegged to the price of gold
can keep the world’s currencies on an even
keel for the foreseeable future. Specifically,
the system now hangs on the value of a dollar
stabilized by the price of gold. This price is
arbitrarily maintained at $35 an ounce. Other
nations, through an International Monetary
Fund agreement, value their currencles in
relation to the relatively stable dollar.

The best that can be sald for the gold-
based dollar standard is that in pragmatic
terms 1t has worked. The nations that have
accepted it are provided with an anchor to
keep their own currencies from drifting into
oblivion, The upshot has been a sound cli-
mate for international trade.

If the system ever stops working, however,
it will probably collapse completely, because
it is based on an essentially irrational con-
cept—mankind's mythical belief in the spe-
cial value of gold. In a rational, literal world,
such a concept is as unlikely to survive as
the divine right of kings. Signs are unmis-
takable that the system Is in permanent
trouble.

The purpose of this article is to advance
an idea that promises a completely new and
more rational approach toward the whole in-
ternational monetary system. The idea is
based on the indisputable fact that no cur-
rency, whether it be dollars or doughnuts is
worth more or less than what it will buy.

Consider, first the state of the present
monetary system. In the fact of a devalued
pound, a shaky franc and a threatened dol-
lar, a number of remedies are being tried,
including “paper gold” and the two-piece
gold market. All are of a stop-gap nature.
Another solution, proposed but always re-
jected, is simply to let all currencies float
free and find their own market value. Here
again, the problem is the lack of that neces-
sary anchor to keep the whole system from
drifting into chaos.

The solution, therefore, must take into ac-
count these realities. Pirst, the world will
continue to sustain sovereign nations that
will maintain their own currencies. Second,
the gold standard, sooner or later, will dis-
appear. Third, the dollar will probably re-
main the world’s dominant unit of money.
Fourth, there must be a standard upon which
the dollar and other currencies can be valued,

How, then, can a value standard be estab-
lished? The means is already at hand, and it
is relatively simple, In the United States,
once a month, the exact value of the dollar
is established through the Department of
Labor’s Cost of Living Index. The index, of
course, only confirms what the housewife
already knows in less exact terms when she
buys groceries. Right now, for example, she
knows that the value of her dollar is de-
clining.

The Government’s Cost of Living Index is
computed through price changes in a whole
range of goods and services. It is stated in a
percentage based on what a dollar would buy
in a base period, currently 1957-1959. The
latest index shows that the cost of most of
the family's needs has gone up sharply and
that a dollar will buy about 15 per cent less
than it would in the base period.

_If the United States can establish so pre-
cisely what its dollar is worth, why not estab-
Iish & similar price index in each of the ten
major industrial countries? Then each coun-
try, in exchanging goods, services, credit or
cwrrency, would have a realistic standard
for trading. Commerce would take place on
the most rational basis possible—the pur-
chasing power of money.

The system would require that each of the
ten countries agree to the component parts
of its Cost of Living Index. Every three
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months, computers would analyze the latest
data and establish a revised index. The com~
puting of each index would be strictly super-
vised by the International Monetary Fund.

Thenceforth, there would never be any
question of how many francs a Frenchman
would get for his dollar, or how many dol-
lars an American can demand for his pound.
The standard would, at any given time, be
as absolute as a gold standard—but it would
be current and not arbitrary. World-wide in-
flation would not impose a burden on any
one country so long as currencies maintained
the same relationship. SBound fiscal policies
would be encouraged within each country,
lest its currency suffer a relative decline.

By basing currency values on the only real
standard—what each unit will buy—the na-
tions of the world would be free from the
tyranny of gold. This is the promise of the
Cost of Living Index, that is, real purchas-
ing power, as a measure of the value of
money.

CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK

HON. LARRY WINN, JR.

OF EANSAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 17, 1968

Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, the third
week of July marks the 10th annual ob-
servance of Captive Nations Week. I join
my colleagues in Congress and the peo-
ple of the Third District of Kansas in
commemorating this event. We Amer-
icans must remember that millions
throughout the world long for the free-
doms which we may take for granted.
Freedom of religion, freedom of speech,
freedom of the arts, and the right to
protest or to travel are denied a major-
ity of our fellow men. Millions have lived
for years in the midst of political op-
pression, economic misery, and intellec-
tual starvation. Captive Nations Week
serves as a reminder of freedom—the
rights enjoyed by free nations and the
freedoms denied the Captive Nations.

The United States continues to ex-
pend manpower, materials, and economic
resources to turn the tide of continuing
Communist aggression throughout the
world. Therefore, it is important that
we remain mindful of the violence and
bloodshed which characterized the Com-
munist takeovers of Poland, Hungary,
Lithuania, Russia, Czechoslovakia, Ru-
mania, East Germany, Bulgaria, Main-
land China, North Korea, North Viet-
nam, Cuba, and others, to mention a
few. These countries are bound to the
leash of Soviet imperialism, retaining
only the memory of the basic individual
liberties once enjoyed by their people—
freedoms relinquished only after violent
struggles.

Nations have always been subjected to
oppression and domination by others.
Nevertheless, today as in the past, we
must inspire confidence in the captive
peoples so that they will be able to re-
move the chains of their oppression. The
recent student turmoil in Poland and
Czechoslovakia exemplifies the thirst for
freedom within the hearts of these peo-
ple. Czechoslovakia’s subtle defiance of
the Soviet Warsaw Pact testifies to the
change brewing within the Soviet camp.
Therefore, as we endeavor to build a
better future, let us not forget those
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behind the Iron Curtain who yearn and
strive for freedom.

STATE FIREARMS CONTROL AS-
SISTANCE ACT OF 1968

HON. WILLIAM M. McCULLOCH

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, since
the passage of the State Firearms Con-
trol Assistance Act of 1968 by the House
on July 24, 1968, many Members have
requested a summary memorandum of
the bill.

When legislation of national impor-
tance is brought before the Judiciary
Committee, it is our custom to have an
analysis prepared to aid in the study of
the bill, In view of the fact that some
17 amendments were adopted on the
floor, an up-to-date digest become essen-
tial to understanding the bill as it passed
the House.

Notwithstanding the large number of
amendments adopted by the House, the
basic thrust and effect of the committee
bill remains intact. H.R. 17735 prohibits
interstate traffic of firearms as well as
over-the-counter sales to nonresidents
and all traffic in regard to minors, felons,
fugitives, narcotic addicts, the mentally
incompetent, and those under indictment
for a crime. The very same prohibition
applies to pistol ammunition.

The following memorandum is, of ne-
cessity, brief and condensed. It does not
cover some provisions of the bill such as
the procedures for licensing. It is not in-
tended to be definitive of the entire bill.
But it does thoroughly digest the pro-
hibitions in the bill as passed by the
House. Other detailed questions should
be answered by examining the exact lan-
guage of the bill:

SuMMARY DIGEST OF THE STATE FIREARMS CoN-
TROL AcT OoF 1968, H.R. 17735, A8 PASSED BY
THE HOUSE oN JULY 24, 1968
For the purposes of this Act, the following

definitions are controlling:

Firearm—means any weapon (including a
starter gun) which will or is designed to or
may readily be converted to expel a projectile
by the actlon of an explosive; the frame or
recelver of any such weapon; or any firearm
rdngg'tlﬁer or firearm silencer; or any destructive

ce.

Ammunition—includes only ammunition
for a destructive device and pistol or revolver
ammunition. It shall not include shotgun
shells, metalllc ammunition suitable for use
only in rifles, or any .22 caliber rim fire
ammunition.

TNLAWFUL ACTS UNDER H.R.

Unlawful for any person:

1. To manufacture, import or deal in any
ﬂmrms or ammunition without a federal
license (collectors who trade in interstate
and foreign commerce must also be licensed);

2. For any person, in connection with ob-
taining a firearm or ammmunition from a

licensee to make a false representation mate-
rial to such acquisition;

3. To cause to deliver to any common or
contract carrler for transportation in com-
merce any firearm or ammunition to a non-
licensee without written notice to the carrier
as to the contents of the package, except for
firearms and ammunition being transported
by a passenger who delivers such firearm or
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ammunition into the custody of the operator
of the carrier for the duration of the trip;

4. Enowingly to transport or ship in
commerce any stolen firearm or stolen
ammunition;

5. Knowingly to receive, pledge or accept
as security or dipsose in commerce of a stolen
firearm or stolen ammunition;

6. Enowingly to transport, ship or receive
in commerce a flrearm with obliterated or
altered serial number;

7. Enowingly to import or bring into the
United States any firearms or ammunition
except that the Secretary may permit impor-

tation: (a) for sclentific or research pur-
poses; (b) of unserviceable firearms or
curios; (c) of firearms and ammunition

generally suitable for or adaptable to sport-
ing purposes but not military surplus fire-
arms; (d) of firearms and ammunition taken
out of the country by the person bringing
them back in.

Unlawful for licensees:

1. To ship or transport in commerce any
firearm or ammunition to non-licensees
except for, returning firearms to persons
from whom recelved, malling firearms to
those eligible to recelve them under Title
18 United States Code § 17156—guards,
watchmen, officers, and so forth—and this
prohibition does not apply differently in
the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, or
possessions of the United States than if
they were States (this paragraph does no
prevent persons from mailing firearms to li-
censees for repalr or customizing);

2. To sell or deliver any firearm or am-
munition to a non-licensee under 18 years
old or short guns or short gun ammunition
to anyone under 21 years old (applies to
inter and intrastate commerce) ;

3. To sell or deliver any firearmm or am-
munition to any non-licensee in any State
where purchase or possession would be a vio-
lation of State law or published ordinance
unless the licensee had reasonable cause
to believe that it was not a violation;

4, To sell or deliver any firearm to a non-
licensee who is a non-resident of the li-
censee's State except for long guns sold or
delivered, if permitted by State law, to resi-
dents of contiguous states and except for
long guns sold or delivered to non-resi-
dents who are participating in hunting or
in an organized shooting contest and who
submit a sworn statement (copy mailed to
affiant’s local police chief) that the long gun
has become lost, stolen or inoperative while
s0 engaged.

5. To sell or deliver any destructive device,
machine gun or sawed-off rifle to any non-
license unless authorized by the Secretary.

6. To sell or deliver any firearm or ammu-
nition to any person without recording name,
age and address of such person (applies to
interstate and intrastate commerce);

7. To transfer any firearm or ammunition
to any person having reasonable cause to
belleve such person is a fugitive from justice,
under indictment, a convicted felon, an un-
lawful user of marijuana, dangerous drugs
or narcotics, or has been adjudicated a men-
tal defective or committed to a mental insti-
tution (applies to inter and intrastate com-
merce) ;

8. To make false entries or fail to make
proper entries or maintain records as re-
quired by this Act.

Unlaw for non-licensees:

1. To transport into or recelve in the State
of his residence any firearm obtained out-
side the State (exception for firearms ob-
tained by bequest or interstate succession—
further exception for long guns otherwise
lawfully obtained in a contiguous state—
Jurther exception for long guns obtained out
of state while engaged in hunting or in an
organized shooting contest when such hunt-
er or shooter’s long gun has become lost,
stolen or inoperative and he makes a sworn
statement to that effect (copy sent to the
local chief of police)—jfurther exception for
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firearms obtalned out of state prior to the
effective date of the Act;

2, To transport in commerce machine guns,
sawed-off rifies and sawed-off shot guns un-
less authorized by the Secretary of the
Treasury;

3. To transfer, transport or deliver any
firearm to another non-lic who resid
in another state (excepiion for firearms ob-
tained by bequest or intestate succession—
Jurther exception for temporary transfers
for sporting or other lawful purposes, as
provided in the legislative history);

Unlawful for common or contract carriers:

1. To transport in commerce any firearm
or ammunition with reasonable cause to
believe such transportation is in violation
of this Act;

Prohibited persons:

1. Unlawful for any felon, fugitive, person
under indictment, unlawful user of mari-
Juana, dangerous drugs or narcotics, adjudi-
cated mental defective or person committed
to a mental institution: (a) to ship or trans-
port in commerce any firearm or ammuni-
tion; (b) To receive in commerce any firearm
or ammunition shipped in commerce.

PENALTIES

Whoever uses a firearm to commit or who-
ever carries a firearm unlawfully during the
commission of a federal felony shall be
sentenced to imprisonment for not less than
one year nor more than 10 years., In the
case of second or subsequent convictions,
such person shall be sentenced to imprison-
ment for not less than five years nor more
than twenty-five years. The execution or im-
position of any sentence imposed under this
provision may not be suspended and proba-
tion may not be granted and such sentence
must run consecutively to any sentence im-
posed for the federal felony.

Penalties for violation of the the other pro-
hibitions listed herein are up to $5,000 or 5
Yyears or both.

H.R. 17735 as passed the House on July 24,
1968, and sent to the Senate does not contain
any provision requiring the registration of
any firearm, nor does it require the licensing
of any firearm owner.

THE RIGHT TO VOTE AT 18

HON. HAROLD D. DONOHUE

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Speaker, in my
conviction the time has come in the af-
fairs of this Nation to reassess the propo-
sition of whether or not the youth of this
country should be permitted to vote at
the age of 18. I think they should.

Therefore I have introduced in this
Congress House Joint Resolution 1275,
proposing an amendment to the Consti-
tution of the United States to provide
that the right to vote shall not be denied
on account of age to persons who are 18
years of age or older.

I earnestly believe that the average
American 18-year-old today is better ed-
ucated, more mature, and has a higher
sense of personal responsibility and in-
volvement than ever before.

EKnowledge, and the opportunity to
gain it, is increasing at a rate unparal-
leled in previous history.

Our youth, today, are extraordinarily
knowledgeable on national issues, com-
mitted to the betterment of our society
and articulate in their convietions.

From the age of 18 to 21 they are cer-
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tainly, in these times, helping to shoulder
the burdens of our society, and they do
it mostly with sound judgment; they pay
income and property tax, and they bear
arms. Surely we must extend every con-
sideration to their right, then, to par-
ticipate in the decisions of government
which establish local, State, and Na-
tional policy.

As so often asserted by Abraham Lin-
coln, the basic premise of a democracy
assumes that all those who help bear the
burdens of society will share in the de-
cisionmaking process of that society.

In order to give our youth their right-
ful share in decisionmaking, I hope and
urge that this Congress will favorably
act on my proposal, and similar pro-
posals that have been filed by a great
many Members of Congress, before this
session adjourns.

FURTHER COMMENTS ON THE
FORTAS APPOINTMENT

HON. JOHN M. ASHBROOK

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, re-
garding the present controversy over
the nomination of Justice Fortas to the
position of Chief Justice of the U.S. Su-
preme Court, it is hoped that opposition
to his appointment will not be indis-
criminately ascribed to arti-Semitism
motivations. To be sure, there are those
in this Nation whose anti-Semitism will
play a part in opposing the nomination,
the American Nazi Party being a good
illustration. It is generally known that
this “national socialist” movement is
based on the German Nazi Party headed
by Adolf Hitler and espouses a line of
hatred against the Jews and Negroes.
The broad, careless, and indiscriminate
application of the anti-Semitism charge
to sincere objections to the Fortas ap-
pointment based on his judicial and past
record could well be placing these objec-
tors in the camp of the American Nazi
Party. To say that this would be an un-
fair and irresponsible disservice is to
put it very mildly.

In addition, one would be hard pressed
to apply the anti-Semitism label to a
person who is a member of the Jewish
community both by birth and by basic
religious belief. Such a case is that of
Mr. Benjamin Ginzburg who testified be-
fore the Senate Judiciary Committee
against the Fortas appointment and
whose testimony appeared in the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcorp of July 17, 1968. Mr.
Ginzburg is the former research director
of the Subcommittee on Constitutional
Rights of the Senate Judiciary Commit-
tee and a past assistant editor of “The
Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences.”

On July 25, 1968, an advertisement ap-
peared in the Jewish Week, published
here in Washington and sponsored by
Mr. Ginzburg, in which he comments
further on his opposition to the Fortas
appointment. To help combat any in-
discriminate charge of anti-Semitism re-
garding the Fortas appointment, I sub-
mit the advertisement entitled, “Con-
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cerning the Jews and Justice Fortas,”
for inclusion in the CoNGRESSIONAL REC-
ORD, as follows:

CONCERNING THE JEWS AND JUSTICE FORTAS

To the readers of the Jewish Week:

The cry of anti-Semitism raised by pro-
fessional Jews in connection with the oppo-
sition to Justice Fortas’ elevation to the post
of Chief Justice reminds us of nothing so
much as the cry of police brutality raised by
professional Negroes whenever a member of
their race is charged with a crime. In both
cases there is no attempt to determine
whether religious or racial prejudice is ac-
tually involved—there is simply an auto-
matic reaction to the fact that a Jew or Negro
is in trouble and a rush to cry that the whole
group is belng attacked.

As a member of the Jewish community
both by birth and by basic religious belief, I
resent the participation of The Jewish Week
in the false cry of anti-Semitism. I have
followed the hearings on Justice Fortas with
close attention. I have talked to many of the
Senators opposing his confirmation as Chief
Justice. I have not found among them any
signs of a whispering campaign or any dis-
play of anti-Semitism. Rather I have found
good grounds of public policy for the oppo-
sition to Justice Fortas. I recognize the right
of others, be they Jews or Gentiles, to dis-
approve of these grounds, and instead to
champion the views and qualifications of
Justice Fortas as beneficial to the country.
But I don't recognize the right to make a
Jewish issue out of the Fortas case.

I have no doubt that there are some
bigoted groups scattered over the country
who are peddling anti-Jewish hate in con-
nection with the Fortas nomination, But this
does not mean that all Jews have to rush to
Fortas' defense to show their opposition to
anti-Semitism, any more than the discovery
that Communists endorse a certain program
means that anti-Communists must reject
that program in order to show their opposi-
tion to Communism.

I myself have testified in opposition to
Justice Fortas’' confirmation because I have
read—and digested—his recent pamphlet on
Civil Disobedience, and found myself literally
stunned by the revelation of his moral-
political outlook. It is an outlook which has
very close ties with the Marxist outlook and
very little connection with the Judaic moral-
religious tradition.

I have talked to a number of Jews in
Washington who have Ifollowed Justice
Fortas’' career since he came to the Capital
City with the New Deal. They agree with my
judgment that he is unfit to occupy the au-
gust and all-important post of Chief Justice.
Some of them would have testified in public

t Justice Fortas were they not con-
strained by their government employment to
keep silent. As it happens, I am a retired
civil servant and thus feel free to voice my
objections to Justice Fortas without fear or
favor.

I shall be glad to send to any readers who
ask for it a copy of my testimony. In the
meantime I would like to discuss a couple of
incidents that underscore the inadvisabil-
ity—to say the least—of Jews rallying around
Justice Fortas as their moral standard bearer,

JUSTICE FORTAS AS BIBELICAL SCHOLAR

The other day Justice Fortas sought to
bolster his doctrine of a flexible and chang-
ing interpretation of the Constitution by in-
dulging in Biblical higher criticism in regard
to the Ten Commandments. Thus he de-
clared:

“I was thinking about this the other day.
In the Ten Commandments there is a very
simple phrase: ‘Thou shalt not kill’ A very
simple phrase. But that very simple phrase,
Senator, has—takes on different meanings.

. . Some people think that it means that
you must not kill in a defensive war. Some
people think that it means that capital pun-
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ishment is in violation of the law of God and
so0 on.”

Had Justice Fortas read the Jewish Bible
either in the original Hebrew or in any of the
Jewish translations into English, he would
have known that the commandment in gues-
tion reads: “Thou shalt not murder (Lo tirt-
sach in Hebrew). Although the King James
Christian translation renders the command-
ment, “Thou shalt not kill,” Christian schol-
ars have long recognized that this is a col-
loquial rendering which really refers to mur=
der. The new O=xford Annotated Revised
Standard Version carries a footnote warning
the reader that “this commandment forbids
murder, not the forms of killing authorized
for Israel, e.g. war or capital punishment.”
Thus there is no problem of any ambiguous
or changing meaning about this command-
ment. Every person who takes the trouble to
inform himself knows that it is a prohibition
against murder and nothing else.

Now I recognize that there is no provision
in the Constitution requiring a Chief Jus-
tice to be a Biblical scholar. Nevertheless I
submit that when a candidate for Chief
Justice seeks to lmpress a Senatorial com-
mittee by drawing a purported analogy be-
tween a changing Constitution and a chang-
ing meaning of the Ten Commandments, he
should have first investigated and seen
whether the purported analogy is based on
fact or fiction. Since he obviously has not
done so, his listeners may well be led to
wonder whether his constitutional scholar-
ship may not be as weak as his Biblical
scholarship.

JUSTICE FORTAS AS VILLAGE ATHEIST

Moreover, evidence has been developed in
connection with the hearings indicating that
Justice Fortas’ ideas about the Bible not only
reflect an insufficient acquaintance with the
Biblical text but come from his delving into
the "village atheist” variety of psychiatrical
and anthropological Iliterature. In 1946,
while he was Under Secretary of the Interior,
he published a laudatory introduction to
the Willlam Alanson White Memorial Lec-
ture by G. B. Chisholm—a far ranging Can-
adian psychiatrist who believes that we can
eliminate war and bring bliss to mankind
through “the reinterpretation and eventual
eradication of the concept of right and
wrong.”

As a convert to Chisholm's ideas, Justice
Fortas denounced as a dangerous supersti-
tion the whole religious doctrine of divine
commandments,

“*“Thou shalt not kill’" he wrote, “is &
reasonable multilateral arrangement among
the members of society. But ‘Thou shalt not
kill,’ advanced merely as the ipse dixit of a
thunderous war-god (Note: he refers to the
God of Moses and the Israelites), is a be-
wildering contradiction which spawns with
equal facility avengers, aggressors, Quakers
and Jehovah's Witnesses; the GI's of Bill
Mauldin's cartoons and the GI's of the
neuro-psychiatric wards.”

Justice Fortas went on to advocate a non-
religious type of education.

“Teaching,” he wrote, “should not be a
substitute provided for thinking. ... In-
stead of precepts, it should offer for discus-
sion and analysis the relationships of people
and events, factors and things. (Note: Try
this method of precept-less discussion and
analysis on a T-year old child, and see what
kind of a result you will get.) General Chis-
holm says, ‘Freedom from moralities means
freedom to think and behave sensibly.' Free-
dom from authoritarian imperatives divorced
from reason and life means freedom to ac-
quire in usable form, understanding and
comprehension of behavior and relationships,
which may equip us to deal with the urgent
problems of a desperate time.”

As far as I know, Justice Fortas has never
formally repudiated his anti-religious views.
That is why I was amazed to read the article
in The Jewish Week headed “I am going to
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ask them to instruct me in Judaism.” The
article gives extracts from Justice Fortas’
speech last year, in which he appealed to the
children of a Hebrew day school in St. Louis

to teach him the tenets of his ancestral
religion.

NEVEE TOO LATE TO REPENT

It is of course never too late to repent. And
if Justice Fortas is genuinely interested in
repenting his atheistical past and in steep-
ing himself in the living sources of the
Judaic religlous tradition, I would applaud
him in his undertaking. On the other hand,
if his talk was simply a ploy to enlist Jewish
support for a long-nursed ambition to be-
come Chief Justice, then I would ecry,
“Shame! Shamel” at the exploitation of the
sacred religlous feeling and sacred religlous
feeling and sacred religious learning dis-
played by the Hebrew day school students.

BENJAMIN GINZBURG.

ARLINGTON, Va.

NUN JOINS STAFF OF OEQ
PROJECT

HON. ALVIN E. O’KONSKI

OF WISCONSIN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr. O'KONSKI. Mr. Speaker, the other
day I came across an interesting article
featuring a constituent of mine, Sister
Alice Rita Keegan of Eau Claire. Sister
Keegan is spending her summer working
on the staff of the Office of Economic
Opportunity’s Upward Bound project on
the Paine College campus in Georgia. A
white Catholic nun, she is an art instruc-
tor at this predominantly Negro Metho-
dist college.

Sister Keegan represents Project
Choice—Cooperative Help Integrated
College Education—sponsored by the Na-
tional Catholic Conference for Inter-
racial Justice.

I was especially interested in the ar-
ticle because of the recent discussion in
Congress concerning the Upward Bound
program. This article struck me as an
example of the innovative character of
OEOQ’s administration of its programs. I
think this is a laudable trait, and OEO
should be allowed to continue adminis-
tering such valuable programs.

I am proud to have as a constituent
such a vital individual as Sister Keegan.
I congratulate her for her accomplish-
ments. My colleagues, I am sure, will be
interested in reading of the work Sister
Keegan is doing for Upward Bound. Mr.
Speaker, with your permission, I insert
this article from the Augusta Herald at
this point in the REcorp:

Upwarp Bounp: NunN Joins StarF OF OEO
ECT
(By Marian Cheek)

When Alice Rita Keegan volunteered to
‘teach in the Upward Bound program here,
she had no idea of the striking set of circum-
stances that would result.

A geldom seen sight, she is quick to agree,
is a white Catholic nun from the North
teaching students of a predominantly Negro
Methodist College in the South.

Sister Eeegan, who haills from Eau Claire,
Wis., has volunteered her services as an art
instructor at Paine College during this sum-
mer's Upward Bound Program which con-
tinues through July 20.

She represents Project Choice, (Coopera-
tive Help Integrated College Education) pro=-
gram sponsored by the National Catholic
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Conference for Interracial Justice,
quartered in Chicago.

Project Choice, the soft-spoken sister said,
is a volunteer program with the objective to
provide “choice” members with cultural en-
richment given by serving on a Negro college
faculty and at the same time make it pos-
sible for Negro teachers to study by being
temporarily replaced.

“We teach for a modest stipend and the dif-
ference is applied to a Negro teacher who
could use the money to further his or her
education,” she said.

She is "thoroughly enjoying,” her summer
here and plans to volunteer in future
summers,

Sister Keegan is of the Benedictine order
and during the year she teaches art at St.
Bede's High School in Eau Claire.

Strictly a cooperative venture, the teacher
chooses where she would like to teach and
the college, in turn, decides whether to
sponsor Project Choice.

Upward Bound Director Leonard Dawson
sald Sister Keegan is the first nun ever to
teach at Paine.

The program, he said, involves approxi-
mately 60 high school students “for whom
motivation and skills necessary for success
in college have been a problem."”

It consists of a six week residential sum-
mer program followed by Saturday sessions
during the academic year.

This is the sister's first trlip to Georgla.
The tempo, here, she said, is “very different."”
“Everybody is in a mad rush or hurry at
home.” “But not here.”

“Human nature is pretty much the same
though everywhere,” she smiled.

Paine students were a "little surprised” to
see a nun on the first day of class, she said,
and overall she finds the students *“very
unspoiled.”

Bister Keegan is a graduate of St, Bene-
dict's College. St. Joseph, Minn.; earned her
master's degree at the University of Minne-
sota and further studied at Notre Dame and
Wisconsin University.

Bhe feels Upward Bound has "“great possi-
bilities,” “The program helps intellectual
students fill in background deficiencies,” she
sald.

head-

CONGRESSMAN McCARTHY FIGHTS
FOR HIGHWAY SAFETY

HON. FRED SCHWENGEL

OF IOWA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, as
the House knows, considerable debate
and discussion has been aroused over
8. 2658, a bill to increase the size and
weight of trucks. The interest being gen-
erated in the legislation is due in no
small measure to the efforts of the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. McCarTHY].

A consistent advocate of needed high-
way safety measures, Congressman Mc-
CarTHY, one of the outstanding Members
of Congress has lifted his effective voice
against a bill that I too believe would en-
danger the highway traveler even more.

In the Sunday edition of the Raleigh,
N.C., News and Observer, reporter Roy
Parker, Jr., tells of Congressman Mc-
CarTHY's efforts.

[From the Raleigh (N.C.) News and Observer,
July 21, 1968]
BiLL To INCREASE TRUCK S1zZES FACES APPROVAL
(By Roy Parker, Jr.)

WasHINGTON,—A bill that would allow be-
hemoth trailer trucks welghing up to 69 tons
on interstate highways is barreling down the
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road toward almost certain a.i;bmval in Con-

gress.

Dubbed the “King Eong Bill” by a small
band of opponents, the measure would more
than double present limits in federal truck
welght laws, and open the highways to
triple-trailer trucks resembling wheeled
freight trains,

The bill would affect only federal laws.
Any actual increases in weight limits would
have to be made by state legislatures, which
have ultimate authority to set them up to,
and in some cases above, federal limits.

Well-organized truckers' groups tradition-
ally have had marked success in convincing
legislators with arguments that weight in-
creases actually promote transportation econ-
omies,

The bill in Congress has passed the Senate
and has been cleared by House committees
for floor consideration,

Until its opponents began a steady public
drumfire of dissent, the bill seemed destined
for passage in the next few days.

Now, there is some talk that it may slow
down somewhat, perhaps even walt until
after Congress returns following an August
adjournment for national political conven-
tions.

But even then, there is little real hope
among 1ts opponents that it will be forced off
the road.

The bill has received a somewhat qualified
endorsement from the U.S. Department of
Transportation which does, however, want
more safety standards written into it.

While its gross weight limit formula is con-
troversial, provisions for increases in single-
axle and tandem-axle limits are backed by
the National Assoclation of State Highway
Officials.

The bill would up the single-axle permis-
sible limit from nine to ten tons, tandem-
axle from 16 to 17 tons. The gross weight
formula would replace a present limit of
73,280 pounds and would permit multli-unit
vehicles of up to 138,000 pounds, according
to opponents,

Even its opponents concede that they have
no argument with single and tandem axle
increases.

But they charge that the gross weight for-
mula, a new twist in laws which have gov-
erned truck weights since 1956, i1s designed
for “special interests.”"

They mean the big triple-trailer operators
who constitute only 1.6 per cent of the in-
dustry, according to the congressional oppo-
nents.

Third-term Rep. Richard McCarthy, a Buf-
falo, N. Y., Democrat who is among the most
vociferous opponents of the bill, says it “is
an {ll-advised attempt at satisfying a speclal
interest.”

He also charged that the bill’s proposal to
raise the width limit from elght to eight and
a half feet would promote “serlous safety
hazards,”

McCarthy mobilized five colleagues, Demo-
crats and Republicans, on the House Public
Works Committee to oppose the bill. He has
recelved some support from the U.S. Confer-
ence of Mayors, which has passed a resolu-
tion against the bill in its present form.

The opposition began to get public atten-
tion early last week when it took the rare
step of revealing closed-door maneuvering on
the bill during consideration by the com-
mittee.

McCarthy's group charged that the bill was
given “hasty and inadequate testimony” in
the House committee.

By the end of the week, the stir had moved
federal highway administrator Lowell Brid-
well to issue a statement asserting that
“after a careful review of the pending leg-
islation, we continue to believe that, on bal-
ance, it represents a productive proposal.”

However, Bridwell sald, the Department of
Transportation still belleved the bill should
contain more safety provisions for brakes
and couplings. His department believes it has
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authority to apply such standards without
such provisions, he sald,

He also agreed with opponents that larger
trucks “will doubtless speed the deteriora-
tion of the interstate system,” and then
plugged again for administration proposals
for higher federal user fees on such vehicles.

“In sum, we do not oppose passage of the
pending bill,” Bridwell said.

Some opponents of the measure think that
the administration might be induced to come
out in opposition if the House were to reject
a safety standards amendment.

McCarthy is considering the possibility of
taking the guestion to the Democratic Na-
tional Convention's platform committee, if
the bill is not taken up in the House before
the congressional recess on August 2,
[From the Raleigh (N.C.) News and Observer,

July 21, 1968]
PoTeENTIAL ErFECT IN STATE Is SMaLL
(By Rod Cockshutt)

A bill in Congress authorizing bigger and
bulkier trucks on the nation's Interstate
highways apparently would have little im-
mediate impact in North Carolina since the
measure’s liberalized Ilength, width and
weight limitations already are substantially
in effect in the State.

Nevertheless, a number of State officials
and some motor club spokesmen are worried
about the bill.

They fear that if it passes, the bill will be
used as a wedge by the state's well-oiled and
well-financed trucking lobby to push the
1969 legislature toward liberalizing size and
welght restrictions on all Tar Heel highways.

“That's their (the trucker's) tactic here
and in other states,” asserted Lt. Col. E. C.
Guy of the State Highway Patrol. “They get
an inch one place and push for a mile every-
where they can.”

“I'm not against the trucking industry
making a profit,” he continued, “But there’s
no question in my mind that if trucks get
any bigger or longer they will present a seri-
ous highway safety problem."”

Guy recalled trucking industry efforts dur-
ing the 1967 General Assembly to win au-
thorization of *“twin-trailers” on all State
roads.

BRINK OF PASSAGE

The bill was on the brink of final passage
when the Senate, apparently attuned to a
rising public clamor against the measure,
sent it back to committee for further study.
It never emerged again.

The bill would have allowed on the State’s
roads 65-foot long twin trailers—10 feet
longer than the 55-foot tractor-trailer rigs
now allowed. No increase was sought in the
73,000 pound maximum gross weight limit,

“From a traffic safety standpoint, these
double and triple trailers are obviously a
lot harder to maneuver on any size high-
way,” Guy sald. “More than that, any vehicle
as big as they are tends to disrupt the steady
flow of traffic.

“In many cases, it is exactly that dis-
ruption which leads to serious accidents,”
he sald.

DANGER CONCEDED

J. Thomas Outlaw, executive vice presi-
dent of the N.C. Motor Carrlers Association,
representing the trucking industry, con-
ceded that “from a safety standpoint, larg-
er trucks do take longer to stop.”

“But we're talking about professional driv-
ers, who know how to compensate for these
bigger loads,” he added.

Outlaw sald the bill before Congress pro-
vides for “only very moderate” increases in
truck size and welght limitations.

STILL UP TO STATES

“Simply stated, it's still up to the individ-
ual states to set limitations within their
borders,” he sald. “This bill just lets the
states allow heavier or longer trucks on the
interstates, if they want to.”

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Outlaw said the North Carolina trucking
industry has “no plans right now” to push
for legislation during the next General As-
sembly which would allow longer or bigger
trucks on the State’s highways.

But he would not rule out the possibility
that such a push will be made.

Carl Renfro, Wilson tobacco warehouse-
man and State highway commissioner, is an-
other State official who opposes any increases
in size or weight restrictions on trucks.

“I own some trucks myself and use them
in my business,” Renfro said. “But I'm op-
posed to them not only because of the safety
factor—that’s obvious—but because of what
they do to the roads.”

“During the 1867 twin-trailer hassle, I
was the only one on the commission to speak
out against it,” Renfro said. “But I firmly
believe that these bigger trucks really tear
up the highway."”

Cameron Lee, chief State highway engi-
neer, was reluctant to talk about the bill
before Congress. He sald he has not studied
it in depth, “but I understand that its pro-
visions are not really very different from
what we already allow in North Carolina.”

NATIONAL INSTITUTIONAL GRANTS
PROGRAM

HON. EDWARD J. PATTEN

OF NEW JERSEY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, earlier in
the 90th Congress, I cosponsored the Na-
tional Institutional Grants Program Act,
authorizing funds for further scientific
research and education. I cosponsored
this bill because of a deep and serious
need in the Nation for more scientists
and for greater scientific knowledge and

ng.

Rutgers, the State Universtiy, located
in the 15th District of New Jersey which
I represent, and all the other State col-
leges in the New Jersey educational sys-
tem, will gain from the enactment of
this bill, as well as every other State in
the Nation.

An educational investment of this sort
is as good as any we can make in the
country’s future.

My distinguished friend and colleague,
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Mize]
recently testified before the House
Science and Astronautics Committee in
support of a similar bill. I think my col-
leagues will all be interested in his clear
and persuasive arguments on behalf of
his legislation, as follows:

STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN CHESTER MIZE,
SecoNp District oF Kawnsas, BEFore THE
ScIENCE, RESEARCH, AND DEVELOPMENT SUB-
COMMITTEE OF THE SCIENCE AND ASTRONAU-
TICS COMMITTEE, JULY 18, 1968
Mr. Chairman and members of the sub-

mittee, I am most appreciative, first of all,
for this opportunity to appear before you in
support of the legislation under considera-
tion. My support for this approach has been,
and is, a matter of record, as has been mani-
fested by the introduction of a companion
bill, HR. 4891, during the first session of the
present Congress.

It is not necessary to lay before the sub-
committee sheet after sheet of statistics as
evidence of the importance of this bill's
ideals and purposes; the role of the federal
government in aid to higher education and
the significance of that role, as well as the
statistics I've mentioned, have been well
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documented. I would only like to remind us
all of two simple facts: that total federal aid
to higher education has jumped from only
$600 million a year a decade ago to over $4
billion & year at present; and that enroll-
ments in the nation’s colleges and universi-
ties are expected to double, to 9 million stu-
dents, by 1975. This is phenomenal growth;
but more than that it represents a serious
and immediate challenge to the government's
present system of financial relationships
with higher education, This bill is a step, an
experimental one to be sure, but neverthe-
less a step, in the direction of improving
those relationships. It will provide for a
long-range, stable system of funding upon
which the nation's colleges and universities,
with student payments even now covering
only about one-half of educational costs,
will be able to depend without being forced
either to lower quality or raise tuitions to
again make a college education the province
of the few.

The “experimental” aspect of the bill must
be kept in mind in any discussion of the
legislation; for within the limited scope of
the bill, its provisions are adequate to the
task, which is the expansion and better dis-
tribution of research funds, and the develop-
ment and diffusion throughout the nation
of a strong and solid scientific capability.
What must be avolded is attributing to the
legislation more than it seeks to accomplish,
and then attacking it as too little and too
late.

The bill is not designed, primarily, in the
interest of institutions already heavily en-
trenched in research and graduate education.
It does provide assistance for smaller institu-
tions on the undergraduate level; so its
formula for distributing funds doesn’'t nec-
essarily protect and strengthen the existing
status quo nor perpetuate the imbalance in
distribution of those funds which already
exists.

The issue of who should receive the funds
which flow from Washington is both com-
plex and, by the very size of the amounts in
question, of vital concern to the institutions
and regions involved in the competition for
them. That there is an imbalance in the pres-
ent distribution of these funds cannot be
disputed. According to a report by the Na-
tional Science Foundation, dated October,
1966, while 1,458 schools shared in $2.3 bil-
lion in the 19656 budget, at the top of the list
were ten universities that received more than
one-fifth of the money—M.I.T., University
of Michigan, U.C.L.A., Columbia, Cornell,
University of Illinois, University of California
(Berkeley), Stanford, University of Minne~
sota and Harvard—while the top fifty colleges
and universities obtained nearly three-fifths,
and the top one hundred accounted for al-
most four-fifths of the money. What this
means, by simple division, is that while the
top ten stood to receive almost $50-million
each, on the average, the bottom 1,350 left to
sharing only about a fifth themselves, would
have been lucky to have received a bare half-
million dollars each. Add to this the fact that
on top of the original $2.3 billion, another
$915 milllon more was paid to run 24 contract
research centers operated by universities; and
that three-fourths of this, almost $700 mil-
lion, was again administered by only six uni-
versities—California Institute of Technology,
Stanford, University of California (Berkeley),
University of Chicago, Johns Hopkins, and
M.IT.—three of which were among the top
ten recipients of the lion's share of the $2.3
billion documented above. All this does not
even mention the role of the Defense Depart-
ment, of whose 1.7 billion in research and
development funds distributed to academic
institutions in 1964, thirty percent, almost
one-third, went to California.

Such a distribution pattern has created
quite serious problems for the great major-
ity of institutions at the short end of the
stick. The large, famous schools, most suc-
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cessful at attracting federal money under
the present system, are able to grow and
progress at a more rapid rate than those
less successful at doing so, and thus are able
to attract even more federal money, creating
what the smaller or less prestiglous schools
see as a vicious circle directed against their
interests—the rich becoming more so, and
the poor only poorer. Even that is not the
whole of the problem; financial starvation
and malnutrition in the present too often
prevent any hope of recovery in the future.
In an in observation on just one of
the aspects of this situation, Dr. Herbert R.
Albrecht, President of North Dakota State
University, highlights a typical complaint in
this way: “. .. 1t (the present system of re-
search funding) has subjected them (the
less funded institutions) to raiding of their
most competent faculty members by insti-
tutions more successful in obtaining grants
« + +« We are cast in the role of scientific
faculty farm clubs . ... We end up discover-
ing, developing and sending on to the major
league teams the men who could help us
most.” -

It is these problems that this legislation
seeks to, and can, mitigate, It does not pro-
vide for a better, forced, distribution of

funds. Such a change would not
necessarily be an improvement, as it is cer-
tainly true that there are great amounts of
talent concentrated in a relatively small
number of schools, and to drastically reduce
support to these schools would be to make
less than full use of our academic resources.
What the bill does provide for is additlonal,
complementary funds, and new provisions
for the division of those funds which would
route more, if not most, of the money to
those institutions receiving the least under
present programs. In this way the bill will
contribute significantly to broadening the
base of our academic level scientific research
system, while not forcing an ill-advised con-
striction of present efforts and centers of
research to reach that goal. The key is to be
found in the bill's new provisions for the
distribution of those additional funds which
will be made available.

One-third of the funds, $50-million, is to
be allocated directly to institutions “as a

graduated percentage of the total sum of
project awards received by them during the
immediately preceding year from the Na-
tional Science Foundation, the National In-
stitute of Health, and the U.S. Office of
Education,” Thus, those schools presently
recelving the most from these sources would
here, too, receive a higher percentage than
those schools not receiving as much at pres-
ent. The important point, however, is that
the provision also provides for a limit to the
amount that any one school can receive in
any one year; it will not be possible, there-
fore, for the top ten schools to receive one-
fitth, or for the top one hundred to receive
almost four-fifths, as has happened under
the present system alone. The top ten, at
most, could here receive only $3-million or
6% of the total offered, while the top one
hundred, at most, 60%. The end result, In
any case, is that a larger slice of the ple,
almost one-half this time, and more than
double the size of the slice percentagewise
than they are recelving under the present
system, would be left to the majority of
smaller or less well-known institutions. SBuch
& percentage increase in their share certainly
represents a gain for these schools, a mean-
ingful and valuable addition to their sources
of funds and not, as has been suggested,
simply a continued favoritism of the already
strong, whose percentage share under this
provision is, in fact, rather drastically
reduced.

Another third of the total funding is to
be “. . . divided among states in proportion
to the ratio that the total number of high-
school graduates in the State in the immedi-
ately preceding year bears to the total num-
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berotmgh—whodgraduntesmthoﬂnlted
States.” This provision, again, favors the
smaller States, and the smaller or less pres-
tigious universities and colleges most often
located within these States, and works to
correct the disproportionate share which a
few States receive of the present federal dol-
lar. For the smaller States, in effect, export
college students while the larger States, and
the famous “big name"” schools generally
found in them, import students. A small
population State will, obviously, have a cer-
tain percentage of the high-school graduates
in the nation; but it generally will not have
that same percentage of the college and
university students in the nation but will
have less, while a large State will have a
larger share of these students than it had
of high-school students.

This is because a not inconspicuous num-
ber of the small State’s high-school gradu-
ates will have gone out-of-State to attend
more prestigious and better known, and often
better guality, institutions in other States.
Out-of-State students, on the other hand,
will not have made corresponding shifts into
the smaller State’s institutions. Thus, those
students lost by the smaller State are not re-
placed, and the same balance that existed in
percentage of high-school students is not
maintained in percentage of college and uni-
versity students, the smaller State having less
and the larger State having more.

This being the case, and a situation in
large part attributable to the present system
of unbalanced educational growth, the small
State will be recelving more money than it
would be entitled to if the money were di-
vided up according to the ratio of each State's
college population to the total number of
college and university students in the nation;
and the large State will be recelving corre-
spondingly less. With more money, propor-
tlonately, the smaller State will be able to
provide more assistance for its colleges and
universities, who need it most, than will the
larger State for its schools, which need it
less, having received more from earlier pro-
grams, and continuing to recelve more from
other, existing programs. Again, the effect is
to provide the presently financially starved
States, and the.institutions in them, with a
larger share of this new funding than they
have been recelving to date from existing
programs, while not depriving other, already
recognized centers of excellence of what they
have, Furthermore, over time, the small States
will be able to upgrade their own institutions
to the point where their own high-school
graduates will not find it so necessary to go
out-of-State to obtain their educations, keep-
ing them in their States where they are so
needed for the steady growth of the country
as a whole. A

The last third of the funds *. , . shall be
allocated to institutions of higher educa-
tion in proportion to the ratio that the total
number of advanced degrees .. . awarded
by the institution during the immediately
previous three years in the physical, bio-
logical and social sclences, engineering, and
mathematics bears to the total number of
such degrees awarded by all institutions of
higher education within the U.5.” While it
might appear that this provides for giving
the most to those who already receive the
largest share from existing programs, I pro-
pose that this is not the case at all, and that
the main recipients of this provision will be
the large and rapidly growing, though less
well known or prestiglous, State colleges and
universities, and not necessarlly the “big
name" schools.

For “big"” in the context of many of to:lay (]
most prestiglous schools does not mean large
in size, an aspect of the criterion for this pro-
vision. Of the ten institutions mentioned
earlier as receiving over one-fifth of the $2.3
billion that the federal government provided
for higher education in 1865, a number,
especially M.IT., Stanford and Harvard, are
relatively small in size compared to many
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of the qulte large State colleges and uni-
versities found throughout the country.
Under the criterion of this section it is both
possible, and probable, that most of the
money will go, again, to institutions which
have not up until now been receiving that
money in proportion to their size and needs;
this is because these schools often give as
many, or more, advanced degrees than the
“big name" schools, even though they do
not recelve the same research and graduate
ald funds. And with their number of ad-
vanced degrees awarded being greater, so
under this provision will be their share of
these new funds, them to upgrade
and improve the quality of those degrees
which they do give, and thereby working to-
ward their development as centers of scien-
tific research equal to the nation’s already
centers of such research. Again,
of course, those great schools which are al-
ready the most well funded will not be de-
prived of anything; they will, however, be
prevented from dominating this new funding
as they do present f
In closing, I would like to oomment on the
institution grant approach, as opposed to
the student aid approach. The arguments in
favor of such a direct-to-student funding
approach are that it would assure the fi-
nancial freedom for the student to attend
the college or university of his choice, and
that it would avoid the confllct over tax
support of religlous institutions. While this
is certainly true and desirable, it is the argu-
ments against student ald which, in this
case, are the more numerous and convinecing.
For if a direct-to-student funding approach
i1s used, the colleges must recoup their rising
costs by ralsing tuitions, which are already
skyrocketing at an alarming rate. An infla-
tlonary spiral in college costs, would, it is
widely predicted, be the ultimate result,
pricing higher education once again out of
the reach of many who find themselves fi-
nancially hard pressed even at today's fees.
Furthermore, if schools continue to raise
tultions, more and more student aid pro-
grams would be meeded as more and more
students, at higher educational costs, found
that they needed ald. The government al-
ready operates six such programs and they
are cumbersome to administer. Politically,
of course, it would be difficult to limit such
help to only the poor, who too often do not
vote, without raising storms of protest from
many middle and upper class familles, ones
that vote regularly, who are also clamoring
for relief from ever rising college costs.
Most Important, however, in this respect is
the problem of restricting any funds, regard-
less of the approach used, to the educational
process, Either the schools or the students
might use the grants simply to replace other
funds that would have been used anyway, in
the absence of grants, in the educational
process. The government might well end up
sgubsidizing the non-educational expenses of
the schools, such as the construction of fancy
but little used “show place” facilities; or
of the students, who would be free to use
their own funds for more parties, entertain-
ment, cars, etc. In either case, the govern-
ment would not be using its education dollar
for education; and in that case, both educa-
tion and the nation would be the losers.
Direct-to-institution and through-State
funding however, as used in this bill, elimi-
nates most of the problems just cited above
in connection with the student aid approach.
Such ald can be more easily directed to those
institutions which have the best talent, to
those institutions in which we are trying to
develop that talent, or to both. Administra-
tively such a system is easler and more ef-
ficient, having to deal with only a few thou-
sand schools and fifty-five States and ter-
ritorles, instead of with millions of individual
students and their families. Qualitatively it
allows for better evaluation, by the States
and by the Pederal government, on which
schools are making the most and best use
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of the funds, and which are making less,
allowing for wiser distribution of funds in
subsequent years.

Such an approach would also lessen, more
than would a direct-to-student approach, the
possibilities that the money would be used
to subsidize non-educational costs. For uni-
versities and colleges, in the great majority of
cases, never have enough money; and even
with increased federal aid, 1t is doubtful that
they would ever be so caught up with their
legitimate needs as not to have something
worthwhile on which to use the funds. The
need is really that great. Even those schools
which now receive the most federal funds,
or which are famous as being wealthy and
well-endowed and would be thought to have
few financial needs, are often the most active
in seeking funds from alumni, other private
funds and business, not to mention from the
government. When Stanford, for jnstance,
one of these schools, finds it necessary to
launch a fund drive with a goal of $100-
million, how much more money could be used
by those schools less successful than Stan-
ford at obtaining the federal money, let
alone the private money, that schools like
Stanford have been receiving now for years?
It is really difficult to see how the presently
financially-starved institutions, which this
bill would help the most, could become so
rehabilitated that they would have money
left over to spend on non-educational items;
thus there is much less chance that the
government would ever end up subsidizing
non-educational costs of the schools than
there is that it might end up doing so for
students under a direct-to-student approach.

I hope that these observations on my part
will have been of some help to the subcom-
mittee. It has been my purpose not so much
to emphasize my support for this legislation
as to clear up, if I could, some of the mis-
conceptions and undeserved criticisms which
have become attached to the bill in previous
testimony, This legislation is needed because
it promises, justly, to go a long way toward
rectifying the imbalance of effort which
now characterizes our present system of fed-
eral funding for higher education, and to
do this in a most efficient and a most needed
manner. If I may conclude with a quote
which appeared in an article by Mr. Harold
L. Enaison, Academic Vice President of the
University of New Mexico, in the June, 1965
issue of College and University Business:

“Collectively the federal agencies contrib-
ute significantly to the piling up of federal
dollars, federally funded buildings, and fac-
ulty talent in the big, powerful institutions
= . federal education programs tend to
concentrate academic wealth in existing
centers of excellence, No federal agency de-
liberately sets forth to favor the already
strong. But the consequences . . . are no less
harmful for being unintended."

It is now time to set about undoing this
harm. It is now time for a federal program
which deliberately sets forth to favor those
institutions which have been neglected for
80 long. The bill before you would take the
first step in this direction, a step that must
be taken. Thank you.

THE REAL CUBA

HON. LOUIS C. WYMAN

OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr. WYMAN., Mr. Speaker, actual con-
ditions prevailing in Cuba at this time
are less than attractive and certainly in-
compatible with freedom as we know it
in the United States. Of interest in this
connection is the report of John Lofton,
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Jr., appearing in the Manchester, N.H.,,
Union Leader earlier this month.

This column should be read by all who
deplore the continuance of Communist
control in this country so close to our
shores:

APOLOGISTS FOR CUBA STILL “SELLING'" CASTRO
(By John D. Lofton, Jr.)

WasHINGTON.—Every so often, a student
revolutionary or a black powerite or some-
times even an executive editor of the New
York Times, flies off to Cuba, takes the
Potemkin Village tour and returns to tell
us that life under Castro isn't really that
bad and that, well, it certainly beats things
as they were under Batista,

Timesman James Reston gave such a ver-
dict last summer after a trip to Red Cuba
when he told readers that there seems to be
a “sense of common life and purpose” on the
island and that Castro has “got the support
of his people.”

Not to be outdone in the praise of Castro
and the conditions in Cuba under the beard-
ed tyrant, the National Education Television
network put together a most tendentious
piece of propaganda, the implication of which
was that everything that has gone wrong in
Cuba is directly attributable to the legacy
of Uncle Sam.

The film, according to Paul Bethel’s highly
authoritative “Latin American Report,” was
co-produced by a man who once worked with
the Fair Play for Cuba Committee which was
partially financed by Fidel Castro himself.

All of which brings us to a local program
recently broadcast, in Spanish, to residents
of Santo Domingo in the Dominican Re-
public. The program entitled, “You Be the
Jury,” featured an interview with several
Cubans who had fled Castro’s Island Paradise
and the conversation went like this:

Question: You say you had decided to flee
because of the regime's oppression. Just how
did you feel that oppression?

Answer: We felt it because in a country
where there is no democracy, no freedom,
where everything is expropriated and all
property is closed, the Cuban feels this is his
own flesh,

Question: But I understand human rights
were not respected under Batista, yet you did
not flee then and yet you flee now from Fidel
Castro?

Answer: Under Batista’s dictatorship, one
could have his beliefs, and own property—
since no peasant has his own land taken
away. Under Fidel's regime, despite what he
says about the peasants, it is not so. Things
are not the same as he tells the peasants.
There is no clothing, no shoes, no nutrition,
no entertainment. Then what does it matter
if we get a good wage if there is no freedom
and nowhere to spend the money?

Question: What about freedom of religion
there?

Answer: As for relgious freedom, we can
say there is none. For I think religious free-
dom is when any pastor or missionary of any
sect can go anywhere to talk of God, without
anyone meddling in his ideals. In Cuba, one
can only preach the gospel in the churches
on Sunday. One cannot go out on any religi-
ous mission anywhere. That is part of the
freedom that is there.

Question: It is understood, because the
Cuban regime has declared it, that the
revolution is by and for the peasants? As
peasants, have you experienced any improve-
ment In the peasant’s previous situation?

Answer: That is Castro’s main policy; to
announce to the world that the Cuban
revolution is by and for the peasant. But
that is not so, for we see the exploitation of
the peasant, since he is not given the right
to own what is his. For example, in regard to
human respect under Batista's regime, every
citizen owned what was his, he could have a
right to it. But under Castro’s regime, no
peasant can say he owns anything, for every-
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thing belongs to the regime, and everything
that is harvested must automatically be
turned over to the regime. This goes even for
small amounts. Products are sold, but for
money that is worthless. And even if it has
value, one must invest it.

And there you have it. A verbatim testi-
mony of life under Fidel Castro by those
who lived it. A story that gibes perfectly with
an editorial which appeared recently in the
national business and financial weekly,
Barron's:

“Pre-Castro Cuba ranked among the lead-
ing three Latin American nations in various
indices of well-being. Since 1959, however, it
has been down hill all the way. Coffee and
sugar, which the Pearl of the Antilles used to
export in vast quantities, now are rationed.
Fruit, meats and milk are virtually unobtain-
able. The most devastating commentary of
life in Cuba today comes from the hordes of
refugees, nearly half a million of whom al-
ready have opted for penniless freedom
abroad and who continue to leave their native
land at the rate of 4,000 per month., Many
who cannot gain permission to go—younger,
more productive people—risk their lives to
escape.”

ALLTANCE FOR PROGRESS: DEMO-
CRATIC INSTITUTION BUILDING
IN LATIN AMERICA

HON. EDWARD R. ROYBAL

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Speaker, I believe
the Alliance for Progress is definitely on
its way toward ultimate success in the
achievement of its goals—because I am
confident that we in the United States
will live up to the expectations of our
neighbors in Latin America.

As we know, the Alliance requires close
cooperative effort, not only from our
neighbors, but from us as well. The Alli-
ance rests upon the traditional American
belief that free men, given the right tools,
can build their own societies, peacefully,
without violence and bloodshed.

As we move forward from the organi-
zation and mobilization phase of the Al-
liance into the reform and institution-
building phase, more and more Latin
governments today are becoming truly
committed to Alliance methods and
goals. All sectors are beginning to con-
tribute their fair share to national devel-
opment efforts. The atmosphere of des-
perate poverty is being replaced by hope
and expectation.

The enlightened leaders of the Amer-
icas know that good government dedi-
cated to change and development cannot
by itself alone insure lasting improve-
ment in the lives of all its citizens. And
these leaders know that such improve-
ment cannot be imposed or controlled
from the top.

They realize they must be able to
count on the active support of the great
mass of people whom they represent if
the changes they would introduce are to
flourish.

Before a government can adapt itself
to the needs and the desires of the people,
the people must first be able to identify
and then communicate those require-
ments to their leaders. This democratic
function cannot take place until all eciti-
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zens have an economic and political stake
in their society and until they have
learned to protect this stake for the ben-
efit of all.

Our contributions to the Alliance for
Progress have helped to establish insti-
tutions comprised of men and women
determined to fulfill a common goal—to
achieve the objectives of the Alliance,
all designed to raise the standards of
their people.

Let us not forget that, after all, the
final end of our Alliance for Progress is
to improve the lives of people, not simply
to increase the wealth of nations.

We have come a long way on the road
toward development. The seeds of demo-
cratic institutions have been planted in
most Alliance nations. To withdraw or
diminish U.S. participation now would
result in sharply reduced growth rates.
We in this country must be prepared to
continue our help, We are vitally con-
cerned with the outcome of their en-
deavors.

In addition, there is still much to be
done for the Alliance nations if they are
to achieve and maintain political stabil-
ity. Many of Latin America’s basic struc-
tures still need to be reformed.

It is encouraging that a growing num-
ber of Latin American leaders today have
gathered under them, to give shape and
substance to the Alliance for Progress,
men of vision and intelligence, unswerv-
ingly dedicated to the basic changes
called for in the Alliance Charter: to
bring to all men in the hemisphere “max-
imum levels of well-being, with equal
opportunities for all, in democratic so-
cleties adapted to their own needs and
desires.” These leaders are also con-
vinced that such a tremendous job can
be done in peace, and without violence.

Many, however, are sincerely troubled
by what they regard as the relatively
slow pace of progress brought about in
the first 7 years of the Alliance. Some
of these men and women have learned at
firsthand the complexities and vastness
of the problems that stand in the way of
a better life for the poor of Latin Amer-
ica, and they have become pessimistic.

It is up to us to prove the doubters
wrong and to allay the fears of the pes-
simists by providing the assistance which
will help accelerate the pace of develop-
ment.

This is a crucial period of reform and
institution building in Latin America.
We must remind ourselves that we and
our neighbors to the south are involved
in total hemispheric development. Our
nations have agreed on the goals for
which we are striving.

This is the time to demonstrate the
courage of our mutual conviction that
democracy, not tyranny, is the true
potential of Latin America.

ON THE NONPROLIFERATION
TREATY: ONE MAN'S VOICE

HON. CRAIG HOSMER

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, there can
be no question but that the Nuclear Non-
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proliferation Treaty now before the other
body for ratification has serious ramifi-
cations for the future security and de-
fense of the United States. There is,
however, considerable disagreement
among the experts and so-called experts
as to whether these implications are
beneficial or detrimental. It has long
been my judgment that the people and
organizations within the administration
responsible for the treaty have never
performed an impartial analysis of this
issue.

I have spoken out on 22 occasions
during the course of the 89th and 90th
Congresses, trying to spur those in re-
sponsible positions to consider both sides
of the issue before they commit the
United States to something which may
prove unwise. As the Speaker can tell,
I am still trying.

For the benefit of those Members of
this and the other body who are at-
tempting to research this vital national
security issue, particularly those who
must soon vote “yea” or “nay” on its
ratification, I have compiled a bibliog-
raphy of the statements I have made on
the subject of the Nonproliferation
Treaty during the past two Congresses.
I also hope it will prove useful to those
students of the subject who are under-
taking research projects on the history
of the Nonproliferation Treaty. The list
follows:

July 24, 1968, page 23202: “On the Non-
proliferation Treaty Amen, Brother.”

July 22, 1968, page 22735: “Testimony
Regarding Nonproliferation Treaty.”

July 2, 1968, page 19788: “Another View
of the Nonproliferation Treaty.”

May T, 1968, page 12103: “Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency Assessed.”

May 1, 1968, page 11323: “Nonprolifer-
ation Treaty Safeguards Costs Stagger-
mg..u
January 24, 1968, page 825: “Nonpro-
liferation Treaty Hoax.”

In volume 113, part 19, page 25648:
"Ni(:lnproliferatlon Treaty Is No Bar-
ga 'u

In volume 113, part 18, page 24031:
“Nonproliferation Treaty Will Endanger
National Security.”

In volume 113, part 4, page 5181: “One
If by Land, Two If by Sea, and Three If
by Treaty.”

Page 5064: “Boozers and Teetotalers
and Nonproliferation.”

Page 4818: “Schizophrenic Nuclear
Pacifists Try Uninventing the Wheel.”

Page 4518: “Nonproliferation Treaty—
A Nuclear Yalta?”

Page 4383: “Treaty Will Not Stop
Spread or Enhance Security.”

In volume 113, part 3, page 4169: “The
Nonproliferation Treaty Cheating Can-
not Be Inspected or Verified.” Page 4187,
“Nonproliferation Treaty Flunks Cost-
Effect Test.” Page 4201, “President Ac-
cepts GOP Proposals Relating to Plow-
share Sharing.”

In volume 113, part 3, page 3875, “Dis~
armers Substituting Pact Pledges for
Military Muscle.”

Page 3551: “Proliferation Conse-
quences Exaggerated.”

Page 3202: “Plowshare Program Vie-
tim of Disarmament Zeal.”

Page 3465: “The Nonproliferation
Treaty Hoax.”
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In volume 112, part 19, page 26151:
;?l;rgmg on Nonproliferation Treaty

In volume 112, part 6, page 7368:
“GOP Report and Proposal on Nonpro-
liferation.”

In volume 112, part 2, page 2431:
“Nuclear Nonproliferation Resolution.”

DR. V. D. MATTIA HAILED FOR
COMMUNITY SERVICE

HON. PETER W. RODINO, JR.

OF NEW JERSEY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, an out-
standing constituent of mine was recently
accorded a signal honor by the Essex
County Chapter of the National Foot-
ball Foundation and Hall of Fame. Dr.
Virginius D. Mattia, of Upper Montclair,
N.J., received the Distinguished Amer-
ican Award, presented annually “to a
former player who has carried the lessons
learned on the football field into a life
of service to the community.”

On July 18 the Nutley Sun described
this unique man and the ocecasion, and
I am delighted to commend it to my col-
leagues’ reading, as follows:

Essex SrorTs CHAPTER PrESENTS Dr. MATTIA
WriteE DISTINGUISHED AMERICAN AWARD
Honors
Dr, Virginius D. Mattia, president of Hoff-

mann-La Roche, Inc., Nutley, recelved the

“Distinguished American Award” of the Es-

sex County Chapter of the National Football

Foundation and Hall of Fame.

Dr. Mattia was honored by the Essex Chap-
ter at its Third Annual Scholar-Athlete
Awards dinner April 17 at the Hotel Subur-
ban, East Orange. Twenty-eight high school
football stars from the county’s five school
divislons were also presented scholar-athlete
awards at the dinner,

The Dis ed American Award 1s pre-
sented annually “to a former player who has
carried the lessons learned on the football
field Into & life of service to the community."”

In addition to his business responsibilities,
Dr. Mattia has long been a clivic leader. Last
year he was the recipient of the Essex County
Civic Assoclation Achlievement Award.

CIVIC SERVICE RECORD

He has served as a member of the board
of trustees, vice president and president of
the Essex County Heart Assoclation and presi-
dent of the Cerebral Palsy Rehabilitation In-
stitute, He is a former member of the Citlzens
Committee for Higher Education in New Jer-
sey, and in 1967 was on the New Jersey Board
of Higher Education In addition to the boards
of the Mount Carmel Guild, the New Jersey
Symphony and the Two-Hundred Club of
Newark.

Dr, Mattla is a graduate of Rutgers Univer-
sity, where he played 150-pound football, and
New York Medical College. He is presently
chairman of the Rutgers Medical School Ad-
visory Committee and from 1065 to 1967 was
a trustee of the University.

Dr. Mattia’s professional affiliations read
like an anthology of medical associations. In
addition to being a Fellow of six medical col-
leges, including the International Academy
of Law and Sciences, he is also an active
member of the American Medical Assn.,
American Medical Writers' Assn., the Acad-
emy of Medicine of New Jersey, the New Jer-
sey Medical Society and the Essex County
Medical Soclety,

He has been an assoclate editor of “The
Merck Manual of Diagnosis and Therapy,” a
contributor to “Practical Therapeutics” and
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the author of numerous articles in medical
journals.

Dr. Mattia is a director of the American
Foundation for Pharmaceutical Education;
member of the board of directors of the Phar-
maceutical Manufacturers Assn.; and busi-
ness trustee of the New Jersey College Fund
Assn, He is also on the board of the Fidelity
Union Trust Co., Newark.

W. CLARKE WESCOE, CHANCELLOR,
UNIVERSITY OF EKANSAS, PRE-
SENTS STRONG STATEMENT IN
SUPPORT OF INSTITUTIONAL
GRANTS TO COLLEGES AND UNI-
VERSITIES

HON. CHESTER L. MIZE

OF KANSAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr. MIZE. Mr. Speaker, recently I had
the pleasure of appearing with W. Clarke
Wescoe, chancellor of the University of
Kansas, before the Subcommittee on
Science, Research, and Development of
the House Committee on Science and As-
tronautics. Chancellor Wescoe was ap-
pearing in support of legislation which
other Members and I introduced to set up
a national program of institutional
grants to advance science and the educa-
tion of scientists in our colleges and uni-
versities.

The statement made by Chancellor
Wescoe develops certain aspects of this
approach with such clarity and forceful-
ness, I feel I will be doing a service both
to higher education and to my colleagues
by calling attention to his remarks in
this matter. The statement of Chancellor
Wescoe follows:

STATEMENT OF W. CLARKE WESCOE, CHANCEL~
Lor, UnNIvErsITY oF KaNsas, BEFORE THE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, RESEARCH, AND
DevELoPMENT, House COMMITTEE oN ScI-
ENCE AND ASTRONAUTICS, oN HR. 8756 anD
REeLATED Bris, JurLy 18, 1968
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Com-

mittee: I am W. Clarke Wescoe, Chancellor

of the University of Kansas, I appear before
you this morning to support HR. 8756 and

related bills, particularly including H.R. 4891

introduced by Representative Chester Mize of

Eansas,

This Committee has already heard testi-
mony underscoring the overriding need at
this point in history for legislation to pro-
vide sustalning, predictable grants to col-
leges and universities in their own right, and
not as a by-product of the mission of a par-
ticular agency, to preserve and enhance Amer-
ica’s system of higher education as a unique
national resource in’ and of itself. I concur
wholeheartedly in respect of this need, but I
think it is not necessary for me to take your
time or mine to make the case again.

Because of my particular background,
however, I would like to take a few minutes
to point out that sustaining formula-grant
programs are not new to the Federal gov-
ernment and that, where they exist, their
value to the institutions is far beyond that
which would normally be expected from the
level of the funds provided by them.

As for the precedents, I am most familiar
with those in the medical and related fields,
and I would particularly mention the
modest formula-grant program for the oper-
ational support of schools of public health
since 1958 wunder the Hill-Rhodes bill
(which, incidentally, I think your back-
ground Committee print failed to mention)
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and, more recently, the formula-grant sus-
taining programs under the Health Profes-
sions Educational Assistance Act and the
Allied Health Professions Educational Assist-
ance Act. Since it is older and we have more
experience under it, let me confine my re-
marks to the sustaining grant program for
the schools of public health.

This program is, quite literally, the life-
blood of the schools of public health. The
late Congressman Fogarty once referred to
them as of “special, indispensable wvalue,”
and the then Surgeon General, Dr. Luther
Terry, agreed that other types of grants
“ ..cannot ...shore up the school's
teaching operations in a general way, as do
the formula grants.” He went on to point
out that . . . dollar for dollar, the formula-
grant program is one of the best investments
the taxpayer can make in public health
training,” and agreed that the formula
grants, “in comparison with project grants
and others, involve minimum administra-
tion and therefore a very slight cost to the
Government to run them.”

Experience with this program shows that
formula sustaining grants can contribute
significantly with the development of the
whole school as an integral unit and to the
achievement of over-all goals and objec-
tives through their unusual flexibility and
stability. Under the formula grants, the uni-
versities are enabled to participate re-
sponsibly in planning for the programs and
the level at which they should be supported,
something that they cannot do under a
straight project-grant system. An interest-
ing illustration of this is seen in the descrip-
tive listing of Federal water resource pro-
grams for 19656 drawn up by the stafl of
the Federal Council for Science and Tech-
nology and published in the progress report
of the Committee on Water Resources Re-
search. At the top of the list, there is a head-
note stating that “No statements concern-
ing the National Science Foundation are con-
tained . . . since its programs cannot be
anticipated in advance of receiving actual
research proposals.” Since the educational
institutions cannot know in advance what
proposals will, or will not, be approved by
the Foundation, and the Foundation can-
not know what proposals will be submitted,
planning obviously becomes difficult.

I might add, Mr. Chairman, that some
members of the Congress have evidently
been impressed, along with college and uni-
versity officials, with the importance of these
flexible, predictable formula funds. You will
perhaps recall that Senator Smathers, floor
manager for the conference report on the
measure for a tax surcharge, introduced lan-
guage barring any reductions in the NIH
formula grants for medical and other health
related schools. In explaining the provisions
of the conference report, he said that “the
bill we are now considering could cause
some reduction in financial aid to medical
schools—probably in the areas involving con-
struction grants and to some extent research
project grants. But we could expect that the
administration would not make expenditure
reductions below the amounts appropriated
for ‘educational improvement grants' and
‘general research support grants.’”

Continuing to use the formula grants in
the health fields as a precedent, I might add
that, if the bill before us today has a weak-
ness, I would suggest that it might lie in
the fact that it makes no provision for meet-
ing unusual institutional circumstances and
needs. It is true that there are other pro-
grams that, in part at least, aim at meeting
this type of need—the university, depart-
mental, and college science development pro-
grams of the National Science Foundation,
for instance. To this extent, additional types
of programs for meeting this need are not
required. I am reminded, however, of the
special institutional project grants program
in the Health Professions Educational As-
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sistance Act. Under that program, grants
may be provided to an institution not only
to achieve the kinds of things that can be
achieved under the science development pro-
grams but also to “. . . assist schools . . .
in meeting the cost of special projects; to
plan, develop, or establish new programs or
modifications of existing programs of edu-
cation . . . or to effect significant improve-
ments in curriculums . . . or for research in
the various fields related to education . . .
or to develop training for new levels or types
of . . . [professional] personnel, or to assist
any such schools which are in serious finan~-
clal straits to meet their costs of operation
or which have special need for financial as-
sistance to meet the accreditation require-
ments, or to assist any such schools to meet
the costs of planning experimental teaching
facilities or experimental design thereof, or
which will otherwise strengthen, improve, or
expand programs to train personnel in such
health professions needed to meet the health
needs of the nation.”

Such a program would, of course, expand
the scope, flexibility, and authority of present
NSF short-term institutional grants pro-
grams. It would have to be in addition to
a basic formula-based program of sustaining
grants, but, as such, could provide a means
by which the Foundation could assist with
special needs on a short-term base. I suggest
this Committee might wish to give some con-
sideration to the addition of such a program
to H.R. 875.

Mr. Chairman, although I am testifying
as an individual, I was deeply involved as a
member of the Executive Committee of the
National Association of State Universities
and Land-Grant Colleges that worked for
over a year and a half in developing the
program that would be implemented by en-
actment of the Miller bill. It might be help-
ful to your Committee for me to review
briefly the discussions within that commit-
tee that led to the program we eventually
proposed.

At the beginning, I should probably point
out that our Executive Committee at that
time had on it representatives of a very
broad range of types of institutions of higher
learning. These included large universities
heavily involved in federally sponsored re-
search, such as the Universities of Illinois
and Wisconsin; several institutions in what
might be called the “middle range,” includ-
ing, for instance, Rutgers and Indiana Uni-
versities, as well as my own; and essentially
undergraduate institutions with little in-
volvement in Federal grants programs, such
as Prairie View A&M College in Texas. In
addition, we worked closely with representa-
tives of the American Association of State
Colleges and Universities, whose member-
ship consists of characteristically under-
graduate institutions rapidly changing into
substantial liberal arts and pre-professional
colleges, such as the several California and
Connecticut state colleges.

We started from the premise that the next
logical step—and a desperately needed one—
in Federal programs for the support of
higher education was the establishment of a
broad-based program for continuing, predie-
table support for the basic functions of
higher education to complement and pro-
vide a sustaining undergirding for existing
project programs. These hearings have
shown that we were not alone in this belief,
and I think I do not need to dwell on this
point.

A second basic decision was that any such
support should be made through a formula
based on objective, measurable indices. This
decision was perhaps more easily arrived at
than it might appear, since we were strongly
influenced by the experience of our institu-
tions with the almost uniquely successful
formula—grant programs for instruction and
for research and extension in agriculture
in the land-grant institutions and for in-
struction in the schools of public health.
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Our institutions unanimously testify that
funds through these programs, although
small in comparison with funds from other
sources, are valuable to the institutions far
beyond what could be expected from the
level of sums Involved because of thelr
flexibility, stability, and predictability. In
addition, the alternatives were unacceptable
to us. These included, on the one hand,
programs to channel funds to the institu.
tions from Federal sources through grants-
in-aid to students, with the institution to
recoup these sums through increases in tui-
tion, and, on the other hand, massive exten-
glons of such institutional project programs
as the Natlonal Science Foundation science
development programs. The first of these is,
at the least, unnecessarily unwieldly and
makes impossible any requirements for re-
sponsible accounting for the expenditure of
the public funds involved, as well as the
enforcement of such Federal legislation as
the Civil Rights Act. The second could, we
believe, place undue power over the col-
leges and universities in the hands of a Fed.
eral agency, with serlous implications for the
compromise of institutional autonomy;
would at least theoretically deny the sta-
bility necessary for a sustalning program;
would involve unnecessarily expensive ad-
ministrative costs; and would leave unaided
many institutions with great need.

A third basic declslon, somewhat more
difficult to arrive at, was that the best op-
portunity at present for the initlation of
any such program was in the field of sclence.
A new program with the potential signi-
fleance to higher education and to the coun-
try of the one we were proposing needed, we
felt, a trial run—a shakedown crulse, as it
were, in a variety of institutions—to test 1t
out in actual practice and to galn experience
to guide future developments with wisdom
and statesmanship. There is already a long
experience with and wide acceptance of Fed-
eral participation In the sciences and the
social sclences and a substantial and ex.
perienced Federal administration with a his-
tory of successful relationships with the col-
leges and universities in the National Sei-
ence Foundation. The heavy emphasis on
mission-oriented and project support in the
sclences and the relative concentration of
such support in the major universities have
created widespread public interest in the pro-
cedures and processes by which research sup-
port is allocated. These conditions, we con.
cluded, provided the best possible focus for
the “trial run” and for an adequate evalua-
tion of the program. Our institutions are
mindful of the need of sustaining funds
in the arts and the humanities. We are also
mindful of the fact that the Arts and Hu-
manities Foundation is as yet a young orga-
nization that can use to advantage some
time in developing its administrative proce-
dures and structure. Experlence with the
operation of a national institutional grants
program by NSF could help pave the way for
a similar program in the Arts and Humani-
ties Foundation, just as NSF experience with
project grants has proved helpful to its
younger sister foundation.

A fourth basic decision was the easlest of
all—that all accredited institutions, private
as well as public, and at all levels, should
participate in the program, for we belleve
that each of them is important to the nation.

Working out the details of the formula
itself was the most difficult part of the
process. We early declded that we should in-
clude the basic functions of institutions of
higher learning—undergraduate education,
graduate training, and basic research—In the
funding formula, not only to give recogni-
tion to each institution’s participation in
each of these basic areas but also to indi-
cate the range of activities in which each
institution could internally allocate funds
under the grant-in-aild provided through the
bill and to indicate the close association of
these activitles in the actual operation of
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viable academic experiences. Because of fac-
tors such as these and in the absence of any
absolute guidelines, we also declded to give
the three functions equal weight in the
funding formula. Furthermore, since the pro-
gram was to complement and not supplant
or diminish any existing programs, we needed
to consider such programs in designing the
formula.

For the first third—that involving re-
search participation—we had a working
model in the institutional grants program of
the National Science Foundation. To give
frankly favored treatment under this third
to the institutions whose research programs
are in the developmental stages, we proposed
a graduated scale by providing 100 per cent
matching for the first $30,000 of applicable
grants and a $300,000 ceiling for any one
institution. We limited applicable grants to
NSF, NIH, and the U.S. Office of Education
in an attempt, insofar as possible, to re-
strict the base to basic research and to the
less mission-oriented agencies. Personally, I
see considerable merit in Dr. Haworth's sug-
gestlon that NIH be eliminated from this
part of the formula, since the Institutes
already has both its formula-based sustain-
ing grants and its project-based institu-
tional awards, and in using the academic-
sclence base identical to that which will be
used by the Foundation this next year for
its institutional grants program.

For the middle third—that based on un-
dergraduate programs—we used high-school
graduations as a relative measure of the un-
dergraduate opportunities needed in a state.
To measure the extent of each institution's
contribution to filling this need, we started
with the concept of using full-time equiva-
lent enrollment but shifted to undergradu-
ate semester hours taught by the institu-
tion as the more accurate measurement. In
addition, using this measure makes it pos-
sible to determine with great accuracy the
institution’s “load” by specific courses to
maintain the categorical distinctions in other
parts of the bill, which no other formulation
can do,

I find it difficult to understand the ap-
parent confusion the use of this index has
seemed to generate. The term has been
carefully defined by the U.S. Office of Educa-
tion, which requires its use in proposals
for facilitles construction aid. Quite simply,
a student semester hour consists of one
student taking a one-credit-hour course.
Thus, & three-hour mathematics course with
30 enrolled students would total 90 student
semester hours. It is true that national
statistics on this base are not now kept,
but such statistics are readily avallable at
the institutions or can be obtalned at no
great expense. It provides many advantages
over any other index as a measure of the
undergraduate instructional job the institu-
tion is doing.

As a further consideration, we elected to
fund equally for upper division and lower
division students, again to provide an addi-
tional “bonus” to those institutions with
large enrollment in introductory courses,
such as the junior colleges, and the essen-
tially baccalaureate institutions.

It was in consideration of the final third
—that based on graduate work—where we
found it particularly necessary to take into
consideration present programs in designing
the formula. In the first place, at this level
degree production is a more nearly accurate
indication of the institution's “load" than
is student enrollment. In the second place,
there are already existing substantial pro-
grams of support at the doctoral level—the
NDEA graduate fellowship program in the
Office of Education, graduate fellowship and
traineeship programs In NSF and NIH, and
others—but almost none at the master's
level. Consequently, we decided to make no
distinction in the funding as between the
two degrees, which effectively “loads" the
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formula in favor of those institutions with
developing graduate programs with relative-
ly heavy emphasis on the master's degree.
The equal funding as between the three basic
parts of the formula provides a funding
differential between undergraduate and grad-
uate work of 1 to about 6.6—that 1s, an in-
stitution would get 6.6 times as much for
a graduate student as it would for an un-
dergraduate student—which Is about the
middle of the range in which the actual
cost differential falls.

There is, of course, nothing sacrosanct
about this formula. I strongly believe, how-
ever, that It provides a logical beginning
with which to develop the information upon
which to base changes that may be desirable.
I would hope that, along with the baslc
premise of the need for continuing, flexible
sustaining funds, the committee would give
the formula itself serlous consideration.

In discussing the probable effects of the
bill on this or that type of institution, I can
only express regret that a careful institu-
tion-by-institution analysis of the bill has
not Heen carried out. I recall that Mr, Miller
first introduced H.R. 875 three years ago in
the second session of the 89th Congress. I was,
consequently, disappointed to find out from
testimony by Commissioner Howe at these
hearings that the U.S, Office of Education has
to date given only “superficial” attention
during these three years to what is obviously
an important suggestion for major legisla-
tion involving higher education. I am sure
the Committee will consider seriously the
careful balance we hope is built into the pro-
gram before accepting generalized state-
ments unsupported by analysis about the ef-
fect of the formula on the several types of
institutions.

Mr, Chairman, much has been said about
the need for maintaining academic and re-
seach excellence and of enlarging it where
it exists. I think no one disagrees with the
need for doing this. What seems not to be
80 clearly understood is the relationship be-
tween this goal and the need to establish a
general research and sclence support pro-
gram for all colleges and universities.

Let me suggest an analogy. To the serious
football fans—and America seems full of
them—the major league teams are the “‘cen-
ters of excellence.” The best football in the
country is played between teams in these
leagues, If we wish to support excellence in
football, we must support these teams, which,
as Americans, we seem to do rather hand-
somely. This support, however, would be
largely meaningless If it were not backed up
by healthy, appropriately supported systems
where young men learn to play the game.
While it is true that these top teams estab-
lish the standard of excellence, that excel-
lence could not be maintained for long with-
out maintaining both the quality and quan-
tity of the football played elsewhere, nor
can that excellence be significantly improved
without first improving the quality and
quantity of play in the other systems.

At one time, excellence in American sci-
ence was largely imported, as is the talent
for the experiment here in Washington with
soccer. But we will not be able to maintain
healthy soccer for very long In this country
without developing sound, healthy soccer
teams throughout the country through
which young Americans will be able to
learn to play the game well.

All analogles have limitations, but the
major lesson here seems to me to be both
clear and valid: excellence is not established,
maintained, and improved in a vacuum. If
we are to maintain the academic and re-
search excellence at our outstanding na-
tional universities, we must not only con-
tinue (and even increase) our support of
their work but also provide an essential un-
dergirding by developing sound academic
and research programs in the sciences at
regional, state, and local colleges and uni-
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versities—both public and private—across
the country. And we shall not be able to do
that by ecalling the signals from Washing-
ton. We will be able to do it only by making
it possible for each institution to develop
its strengths and eliminate its weaknesses in
accordance with its own goals and objectives.
H.R. 875, taken as an addition to present
support programs, seems to me to be well
designed to make a start toward Federal in-
volvement in achieving this objective. It pro-
vides to each accredited institution funds in
proportion to its present and continuing
contributions to research and the education
in the sclences. And it provides these funds
in a way that protects the essential auton-
omy and integrity of each institution and
makes it possible for each to make long-
range plans, with reasonable expectation of
being able to carry them out—that is, for
each institution to develop its own poten-
tial, to seek its own goals and objectives.
Mr. Chairman, I know that this Committee
will give serious and thoughtful consldera-
tion to this legislation and to the testimony
of those who have appeared before you these
last few weeks, The need for a program like
that proposed by H.R. 875 is vitally needed—
and needed now—if the colleges and univer-
sities are going to be enabled to continue to
serve the public purposes in basic ways in
which only they can serve. We all realize
that at no time in recent history has the
budget been subject to greater stringencies
than at the present time. And we all realize
there are serious competing demands for our
limited resources. I am also aware that the
Morrill Act establishing America’s outstand-
ing system of land-grant universities—
America’s unique contribution to the his-
tory of higher education, according to the
educational historlans—was passed by the
Congress and signed into law during the
bleakest days of the Civil War. HR. 875
could be as important to the future of higher
education and to this country as was the
Morrill Act. I urge that it be enacted.

THE CONTINUING ISRAELI-ARAB
CONFRONTATION

HON. SEYMOUR HALPERN

OF NEW YORE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr, HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, a serious
threat to world peace exists in the Medi-
terranean-Middle East-Persian Gulf as
a result of the continuing Israeli-Arab
confrontation, the quickening military-
economic-political penetration of the
Soviet Union and the withdrawal of Brit-
ish forces from bases that have guar-
anteed stability for more than a century.

Three dangerous games are being
played today in the explosive atmos-
phere of the Middle East: poker, blind-
man's bluff, and “chicken.” Some would
add a fourth game, or perhaps it could
more accurately be called a ‘“scenario”
and that is Russian roulette. It has be-
come trite to say that the Middle East is
a timebomb, but it is nevertheless true.
Ironically, Western civilization which
began at the tricontinental hub where
the Mesopotamian Valley is cradled by
the Euphrates and the Tigris Rivers may
itself be the prelude to the ending of the
human adventure unless positive, imagi-
native, and forthright political settle-
ments are forthcoming and implemented.
Not since the end of World War II has
any one corner of the globe been the set-
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ting for political and religious strife of
such a magnitude of open violence. Since
the United Nations created the State of
Israel in 1948 three wars alone have been
fought over the question of Palestine.
Acts of violence have been almost daily
occurrences along the Jordan-Israel
cease-fire line; other outbreaks of vio-
lence have occurred in Lebanon, Iraq,
Yemen, and South Yemen, as the former
Aden Federation is now known. Conflict-
ing claims have raised tensions in Ku-
wait and the Trucial States.

The Middle East is of vast importance
to the world because of its strategic geog-
raphy, its vast oil resources—60 percent
of the world’s known reserve—the polit-
jcal and economic potential of its peo-
ple, whose religion, science, art and cul-
ture have enriched the fabric of Western
life and because it has become a critical
area of confrontation between pro-West-
ern countries and those supported by
the Soviet Union.

This strategic confrontation may ap-
pear less dramatic than the Cuban mis-
sile erisis but it is no less real, no less
deadly, and no less important. The So-
viet-American confrontation is of recent
origin in the Middle East and is set
against a background stage of turmoil
that existed long between the emergence
of the two great powers who now plot
their next moves in the game of political
chess in the Middle East.

Russia, under czars and commissars
alike, has been intrigued by the prize
of the Middle East. From earliest times
because of its desire for a southern ac-
cess to the waterways of the world, Rus-
sia has developed a primary political
interest in the Middle East. The absorp-
tion of vast areas of central Asia with
its Moslem population into the Russian
empire has been a second motivating
source of political concern. There are
today more Turkish peoples in the So-
viet Union than in Turkey and more
Moslems than in the United Arab Re-
public. Thus Russia has an organic con-
nection with the Middle East, a factor
which goes far in explaining their cur-
rent fascination for the area.

Politically speaking, the United States,
in contrast to Russia, is a newcomer to
the Middle East. It has strategic inter-
ests in the transit routes, the flow of oil
and freedom of the area from local con-
flict and hostile domination. Suez pro-
vides for the United States a connecting
link between the 6th Fleet in the Medi-
terranean and the 7th Fleet in the In-
dian Ocean. Military overflight privileges
through Middle East air space are im-
portant both in terms of supply of Amer-
ican military installations east of Suez
and in carrying out our global defense
commitments.

In the face of this situation, the United
States has no otherwise options. It must
use its influence and its power to main-
tain peace and to encourage equitable
solutions that will guarantee the rights
of all peoples in the region.

Hopefully, our allies in the North At-
antic Treaty Organization will join in
these initiatives. Indeed, cooperation
would seem as essential to the self-inter-
est of our NATO allies as to our own. The
Soviet naval buildup in the Mediter-
ranean, the intensive shipment of Rus-

23899

sian and Communist-bloc arms to Egypt,
Syria, and Algeria, the danger to tradi-
tional European oil sources, and the
march of Soviet influence across North
Africa menaces the eastern and southern
flank of NATO’s basic Western defense
system.

The crux of instability in this region
is the festering confrontation between
Israel and the Arab world.

An equitable solution of this 20-year-
old problem must be a major aim of
U.S. foreign policy. The United States
played a major role in the creation of the
State of Israel and has continued to play
an important part in its development. It
must now accept the attendant respon-
sibilities. It must take the lead in bring-
ing peace to the area.

It must be recognized that the Soviet
Union is trading on Israeli-Arab ani-
mosity to push its philosophy of pseudo
anticolonialism into nations that have
long been friends of the United States
and the Western World—nations whose
religious-philosophical traditions reject
communism.

The protection of Israel’s right to exist
as a nation must be a paramount U.S.
objective. But of equal importance is the
protection and encouragement of pro-
gressive, independent democracy in each
of the Arab States.

Accordingly, we today are introducing a
concurrent House resolution setting these
principles to control our national policy
looking toward a settlement in the Mid-
dle East:

1. Israel is entitled to recognition by all
nations of her rights to exist.

2. Israel and her Arab neighbors are en-
titled to automatic, ironclad international
guarantees that their borders be free from
the threat of aggression and the attacks of
terrorist groups in return for mnational
pledges to renounce the use of military force,

3. The United States, the maritime nations
and the U.N, recognize, reaffirm and will as-
sure that the Gulf of Agaba is open sea and
that all nations have the right of free and
innocent passage through the BStraits of
Tiran and to innocent passage on equally
favorable terms through the Suez Canal.

4. The holy places in the city of Jerusalem
must be placed under control of an interna-
tional agency that will include equal repre-
sentatives of Jewish, Christian, and Moslem
religions, Access to holy places by pilgrims
of all faiths must be guaranteed. Any reve-
nues resulting from the traffic of pilgrims
should be shared equally by the three faiths,
The economic and political Interests of Jor-
dan in Jerusalem and the special interests of
the international community must be effec-
tively assured in a peace settlement.

5. A halt must be called to the arms build-
up throughout the area and steps must be
taken to encourage a mutual, inspected de-
militarization.

6. Every means must be taken to negoti-
ate the status of territorles occupied by Is-
rael in June 1967, conflict. These negotiations
must recognize:

(a) Israel’s right to defensible frontiers.

(b) The wishes of Arab population in oc-
cupled areas.

7. The United Nations—which sanctioned
the creation of Israel—has a grave obliga-
tion to help preserve stability in the Mid-
dle East through refugee assistance and re-
habilitation, mediation and conciliation, The
judicial arm of the United Nations, the In-
ternational Court of Justice, offers a forum
where legal issues arising from the Middle
East conflict could be settled according to
the principles of international law by an im-




e |

23900

partial tribunal. Hopefully through resort-
ing to the World Court the rule of law would
replace the rule of force.

8. A fair and permanent settlement must
be agreed on for the more than 1 milllon
Palestinian refugees who have been homeless
since the 1948 Palestinian war, This settle-
ment must be an integral part of our Middle
East policy. It cannot be put aside or treated
separately. Refugee unrest is one of the ma-
jor barriers to peace.

Consideration should be given to the possi-
bility of resettling those refugees wherever
they can be absorbed into the economies of
the area. Creation of a second Palestinian
state for Arabs should be given serious
thought. Israel should be prepared to meet
its obligations by paying sultable compensa~
tion and, under conditions of peace, by per-
mitting the return of a number of refugees.

It should be recognized In advance that
any new home for these refugees will re-
quire a major international investment to
proyvide housing, water, economic opportunity
and soclal security.

The United States should pledge a major
contribution toward this end and should
expect that Israel and the Arab States would
make major contributions, perhaps diverting
funds now spent on armaments to the more
satisfying prospect of creating a new way
of life for refugees who can then make a
major contribution to the general economic
growth of the entire Middle East.

Such a settlement, enforced in a spirit of
constructive regional development instead of
destructive regional rivalry, can bring a new
dawn to the Middle East. A prosperous Israel,
surrounded by prosperous Arab nations, liv-
ing in harmony, trading and alding each
other is not an impossibility.

The implementation of the Eisenhower-
Strauss nuclear-powered desalination of sea
water project could lead the way in turning
the arid, hostile nations of the Middle East
toward a future of peace and prosperity. Cer-
tainly prejudice and hatred would not be
eliminated immediately, but the collabora-
tion of Arab and Jew in a practical and
profitable enterprise of this magnitude might
well be the first, long step toward a perma-
nent peace,

The fact that three of the world's great
religions trace their origins to the Middle
East attests to a reservolr of good will among
its people. The fact that this area cradled
Western civilization attests to the capacity
of its people, Once the thorn of Arab-Israell
hostility is removed, each nation should be
encouraged to proceed in Its own orderly
fashion to Improve the lot of its people.

9. Once the principle of nonaggression is
established in the Middle East, it should be
encouraged across the northern rim of Africa
and the Perslan Gulf.

Each nation in the region affected is
struggling to bring its people out of the
shadow of colonialism into the promise
of the 20th and soon the 21st century.

This promise cannot be realized until
firm steps are taken to end the destruc-
tive rivalries and selfish ambitions now
afoot. If these evils prevent solutions
within the area, it is our responsibility
to help root them out,

For if this promise is not realized, there
is little promise of peace and security
for the United States and its allies in
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization.

The fact that it is a Jordanian from
Jerusalem who has been accused of the
murder of Senator Robert F. Kennedy
must not ignite any wave of anti-Arab
hysteria. That would be as tragic as the
assassination itself.

But the arrest in Los Angeles of this
man beset by intense hatred of Israel
demonstrates once again that the Arab-
Israeli turmoil is not confined to the

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Middle East. Unless decisive American
action is taken to achieve a just and
honorable settlement, this turmoil could
touch the lives of millions of
Americans.

THE ELECTORAL COLLEGE SYSTEM

HON. WILLIAM F. RYAN

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, July 26, 1968

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, earlier this
week our colleagues, Mr. GoobeELL and
Mr, Upary, announced the formation of
a committee to insure that, if no presi-
dential candidate received a majority
of electoral college votes, the House of
Representatives would select that candi-
date who received a plurality of the na-
tionwide popular vote.

Their initiative has focused public at-
tention upon the political problems in-
herent in the present electoral college
system. Yesterday in a very thoughtful
column in the New York Times by Tom
Wicker, the proposal and the problems
it raises are carefully analyzed.

I hope that the 91st Congress will
act with speed and wisdom fo bring
about long overdue electoral reform if
we are to avoid being faced with a crisis
in a future presidential election year.

I urge all my colleagues to read Tom
Wicker’s provocative comments in the
New York Times of July 25, 1968, as
follows:

IN THE Nation: No, No, AND WALLACE

(By Tom Wicker)

WasHINGTON, July 24.—Nobody Iloves
George Wallace but about 15 or 20 per cent
of the people, depending on which poll
you read.

Is it possible, then, for the two major
parties to bind themselves to thwart him
in the House of Representatives?

Should they do so?

And who stands to gain the most from
the drive being led by Representatives Good-
ell and Udall to assure the election of the
candidate with the highest popular vote?

On this tally sheet, the answers are no,
no, and Wallace.

It is probably not possible to stop Wal-
lace In the House primarily because the
election is most unlikely ever to get there.
The greatest likelihood, instead, is that the
Wallace vote will have great influence on,
and perhaps change the outcome of, the race
between the major party candidates, partic-
ularly if they are Nixon and Humphrey. The
Goodell-Udall plan would do nothing to
change that.

It is only a secondary possibllity, although
& real one, that Wallace would carry enough
states and their electoral votes actually to
prevent either major party candidate from
having & majority in the Electoral College.

Even If he did carry that many states,
Wallace has no intention of letting the elee-
tion go to the House as prescribed by the
Constitution; there he would have virtually
no influence on the ultimate choice, to be
made by the state delegations.

Wallace talks about making a prior deal
with one of the other candidates, trading his
electoral votes for all sorts of dublious agree-
ments and rewards; but this is poppycock.
No major party candidate would make such
a deal with such a man, knowing he could
never govern if he did.

The most advantageous course for Wal-
lace, as Richard Scammon pointed out in a
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speech to the National Press Club, would
be to throw his electors, unasked and with-
out a deal or any hint of a deal, to one of
the major candidates—then to spend four
years boasting of having made a President,
while he prepared a new and more danger-
ous White House campalgn for 1972. The
Goodell-Udall proposal would do nothing
about that, either.

Goodell and Udall, in fact, would deal only
with the remote possibility of an actual roll
call of the House delegations to choose a
President, although they contend that this
safeguard would encourage the major party
olzand.ldatas against making a deal with Wal-
ace.

Even in the House, their proposal would
be of dublous efficacy because an American
political party is such a vague and amor-
phous thing, so divided into state and local
and even regional power blocs, with so little
effective discipline, that there is no real way
to “bind"” It to any course, or make it stay
bound.

And even if these two far-fetched possi-
bilities—an election in the House, and the
two parties agreeing to elect the man with
the highest popular vote—came to pass, the
Goodall-Udall proposal would raise large
questions of propriety.

Do the major parties have any right to
enter into such collusion against a third-
party candidate? Even if that candidate is
George Wallace, there is no guarantee that
in another year he might not be of another
ideological hue—say a “peace” candidate.
Moreover, while the man who led the popular
vote might have a plurality, the other ma-
Jor party candidate plus Wallace might rep-
resent the true majority of the voters.

In any case, there is an established con-
stitutional system for settling an election
in which there is no Electoral College ma-
Jority. It is to send the question to the
House for decision, and no matter how faulty
that system is, it is constitutional, and if
changed ought to be changed by constitu-
tional methods—not on an ad hoc, one-year
basis, or out of fear either of Wallace or of
deadlock.

THE LITTLE MAN

Beyond the efficacy and propriety of the
Goodell-Udall proposal, moreover, lies the
question of political advantage. Those who
fear George Wallace the most should fight
this plan the hardest, for he is a veritable
artist of defiance, a virtuoso of defeat, who
has found his greatest strength in pleturing
himself as the little man run down in the
schoolhouse door, the “average American
ignored by the “pseudo-intellectuals” con-
trolling the major parties.

Any such plan aimed at Wallace, or even
based on his presence in the race, will prove
to be his meat and potatoes. By the time
he gets through plcturing himself as the
downtrodden victim of the political estab-
lishment—which already is in bad enough
odor with all too many voters—he may well
add millions to his total next November.
Good men like Goodell and Udall ought to
leave bad enough alone.

AMERICAN-RUMANIAN NUCLEAR
AGREEMENT

HON. ROMAN C. PUCINSKI

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, July 19, 1968

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I should
like to call attention to the recent
American-Rumanian Agreement signed
by Science Advisor of the President, Dr.
Donald F. Hornig and Deputy Prime
Minister of Rumania—also the fifth-
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ranking member of the Communist
Party Presidium—Alexandru Birladeanu.

The agreement provides for expanding
scientists exchange in the theoretical
and practical fields of study including
collaboration in the field of nuclear
energy. American scientific know-how
and in the future also funds are to be ex-
pended to help construct a nuclear reac-
tor plant in Communist Rumania.

Most of us agree with the President
on the necessity of building bridges with
the peoples of Eastern Europe which
process involves government-to-govern-
ment contacts as well. While expansion
of trade is an issue most often debated,
the granting of most-up-to-date, indus-
trially vital and militarily significant in-
formation to Communist Rumania is
premature and ill-advised unless it can
achieve a substantial relaxation of the
internal police state in Rumania and
the easing of the oppressive diserimina-
tion against national minorities, includ-
ing the 1.75 million Hungarians in Tran-
sylvania. Rumania is still a member of
the Warsaw Pact, an alliance directed
against the United States and NATO,
extends sizable military aid to North
Vietnam—the 1968 additional protocol
on military and economic aid was signed
in Bucharest 2 days prior to the leaving
of Deputy Prime Minister Birladeanu
and his delegation to Washington.

Unfortunately the agreement has al-
ready been signed and the best we can
do and must do is to call the attention
of the administration to the continuing
Stalinist atmosphere in domestic affairs
in regard to individual and minority
rights in Rumania hoping that it will
use the agreement as a means to per-
suade the Bucharest Government to re-
lax its internal dictatorship and further
liberalization. This would be a concession
to the peoples of Rumania and not to the
power interests of the United States, and
therefore, it cannot be onerous to those
Rumanian officials who are interested in
their country’s welfare. Even in 1964 our
economic agreement was followed by a
general amnesty decree in Rumania.
This time something more substantial
would be needed.

ACTIVITIES AND SPEECHES IN 90TH
CONGRESS

HON. HAROLD D. DONOHUE

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Saturday, July 27, 1968

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Speaker, as has
been my custom throughout my past
years of service here, I desire to include
at this time, a summary account, thus
far, of my activities and speeches during
this 90th Congress.

A MORAL OBLIGATION

In my conscientious conviction, the
Biblical mandate “to render an account
of thy stewardship” imposes upon every
public officeholder a moral obligation. It
is an obligation that I have consistently
attempted to fulfill.

It is obviously impossible to cover the
entire record in view of space restriction
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regulations and also, because, of course,
this Congress has not yet ended its work.
However, I shall, herein, present my per-
sonal pronouncements and actions upon
some of the more important issues that
have occurred in this 90th and recent
Congresses, through extracts from the
RECORD.
THE TRUTH IS IN THE RECORD

The main body of this report will re-
veal the exact words I presented in the
House Chamber when particular meas-
ures were being debated and decided.

Mr. Speaker, the true destiny of Amer-
ica is the destiny of the smallest town
and the most underprivileged person
within our land—to live peacefully, to
worship the Diety according to con-
science, to work honorably, and enjoy the
opportunity to progress in accord with
diligence and merit.

The remarks referred to follow:

| November 15, 1967 (H. 15359) ]
To ESTABLISH JUSTICE
THE ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY ACT

Mr. DonNOHUE. Mr. Chairman, I most
earnestly urge and hope that this House
will overwhelmingly accept, with ' the
adoption of substantial amendment im-
provements, this bill before us, 5. 2388,
the Economic Opportunity Amendments
Act of 1967.

Back in 1964, our people and this Con-
gress, through the enactment of the orig-
inal Economic Act, declared war upon the
poverty of some 30 millions of American
citizens in this acclaimed land of abundance,

The bill now before us is intended to
extend and carry on the programs that
we then initiated for the successful con-
duct of the war. Let us further that in-
tention and let us make certain there is
sufficient appropriation ammunition made
avallable in this bill to reasonably advance
the war.

I very deeply believe that most Members
here regard this national mission, basically
to help the poor and the deprived to help
themselves, as the most noble experiment
and objective in which this Nation has ever
engaged.

Embodied in this experiment and mis-
sion is the first real projection in our history
of purposeful cooperative action on all
governmental and private organizational
levels, to help our poorer families reach for
self-independence, to take young people off
the street corners and train them for steady
employment, and encourage the uncertain
to remain in classrooms until they earn their
diplomas.

Mr. Chairman, the original Ilegislation
initiated projects and programs to inspire
our communities to create appropriate
measures to eliminate the evil roots of
poverty at the local level, to enlarge oppor-
tunities for our youth to obtain the basic
education, skills, and experience they must
have to take a proper place in our society
and become responsible parents in the fu-
ture; to provide a better base for the re-
vitalization of poorer areas in our great
metropolitan citles by expanding small
business activities; to assist destitute rural
families in achieving improved living stand-
ards through the extension of capital
grants and loans; to project selective plans
to benefit undereducated adults; to motivate
more States to utilize public assistance as a
means to help families help themselves; to
throw off the discouragements of poverty
and to recruit and train volunteers to carry
out the war on poverty.

To those who would seriously question
even the limited expenditures provided in
this measure, we must ask them to just as
seriously consider the cost of not approving
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this bill in terms of direct public assistance
payments alone, which amount to some $4
billion per year.

In addition to these direct payments, it is
commonly admitted that the indirect costs
of poverty to this country, which show up
in juvenile delingquency, crime, health haz-
ards, higher police and fire protection costs,
not to mention the loss of productive man-
power, would total many billions more, and
perhaps everlastingly, of the taxpayers money
if we do not do something about it. From
all the authoritative evidence and testimony
that has been documented here during this
debate, it should be obvious that this Nation
cannot longer afford the dehumanizing ef-
fects of poverty upon our national morale
and its tremendous economic drain upon
government treasuries at all levels,

Let us, then, in an impartial legislative
atmosphere, constructively bulld upon the
experience of these past few years and pro-
ceed with the still unfinished task of elimi-
nating the causes of poverty in this great
Nation.

By no means do we suggest that programs
of perpetual care are to be established. Our
only intention is that poverty-stricken peo-
ple, through no fault of their own, who need
and will respond to help will continue to be
given such help so that they will help them-
selves and gradually the desperate need of
such help will diminish and the programs
themselves can, accordingly, be correspond-
ingly restricted and eventually eliminated.

Mr. Chairman, for those milllons of Amer-
icans who are truly struggling to free them-
selves and their children from the haunting
bonds of mass economic misery, let us ex-
tend our continuing help and encouragement
for the simple reason that it is right for us
to do so.

(Public Law 222, 90th Congress.)

MODEL CITIES APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. DoNoHUE. Mr. Chairman, this bill be-
fore us, H.R, 17023, is both of unusual scope
and complexity, covering, as it does, recom-
mended appropriations for some 20 inde-
pendent executive agencies and offices and
the vitally important Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development,

I know the measure, in its entirety, will be
given careful examination by the Members,
but I would like to urge that the most con-
centrated attention and sympathetic con-
sideration be particularly granted to the ap-
propriations suggested for the Department
of Housing and Urban Development because
I very deeply believe it Is of imperative ur-
gency for us to ensure the Department’s
wholesome program for model cities, urban
planning, urban renewal and their related
activities be adequately funded for full op-
eration. The committee, I think, made what
they felt was a fair compromise recommen-
dation, but it is my conscientious conviction
that a recommendation should have been
made and this House should approve, today,
the maximum unfunded authorization for
the model cities program—=$650 million.

Over the past several weeks our appropria-
tion action today in the model cities area
and assoclated programs has become increas-
ingly significant to the unity of this country
and our people since it does reflect the true
measure of our response toward curing a dis-
ease that is threatening the very foundation
of our society.

Whatever varying thoughts we may have
about the unhappy violence and destruction
that recently occurred in so many citles
around the country, I think it is universally
and unmistakably clear that this Congress
has the grave duty of doing everything in
our power to correct, as soon as possible, the
underlying causes of this great American
tragedy.

The vehicle through which this cure and
correction can be most effectively carried
out is approval of the full appropriation of
urban program assistance to our cities which,




23902

without our adequate Federal ald, will be
left, like the poor feel themselves to be now,
without any hope of help in a vital task, of
National interest, that is obviously beyond
their individual capacities.

May I further say that inadequate fund-
ing action might well become one of the
greatest imprudences of modern history
since it would undoubtedly generate new
and higher despair and frustration among
great numbers of our people throughout
this Nation.

Let me please remind you that when this
Co passed the original model cities
bill, it was making practically an inherently
binding promise not just to a comparatively
few cities that might come to be afflicted
with riots and property destruction, but to
all those numerous cities qualified for as-
sistance on the basic grounds of low-income
population, adequate housing shortages, and
associated standards.

At the present time, hundreds of such
cities all over the country have invested
much time and overtime of community offi-
clals and expert volunteers, together with
community money, to apply and be approved
for this assistance, and this includes my
own home city of Worcester, Mass., which
has a nationally recognized reputation for
community cooperation, and dedication, and
for efficlent accomplishment in planning,
and fulfillment of development programs.
If this House withholds endorsement of full
funding for the basically qualified and ap-
proved city applicants, it will be tantamount
to a contradiction and betrayal of the words
and promises that were enacted into law
less than a year ago.

Mr. Chairman, I again most earnestly ex-
hort my colleagues here to resoundingly
register their approval of the administra-
tion’s full appropriation request for the
model citles program to enable my com-
munity, and all other qualified communi-
ties, to participate in a humane projection
wisely designed to grant all of our citizens
of whatever race or color or circumstance
the opportunity to rightfully share in our
National heritage and to enable this country
to truly fulfill, in domestic transquility, its
destiny of leadership in a world at peace.

(Passed House, May 8, 1968. In conference
this date.)

HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

Mr. DonoHUE. Mr. Chairman, our late, be-
loved President, John F. Kennedy, once sald:

“The cities—thelr needs, their future, their
financing—these are the great unspoken,
overlooked, underplayed problems of our
times.

Mr, Chairman, this bill now before us, H.R.
17989, the Housing and Urban Development
Act of 1968, is practically universally ac-
clalmed as a measure representing, in its en-
tirety, the most creative, comprehensive, and
prudent legislative response in the history of
the Congress to the imperatively urgent na-
tional problem of providing decent housing
for low- and middle-income families.

On past occasions when we have dealt with
the subject of housing here, I have repeatedly
expressed my very deep conviction that our
civilized society will rise or fall in proportion
to the wholesomeness of our family life. Un-
questionably one of the fundamentally es-
sential ingredients in the promotion of
wholesome family existence and development
is decent housing and substandard housing
emaditlcms in the cities of our country are

major concern to the Natlon.

In substance this measure provides a goal
of 6 million low- and moderate-income hous-
ing units over the next 10 years; during the
next 3 years it would authorize 375,000 units
of low-rent public housing.

It would provide an urban renewal author-
ization of $1.4 billlion for fiscal year 1970,
greatly reducing the backlog of applications
now pending,

It would increase mass transit authoriza-

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

tions by $190 million, a sum which is mini-
mal when compared with our national mass
transportation needs as exemplified in my
own community and commonwealth,

It would increase model citles authoriza-
tion by $362 million in fiscal year 1969 and
#$1 billion in fiscal year 1970.

The first two programs above together with
the model cities program enacted in 1966 pro-
vides the basis for the overall regeneration of
entire communities but they are suffering
from a serious lack of funds.

Seventy-five American cities, including my
own home city of Worcester, Mass., have al-
ready been approved for Federal planning
funds for massive rehabilitation and another
75 are expected to qualify before the billion
dollars are to be spent in fiscal year 1970. °

I believe that in order to fulfill our pledges
of 1849, in housing and in 1966 for model
cltles, it is essentlal that we approve the full
funding for these basic programs and
strengthen their effectiveness by the adop-
tion of the other supplemental provisions in
this pending bill.

Mr, Chalrman, it is not pretended that this
proposal is perfect in every detail but it is,
as I stated at the outset, commended by
nearly every accepted authority as the most
responsible by-and-large legislative effort to
constructively eliminate one of the funda-
mental eauses for the great social unrest and
despair afflieting this country, substandard
housing. By all reasonable rules of analysis
and judgment of what should be a priority
expenditure and investment for the good of
all Americans, I believe this bill merits and
I hope it will recelve the overwhelming ap-
proval of this House.

{Sent to the President, July 26, 1968.)

° DaomesTIC TRANQUILLITY
OMNIBUS CRIME AND SAFE STREETS ACT

Mr. DoNosUE. Mr, Speaker, last February
7 the President sent to the Congress his
recommendations and suggestions for legis-
lative action to reduce the alarming rise in
crime in this country and I then expressed
my conviction here that the time had come
for less discussion and more immediate ac-
tion by the Congress on this critical issue.
Four months have elapsed in the meantime,

This afternoon we have had an authorita-
tive, statistical revelation of an almost in-
credible crime rise that is nearly inconceiv-
able of oceurrence in this otherwise blessed
Iand. There is no need for me or anyone else
to re-echo that dreadful recital.

No piece of legislation ever adopted has
been entirely perfect. Of course this bill and
report is not perfect in every respect and it
may well be subject to more effective and
technical improvements, especlally in the
sections designed to affect the Supreme
Court rulings in certain criminal cases, au-
thorization of Federal wiretapping and the
control of interstate sale of guns.

It is commonly accepted that the real
substance of this measure is the provision
of Federal assistance to our communities
for better educated, better paid, better
trained, better equipped and I might add,
better backed up by public concern, police
forces throughout this country.

The moving point of our congressional de-
termination should be the recognition, with
response, that there is unquestionably a
massive public requirement and desire for
immediate and adequate protection against
the astounding and demoralizing increase In
crime and criminal violence so that law-
abiding citizens and their children can walk
the streets of our citles with reasonable
safety and sleep in their homes in reason-
able security.

Let us not forget that the first obligation
of free government is the establishment of
law and order.

I think the hour has come to, at least,
begin the reestablishment of this founda-
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tlon part of our wholesome, civilized Amer-
fcan soclety.
(Public Law 351, 90th Congress.)

JUVENILE mq“m PREVENTION

Mr, DonorUE., Mr, Chairman, I most ear-
nestly urge and hope the Committee will
swiftly and overwhelmingly approve this bill
before us, H.R. 12120, the Juvenile De-
lInguency Prevention and Control Act of
1967.

The recent report of m President’s Com-
mission on Law Enforcement and Admin-
istration of Justice indicates that the single,
most disturbing aspect of our national crime
problem is the unfortunately increasing in-
volvement of young people in crime. The
cost to the country, of such crime, is author-
itatively estimated to be some $4 billion an-
nually. This is a critical situation that con-
tinues to require and demand the best efforts
of the Congress and the country for adequate
solution,

In a commendnbly realistic approach, the
esteemed chairman and distinguished mem-
bers of the House Education and Labor Com-
mittee recommend, in this measure, that
concentrated resources and energles should
be mainly directed toward strengthening
the existing courts, agencies, and Institu-
tions within our juvenile justice system;
providing urgently needed training programs
for personnel attached to, and assoc¢iated
with, these courts, agencles, and institu-
tions; and initiating some limited praectical
research action to improve the techniques
and practices of assembling, evaluating, and
distributing, to the appropriate units and
officials in our varlous States and communi-
tles, pertinent advice and information on
the control and prevention of juvenile de-
linguency.

Mr. Chairman, in dsep concern for the
serious financial adjustments facing the
country, the limited authorization of §25
million for 1 year, contained in this bill
must, I think, under any yardstick, be
deemed frugal, indeed, and, in the light of
the objective, and unquestionably wise in-
vestment that would be nationally dangerous
to delay.

This country is unfonunately plagued to-
day, by many critical and complex problems,
solutions to which seem to remain traglcal-
ly unclear. However, Mr. Speaker, there is
one thing of which we may be certain. The
youth of this Nation is our greatest asset
for the future. This measure represents a
sound step forward In furtherance of our
obligation to help today’s troubled youth
to be numbered among tomorrow's stable,
responsible citizens. Therefore, I again urge
my colleagues to resoundingly approve this
bill in the great national interest.

(House approved conference report, July
18, 1968.)

GUN CONTROL IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST

Mr, DonoHUE, Mr, Chalrman, as we move
ahead here, on these strengthening amend-
ments, toward a final determination of this
bill, H.R. 17735, I think we should keep fore-
most in our minds the fact that the majority
of the American people want Federal enact-
ment of the strongest gun and ammunition
sale and use control measure that the ma-
Jority of this body can legisiatively achieve;
we must, and I hope we will, appreciate that
they will not accept any legislative stalemate,
they have given loud and clear evidence that
they want rigid Federal controls placed upon
the sale and use of all guns and ammunition.

On this score I am pleased to observe that
the legislature In my own Commonwealth of
Massachusetts very recently approved a
“tight” gun control measure which the Gov-
ernor termed, “One of the finest pieces of leg~
islation ever signed. This puts us—Massachu-
setts—in the forefront of gun-control legis-
lation in this coantry.™

The provisions of our Massachusetts State
bill include issuance of identification eards to
persons owning weapons after a cheeck to
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soreen out felons, mental incompetents, and
habitual drug addicts; the licensing of per-
sons who sell ammunition; reporting of sales
and of rifle and shotguns within 7
days to the Department of Public Safety;
establishment of penalties for false swearing
to obtain a permit card; designation of theft
of a firearm as an automatic felony; and new
and increased penalties for the unlawful use
of rifles, shotguns, BB guns, and air rifles. In
signing the measure the Governor further
emphasized, the bill “does not hurt the legiti-
mate sporteman—it is a model for the coun-
tl’y-"

I realize full well that there are many
earnest and sincere Members here who share
the legislative objective of our people but
who are also deeply troubled about the pos-
sibility of intruding too much upon the con-
stitutional rights of individual citizens and
imposing too much upon our already over-
burdened and harassed taxpayers through in-
creased expense or with more procedural red
tape.

Our legislative challenge here is, as it is,
indeed, on every critical issue, to reach, in an
atmosphere of calm judicial temperament
and disposition, majority approval of a
genuine control measure that will effectively
and efficiently do the job of protecting the
lives of American citizens by keeping all kinds
of guns and ammunition out of the hands of
criminals, psychopaths, drug addicts, and
juveniles; by providing much sterner penal-
tles for violations and by requiring the
strictest possible enforcement of the law
and fulfillment of the penalties. These were
among the chief factors I stressed here last
June 6 in advocating approval of the Omni-
bus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of
1968.

Therefore, I urge every Member here to
thoroughly and sympathetically consider, for

tance, every amendment designed to
achieve this objective and thereby carry out
the will of the American people. I am sure
that on the final determination here that
each Member will speak his own conscience
and I hope that each Member, in doing so,
will remember that the public conscience has
already spoken in no uncertain voice.

(Passed House, July 24, 1968.)

PREVENTING VIOLENCE AND INTIMIDATION

Mr. DoNOHUE. Mr, Speaker, as we begin
our consideration of this Senate amended
Civil Rights Protection Measure, HR. 2516,
previously approved by this body last
August 16, I think it may be well to em-
phasize that this is a fateful hour in the
destiny of our country and that the House
is faced with one of the greatest legislative
challenges in its existence. It is indeed more
a time for prompt action than extended
eloquence. In view of the most tragic events
that have occurred in this Nation in recent
days, there is vital need for us, here, to
exercise restrained emotion, subdued preju-
dices, heightened conscience, and supreme
patriotism for the welfare and preserva-
tion of America and the free world.

Beyond its antiriot and Indlan rights pro-
visions, this measure is substantially de-
slgned to expand and protect, for all of our
citizens everywhere in the country, basic
rights and privileges already guaranteed to
them under our National Constitution and,
indeed, a great many of our State consti-
tutions including my own great Common-
wealth of Massachusetts.

Under existing circumstances we all have
a special obligation to be patient with each
other and to be tolerant of one another’s
sincere convictions but, finally, our highest
obligation is to legislate. I most earnestly
hope that legislative obligation will result in
resounding approval of this measure, now,
s0 that it may be signed into law by the
President at the earliest date.

I hope and urge that our action here this
afternoon will result in the enactment of
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another legislative milestone, for all the
world, to see, in advancement of the tradi-
tlons upon which this noble Nation was
founded and upon which, God willing, it will
move ahead, in domestic tranquility, as the
free world's leader for the peaceful progress
of all mankind, now and forever.
(Public Law 284, 90th Congress.)

Our WaoLE ForeieN PoLicy Neeps To Be
REVISED

Mr. DonoHUE. Mr. Speaker, in our over-all
foreign policy commitments, we must remain
mindful that the tax burdens on the average
American are becoming intolerable. It would
be the height of impractical folly to con-
tinue freely subsidizing most of the world
and crush our own people in that charitable
doing. While we guard against gestures that
might discourage or dishearten friendly allles
a new firm note should be injected into our
relationships with them. The core of that
new note in my judgment should be deter-
mined diplomatic insistence on realization
their personal security and sovereignty is
involved in our common defense efforts. Our
present attitude of trying to unite these al-
lies by benevolences ought to be gently aban-
doned. When they see a new attitude on the
part of the people of this country it will en-
courage the adoption of a new attitude to-
ward their responsibilities to us in return for
generous help. Our congressional watchword
on all future foreign-ald program appropria-
tions must be the American taxpayer and
our own economic stability come first.

A FOREIGN FOLICY OF SELF-INTEREST AND SELF-
HELP: FOREIGN AID

Mr. DonoHUE. Mr. Chairman, I very earn-
estly think that our legislative determina-
tion of any and all amendments offered here
on this bill before us, the Foreign Assistance
Authorization Act of 1968, should be based
upon two primary factors.

First, we should vividly remember that
this House has committed itself to a most
substantial reduction of all Federal spending
and secondly, that the House, and the Con-
gress, is fundamentally dedicated to the ob-
servance of civilized principles of American
self-interest, above all else.

If there is anything obvious in modern
world history it is the fact that the American
people have been extremely compassionate
and generous, despite their own great bur-
dens, to other people all over the globe ever
since the end of World War II.

This country, itself, is now experiencing
great and unusual economic pressures and
the time has come to realistically exercise
and apply the most exacting standards of
prudent public spending, no matter for what
purpose the spending is made.

I have no doubt that most Americans de-
sire and demand that the so-called giveaway
era be ended and any further aid be prin-
cipally directed to peoples in actual need,
who are capable and disposed to use our
assistance to improve their farming tech-
nigues, basic industries, schools, hospitals,
sanitation systems, and so on.

While, of course, we must ever try to make
certain that no people, anywhere, and very
especially children anywhere are permitted
to suffer from hunger, we request, encour-
age, and welcome the contributions of other
blessed countries in even this civilized whole-
some endeavor, Let no one ask or expect the
American taxpayers to do all and everything
alone particularly in the face of increasing
tax burdens being placed upon them be-
cause of frustrating military involvement
abroad and urgent domestic challenges at
home.

Mr. Chairman, I most earnestly think that
most of our fellow Americans would be very
glad to observe a more positive attitude, on
these principles, in our foreign assistance
and policy and the sooner we apply that
positivism in the extenslon of these pro-
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grams the more universally respected, I dare
say, we will become.

Let us uphold our great tradition of gen-
uine compassion and charity but let us
wisely observe the admonition that the Lord
helps those who help themselves.

(Passed House, July 18, 1968.)

AN EQUITABLE SOLUTION OF BALANCE OF TRADE
PROBLEM IS ESSENTIAL

Mr. DownonvuE, Mr. Chairman, I most
earnestly urge and hope that the House,
after due deliberation, will resoundingly
approve the principles and substance of this
bill before us, HR. 478, which proposes to
establish procedures to relieve domestic in-
dustries and workers injured by increased
imports from low-wage areas.

Mr. Chairman, few, if any of us, are
diametrically opposed to the basic objectives
underlying the accepted long-range purposes
of our overall trade expansion program.

However, in fulfilling our responsibility
and obligation within this program to our
American people, I think it is incumbent
upon us to insist that the sentiment ex-
pressed by President Eisenhower back in
19568 and the warning presented in the re-
port of the Commission on Foreign Eco-
nomic Policy should be carefully observed
and reasonably carried out. President Eisen-
hower, in a statement on trade policy con-
tained in his first state of the Union mes-
sage declared:

“This (trade expansion) objective must
not ignore legitimate safeguarding of indus-
tries, agriculture, and labor standards.”

The report of the Commission on For-
eign Economic Policy contains this admoni~
tion:

“American labor should not be subjected
to unfair competition as a part of any pro-
gram to expand our foreign trade.”

As I have said before, it is truly not a
simple or easy problem to solve but it is
just as truly our representative respon-
sibility to try to insure the projection of
a fair trade program that will be fair to
Americans as well as our foreign friends,
and some others not so friendly.

On this score, it is my earnest hope that
the legislative wisdom of the Congress, the
Presidential prudence, the understanding
cooperation of our real frlends abroad, and
the alert attitudes of business and labor will
all combine to sensibly project our interna-
tional trade agreements while patriotically
preventing this visitation of extreme hard-
ships upon many of our regional industries
and workers and preserving essential defense
resources that we can ill afford to dissipate
in the face of continuing Communist chal-
lenge.

Mr. Chairman, it is with this hope and
in this spirit that I urge the House to ap-
prove this bill as evidence of our earnest
intention of fulfilling our rightful respon-
sibility to try to find an equitable solution
to a very serious problem affecting the con-
tinuing economic welfare of increasingly
larger segments of American industry and
their employees.

(Passed House September 28, 1067.)

STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE HaroLD D.
DonoHUE AT HousE WAYS AND MEANS CoM-
MITTEE PuBLIiIC HEARING ON TARIFF AND
TrapE ProrosaLs, JUNE 13, 1068

Mr. DoNoHUE. Mr, Chairman, although I
do have my own legislative proposals pend-
ing before the Committee I am not concerned
that my suggested solutions should bhe
adopted. I am primarily and only concerned
that the central problem itself shall be thor-
oughly examined and that this Committee
will, in its wisd ble and rec-
ommend, from any and all measures now
before you, the you believe to be in
our best national and international interest.

As you, Mr. Chairman, and the members
of the Committee are aware, I have several
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times expressed my views here on this prob-
lem; I know your burdensome schedule and
I realize you have an extraordinarily large
number of witnesses to hear. Therefore I
have no intention of intruding too long upon
you. I shall oenly, if you will, at this time,
present a summary of my sentiments.

Mr. Chairman, the original legislative pro-
posal to greatly expand trade agreements
contained pledges to guard against the dis-
integration of American industries from ac-
celerated and excessive foreign competition
which could not possibly and immediately
be met by any reasonable and practicable
means; avenues of appeal to presidential re-
lief authority, under these circumstances,
were established. Unfortunately, they have
mostly proved to be little more than ex-
pensive but idle gestures contrary to the
geneml understanding of the Congress.

Mr. Chairman, let me emphasize I do not
think that anyone intends, and especially I,
to convey any thought that any protectionist
war ghall be initiated or that capriefous and
negligent business appealers be granted any
unwarranted priviliged assistance in detri-
ment to our foundation policy and I do not
believe that any responsible businessman in
this country would seek or want such help.
The responsible American manufacturers and
workers who are affected are not asking com-
plete protection from all foreign competi-
tion; they are simply asking and seeking
an equal opportunity under mutually fair
competitive conditions in an open market.
I think they should be fully heard and just
as responsibly heeded. They have the right.

I would even voice the hope that the Exec-
utive Department, by the use of administra-
tive processes already existing, would avoid
any disruptive threat to the guota system
by granting a reasonable measure of relief
on an application of proven, just need.

I would volce the further hope that those
abroad would take notice and heed our
American situation and particularly the hear-
ings this renowned Committee is even now
conducting. T would suggest that very like-
1y the most constructive and wholesome solu-
tion of this domestic difficulty lies in their
sensitive response to the practical reality that
the United States Congress will not leave
besieged American industries, with their em-
ployees, of just cause, continuously vulner-
able to ted encroachments from for-
eign sources. Foreign self-restraint and re-
sponse in the form of voluntary quotas
would undoubtedly offer the best avenue to-
ward averting any serious interruption in the
further progress toward wholesome, free in-
ternational trade.

As I indicated In the beginning, it is truly
not a simple or easy problem to solve but
it 1s just as truly our responsibility to try to
do s0 and I know, Mr. Chairman, that you
and your Committee associates will diligent-
1y seek an equitable answer to this challenge
of vital importance to ourselves and all other
peoples everywhere.

‘WE MUST PERSEVERE IN OUR PURSUIT FOR PEACE

Mr. Speaker, it would be unseemly to com-
ment now upon the Vietnam war in any way
which might interfere with the hopeful prog-
ress of the peace talks now going on in Parils,
But there is no doubt that the foremost
desire In the minds and hearts of every
American, and I hope most peoples every-
where, is that an honorable peace be achieved
at the earllest possible date. It was this
conviction that led me to take a leading part
in the legislation which created the original
disarmament ageney, which I eontinue to
support and which I still belleve has been
and will be a most useful and effective in-
strument toward the final accomplishment of

our peaceful objectives. It Is commonly held

now awalting action by the United States
Benate. Let us all continue in our common
efforts and prayers for speedy, lasting peace.
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To PROMOTE THE GENERAL WELFARE

If we cannot afford to give a concrete
demonstration of the ability of this blessed
country to reasonably provide for security of
our older citizens' enjoyment of abundant
American life then we have no right to tell
Communist followers that our democratic
process is more inherently Christian than
their pagan godless state of servility.

SOCIAL SECURITY

Mr. DoNoHUE. Mr. Chairman, though many
of us here have grave doubts about the
adequacy of the limited increase in and ex-
pansion of benefits, as well as serious mis-
glvings about the possibllity of extreme hard-
ships, however much unintended, developing
from the proposed revisions in the present
welfare and public assistance programs, as
presented in this bill, H.R. 12080, the Social
Security Amednments of 1867, I, nevertheless,
hope that it will be overwhelmingly approved
by the Committee as a further, even if some-
what faltering, step along the right road
of legislative concern for a major segment
of the American people. I also urge its ap-
proval because, under the procedures being
followed today, we are afforded no oppor-
tunity to alter the measure by amendment
action; it is either this bill or no bill

Let us, then, Mr. Chairman, accept this
bill now while at the same time we pledge
ourselves to its strengthening, liberaliza-
tion, and expansion to more fully meet
the basic needs of our older citizens, at
the earliest opportunity in the future.

(Public Law 248, 90th Congress.)
ELIMINATE SOCIAL SECURITY INEQUITIES

Mr. DowoHUE. Mr. Speaker, everyone is
aware that there are a substantial number
of us here who have serious misgivings about
the potential hardships and inequities that
may be inherent in several of the conference
report recommendations such as, among
others, the proposed freeze on ald to de-
pendent children, the unrealistic features of
the mandatory work programs for
welfare recipients, the restrictive costs ceil-
ing on medicade, the very meager increase
in the outside earnings limitations and fail-
ure to include the workers reduced benefit
retirement age to 60.

However, we are reluctantly impelled, at
this moment, to accept this report because
we all know that under the present Chamber
proceedings, we are afforded no opportunity
to offer an appeal for support of remedial
amendments; it is either this conference
report or no soclal security bill this year or
very likely next year.

(Public Law 364, 90th Congress.)

FEDERAL AID TO EDUCATION

Mr. Dowomve. Mr. Chairman, I most
earnestly hope that, in the national interest,
the House will very carefully review, and then
approve, without basic alterations of un-
chartered projection, this bill before us, HR.
7819, the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act Amendments of 1967.

The record shows that, since its origin, over
elght million educationally deprived children
in virtwally all the country’s 23,000 school
districts have received direet benefits under
the act. Authoritative testimony confirms
that this far-reaching law finally succeeded
in establishing a long-sought and common-
ly acceptable, reasonable national policy di-
rected at meeting the special needs of all the
children in the slum and rural deprived areas.

Of course, this law and the programs under
it are, like all others, subject to changes from
time to time and very likely some improving
changes can, and may, be made following the
next few years, during which the existing
programs will have greater experlence op-
portunities for more efficient development
and operation at loecal and State levels.

T submit, Mr. Chairman, that the Impact
of this legislation, as presenty proposed, is
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“good for all Americans,” and I, therefore,

hope that the House will adopt this bill with-

out any unnecessarily extended delay.
(Public Law 247, 80th Congress.)

HIGHER EDUCATION ACT

Mr. DonNoHUE, Mr. Chalrman, I most ear-
nestly hope that this vitally important bill
now before us, HR. 10943, to amend and ex-
tend title V of the Higher Education Act of
1966 will be promptly and overwhelmingly
approved.

It may well be the most important and
effective educational measure that will come
before this Congress for the simple reason
that it goes right to the heart of our basic
educalonal problem by recognizing that the
classroom teacher, above all things, is the
single most vital factor in our whole educa-
tional structure.

By all standards, this is legislation that is
good for all Americans, and I urge my col-
leagues to overwhelmingly approve this bill
without any extended delay.

(Public Law 35, 90th Congress.)

THE NATIONAL DEFENSE STUDENT LOAN FRO-
GRAM SHOULD BE EXTENDED

Mr. DonosvE. Mr. Chairman, this Higher
Education Act Amendments, HR. 16729, now
before us certainly ranks very high among
the most impertant measures presented to
the Congress and I most earnestly hope we
will follow the example of the esteemed
Committee on Education and Labor by
speedily and unanimously approving it.

The principal provisions of this measure
are designed to extend, through fiscal 1970,
the National Defense Education Act, student
loan programs, the educational opportunity
grant program, and the work-study program
and to expand student loan insurance pro-
grams to permit the insurance of more stu~
dent loans by increasing the Federal assist-
ance to State and private student loan in-
surance agency reserve funds by one-third
and by providing a new of Federal
reinsurance of 80 percent of the value of the
loan. As the Members here are aware all of
these programs are due to expire next June
30 and there is, therefore, an urgent reguire-
ment for our authorization action now,

Very truly the continuing welfare of a
nation primarily depends on the investment
it makes in the human capacities of the
eitizens who live in it. Let us, then, wisely
adopt this measure, in the national interest,
without further delay.

(Passed House, May 9, 1968.)

EXTEND THE ADULT EDUCATION ACT

Mr. Chairman, I most earnestly urge and
hope that the House will speedily approve
this bill before us, HR. 11278, authorizing
appropriations to extend the Adult Educa-
tion Act of 1966 for two additional years.

The original adult basic education pro-
gram was established to assist these Ameri-
cans in improving their education accom-
plishments and, thereby, their economic op-
portunities to better provide for themselves
and their families as well as reducing the
almost absolute dependency of some illiter-
ates.

I submit, Mr. Chairman, that approval of
this measure iz a sound and prudent in-
vestment for true American development and
the returns on the investment will be multi-
fold. I hope the bill will be adopted without
delay.

(Passed House, December 4, 1967.)

IMPROVE LIBRARIES

Mr, DowoHUE, Mr. Speaker, I most ear-
nestly hope that the House will resoundingly
approve the bill now before us, HR. 13048,
designed to Improve the existing Library and
Construetion Act by the addition of certain
technical amendments.

I advocated the initial enactment of this

back in 1856 and have comtinued
to urge and support its extension over the
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past 10 years. This wholesome legislative pro-
gram, which began with such a modest level,
has truly succeeded far beyond the most
optimistic expectation, Its overall educa-
tional impact has certainly justified the Fed-
eral expenditures involved.

(Public Law 154, 90th Congress.)

EXTEND SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM TO NONPROFIT
SERVICE INSTITUTIONS

Mr. DoNoEUE. Mr. Chairman, I urge and
hope this House will speedily and overwhelm-
ingly approve this measure before us—H.R.
15398—primarily to promote the
basic health and welfare of the Nation's most
needy children.

It is expertly estimated that over six mil-
lion children in the United States today are
members of families in which the father or
mother is working but not earning the mini-
mum standard-of-living income.

Mr. Chairman, in simple substance this
measure proposes a reasonable investment to
protect and promote the physical and mental
health of millions of American children. I
submit that by every prineiple and tradition
of our great history such an investment
ought to be placed among the highest prior-
itles of prudent Government expenditures,
and I again urge the House to unanimously
adopt this bill without prolonged delay.

(Public Law 302, 90th Congress.)

EXTEND THE MENTAL HEALTH AMENDMENTS

Mr. DoNoHUE. Mr. Speaker, I most earn-
estly hope the House will speedily approve
this bill now before us, H.R. 6431, because of
its obyvious and imperative importance in
helping to solve the tremendous problems
related to the proper care of the mentally ill
in this country.

Mr. Speaker, a review of the history of
financing of these health centers indicates
that American communities are both re-
sourceful and independent and that exten-
sion of these programs, under HR. 6431, will
permit them to work out additional methods
and plans of grouping local, State, and Fed-
eral public funds with private funds and
insurance benefits to establish these centers
and keep them in efficlent operation.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation undoubtedly
represents a prudent investment in the na-
tional interest; it is wholly in accord with
the noble spirit and traditions of our people;
and it is a timely and concrete demonstra-
tion of congressional concern for the health
of our constituents. I hope it will be promptly
and unanimously enacted.

(Public Law 31, §0th Congress.)

HELP FOR OLDER AMERICANS

Mr. DoNOHUE. Mr. Speaker, as an advo-
cator and supporter of the enactment of the
original Older Americans Act of 1965 I most
earnestly urge this House to expedite ap-
proval of this measure, HR. 10730, prin-
cipally designed to extend and amplify the
provisions of the 1965 act.

Through this act the Congress declared the
conviction that the older people of our Na~
tion are entitled to reasonable Government
help and encouragement in seeking and at-
taining the full and free enjoyment of
these basic objectives:

First. An adequate income in retirement in
accordance with the American standard of
living.

Second. The best possible physical and
mental health which seience can make avail-
able and without regard to economic status,

Third. Suitable housing—independently se-
lected—designed and located with reference
to special needs and available at costs which
older citizens can afford.

Fourth. Full restorative services for those
who require institutional care.

Fifth. Opportunity for employment with
no discriminatory personnel practices because

age.
Sixth. Retlrement in health, honor, dig-
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nity-—after years of contribution to the
economy.

Seventh, Pursuit of meaningful activity
within the widest range of civie, cultural,
and recreational opj ties,

Elghth. Efficlent community services which
provide social assistance in a coordinated
manner and which are readily available when
needed.

Ninth, Immediate benefit from proven re-
search knowledge which can sustain and im-
prove health and happiness.

Tenth. Freedom, Independence, and the
free exercise of individual initiative in plan-
ning and managing their own lives.

(Public Law 42, 90th Congress.)

TRUTH IN LENDING

Mr, DonoHUE. Mr. Chairman, the spirit
and the language in this Consumer Credit
Protection Act now before us, H.R. 11601,
represent & real step forward in this urgent
legislative area of truth in lending but a
great many of us here are seriously concerned
that it does not go far enough to providing
the fullest, reasonable protection to the
American consumer who needs this protec-
tion the most.

It is, unfortunately, all too obvious that in
today’s modern mass consumer markets com-
mercial selling and lending practices and ap-
peals have grown increasingly confounding
and financially burdensome to the ordinary
customer and consumer.

Our legislative challenge is to provide the
greatest consumer protection to those who
need it the most and to prevent the visita-
tion of any discrimination upon and all
segments of the industries engaged in these
commercial flelds. It 18 of paramount im-
portance that our legislative restrictions and
requirements be of ahbsolutely equal impact
upon every business unit and activity that is
involved.

We have the duty to fully protect the
consumer without inequitably or unduly
harrassing the affected industries.

By adoptlion of a strengthened consumer
credit protection bill, we can meet these two
high duties and obligations, and I urge the
House to do so without undue delay.

(Public Law 321, 90th Congress.)

ELIMINATE AIR POLLUTION

Mr. DoNoHUE. Mr. Chairman, for the past
several years the Congress has been right-
fully and seriously concerned with the prob-
lem of air pollution, which has now become
a major national danger.

This measure now before us, S. 780, repre-
sents a further important legislative step
forward In more adequately meeting this
danger and protecting the lives and safety
of many millions of American citizens.

The actual appropriations recommended
in this measure are entirely reasonable by
any standards, the purposes of the bill are
unguestionably in the great public interest
and the need is, increasingly urgent. There-
fore, I hope that this bill will be approved
without extended delay.

(Public Law 148; 90th Congress.)

MODERNIZE MEAT INSPFECTION PROCEDURES

Mr. DoNoHUE. Mr. Bpeaker, the evidence
developed during recent hearings by the
House Agriculture Committee on H.R. 12144,
to expand Federal meat inspection standards,
emphasizes the urgenty for stringent new
safeguards for the protection of the public,
and particularly for the protection of the
poor and lower income familles, against the
sale and use of contaminated meat for
human consumption.

From all the authoritative information and
testimony avallable, it quite clearly appears
that, in the very serious public interest, the
great majority of slaughterhouses must be
subjected to Federal inspection standards
and I would urge my colleagues to focus
their most consclentious leglslative atten-
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tion upon this problem and its urgency when
the subject comes before the House in the
near future.
(Public Law 201, 90th Congress.)
OTHER CONSTRUCTIVE LEGISLATIVE
ACHIEVEMENTS

(It will be a sad and unwise day in this
country if we ever fail to discharge the just
obligations owed to the veterans and their
families who have made such great sacrifices
for their country.)

Mr. DoNoHUE. Mr. Speaker, having long
urged the adoption of similar legislation, I
most earnestly hope the House will over-
whelmingly approve the bill now before us,
HR. 2068, the Veterans’ Pension and Re-
adjustment Act of 1967.

I am therefore gratified that the bill be-
fore us supplements the so-called GI cold
war veterans benefits by adding wartime
benefits for those members of the Armed
Forces and their families, who have served or
are serving during the Vietnam period of con-
flict.

The bill before us grants benefits to those
who served in our military forces since Au-
gust 5, 1964, that are comparable to those al-
ready provided for veterans of World War I,
World War IT, and the Eorean conflict.

Together with cost-of-living rate increases
for qualified veterans, their widows and
children, the current bill, in essence, also
grants disability compensation at wartime
rates, pension for nonservice disability, au-
thorizes full benefit payments to education-
ally disadvantaged veterans so they can com-
plete high school without losing their eligi-
bility for college attendance allowance, in-
creases the existing educational assistance
rates, extends the period of eligibility in the
war orphans educational assistance program,
provides limited automobile and burial allow-
ances accorded to veterans of previous con-
flicts and permits increased benefits for drugs
and therapeutic devices,

Mr. Speaker, it i1s obvious that this bill is
Just; 1t is right; it is in strict accord with
American tradition and it is certainly timely.
I therefore urge and hope thls House will
solidly approve 1t without extended delay.

(Public Law 77, 80th Congress,)

PLACE HANDICAPPED PERSONS IN
COMPETITIVE EMPLOYMENT

Mr. DoNoHUE. Mr, Speaker, I most earn-
estly hope the House will speedily and over-
whelmingly approve this measure before us.
H.R. 16819, which is designed to strengthen
the existing programs operating under the
Vocational Rehabilitation Act and expand
the scope of rehabllitation services within
the communities and States.

There is no question about the need for
these programs; there 1s no question that the
programs have been unusually effective in
their operation; and there is no guestion
that the results prove that the program has
been a sound investment for the country.
Therefore, I again wurge that this bill be
adopted without extended delay.

(Public Law 391, 90th Congress.)

PROHIBIT AGE DISCRIMINATION IN EMPLOYMENT

Mr. DoNoHUE. Mr. Speaker, as the author
of similar legislation in this Congress, HR.
11301, and as one who has been a consistent
advocate of such legisiation through the
past several years, I most earnestly urge
and hope that the House will promptly ap-
prove the measure now before us, H.R. 13054,
designed to prohibit age discrimination In
employment.

In summary, study and experience has
demonstrated the economic wisdom of hir-
ing older workers, not to mention the great
contribution that would thus be given to
the national welfare and the personal health
and happiness of the individuals concerned.

There is then, Mr. Speaker, the obvious
need for the establishment, now, of this
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public policy, and approval of this legisla-
tion ought not to be further delayed.
(Public Law 202, 80th Congress.)

CONSOLIDATE PRESENTLY FRAGMENTED GRANTS
IN THE PUBLIC HEALTH FIELD

Mr. DoNoHUE. Mr, Chalrman, I most ear-
nestly hope that, following full discussion
and debate, this House will overwhelmingly
approve this bill before us, HR. 6418, the very
aptly termed “Partnership for Health Amend-
ments of 1967.”

It directs the Secretary Health, Education,
and Welfare to initiate an expanded and co-
ordinated program of research, experiments
and demonstrations designed to substantially
improve the quality and effectiveness of our
health services.

It authorizes and directs the Secretary of
Health, Education and Welfare to enter into
agreements with health schools, hospitals,
and other health care training facilities to
provide for the cooperative use of personnel,
facilities, services and information in order
to better utilize scarce professional personnel
and expensive facilities.

Mr, Chairman, in summary, this bill pro-
vides for the further consolidation of the
many and confused fragmented grants in the
public health field into two program grant
authorizations, one for formula grants for
public health services and another for special
project grants. For a number of varied health
programs, it establishes a single set of re-
quirements, a single authorization and a
single appropriation.

(Public Law 174, 90th Congress.)

SMALL BUSINESS MUST BE PRESERVED TO INSURE
THE ECONOMIC INTEGRITY OF THE NATION

Mr. DoNnoHUE. Mr. Speaker, I want to urge
a unanimous vote in support of the Small
Defense Plants Administration as an inde-
pendent agency with the sole and primary
responsibility of assisting small business. Up
in my home area there are hundreds of
small businesses founded on the honored
American traditions of private initiative and
personal responsibility. They cannot afford
to leave their business or send representa-
tives running to Washington, and other pro-
curement sources, in search of Government
contracts. The great corporations, as we all
know, are well able to fly everywhere and
maintain standing field agents at every pro-
curement point. The only voice the little
business man has is yours and mine and we
are neglecting our obligation if we do not
speak up for him in his hour of need.

FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY IN DEFENSE

Mr. DoNoHUE. Mr. Speaker, as we approach
legislative action on the current Defense De-
partment’s requested budget in the amount
of 877,074,000,000 I hope and urge that the
legislative mood, action, and accomplish-
ment will be founded firmly upon an im-
movable and unyielding ‘‘bare bones” policy,
in the public interest.

I would even more hope and urge that any
anticipated adjournment haste would not be
permitted to lessen or weaken our absolute
duty and determination to effect substantial
reductions, and sensible savings to the tax-
payers, in this requested budget, even if we
have to stay here morning and night and
even if we have to come back here after
the conventions to fulfill our common obli-
gation.

It is widely reported that defense experts
both in and outside the Government have
publicly proclaimed that huge cuts can be
made in this Defense Department budget
while retaining or, even in some cases im-
proving the level of combat effectiveness. The
same experts have stated their belief that
none of these cuts would harmfully affect
military combat capabillities and support.

Mr. Speaker, today more than any other
time in modern history, this Congress and
the people face a challenge of establishing
priority spending standards and the most
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prudent spending procedures in order to
maintain and improve the financial stability
of this country.

Let us resolutely do this in our legislative
action on this Department of Defense budg-
et request and every other budget request
that comes before us. For any hesitants let
us give calm and reflecting assurance that
authorizations can be readily given to any
executive department in the case of sudden
emergency need. That is what the Congress
is for and these are the procedures I hope
and urge this House and the Congress to
follow in the public interest.

EXCESS PROFITS RECOVERY

Mr. DoNoHUE. Mr, Chairman, as an author
of similar legislation, to extend and
strengthen the existence and authority of
the Renegotiation Board, I most earnestly
hope that the House will grant the fullest
consideration to amendments to improve
this bill before us, HR. 17324, and over-
whelmingly adopt it.

The basic purpose of this Board and this
legislation is to keep the profits of industries
manufacturing military hardware under
control and within reason.

There is no intention of any kind here to
keep these particular industries and manu-
facturers from realizing a legitimate profit
on their production and investment or to
subject them to any extraordinary harass-
ment, Certainly this is no time, when a war
is costing the American taxpayer some $26
billion a year, to attempt to dissolve or
weaken the Renegotiation Board and it is
equally obvious that Defense Department
officlals are too busy and too involved to
try to police their own contracts. Unfortu-
nately, we have had revealed here this after-
noon abundant authoritative evidence indi-
cating current profiteering on defense con-
tracts. There is an essential need to legiti-
mately discourage this practice and it is our
high duty to do so.

Let us remember that the records show
that in its operations the Renegotiation
Board has recovered, for the American tax-
payer, over $950 million in excess profits.

There can be no question that this legis-
lation is essential, that it is timely and that
it is in the best national interest particularly
at a very challenging period of our economic
history. Therefore, I urge and hope that this
measure will be resoundingly approved with-
out undue delay.

(Passed House, May 27, 1968.)

MONDAY HOLIDAYS, COLUMBEBUS DAY

Mr. DoNoHUE. Mr, Chalrman, I most ear-
nestly hope that the House will speedily ap-
prove this bill before us (H.R. 15851) to pro-
vide for uniform annual observance of cer-
tain legal public holidays on Monday.

In addition, by affording more time to our
citizens for travel, the Monday holiday pro-
gram would increase the opportunities for
pilgrimages to the historical sites connected
with our holidays, thereby increasing partici-
pation in the commemoration of historieal
events, At the same time, the program would
also afford greater opportunity for leisure at
home so that our citizens would be able to
enjoy fuller participation in hobbies as well
as educational and cultural activities. Finally,
the Monday holiday program would stimulate
greater industrial and commercial produc-
tion by reducing employee absenteeism and
enabling workweeks to be free from interrup-
tions in the form of midweek holidays.

Mr. Chairman, in response to some who
may have reservations about Columbus Day,
may I very strongly urge the retention of the
inclusion of it as a national holiday and may
I emphasize that it s a most appropriate
means of recognizing the United States as a
“nation of immigrants” as our late and be-
loved President Kennedy described it; may I
remind you further that some 34 of our 50
States already observe Columbus Day as a
holiday and there are a great number of leg-
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islative proposals, including my own, now
pending in the Congress to establish Colum-
bus Day as a national holiday.

(Public Law 363, 90th Congress.)

INTERSTATE COMMERCE TAXES ARE CHAOTIC

Mr. DoNOHUE, Mr. Chalirman, as one of
the original sponsors and advocators of inter-
state taxation legislation, I most earnestly
hope that this House will speedily and over-
whelmingly approve this measure, HR. 2158,
designed to bring a real measure of good
sense and good order into the presently
tangled and confused economic area and
ramifications of State taxes imposed on inter-
state commerce.

The purpose of this bill before us is to
carry out the special duty of the Congress
to keep the paths of interstate commerce
free and clear and grant reasonable protec-
tion and guidance to business enterprise from
the burdening harassments of conflicting
and chaotic multiple-State taxation.

It is by no means pretended here that this
bill is perfect in every detail or that it will
cure every ill of interstate taxation. But it
is a wholesome, forward step in the right
direction; it has great bipartisan support in
the Congress and it has the endorsement of
the great majority of business and tax au-
thorities and associations throughout the
country.

It is unquestionably in the great public
interest and, as a ploneering effort, in a
challenging field, subject to further improve-
ment whenever experience may demonstrate
the need, I hope this House will resoundingly
approve it now without extended delay.

(Passed House, May 22, 1968.)

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS UNDER
STATE TECHNICAL SERVICES ACT OF 1965

Mr, DoNoHUE. Mr. Speaker, I hope and
urge that HR. 16824, which provides for a
1-year renewal of the State Technical Serv-
ices Act of 1965, will be promptly and re-
soundingly adopted.

The substantive purpose of this, and the
original legislation, is to speed industrial
and economic growth of the States, and the
country, through improved application and
use of technical and scientific knowledge.

Mr, Speaker, the substantial merit of this
program is obvious and 46 States have thus
far availed themselves of its provisions.
There is an excellent program for New Eng-
land now going on.

As I have stated the program has proven
its merits, the amounts being authorized
are prudent, and the country at large will
undoubtedly continue to vastly benefit by
its further operation. Let us, then, give it
our resounding approval,

{Passed House, July 12, 1968.)

GRANTS FOR REGIONAL MEDICAL PROGRAMS,
HEALTH OF AGRICULTURAL MIGRANT WORK-
ERS, AND ALCOHOLIC AND NARCOTIC ADDICT
REHABILITATION FACILITIES
Mr. DoNoHUE. Mr. Chairman, this is in-

deed, a time for much shorter discussion

and more expedient, but prudent, legislative
action in the public interest. I hope, there-
fore, that this bill before us, H.R. 15758, will
be speedily accepted and approved by the

House.

The substance of the bill has been debated
here several times over in the past few years.
This measure, as you know, is designed to
extend, for the 2 additional years of 1969
and 1970, the national medical health pro-
grams for heart disease, cancer, and stroke;
the medical assistance program for migra-
tory farmworkers; and extend and expand
the programs of assistance to narcotic ad-
dicts and alcoholics.

(Passed House July 12, 1968.)

HIGH-SPEED GROUND TRANSPORTATION
EXTENSION
Mr, DoNnoHUE. Mr. Speaker, I think it is,

as they say, crystal clear to anybody that
there is an essential need in this country
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today of high-speed ground transportation
facilities.

This bill, HR. 16024, is in response to
what I believe the great majority of our peo-
ple need and desire; that 1s the availability
of high-speed ground transportation at the
earliest possible moment.

'I'haon.lrnmslhle way in which these ob-
Jectives can be met, In the light of the
expert testimony given here and the com-
mittee’s recommendations, is through fur-
ther research and testing and development
by the Department of Transportation.

This bill will permit the Department of
Transportation to continue these activities
over the mext 2 years. The amounts being
authorized under all the circumstances, cer-
tainly must be considered prudent; the ob-
Jjectives are unquestionably in the national
interest. Therefore, I hope that the House
will resoundingly approve this measure with-
out extended delay.

(Public Law 423, 90th Congress.)

FEDERAL AID HIGHWAY ACT

Mr. DoNOHUE. Mr. Chalrman, I earnestly
hope that the House will carefully review
and overwhelmingly approve this bill, HR.
17134, the Federal-Ald Highway Act of 1968
because I am firmly convinced that, although
not perfect in every respect, it will, neverthe-
less, add a great many desirable adjustments
and improvements to our existing Federal-
aid highway program.

As you know, this measure provides the
authorization of funds to continue the Na-
tion's network of commerce and travel, and
equally important, it spells out new policies
designed to make that network increasingly
efficilent and responsive to the needs of the
American people.

Perhaps the most important of the new
programs, however, is relocation assistance,
which will substantially lessen the housing
and financial problems people will face when
they are forced to move because of highway
construction, The program is mandatory, and
it covers individuals and families, businesses
and farms, homeowners, and people who
rent. It is, I believe, the best thought out
and potentially the most effective relocation
program the Federal Government has ever
proposed.

The bill also makes some other essential
changes in the law. It eliminates the penalty
provision of the Safety Act.

It provides a revolving fund for advance
acquisition of right-of-way, which should
make it possible to save substantial amounts
of money in this part of the highway program
all over the Nation.

It prohibits future cutbacks or freezes on
trust funds apportioned to the States.

The bill also strengthens the competitive
bidding requirements of existing law which
ceftainly should encourage a more economic
and efficient program In the taxpayer's
interest.

Mr. Chairman, this measure is truly a com-
mendable example of a bipartisan legislative
effort in the national interest and it merits
overwhelming support.

THE RIGHT TO VOTE AT 18

Mr. DoNoHUE. Mr. Speaker, in my convic-
tion the time has come in the affairs of this
nation to reassess the proposition of whether
or not the youth of this country should be
permitted to vote at the age of eighteen. I
think they should.

Therefore I have introduced in this Con-
gress House Joint Resolution 1275, propos-
ing an amendment to the Constitution of
the United States to provide that the right
to vote shall not be denied on account of age
to persons who are eighteen years of age or
older.

I earnestly believe that the average Ameri-
can eighteen-year-old today is better edu-
cated, more mature and has a higher sense of
personal responsibility and involvement than
ever before.
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Enowledge, and the opportunity to gain it,
is increasing at a rate unparalleled in pre-

knowledgeab!
to the betterment of our soclety and artiou~
late in their convictions.

From the age of eighteen to twenty-one
they are certainly, in these times, helping to
shoulder the burdens of our society, and they
do it mostly with sound judgment; they pay
income and property tax, and they bear arms.
SBurely we must extend every consideration
to the right, then, to participate in the de-
cisions of government which establish local,
state and national policy.

As s0 often asserted by Abraham Lincoln,
the basic premise of a democracy assumes
that all those who help bear the burdens of
soclety will share in the decision-making
process of that society.

In order to give our youth their rightful
share in decision-making, I hope and urge
that this Congress will favorably act on my
proposal, and similar proposals that have
been filed by a great many Members of Con-
gress, before this sesslon adjourns.

CCNGRESS SHOULD NOT ADJOURN WHILE ANY
VITAL PROBELEMS REMAIN TUNSOLVED

Mr, Speaker, I am opposed o adjourn-
ment sine die of the House of Represent-
atives at this time. In my opinion we
should, if anything, only recess so that
we may be readily available to meet pro-
jecting problems as they arise or be given
definite assurance of recall to immediate
session in the event any grave emergency
develops.

BILLS INTRODUCED IN 90TH CONGRESS

Mr. Speaker, this summary would be
highly inadequate if I did not list, in part
some of the bills I introduced in the 90th
Congress. They follow:

H. Con, Res. 183, to request the President
of the United States to urge certain actions
in behalf of Lithuania, Estonia, and Latvia.
Referred to Committee on Foreign Affairs.

H.J. Res. 229, proposing an amendment to
the Constitution of the Unilted States rela-
tive to equal rights for men and women. Re-
ferred to Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R. 3910, to amend the Older Americans
Act of 1965 to provide for older Americans
community service program. Referred to
Committee on Education and Labor.

H.R, 3911, to establish a National Com-
mission on Public Management, and for
other purposes. Referred to Committee on
Government Operations.

H.R. 3012, to protect the public health by
amending the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos-
metic Act for the purpose of strengthening
and facilitating mutual cooperation and as-
sistance, including training of personnel, in
the administration and enforcement of that
Act and of State and local laws related to
food, drugs, devices, or cosmetics, and for
other purposes, Referred to Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

H.R. 3013, to protect the public health by
amending the Federal Food, Drug and Cos-
metic Act so as to improve the safety and
reliability of drugs. Referred to Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

H.R. 3915, to amend title 18 of the United
States Code to make the robbery of a coop-
erative bank, which is a member of the Fed-
eral home loan bank, a crime. Referred to
Committee on the Judiciary.

HR. 3916, to exclude from income certain
reimbursed moving expenses. Referred to
Committee on Ways and Means,

H.R. 3917, to amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 to provide that any unmarried
person who maintains his or her own home
shall be entitled to be taxed at the rate pro-
vided for the head of a household. Referred
to Committee on Ways and Means,
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HR. 4107, to establish a system for the
sharing of certaln Federal tax receipts with
the States. Referred to Committee on Ways
and Means.

H.R. 4108, to amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 to provide an income tax de-
duction for certain expenses of attending
colleges and universities. Referred to Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 5713, to amend section 2401 of title
28, United States Code, to extend the time
for filing tort actlions by persons under the
age of twenty-one, or insane or mentally ill,
or imprisoned on a criminal charge. Referred
to Committee on the Judiciary.

HR. 7582, declaring October 12 to be a
legal holiday. Referred to Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 7633, to incorporate the Paralyzed
Veterans of America. Referred to Commit-
tee on the Judlciary.

H.R. 8361, to provide for the orderly mar-
keting of articles imported into the United
States, to establish a flexible basis for the
adjustment by the United States economy
to expanded trade, and to afford forelgn sup-
plying nations a fair gshare of the growth or
change in the United States market. Referred
to Committee on Ways and Means,

HR. 8362, to amend title V of the Soclal
Securlty Act so as to extend and improve the
Federal-State program of child-welfare serv-
ices. Referred to Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 9420, to reclassify certain positions in
the postal fleld service, and for other pur-
poses. Referred to Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

H.R. 9714, to repeal the authority for the
current wheat and feed grain programs that
will permit the market system to work more
effectively for wheat and feed grains,
and for other purposes. Referred to Commit-
tee on Agriculture.

H.R. 10294, to amend the Internal Revenue
«Code of 1954 with respect to the Income tax
treatment of business development corpora-
tions. Referred to Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 10805, to extend the life of the Civil
Rights Commission. Referred to Commit-
tee on the Judiciary. (Public Law 90-198B.)

H.R. 11301, to prohibit age discrimination
in employment. Referred to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

H.R. 11302, to amend the Antidumping Act
of 1921. Referred to Committee on Ways
and Means.

H.J. Res, 702, creating a Joint Committee
To Investigate Crime. Referred to Committee
on Rules.

H.R. 11463, to amend the Act of Septem-
ber 21, 1959, to increase the authorization for
the Minute Man National Historical Park
(Morse bill). Referred to Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

H.R. 11760, to provide for orderly trade
in textile articles. Referred to Committee
on Ways and Means.

H.R. 12480, to provide for uniform annual
observances of certain national holidays on
Mondays. Referred to Committee on Judi-
clary.

H.R. 12481, to provide incentives for the
creation by private industry of additional
employment opportunities for residents of
urban poverty areas. Referred to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 12482, to encourage and assist private
enterprise to provide adequate housing in
urban poverty areas for low-income and lower
middle income persons. Referred to Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 13031, to amend title 18 of the United
States Code to make it unlawful to assault
or kill any member of the armed services en-
gaged in the performance of his official duties
while on duty under orders of the President
under chapter 15 of title 10 of the United
States Code or paragraphs (2) and (3) of
section 3500 of title 10 of the United States
Code. Referred to Committee on Judiciary.
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HR. 13122, to amend the Nurse Training
Act of 1964 to provide for increased assist-
ance to hospital diploma schools of nursing.
Referred to Interstate and Foreign Commerce
Committee.

H.R. 13687, to cmend titles I, IV, X, XIV,
XVI, XVII, and XIX of the Social Security
Act to require that drugs provided by, or
under programs receiving Federal financial
assistance pursuant to such titles, must be
prescribed and furnished on a nonproprie-
tary or generic basis. Referred to Committee
on Ways and Means,

H.R. 14048, to amend the Merchant Marine
Act, 1936, and other statutes to provide a
new maritime program. Referred to Commit-
tee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

H.R. 14927, to amend the Immigration and
Natlonality Act, and for other purposes.
Referred to Committee on the Judiciary.

HR. 15024, to authorize reimbursement
to the States and for certain toll highways,
bridges, and tunnels on the Interstate Sys-
tem, and for other purposes. Referred to
Committee on Public Works.

HR. 15147, to amend the Immigration and
Nationality Act to provide for the natural-
ization of persons who have served in com-
bat areas in active-duty service in the Armed
Forces of the United States, and for other
purposes. Referred to Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.J. Res. 10689, to declare the policy of the
United States with respect to its territorial
sea. Referred to Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs.

H.J. Res. 1087, authorizing the President
to proclaim annually the week including Feb-
ruary 14 (the birthday of Frederick Doug-
lass) as “Afro-American History Week.”
Referred to Judiciary.

H. Con. Res. 646, to require France to pay
its World War I debt. Referred to Ways and
Means.

H.R. 156951, to provide for uniform annual
observances of certain legal public holidays
on Mondays, and for other purposes. Referred
to Judiciary. (Public Law 90-363.)

H.J. Res. 1186, to authorize a study and
investigation of information service systems
for States and localities designed to enable
such States and localities to participate more
effectively in federally assisted programs and
to provide Congress and the President with
a better measure of State and local needs and
performance under these programs. Referred
to Government Operations.

HR. 16996, to designate certain lands in
the Monomoy National Wildlife Refuge,
Barnstable County, Massachusetts, as wil-
derness. Referred to Interior & Insular Affairs.
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H.J. Res. 1275, proposing an amendment
to the Constitution of the United States to
provide that the right to vote shall not be
denied on account of age to persons who are
eighteen years of age or older. Referred to
Judiciary.

H.R. 17339, to amend title IT of the Soclal
Security Act to provide that no reduction
shall be made in old-age insurance benefit
amounts to which a woman is entitled if
she has 120 quarters of coverage. Referred to
Ways & Means.

H.R. 17357, to amend the Renegotiation
Act of 1951, and for other purposes. Referred
to Ways & Means.

H.R. 17358, to provide incentives for the
creation by private industry of additional
employment opportunities for residents of
urban poverty areas. Referred to Ways &
Means,

HR. 17498, to amend the provisions of
Chapter 5 of title 5, United States Code, re-
lating to administration procedure. Referred
to Judiciary.

H.R. 175660, to eliminate hunger in the
United States. Referred to Agriculture.

H.R. 17648, to amend title IT of the Social
Becurity Act to increase the amount of out-
side earnings permitted without deductions
from benefits thereunder. Referred to Ways
& Means.

H.R. 17722, to amend the Food Stamp Act
of 1964, as amended, for the purposes of au-
thorizing appropriations for the fiscal years
ending June 30, 1969, June 30, 1970, June 30,
1971, and June 30, 1972, and for other pur-
poses. Referred to Agriculture.

H.R., 17830, to authorize the acquisition
and maintenance of the Goddard rocket
launching site in accordance with the Act of
August 25, 1916, as amended and supple-
mented. Referred to Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

H.R. 18483, to amend the Immigration and
Nationality Act to make additional immi-
grant visas available for immigrants from
certain foreign countries, and for other pur-
poses. Referred to Judiclary Committee.

HR. 18578, to establish the Commission for
the Improvement of Government Manage-
ment and Organization. Referred to Commit-
tee on Government Operations

H.R. 18720, to create a catalog of Federal
assistance programs, and for other purposes.
Referred to the Committee on Government
Operations.

H.R. 187563, to amend title 10 of the United
States Code to prohibit the assignment of a
member of an armed force to combat area
duty if any of certain relatives of such mem-
ber dies, is captured, is missing in action, or
is totally disabled as a result of service in the
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Armed Forces in Vietnam. Referred to the
Committee on Armed Services.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Speaker, right here I would like
to particularly emphasize what I have so
often stated in the past, that great credit
for the solid record of accomplishment
in this 90th Congress must truly be at-
tributed to the patriotic nonpartisan co-
operation of many Members in the mi-
nority party without whose effective help
numerous measures and programs of
vital national importance could not have
been achieved, particularly those meas-
ures involving historic advances in civil
rights and educational opportunities for
our children.

The words of wise authority remain
forever as comforting beacons of guid-
ance in troubled, distressing hours. A
counseling message to all Americans is
contained in the following extract from
a speech given at Harvard University
graduation exercises on June 30, 1910, by
the late great Chief Justice Charles Evan
Hughes:

The most important agencles of democracy
are, after all, not the organs of government,
but the influences that shape public opinion,
* * * Democracy must prize its public life.
It has stripped it almost altogether of cere-
monial and of meaningless and absurd forms.
It has placed the public officer in a position
of power, to be used for service. * * * Hav-
ing surrounded him with none of the pomp
which makes appeal to the thoughtless and
ignorant, it must invest him with the higher
honor which should be the reward of fidelity.
Those who cultivate the true democratic
spirit will be as earnest in their support of
faithful officers as they are unsparing in their
condemnation of the faithless.

THE “PUEBLO”: HOW LONG, MR.
PRESIDENT?

HON. WILLIAM J. SCHERLE
OF IOWA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Saturday, July 27, 1968
Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Speaker, this is the

187th day the U.S.S. Pueblo and her crew
have been in North Eorean hands.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Monday, July 29, 1968

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

Rabbi Dr, Abraham B. Hecht, Shaare
Zion Congregation, Brooklyn, N.Y., of-
fered the following prayer:

1o%wn 750 - Dpvar WwaR

A-mighty G-d, ruler of the universe,
we express our deep gratitude to you, for
the miracle of civilization, we call Amer-
jca. The ideals of liberty, equality, and
personal freedom bedrocks of our society,
serve today to millions throughout the
world, as the most desirable virtues of
government.

We thank you, O’ L-rd, for this august
legislative body which constitutes the
finest minds and sincerest hearts, illus-
trious and dedicated Representatives of
all the people of our great Republic.

We pray that You will guide and direct
these Members of Congress, to legislate

fearlessly in the spirit of truth and jus-
tice; to remove the scourges of crime and
violence threatening to destroy the fab-
ric of our national security; to pursue
the goals of universal peace with honor;
to effectuate a conciliation between East
and West; to assist the needy and the
oppressed at home and abroad; and to
recognize the valid claims of the Jewish
State for support—moral and material.

‘We invoke the blessings of our Father
in heaven upon every Member of Con-
gress and upon their families. May the
L-rd grant them good health, prosper-
ity, and success in their endeavors for
humanity.

We pray for the welfare of our Gov-
ernment, led by our distinguished Pres-
ident, Lyndon B. Johnson. May the poli-
cies of the Congress continue to be moti-
vated by concern for the commonweal,

steadied by moral compunctions, and
sustained by moral courage.

In the words of the Psalmist—Psalm
CXXXIV—we pray, “May the L-rd who
made heaven and earth, bless you from
Zion.” Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of Fri-
day, July 26, 1968, was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment bills and a concurrent res-
gﬁﬁon of the House of the following

es:
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