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nations that have volunteer forces. Though
these armies are small, not having the great
global responsibilities of the American forces,
they provide enviable examples of high effec-
tiveness, low turnover and contended offi-
cers. Lieut. General A. M. Sharp, Vice Chief
of the Defense Staff of Canada, contends
that freewlll soldiers are “unquestionably
going to be better motivated than men who
are just serving time.”

PHANTOM FEARS

Civilian reservations about volunteer
armed forces also focus on some fears that
tend to dissolve upon examination. Some
critics have ralsed the specter of well-pald
careerists becoming either mercenaries or a
“gtate within a state.” Nixon, for one, dis-
misses the mercenary argument as nonsense.
The U.S. already pays soldlers a salary. Why
should a rise in pay—which for an enlisted
man might go from the present $2,900 a year
to as much as $7,300—turn Americans into
mercenaries? Sald Nixon: “We're talking
about the same kind of citizen armed force
America has had ever since it began, ex-
cepting only in the period when we have
relied on the draft.,” The Pentagon itself re-
jects the Wehrmacht-type army, in which
men spend all their professional lives in
service.

Nixon has also addressed himself to the
possibility that a careerist army might be-
come & seedbed for future military coups.
That danger is probably inherent in any mil-
itary force, but, as the President-elect points
out, a coup would necessarily come from
“the top officer ranks, not from the enlisted
ranks, and we already have a career-officer
corps. It is hard to see how replacing draftees
with volunteers would make officers more in-
fluential.” Nixon might have added that con-
script armies have seldom proved any barrier
to military coups. Greece's army is made up
of conscripts, but in last year's revolution
they remained loyal to their officers, not to
their King.

Might not the volunteer army become dis-
proportionately black, perhaps a sort of in-
ternal Negro Forelgn Leglon? Labor Leader
Gus Tyler is one who holds that view; he
says that a volunteer army would be “low-
income and, ultimately, overwhelmingly Ne-
gro. These victims of our social order ‘prefer’
the uniform because of socio-economic com-
pulsions—for the three square meals a day,
for the relative egalitarianism of the bar-
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racks or the foxhole, for the chance to be
promoted.” Conceivably, Negroes could flock
to the volunteer forces for both a respectable
reason, upward mobility, and a deplorable
one, to form a domestic revolutionary force.

As a matter of practice rather than theory,
powerful factors would work in a volunteer
army toward keeping the proportion of blacks
about where it is in the draft army—11%,
or roughly the same as the nation as a whole.
Pay rises would attract whites as much as
blacks, just as both are drawn into police
forces for similar compensation. The educa-
tional magnets, which tend to rule out many
Negroes as too poorly schooled and leave
many whites in college through deferments,
would continue to exert their effect. Black
Power militancy would work against Negroes’
joining the Army. Ronald V. Dellums, a Ma-~
rine volunteer 13 years ago and now one of
two black councilmen in Berkeley, opposes
the whole idea of enlistment as a “way for
the black people to get up and out of the
ghetto existence, If a black man has to be-
come a pald killer in order to take care of
himself and his family economically, there
must be something very sick about this so-
clety.” But even if all qualified Negroes were
enrolled, the black proportion of the volun-
teer army could not top 26%, Nixon holds
that fear of a black army is fantasy: “It sup-
poses that raising military pay would in some
way slow up or stop the flow of white volun-
teers, even as it stepped up the flow of black
volunteers. Most of our volunteers now are
white. Better pay and better conditions would
obviously make military service more at-
tractive to black and white alike.”

One consideration about the volunteer
army Is that it could eventually become the
only orderly way to ralse armed forces. The
draft, though it will prevail by law at least
through 1971, is under growing attack. In
the mid '60s, most military-age men even-
tually got drafted, and the inequities of
exempting the remainder were not flagrant.
Now, desplte Viet Nam, milltary draft needs
are dropping, partly because in 1968 Sec-
retary of Defense Robert McNamara started
& “project 100,000,” which slightly lowered
mental and physical standards and drew
70,000 unanticipated volunteers into the
force. Meanwhile, the pool of men in the
draftable years 1s rising, increasingly re-
plenished by the baby boom of the late '40s.
Armed forces manpower needs have run at
800,000 a year lately, but they will probably
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drop to 240,000 this year. On the other hand,
the number of men aged 19 to 25 has jumped
from 8,000,000 in 1958 to 11.5 million now—
and will top 13 million by 1974. The unfalr-
ness inherent in the task of arbitrarily de-
termining the few who shall serve and the
many who shall be exempt will probably
overshadow by far the controversies over col-
lege deferments and the morality of the Viet
Nam war. In the American consclence, the
draft-card burners planted a point: that
conscription should be re-examined and not
necessarily perpetuated. The blending of war
protest with draft protest, plus the ever more
apparent Inequities of Selective Service, led
Richard Nixon to move his proposal for a
volunteer army to near the top of his
priorities.
HEALING TENSIONS

The position from which to start working
for a volunteer army is that, to a large ex-
tent, the nation already has one—in the
sense that two-thirds of its present troops
are enlistees. Neither Nixon nor anyone else
visualizes a rapid changeover, The draft will
doubtless endure until the war in Viet Nam
ends, but it could then be phased out grad-
ually. After that, the draft structure can
be kept in stand-by readiness, thinks Nix-
on, “without leaving 20 million young Amer-
icans who will come of age during the next
decade in constant uncertainty and appre-
hension.”

If Nixon and his executive staff can move
ahead with legislation and the new Secre-
tary of Defense prod and cajole his generals
and admirals, the new Administration will
go far toward its aim. A volunteer army
might help ease racial tension, perhaps by
ending the imbalance that has blacks serv-
ing in the front lines at almost three times
their proportion in the population and cer-
tainly by removing the arbitrariness of the
draft that puts them there. The move would
also eliminate the need to force men to go
to war against thelr consclences, and end
such other distortions as paying soldlers far
less than they would get if they were civil-
ians, or forcing other young men into early
marriages and profitless studies to avoid the
draft. Incentives, substituted for compul-
slon, could cut waste and motivate pride.
Not least, a volunteer army would work sub-
stantially toward restoring the mnational
unity so sundered by the present inequalities
of the draft.
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The Senate met at 12 meridian, on the
expiration of the recess, and was called
to order by the President pro tempore.

The Chaplain, the Reverend Dr. Ed-
ward L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Eternal Father, grant us the mind and
will to worship Thee not only in the sanc-
tuary on one day but in our daily duties
every day. So wilt Thou direct us, O Lord,
in all our labors and further us in all our
endeavors, that what we do this day may
begin, continue, and end in Thee, to the
advancement of Thy kingdom. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Journal of
the proceedings of Monday, January 13,
1969, be approved.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.
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MEMBERSHIP AND SIZE OF STAND-
ING COMMITTEES

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I
send fo the desk a resolution and ask
that it be read.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
resolution will be read.

The legislative clerk read the resolu-
tion (S. Res. 13) as follows:

8. REs. 13

Resolved, That rule XXV of the Standing
Rules of the Senate be amended as follows:

In paragraph (a) (dealing with the Com-
mittee on Aeronautical and Space Sclences)
of subsection 1 of rule XXV, strike out the
word “sixteen” and insert in lieu thereof
“fifteen"”,

In paragraph (b) (dealing with the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry) of sub-
section 1 of rule XXV, strike out the
word “fifteen” and insert In lieu thereof
“thirteen”.

In paragraph (¢) (dealing with the Com-
mitiee on Appropriations) of subsection 1 of
rule XXV, strike out the word “twenty-six”

and insert in lieu thereof “twenty-four.”

In paragraph (e) (dealing with the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency) of sub-
section 1 of rule XXV, strike out the word
“fourteen” and Insert in leu thereof
“fifteen”.

In paragraph (f) (dealing with the Com-
mittee on Commerce) of subsection 1 of
rule XXV, strike out the word “eighteen"
and insert in lieu thereof “nineteen”.

In paragraph (g) (dealing with the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia) of sub-
section 1 of rule XXV, strike out the word
“elght” and insert in lleu thereof “seven”.

In paragraph (i) (dealing with the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations) of subsection
1 of rule XXV, strike out the word “nine-
teen” and insert in lleu thereof “fifteen”.

In paragraph (1) (dealing with the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary) of subsection 1 of
rule XXV, strike out the word “sixteen” and
insert in lleu thereof “seventeen®”.

In paragraph (m) (dealing with the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare) of
subsection 1 of rule XXV, strike out the
word “sixteen” and insert in lleu thereof
“seventeen”.
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In paragraph (o) (dealing with the Com-
mittee on Public Works) of subsection 1 of
rule XXV, strike out the word “sixteen” and
insert in lleu therof “fifteen™.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the order of yesterday, the Senate will
now proceed to the consideration of the

resolution.
recognizes the Senator

The Chair
from Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD., Mr. President,
what is the situation with respect to
time?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Each
side has 1 hour, beginning with the first
Senator recognized.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
yield no more than 5 minutes out of my
time for the purpose of suggesting the
absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore., The
Chair understood the Senator from
Montana to say that he yielded 5 min-
utes for a quorum call. The call of the
roll has not been completed, but it has
proceeded for 5 minutes. Does the Sena-
tor desire to yield further time, or does
he desire that the order for the quorum
call be rescinded ?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if the
distinguished minority whip is not
prepared to start discussion, I would
suggest that we continue the quorum
call, with the time to be taken equally
from each side.

Mr, SCOTT. We are ready.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Who yields time?

Mr. SCOTT. I yield 5 minutes to the
distinguished Senator from Hawaii.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The

Senator from Hawaii is recognized for

5 minutes.

Mr, FONG, Mr, President, I ask that
the resolution now pending be amended
as follows:

That the third paragraph, reading “In
paragraph (¢) (dealing with the Com-
mittee on Appropriations) of subsection
1 of rule XXV, strike out the word
‘twenty-six’ and insert in lieu thereof
‘twenty-four,” ” be stricken.

That the seventh paragraph, which
reads, “In paragraph (i) (dealing with
the Committee on Foreign Relations) of
subsection 1 of rule XXV, strike out the
word ‘nineteen’ and insert in lieu thereof
‘fifteen,” " be stricken.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Did
the Senator send the amendment to the
desk?

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I have not.
It is a verbal amendment.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will state the amendment.

The LecistAaTive CLERK. The Senator
from Hawaii (Mr. FoNg) proposes to de-
lete sections of the resolution dealing
with paragraph (¢) applying to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations and paragraph
(i) dealing with the Committee on For-
eign Relations.
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Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I ask for a
rollcall vote on my amendment.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Hawalil has asked for the
yeas and nays. Is there a sufficient sec-
ond? There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I strongly
object to the resolution reducing the total
membership of the Committee on Foreign
Relations from 19 to 15 and the Commit-
tee on Appropriations from 26 to 24.

The history of the committees’ mem-
berships indicate a need to retain the
present numbers. In 1953 the Foreign
Relations Committee membership au-
thorization was increased from 13 to 15;
in 1959 it was again raised from 15 to
17; and in 1965 it was raised to 19 where
it has remained. The Appropriations
Committee was authorized 27 members
in 1959; in 1967 it was reduced to 26
members where it has remained.

It is well accepted that these increases
were voted to give the junior Democrat
members of the Senate an opportunity
for membership on these very important
committees.

One of the arguments advanced for re-
ducing the size of these committees is
that they are presently unwieldy. How-
ever, for 10 years the Foreign Relations
Committee operated with over 15 mem-
bers. During that period the committee
membership was even raised to 19. If it is
unwieldy now with 19 why was it not un-
wieldy 10 years ago when the member-
ship was first inereased over 15.

The Appropriations Committee mem-
bership was increased to 27 in 1959 and
then in 1967 it was dropped to 26. So for
over 10 years it operated with 26 or more
members. If it is unwieldy now with 26
members why was it not so 10 years ago
when it was initially increased. The fzects
proved that this argument is absurd.
Furthermore, the areas of Government
operation have increased tremendously
and we need the counsel and expertise of
other Membhers of the Senate on these
committees.

This proposed reduction coming on
the heels of substantial Republican gains
in the Senate is wholly partisan in na-
ture. It will seriously hurt not only the
new Republican Senators, but the new
Democrat Senators as well. In fact, it will
adversely affect every Senator who does
not hold a position of leadership or
seniority.

These are those Democrat and Re-
publican Senators who can be referred to
as the “forgotten middle classes.” These
Senators number approximatly two-
thirds of the total Republican Senators,
and, I believe, a greater number of Demo-
cratic Senators. It is of greater detri-
ment to Republican junior Senators
than to Democratic Senators as the Re-
publican assignment to committees is
based primarily on seniority.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Chair advises the Senator from Hawaii
that his time has expired.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I yield an
additional 3 minutes to the Senator from
Hawaii.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Hawaii is recognized for 3
additional minutes.
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Mr. FONG. Mr. President, by decreas-
ing the number of members on the Ap-
propriations and Foreign Relations Com-
mittees, we will reduce the number of im-
portant committee assignments available.
This will force senior Senators to take
seats on other choice committees leav-
ing only lesser committees for junior
Senators.

Many of our new Senators have had
years of experience as Members of the
House of Representatives, Governors
and legislators on the State level. All I
am sure have had important roles in
community, national and even interna-
tional affairs. These men should have
the opportunity to use their expertise
on choice committees. To deny them this
opportunity is a disservice to all of us, to
their States and to the Nation. The
freshman Senators can be given greater
opportunities for service only if the pres-
ent membership authorizations for the
Appropriations and Foreign Relations
Committees are retained. To reduce the
numbers would injure the Senate down
to its most junior Member.

Mr. President, I urge that my amend-
ment be agreed to.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 5 minutes at this time.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Pennsylvania is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, the rules
of politics and the rules of government
ought to be as infused with a spirit of
fair play and good sportsmanship as the
rules of the playing field. But in this in-
stance what we are confronted with is the
ruthless, cold, and arrogant display of
majority power without regard to fair
dealing—one of the their favorite terms
of recent years—and without regard to
the fact that a victory was won by this
side of the aisle by the addition of some
10 Senators, or a net gain of six Sena-
tors.

How does the rule of fair play work
when the results are otherwise? One can
look at the 83d Congress and the begin-
ning of the 84th Congress, when a pe-
riod of majority rule set in for the other
party, and for the majority whip, later
the majority leader, a very distinguished
gentleman who is about to make his
farewell amidst all of our best wishes
this week. But during the latter's reign,
the number of committee places was in-
creased by 43. At a moment of sadness
for our side in January 1959, just 10
years ago, when 13 Senators were lost on
this side of the aisle, and gained on that
side of the aisle, involving 26 committee
seats, what did the majority leader at
that time do? He added another 14 seats,
included in this 43 computation inciden-
tally, to take care of his side of the aisle.

The moment that the laurel wreath of
victory descends on a few of our Sena-
tors, what happens on the other side of
the aisle? Meeting in secret, they decide
to deprive us of the fruits of victory and
to withdraw it by cutting away some
seven places, and later, with the guilty
sense of the filcher, provide a couple of
places on what might be called not the
most important committees.

We are told about the difficulty of ob-
taining a quorum, the difficulty of get-
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ting one more Senator. In my judgment
any committee which cannot find one
extra Senator around perhaps does not
deserve to be meeting at that time.

I submit that what is happening to us
here is not fair. I am sure many Sena-
tors on the other side of the aisle are
not in sympathy with it. I am sure that
among influential Members on the other
side of the aisle there was opposition
within their secret conclave, and I am
sure they regret that certain people felt
it desirable to suddenly withdraw mem-
bership on a committee at a time when
the membership was about to be moved
to this side of the aisle. What happens?
The domino theory works with respect
to those who might be otherwise ad-
vanced to the accepted committees, re-
garded with some inferest by a great
many Senators. But at this moment, the
opportunity to move into those commit-
tees is denied new Senators, Senators in
the entering class of this side, or Sena-
tors who entered the Senate 2 or 4 years
ago are denied the opportunity to be ad-
vanced, or whatever the designation may
be, to the committees which they really
desire.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator from Pennsylvania
has expired.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I yield
myself 1 additional minute.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Pennsylvania is recognized
for 1 additional minute.

Mr. SCOTT. Therefore, Mr. President,
we know that the other side has the votes.
‘We know that the votes cast on the other
side may be greater in number than the
votes cast in their secret meetings. We
know, too, that when you do this to us,
the time will come when we will hope
to be a majority, and when we do, you
are inviting a form of compensatory
retaliation and you are asking for com-
pensatory reprisal. So if you insist on
doing this unfair thing—and I again
condemn it as unfair in the extreme, and
it is political motivation and unworthy of
this great body—then the time will come
when those who did it will be the first to
regret it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Pennsylvania allow
me?

Mr, SCOTT. I am glad to yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
yield myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Montana is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
have listened with great interest to the
distinguished minority whip. I have
noted the threats implied and stated in
the words which he has spoken. He has
been quite free with some of his charges
and some of his labeling. He refers to
this side of the aisle as being arrogant.
He implies that chicanery has been
used to achieve the 57-to-43 ratio on
these committees, which is actually what
we have agreed to on this side.

I would point out that, speaking of
compensatory retaliation—and I use the
Senator’s exact words—1I think he should
be a little careful in what he says, be-
cause if we are treated in this way, and
we happen to be in the position in which
his side of the aisle finds itself now, we
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would feel that we were being treated in
the only way possible.

I listened to the distinguished Senator
from Pennsylvania on television last
Sunday. He made a very eloquent and
worthwhile telecast. During the course
of that telecast he was asked a question,
I believe by Mr. Rowland Evans. In re-
sponse to that question—and I believe I
have the Senator’s exact words—the
Senator from Pennsylvania said that he
“understood the Democratic Steering
Committee would bypass the Democratic
caucus and take the matter directly to
the floor.”

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator from Montana will yield right
there——

Mr., MANSFIELD, I yield.

Mr, SCOTT. I am glad to say that I
was informed by one of the Members on
the Senator’s side of the aisle that that
was his precise fear. This program was
taped several days before the meeting
and I expressed the fears which were
arising on the Senator’s side of the aisle
and expressed them accurately.

Mr. MANSFIELD. It was a prerecorded
telecast.

Mr. SCOTT. It was indeed, sir.

Mr. MANSFIELD. And so stated.

Mr. SCOTT. Yes, sir.

Mr. MANSFIELD. But I would point
out to the distinguished Senator that I
am now beginning my ninth year as ma-
jority leader, my ninth year as chair-
man of the steering committee which
sets the ratios and selects Members to
fill vacancies, and my ninth year as
chairman of the Democratic conference,
and at no time—I repeat, at no time—
has the Democratic conference been by-
passed. At no time has an end run been
attempted. At all times the cards have
been laid on the table. While some of
our Members may not be too happy
about the assignments they received,
most of them are satisfied; but to those
who are not satisfied, I want to offer my
apologies because it was just impossible,
in view of the circumstances which ex-
isted, to comply with all the wishes and
desires of all the Members.

I would point out, also, that it was the
majority leader on the steering commit-
tee who made the motion to keep the
Appropriations Committee and the For-
eign Relations Committee at the levels
they were during the past Congress. My
motion was defeated. Therefore, I am
now in favor of the decision of the steer-
ing committee because I believe that by
their decisive action on this proposal
they have made their voice heard and
their decision known.

I make these remarks only to keep the
record straight and to refute any and
all allegations, implied or stated, that
there were any shenanigans connected
with the proposals which were arrived
at by the steering committee and agreed
to, I believe, unanimously by the Demo-
cratic conference.

The record will have to speak for it-
self. I am sure that the Senator from
Pennsylvania knows that I am not pre-
varicating. I have only stated the facts
as they are.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator from Montana has
expired.
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
yvield myself 1 additional minute.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Montana is recognized for
1 additional minute.

Mr. MANSFIELD. So far as the
amendment of the distinguished Senator
from Hawaii is concerned, I did offer—
I repeat—in the steering committee mo-
tions to keep the Appropriations and
Foreign Relations Committees at the
levels at which they existed during the
90th Congress.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CraNsTON in the chair). Who yields
time?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, President, I must
concur in what the majority leader said
about the attitude he took with respect
to the reduction in the number of these
committees. In the course of their first
caucus or conference last week, both he
and the President pro tempore stepped
out and came to my office for a confer-
ence with Senator WiLrLiams and myself,
and there he reaffirmed what he had to
say.

Notwithstanding that, however, I do
believe that the resolution should be re-
jected. I think that experience furnishes
the reason for it. I go back to my experi-
ence in 1945 and 1946 on the Joint Com-
mittee on Reorganization of the Con-
gress. It consisted of six House Members
and six Senators. We labored earnestly
for a long time, It became known as the
La Follette-Monroney committee.

We tried, among other things, to
streamline the Congress, The measure
contained a lot of other provisions, but
we reduced the number of committees
in the House from 47 to 19, and reduced
the number of Senate committees from
33 to 15.

It was not exactly anticipated as to
what was going to take place and per-
haps we were unmindful of the fact that
this was an expanding Government.

The net result was, after a time, the
committees began to proliferate in the
foerm of subcommittees.

As if that were not enough, we began
to set up special committees.

As if that were not enough, we began
to set up select committees.

At my last count, there are 103 stand-
ing, select, special, joint, and subcom-
mittees in the Senate.

Now, frankly, that is a testimony fo
governmental growth. It is also a testi-
mony to governmental business. I do not
know quite what the answer is, but I do
know this: it does put an extraordinary
burden on some Members of the Senate.
There is a very considerable spread
now, as a person is called upon to serve
on one or the other of these committees.

On the Committee on the Judiciary
we have any number of subcommitiees.
If I remember correctly, I presently serve
on six, or, to put it more accurately, I
ought to say I try to serve on six. Frank-
ly, it is difficult, when one carries the
burdens of the Judiciary Committee, in
part, as well as those of the Finance
Committee of the Senate.
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Now, by this proposal, the Foreign Re-
lations Committee is reduced by four
spots. I do not know the reason for
the——

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield? I shall be glad to
state the reason.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I would like to make
this statement first. There are today 10
consultative subcommittees on the For-
eign Relations Committee—European
Affairs, Disarmament, African Affairs,
American Republics Affairs, Economic
and Social Policy Affairs, State Depart-
ment Organizations and Public Affairs,
Far Eastern Affairs, International Or-
ganization Affairs, Near Easternm and
South Asian Affairs, and Canadian Af-
fairs. I just pick out one Member of our
side who I know is on the Foreign Re-
lations Committee and serves on the
Appropriations Committee. I noted from
this little document that we obtained
from the Foreign Relations Committee
that he serves on four of these consulta-
tive subcommittees.

I comprehend, knowing something
about the business of appropriations,
having served on that committee myself
for a long time, that he probably serves
on at least several of the subcommittees
there. Well, one can come to any conclu-
sion he likes, but I still insist that it is a
testimony to Government growth and
activity, and obviously there have to be
spots on the main committee.

So I did not approve of the reduction
that is before us today; namely, one on
Aeronautical and Space Sciences; two on
Agriculture and Forestry; two on Appro-
priations; one on Banking and Currency;
one on Commerce; one on the District of
Columbia; four on Foreign Relations; an
increase of one on the Judiciary; an in-
crease of one on Labor and Public Wel-
fare; and a reduction of one on Public
Works.

I can understand two of these, because,
under the ruling, those two were to lose a
member automatically on the first of
January. So, in reality, what was done
here was simply to make those two spots
permanent. But now we are confronted,
of course, with the necessity of finding
and putting in proper places our new
Members. And if there were no other rea-
son for resisting the adoption of this
resolution, that in itself would be enough,
Mr. President.

I presuine the chairman of the For-
eign Relations Committee will comment
on these 10 subcommittees. I can under-
stand how they are set up and why they
are set up—in the hope, of course, that
they will specialize in these particular
fields. But will someone tell me how one
Member can serve on the Appropriations
Committee and do full duty to it and
then on the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee and do full duty to four subcommit-
tees of the Foreign Relations Committee?
If that is not an all-time-consuming
package, then I do not know what is.

So, in order to make that spread a little
easier, I had hoped we could preserve
these spots, rather than reduce them.

Statements have been made on the
question of a quorum. Let us see. There
were 26 members on the Appropriations
Committee and it is presently reduced to
24, For a 24 membership, 13 are needed

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

for a quorum, because action cannot ac-
tually be taken, under the Reorganiza-
tion Act, unless a physical quorum is
present. Any number can be designated
for the purpose of a hearing and one is
enough. At a time when I was chairing a
committee, I said the committee would
meet at 10 o'clock. At 10 o’clock the gavel
fell. It did not make any difference
whether any other members were present
or not; the committee began to do
business.

What is the difference? Thirteen are
needed for a quorum on a committee of
24. Fourteen are needed for a quorum
on a committee of 26. The difference is
one. Well, if a chairman cannot get a
member out of the woodwork somewhere
in order to make a quorum, then there is
just something wrong with the structure
and the activity of that committee; and
I cast no reflection or aspersions upon
any chairman whatever. He has to an-
swer that for himself. It is his responsi-
bility.

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes; I am delighted to
vield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The principal rea-
son for the reduction was that the
younger Members get so disgusted with
the length of the hearings that they do
not come. The prineipal reason for bring-
ing the membership to 15 is to see that
it will be sufficiently interesting for
Members that they will come. The major
problem is getting a quorum. Members
on both the Finance Committee and the
Foreign Relations Committee will go to
a tax hearing prior to going to a Foreign
Relations Committee, and it was almost
impossible to get a quorum to vote, and
we have to have a quorum to report bills
to the Senate.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Oh, I recognize that;
but during these hearings, particuarly
when they are exploratory and highly
discursive and go off in one direction and
then in another, Members come and look
in, They are there a little while, and then
something of greater importance presses
upon them and they leave and go else-
where.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 10
minutes of the Senator have expired.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield myself another
5 minutes.

I point out to my friend that the Fi-
nance Committee room—and he is on
the Finance Committee—and the Judici-
ary Committee rooms are on the same
floor in the New Senate Office Building,
only about 10 doors apart. I do not know
that there is a time when I am not on
shoe leather or roller skates or something
else commuting from one committee to
the other. In fact, I did it this morning,
because, as the Senator knows, we had
two Cabinet nominations before us. I
could stay for the one; then I had to go
to the Judiciary Committee because it
was considering the nomination of the
Attorney General-designate.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think it was a
great shame, because we missed the Sen-
ator. It was not nearly as effective as
when he was there.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I am sure the Senator
did miss me. It creates a definite deficit
in my knowledge, because I wanted to
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hear the new Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare—not that I could
give material, but I think he could add
to the sum total of human knowledge
and erudition.

When it comes to quorums, the differ-
ence between 26 and 24 is one, so I do
not believe there is any real validity to
that argument.

I think these spots ought to be pre-
served. Probably we made the mistcke,
back in 1945 and 1946, of cutting these
committees back so far that we set in
motion the proliferating force, and today
we have committees and subcommittees
running out of our ears.

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. With pleasure.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator goes
back to 1945 and 1946, and says, “You
cut them down.” The Senator from Illi-
nois and every one of his colleagues who
voted, save one, in March of 1967, voted
to cut this committee to 15. The Senator
from Illinois voted for that. So did the
Senator from Pennsylvania. Every Re-
publican except the Senator from Ver-
mont (Mr. AIKEN) voted affirmatively to
pass the bill, which provided 15 Members
for the Committee on Foreign Relations.
So there is no need to go back to 1946.
The Senate, in its judgment, in 1967, said
it ought to be 15.

Mr. DIRKSEN. It is amazing how mis-
taken a person’s judgment can be. That
was just the trouble. I think the general
judgment was mistaken, So this is an
effort to repair that mistake, now, and
go back and pick up the stitches.

I thought we ought to preserve these
committee spots in order to make way
for those who, by the grace of the elec-
torate or this country, have come into
the Republican bosom. Obviously, out of
affection and esteem and a regard for
our obligations to them, this is what we
want to do.

Speaking now in a rather personal
political vein, there have been times,
Mr. President, when a very close elec-
tion was underway in a given State, and
very often our candidate was under at-
tack by having the opposition raise the
cry that he could not get on any good
committees. I do not know how many
telegrams I have sent out, over the years
that I have been minority leader, to as-
sure the people, even in Texas, when
JouN ToweRr was a candidate for office,
that when he got here, there would be
a good spot—in fact, there would be
two good spots—for him.

I had somehow or other to keep faith
and undertake and do the job of putting
him on good committees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s additional 5 minutes have expired.

Mr. DIRKSEN. It is amazing how this
time runs, is it not? Who says talk is
cheap? I yield myself 5 more minutes.

It is amazingly difficult, Mr. President,
trying to find spots. I may say to the
Senator, I went down to the airport, as
I recall, and got Senator Tower, hauled
him up to my office, and asked him about
his committees. When he told me he
wanted to go on the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare, I said, “Blessed be
the name of Texas and you, because 1
am on the Labor Committee.”
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When my party does not know what to
do with me about committee assign-
ments, I go from one place to another.
Once I landed on Interior. I do not know
what in the world I should do on Interior,
but that is where I landed, because that
was the only spot. Then later I landed
on Labor and Public Welfare. I am like
the “lonesome end”; I go from one place
to another.

But notwithstanding that fact, I could
give him that committee, and seemingly
there were not too many takers for it.
But the minute you started for another
committee, you were up against this
Rock of Gibraltar seniority rule—and it
has not been violated nor breached yet.

Incidentally, to all those smart people
who write books about Congress and
about this awful seniority rule, we wres-
tled with it for 2 solid years, and we
could find no substitute for it that would
work. It is the one thing that works.
What some of these smart people have in
mind is to throw it open for the birds.
‘Well, then you throw it open to a cam-
paign, and every member of the com-
mittee will start campaigning, and cam-
paigning for the chairmanship, and it
will just depend, then, on how assiduous
and diligent some Senator may be as to
whether he comes from the bottom right
up to the chairmanship, nothwithstand-
ing the years of service that the chair-
man or the ranking Member may have
invested in the work of that committee.

So I see nothing for it except to pre-
serve these spots. And who knows, as
we walk down the path under what will
be a great and successful administration,
under the leadership of Richard Mil-
hous Nixon, but that we may need more
spots for committee members, and who
knows, we may have to undo this reso-
lution and add members.

So, for the moment at least, I do not
want to backtrack. I would rather see
this resolution rejected, and that we
stand on the numerical committee struc-
ture as it is today.

So that, Mr. President, in my judg-
ment is the story.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
yield 10 minutes to the Senator from
Arkansas.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
have the greatest sympathy for the lead-
ership on both sides. I know that all Sen-
ators, both new and old, come to them
and put them on a very hot spot. I can
sympathize with them.

But I wish to review a little bit. Be-
cause I suggested this, I want to fulfill
my responsibility as far as the Foreign
Relations Committee is concerned. I
suggested in the committee and we dis-
cussed the desirability of having a com-
mittee of 15. There was no one in
the committee who affirmatively opposed
the suggestion. They were not all there,
but there were, I think, about 13 or 14
there, and we discussed it. There was no
one who affirmatively opposed a reduc-
tion. One Member said he thought 17
would be better than 15, and the rest, I
believe, who were there agreed to the
proposed reduction.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is
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aware that I did oppose it in the com-
mittee.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The steering com-
mittee.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. I am talking about
the Committee on Foreign Relations. I
know, the Senator is quite right about
what he says about the steering commit-
tee. I am talking about the first meeting
we had this year of the Committee on
Foreign Relations; there was one Sena-
tor who said, “I think 17 would be bet-
ter than 15.” No one said, “I don’t think
there should be any reduction.”

When I came on the committee in 1949,
as a result of the Reorganization Act of
1946, the membership was 13, having been
reduced from 23. It stayed at 13 until
1953, when it was changed to 15, which is
the size this resolution provides for. Then
in 1959, I believe it was, it was increased
to 17, and in 1965 to 19. Those increases
did not result from a study by any com-
mittee; they were simply by a resolution
which increased the number; and I do
not think at this late date it will help to
go into why the number was increased.
Maybe it is only coincidental that that
increase to 17 immediately preceded the
presidential election in 1960.

But in any case, as I pointed out just
a moment ago, the bill in 1967, known as
S. 355, brought in, as Senators will re-
call, by Senator Mowxroney from the
Special Committee on the Reorganiza-
tion of Congress, which spent, I think, 2
years studying the mafter, was debated
at length. It was introduced January 16,
1967, and was debated at great length,
practically item by item; and it provided
on page 23, that the Senate Committee
on Foreign Relations would have 15
Senators.

There was no objection to it. No fight
was made on it. As I pointed out, of the
Republicans 29, I believe, or 97 percent,
voted “yea.” Only one voted “nay.” All
of those not voting, of whom there were
six, indicated, I believe, that they were
favorable to it and that that is how they
would vote.

So the Recorp shows there was only
one adverse vote. That particular one,
Senator AIKEN, is the ranking Republi-
can today, and he has said he now favors
the reduction. So he did not vote against
it because of his position on foreign re-
lations; he voted for some other reason.
But the Senator from Pennsylvania and
the Senator from Illinois both voted for
that bill, which provided 15 members on
the Committee on Foreign Relations.
That bill was the result of long study by
the Committee on the Reorganization of
Congress; so I submit that the proposed
reduction has a very legitimate back-
ground.

As to the merits themselves, I have
been chairman, now, since 1959, and we
have had a great deal of criticism be-
cause of the size of the committee, par-
ticularly in the last 2 years, from the
members of the committee themselves.

The Senator from Illinois mentioned
the difficulties of obtaining a quorum.
The Senator from Alabama (Mr. SPARK-
MAN) the other day—he is not here to-
day—testified or said before the steering
committee that when I was absent last
summer, in behalf of an election in my
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State, it was almost impossible for him
to obtain a quorum. He had almost the
same difficulty I have had, for various
reasons, but among others the size of the
committee. The size of the committee
makes it very difficult for the junior
members to have time to be heard. The
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. McCaAr-
THY) the other day intimated as much
in his conversation. He was a junior
member of the committee since 1965, and
it was very often impossible to reach him
in time to allow him to question wit-
nesses.

Quite often we have been unable to
complete our hearings in the usual morn-
ing time allocated to us. That has made
it difficult for Members on either side.
Unless we went over until the afternoon,
some Members never got a chance to have
a reasonable question period. This has
made it very difficult, not only while
I have been chairman, but prior to that
time, when Senator Connally was chair-
man, when Senator George was chair-
man, and when Senator Vandenberg was
chairman. However, when Senator Van-
denberg was chairman, there were only
13 members of the committee, so he did
not have much of a problem. But later,
even under Senator Vandenberg, there
was considerable difficulty at times with
respect to getting subcommittees to
function.

The Foreign Relations Committee, long
before I became chairman, had by tradi-
tion limited the work of its subcom-
mittees largely to consultative matters.
Most of its work is done in full commit-
tee proceedings.

Occasionally subcommittees work on
substantive matters. One subcommittee,
on Latin America, was created and given
a special fund, as the Senate will remem-
ber, as a result of difficulties that arose
when Mr. Nixon visited Latin America.
The matter was of special concern, and
we provided a special fund and staff.
That subcommittee had a little differ-
ent experience from all the others, which
did not have special staffs. Some of them
rarely met; perhaps once or twice a year.
They do not function in the way subcom-
mittees of the Committee on Appropria-
tions do. This is because Members have
preferred to concentrate on large issues
before the full committee.

I had the same experience in the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency. We had
certain issues, such as in the case of hous-
ing. We simply assigned housing matters
to a Subcommittee on Housing, and that
subcommittee had full responsibility.

In the Foreign Relations Committee
we have seldom found any issues which
really lend themselves to this practice In
a legislative way. Seldom do subcommit-
tees of the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions report bills. They are merely con-
sultative. That is the way the committee
has functioned—not only under my
chairmanship, but under the previous
chairmanships.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. SCOTT. Would not the Senator
agree that compared with 20 years ago,
or even 10 years ago, we now have much
more activity in foreign relations?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator from
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Pennsylvania is quite correct. One of the
purposes of this proposal is to enable
this committee to function more effec-
tively now, so that we can deal with
problems of foreign relations. All that
would result from having a large com-
mittee would be to slow down the activity
and really restrict the committee’s effec-
tiveness. This is the attitude of the sen-
ior Republican member of the commit-
tee. The committee is not made capable
of handling more business by increasing
the time for meetings; that only makes
the committee less efficient. That is one
of the reasons for reducing its size.

Mr: SCOTT. That argument would be
constructive of almost all committees.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is not at all
true, because I think that any Senator
who served on that committee would rec-
ognize the clear distinction between the
character of the functions of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, which is the
largest of the committees, and the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, The Com-
mittee on Appropriations has always had
subcommittees which hold hearings and
make reports to the full committee. That
has not been the practice in the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations, even long be-
fore I became a member. The big com-
mittees may function better in that ef-
fort, both in the House and in the Sen-
ate. I do not think that is any criticism
at all of the big committees.

When I served on the Committee on
Banking and Currency, as I have said,
we operated with subcommittees. That
has not been done in the Committee on
Foreign Relations. I do not say this be-
cause it has never been done; I do not
think the nature or character of the
Committee on Foreign Relations or re-
sponsibility lends itself to a breaking
down into subcommittees.

The Foreign Relations Committee is
more of a committee to influence the at-
titudes and policies of the State Depart-
ment than it is to legislate. It is not leg-
islative in the sense of an appropriation
committee, which actually makes an allo-
cation of money. Its functions are quite
different from the major functions of a
legislative committee. For example, in
dealing with a treaty, how would a treaty
be allocated? We could not possibly deal
with a treaty that happened to relate to
Europe by referring it to a Subcommittee
on European Affairs. That just would
not work.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. SCOTT., It appears to me that the
Senator's argument is more ingenious
than persuasive. The argument seems to
be founded on the fact that the Senator
wants his committee to be different from
the other committees. I must concede
that these are the facts of life. What is
really happening here is an obeisance to
the prestige of the distinguished chair-
man, who is very likely to get his way. But
I do not think that to have a chairman
get his way is good for the Senate or for
either side of the aisle.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator is quite
incorrect. The whole reorganization bill
passed in 1967 related very much to what
I am talking about; it was not merely re-
lated to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
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tions. I was not a member of the com-
mittee that reported the Monroney bill.
That bill was the considered judgment of
a special committee of the Senate which
sought to make committees as effective as
possible. I do not have a list of the mem-
bers of that special committee, but it was
quite an important committee.

Mr. SCOTT. Is not the Senator’s argu-
ment something like the argument made
23 years ago? Does not the Senator be-
lieve the world has changed?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am talking about
1967. The Senator himself voted for the
bill I am talking about. I have the record
before me.

Mr. SCOTT. I understood that the Sen-
ator was talking about the Monroney
bill which resulted in the Reorganization
Act of 1946?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. This was January
16, 1967; it was not 20 years ago.

Mr. SCOTT. At that time, the commit-
tee membership was not set at 15.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It most certainly
was—in the bill.

Mr. SCOTT. In the bill, but not as
adopted?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It was adopted by
the Senate, and the Senator from Penn-
sylvania voted for it. Insofar as that bill
was concerned, the House would not have
any jurisdiction to change it. In other
words, the Monroney bill, S. 355, was the
final voice and decision of the Senate,
including the vote of the Senator from
Pennsylvania, that the membership of
this committee be 15. That was less than
2 years ago. That bill was approved
by the Senate on March 7, 1967.

I do not know what the Senator is
talking about when he says that my
prestige is involved. That is nonsense.
The whole Senate voted for the bill.
There were 75 yeas and nine nays. That
was the vote on the bill which set the
membership of this committee at 15.
This was not some exotic, sudden impulse
on the part of the chairman; it was the
clear judgment of the Senate as a whole.
It was less than 2 years ago that we
voted on this—in 1967.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr., SYMINGTON. In support of the
chairman of the Committee on Foreign
Relations, on which I have the privilege
to serve, day after day and week after
week last summer and fall, when im-
portant issues came before the committee
with respect to our foreign relations,
nothing was done because we could not
obtain a quorum. When one goes through
such an experience, one can understand
why the chairman of the committee, in
an effort to have his commitiee func-
tion on an efficient basis, desires a re-
duction in the topheavy membership.

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

Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr. President, on my
own time, I yield myself 2 minutes.

That was the time, of course, when
we were exploring everything in Asia.

Mr. SYMINGTON. If the Senator is
asking what we were exploring we were
into a good many things. We were not
doing as much as some other commit-
tees which spend millions of dollars to
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investigate many things. I say that with
no criticism whatever.

On the other hand, there is a belief
in the Senate, growing in recent years,
that the Senate should not simply lie
down and roll over in matters of foreign
policy. Therefore, as matters occur all
over the world, along with treaties and
appointments, as the chairman has ably
pointed out, must be handled finally by
the full committee, They cannot be put
into cubbyholes.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I read all the headlines
and gained the impression that we were
not in sympathy with what was going on.
That was true of the Appropriations
Committee.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr, President, the
Senator from Arkansas yielded.

Mr. DIRKSEN. He does not have time;
Ihave the time,

Mr. SYMINGTON. I know the Senator
from Illinois well enough to know that
he will yield me some of his own time.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Why, surely.

Mr. SYMINGTON. My point is that if
any committee sits day after day and
week after week, trying to get its work
done, but cannot because of the lack of
a quorum, I know that the Senator from
Illinois would feel as impatient about it
also.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I have not used all
my time.

Mr., DIRKSEN. How much time do
I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois has 27 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield myself 2 minutes
to address a remark to the chairman of
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

It seems to me now that this is an
opportunity to emphasize some tech-
niques so far as committee procedure is
concerned.

No. 1, if they start on time, it will not
be necessary to lose an hour and a half.
Unless the committee is voting on some-
thing, it does not make any difference
whether anybody is there except the
chairman. Let the gavel fall and say,
“The committee will come to order.”
That is No. 1.

No. 2, alternating from one side to the
other is, in my judgment, a preferred
technique. We did that this morning. We
do not do it in some other committees.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. We do it in mine.

Mr. DIRKSEN. We do it in the Com-
mittee on Finance.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. There is common
practice in my committee.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Exactly, And so you
get further down the list in that way.

Finally, if the chairman of the com-
mittee or the committee will impose a
time limit on every member and adhere
to the limit, everyone will have a chance.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. We tried that, also,
and we tried it in these hearings—par-
ticularly the open hearings I have men-
tioned. It is very difficult to manage this
way. An astute witness who knows a
Senator’s time is limited to 10 minutes
can filibuster on one question for the 10
minutes, and the committee gets no-
where. We have tried that often and
have concluded that it is hopeless. You
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just turn the hearing over to the witness.
It is easy for an experienced witness to
completely monopolize the time, and you
never get to a real discussion. Time limits
do not work in an important committee.

Mr. DIRKSEN. The chairman can im-
pose a limit on witnesses, no end.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Did the Senator
ever try to put a witness on——

Mr. DIRKSEN. Say, 5 or 10 minutes.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. In an open hearing
it is impossible. The Senator is talking
about some of the unimportant meetings
that deal with some local matter. The
emotions in the open hearings become
guite high. We cannot stop a Secretary
of State or an Under Secretary of State
from talking. Immediately, the press
says, “You are harassing the witness.”

Mr. DIRKSEN. They do not take too
much time. Usually, the members of the
committee occupy the time.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Some do and some
do not. It is just like in the Senate Cham-
ber.

Mr, DIRKSEN. Too often, they have
not done their homework, and they aim-
lessly speculate and look at the ceiling
and wonder about some question to ask.

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield myself 1 addi-
tional minute.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator is sim-
ply eriticizing the manners and abilities
of Senators and not the question of how
big this committee should be. I cannot
control my colleagues, either. Did the
Senator ever try to tell his colleagues
that they cannot talk?

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is right.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Did the Senator
succeed?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I think so.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Oh, did he? I had
not noticed it, either in the Senate or in
the committee.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, the
chairman of the Committee on Foreign
Relations made the point that the new
Members at the bottom of the heap got
rather restive about it. :

Mr. FULBRIGHT. They certainly did.

Mr, DIRKSEN, All right, then improve
the committee technique and get o them
a little sooner.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The purpose of this
committee, as I see it, is not purely to en-
tertain Members. The purpose is to per-
form a public function: to have hearings
that are significant and to get informa-
tion from the witnesses for the guidance
of the Senate and the country. That is
the main objective, not just to please
either the senior or the junior Members.

The purpose of this move on the part
of the committee is to make the commit-
tee more efficient, so it will perform its
major function. We do not conceive that
it has been created for the entertainment
or enjoyment of its members alone.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
yvield 2 minutes to the Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. PELL).

Mr. PELL. Mr, President, I support the
position of the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, and I should
like to address a question to him, if I
may.

Is it not correct that when we have
the full attendance, particularly at the
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public meetings, it is almost impossible to
finish before lunch?

Mr, FULBRIGHT. It is.

Mr. PELL. And as a result of this, as
borne out by the experience of the chair-
man and the entire committee, it means
that those of us who are toward the
bottom of the totem pole now usually do
not get a chance for our questions until
after lunch or until everybody has gone
to lunch, except the unfortunate witness.

The junior members of the committee
remain the same distance from the bot-
tom as ever, but it gives us a chance to
contribute a little more to the work of
the committee.

I commend the committee for holding
firm on this matter, and I hope the Sen-
ate will support it.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I yield 4
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from New York (Mr. JavITs).

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I rise in
support of the amendment. I have been
listening very carefully to the argument
made by the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Foreign Relations. It
seems to me that the idea of finishing
before lunch, or the fact that junior
members think they do not have an
adequate chance to question is not a
critical reason for doing what is being
done.

I am aware of the fact that we may be
outvoted on the other side simply by
the sheer weight of numbers and party
regularity, and this is the kind of thing
that is subject to party regularity. I was
one of those in our caucus who urged
that this fight be made, because I believe
it is right, and I should like to give the
reasons for it.

First, the main thing is that it comes
at the wrong time. It comes at precisely
the time when a new class of freshmen
has come into the Republican side of the
aisle—which comes fresh from the hust-
ings, fresh from campaigning, fresh
from being non-Senators—and which
has a real contribution to make. Some
are on the other side, but the main influx
is on this side, and the disproportionate
numbers which existed before have now
been corrected somewhat. It is good for
the country that they have, and it is
good for the country that these bright,
fresh, essentially younger men are in the
Senate.

The real issue is this: Shall they be
given an opportunity—shall this objec-
tive be before them—of being upon this
great committee which Senator Fur-
BRIGHT heads? Indeed, I believe he should
derive enormous satisfaction from the
competition for a seat on that commit-
tee. Or, shall they not? Shall they be
closed off in terms of their objective by
the fact that there is such a drastic—
and it is drastic—reduction in numbers?
That is really what is at issue here.

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator from
New York voted, did he not, for the Re-
organization Act of 1967?

Mr. JAVITS. I did.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It provided 15 for
this committee. Why does the Senator
change his mind in the course of a year?

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator from New
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York will state to the Senator from Ar-
kansas that he did not consider the num-
ber of Senators on each committee, did
not even know about it, at the time,
though I am charged with the knowl-
edge. I am a lawyer, and I am not claim-
ing that that is any excuse.

But the fact is that it was by no means
the critical aspect of that debate that it
is now. In addition, it came before the
election, and we are now after the elec-
tion; and my main argument is that
what has happened in the election makes
this so inadvisable now.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator says
he did not have any confidence before
the election that he was going to gain
any seats.

Mr. JAVITS. I would not say that, If
I did, I would have predicted my own
election, and I did not. I worked ex-
tremely hard and spent too much money,
and now I owe some, which I do not like
at all.

To complete this point: That is really
the issue. It is a very drastic reduction,
and it is hard to justify, on the ground
that this is the time that we have the
bulge which can give Members on our
side of the aisle an opportunity which
they dearly seek. It is a drastic reduc-
tion. I give one bit of experience.

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

Mr. JAVITS. I ask for 1 additional
minute.

I give one bit of experience to my col-
leagues. I served for 8 years on the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs in the House.
It had 29 members. I believe the Senator
from Montana (Mr. MANSFIELD) Was a
member of that committee, also. Every-
body questioned how a committee of that
size operated efficiently. It was because
we had a rule of 10 minutes per man,
and then you came around the second
time. Everybody asked questions.

Some of the best questioning I have
ever heard was asked of Henry Wallace
in the Foreign Affairs Committee, with
25 members.

They actually took him apart at a
time when his position was seemingly
very strong in the country but really un-
tenable. He was taken apart in that com-
mittee in guestioning by almost the en-
tire committee membership. Therefore,
with all respect, I do not feel that is an
adequate argument for cutting down the
number at a time when there is so much
new and fresh blood that should have
much incentive to do the work of the
Senate, nor is it a time to cut this com-
mittee when foreign affairs is likely to
be such a predominant issue in this Con-
gress. We should stop arguing questions
of quorum and yield to what is of great-
est benefit to all the people by giving an
opportunity to add new, fresh, imagina-
tive minds to this committee in addition
to the sage wisdom that exists there now.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Massachusetts, the majority whip.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, during
the course of this discussion it has been
suggested that the change and the al-
terations, as far as membership of the
committees is concerned, have been
based on partisanship and that for some
reason or another the Democratic ma-
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jority has taken advantage of our friends
across the aisle. I do not believe that is
the essence of the question hefore the
Senate.

There are vacancies which have been
made available on a variety of different
commitiees. They will be filled on the
Democratic side by the steering commit-
tee and on the other side by appropriate
committees there. If they wish to give
opportunity to the young men who have
been elected, they have the opportunity
to do so0, just as we have the opportunity.

The mathematical formula has been
established by the people of this Nation,
and that is that today there are 57 Dem-
ocrats and 43 Republicans, and this divi-
sion will, to the extent mathematically
possible, be reflected in the balance on
committees.

There has been some modification on
one or two committees where we can say
that the younger voices will be able to
have stronger and perhaps more pro-
gressive voices than they would have
otherwise, For example, I refer to the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare
where we add three extremely impor-
tant, articulate, and creative voices to
work on some most important and press-
ing problems facing this Nation. So I do
not give much weight to the points made
by our colleagues across the aisle.

I do, however, think that the makeup
of these committees by the membership
on each side of the aisle is something
many Members on my side of the aisle
are extremely interested in and con-
cerned about. I, for one, would like to
see the membership on these committees
reflect philosophically, geographically,
and, to the extent e can, any other con-
siderations of what this Nation is, as
reflected in the appropriate elections. I
am not completely satisfied that the com-
mittees in the Senate, reflect that kind of
balance. I think they should. Senators on
this side of the aisle are doing every-
thing we can to see that that kind of
balance is achieved and we have seen
considerable progress made in recent
times by the setting up of a steering com-
mittee which is designed to reflect these
kinds of balances. I am not yet complete-
ly satisfied that the steering committee
does truly reflect what I think has been
the philosophical outlook of the Members
on my side of the aisle but I think this
is something over which the Democratic
caucus has control, and if they have, this
is the challenge presented to them.

I know there are many Senators ad-
dressing themselves to that problem, and
the Democratic caucus should reflect on
that. We have tried to make progress in
the committees we have. I supported my
majority leader in hoping the Commit-
tee on Appropriations could remain a
larger size. I think with the addition of
two members there would be the oppor-
tunity for some new voices to reflect on
the extremely important and basic ques-
tions in the appropriating process. But
the decision of the steering committee
was not to do so this year.

Thus I think today we are confronted
with the facts as I have stated them—
some progress achieved and much prog-
ress still to be made—and it is in that
spirit that I shall support the majority
leader’s position.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I yield 2
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minutes to the distinguished Senator
from New Hampshire.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I have
asked for 2 minutes, not to discuss the
general question or talk about either the
Committee on Foreign Relations or the
Committee on Appropriations, but be-
cause silence gives consent. Therefore, I
want the Recorp to show that both the
Senator from Washington (Mr. Mac-
NUSON), who is the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Commerce, and the Senator
from New Hampshire, who is the rank-
ing member of the Committee on Com-
meree, were most anxious that the com-
mittee should not be increased.

The committee has gone from 15 mem-
bers to 17 members, to 18 members.
There was one member added during
the 90th Congress with the distinct un-
derstanding it would not be taken as &
permanent inerease, and I find the num-
ber is now 19.

Many members of the Committee on
Commerce belong to the Committee on
Foreign Relations or the Committee on
Appropriations, or other committees, and
it is not “hogwash” at all in our sit-
uation about the difficulty many times of
obtaining quorums. We have many other
major committees that could not be
likened to the two committees I have just
mentioned.

We cover legislation on many sub-
jects: transportation, commerce, mat-
ters regarding the merchant marine, and
so on. We also have many communica-
tions upon which to recommend con-
firmation. More and more it has gotten
to be a custom, because we could not get
a quorum, to poll the committee, which
in this Senator’s opinion is very bad
practice. I, for one, do not intend that
it continue, even though it might be a
hindrance sometimes in my party’s ad-
ministration. In the closing days of a
session, the leadership has said, “Can
you get this matter out or that matter
out?”

I do not think it was good to increase
the number from 18 to 19 Senators. Both
the Senator from Washington and I
would have been satisfied with 17 mem-
bers, but if it were to be increased from
18 to 19, I wish to register my protest. I
know it is late to do anything about it,
but there may be another time coming,
and I do not want to remain silent.

On behalf of the Senator from Wash-
ington and myself, I wish to say we regret
this action.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I
yield myself such time as I may desire
to make reference to a matter which has
appeared in the press of late and which
I think fits in with the discussion now
underway, and that is the position taken
by the press that the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations is an inferior or
a secondary committee.

I want to assure my colleagues that
two of the most distinguished Members
on this side of the aisle would not have
sought to go on the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations if they thought it
was of an inferior or secondary status.

Mr. President, recently, I have seen
that references to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations, appearing mainly
in the press, have carried the implication
that this major Senate committee has
somehow—and apparently without the
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krowledge of the Senate—been reduced
to a committee of minor import and re-
spongibility. I wish to correct that im-
plication and set the record straight.

The Government Operations Commit-
tee has enjoyed the status of a committee
of major standing. It is no wonder. Its
far-reaching authority over the organi-
zation and all of the workings of the
Government is not matched by any other
committee; its immense Investigative
powers have applied to all of the affairs
ard activities of the Federal bureaucracy
producing information that has been of
the highest value to the Senate, to the
Congress and to the Nation,

A reading of Senate rule XXV which
outlines the jurisdiection of committees
serves best to emphasize the major
standing of this committee within the
framework of the Senate.

The Committee on Government Oper-
ations has jurisdiction over all budget
and accounting measures excepting ap-
propriations; all reorganizations within
the executive branch. I need only remind
the Senate that in recent years there
have been established two Cabinet-level
departments not to mention the many
changes in the lower structure of the
Government.

Its authority extends to all reports of
the Comptroller General of the United
States; all studies of the operation of
Government activities at all levels;
all laws enacted to reorganize the legis-
lative and executive branches of the Gov-
ernment; all studies of the intergovern-
mental relations between the United
States and the States and municipalities;
and between the United States and inter-
national organizations of which the
United States is a member.

It seems to me that no responsibility
could be more critical to the fabric and
the very life of our system of Govern-
ment than that of this committee. If the
institutions of our Government are to be
at all responsive to the needs of our so-
ciety and of the people, it is this com-
mittee—the Committee on Government
Operations—that will have the primary
obligation to make them so. Now and in
the years ahead, I can think of no greater
task, no more vital responsibility. To
minimize this authority and attempt to
place it on the back burner so to speak
I would say is to fail to understand at all
the operations of the U.S. Government,
mugch less of the U.S. Senate.

I would hope that all doubts in this
matter have been dispelled. I would hope
that in the future all would-be evaluators
of Senate committee standings take note
of the record and give to the Committee
on Government Operations the status of
major import it has always enjoyed and
that has always distinguished its out-
standing record.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Montana yield me one-
half minute?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am glad to yield.

Mr. COTTON. I should like to express
my complete agreement with every word
the distinguished majority leader has
just said.

When I came to the Senate as a fresh-
man Senator, I was fortunate enough to
be appointed to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations, whose chairman at
that time was the present Vice Presi-
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dent, and recently a candidate for Pres-
ident of the United States, HUBERT
HumpHREY. The chairman of the sub-
committee on which I served was the
late former Senator and later President
of the United States, John F. Kennedy.

Service on that committee was the
most educational and most fascinating
of any service that I have had the priv-
ilege of rendering in the Senate. The
distinguished majority leader is just
100 percent right when he protests
against the downgrading of the Commit-
tee on Government Operations.

Mr. MANSFIELD, I thank the Sena-
tor. As a matter of fact, the Committee
on Government Operations is the prime
investigative committee of the Senate.

NOMINATION OF WILLIAM H. DAR-
DEN, OF GEORGIA, TO BE A
MEMBER OF THE U.S. COURT OF
MILITARY APPEALS

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, as in
executive session, I ask unanimous con-
sent to file a report of a nomination from
the Committee on Armed Services.

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

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, as in
executive session, I ask unanimous con-
sent to proceed to the immediate con-
sideration of this nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
nomination will be stated for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
nomination of William H. Darden, of
Georgia, to be a member of the U.S.
Court of Military Appeals.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I am
pleased to note that the Senate Armed
Services Committee has reported favor-
ably the nomination of William H, Dar-
den, chief of staff of the Senate Armed
Services Committee, to be judge of the
U.S. Court of Military Appeals.

Mr. Darden was graduated from the
University of Georgia in 1946 and re-
ceived his law degree in 1948. After en-
listing in the Naval Reserve in November
1942, he saw service in the Pacific the-
ater and was released on inactive duty
as a lieutenant, junior grade, in 1946. He
was admitted to the Georgia bar in 1948
and served as secretary to Senator Rus-
seLL from December 1948 to April 1951.
He was appointed chief clerk to the Sen-
ate Committee on Armed Services in
April 1951 and chief of staff to the Armed
Services Committee commencing in
March 1953 to the present.

1 first became acquainted with Mr.
Darden some 15 years ago, when I served
on the Armed Services Committee from
1953 to 1954, During this period, and in
subsequent years, although I was not a
member of the committee, I have had
an opportunity to consult with Mr. Dar-
den on legislation and other matters
pending before the Armed Services
Committee.

I would like to take this opportunity to
say that his prompt attention, thought-
ful suggestions, and help on subjects of
interest to me in defense and military
matters have contributed much to mem-
bers of the committee and to the Senate.
I have always found him to be a courte-
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ous, resourceful, and capable person, and
I believe he will serve with distinction
as judge on the U.S. Court of Military
Appeals. I am very happy to support his
nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Will the Senate advise and
consent to the nomination of William H.
Darden, of Georgia, to be a member of
the U.S. Court of Military Appeals?

The nomination was confirmed.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the President be
immediately notified of the confirma-
tion of this nomination.

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

MEMBERSHIP AND SIZE OF
STANDING COMMITTEES

The Senate resumed the considera-
tion of the resolution (S. Res. 13) deal-
ing with the membership and size of
standing committees.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Colorado (Mr. ALLOTT).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I wish to
address myself to the amendment of the
Senator from Hawalii relative to the cuts
which have been proposed in the various
committees as proposed by the majority
steering committee through the majority
leader.

These two cuts are four on the For-
eign Relations Committee and two on
the Appropriations Committee. I see that
the distinguished chairman of the Ap-
propriations Committee is on the floor. I
have always held and continue to hold
only the highest admiration and respect
for him. I have sung his praises on the
floor before. I shall not do so today, be-
cause I would need more time. But I
must say that I disagree with his concept
of the number of members who are need-
ed on the Appropriations Committee.

The argument has been used over and
over again that it is so hard to get quo-
rums. Well, that is a matter of individual
responsibility, Mr. President. The notices
of meetings are always given to members
of the committee. If members do not show
up in sufficient number to make a quo-
rum, it must remain the individual re-
sponsibility of Members of the Senate
and members of that committee that
they were not present. I know that is true
on this particular committee, because we
spent many hours, perhaps days in total,
waiting for guorums last year. But it
seems to me, here again, we are not going
to solve the problem by reducing the Ap-
propriations Committee by two and de-
priving, in effect, minority Members of
the Senate of the opportunity to serve
on it.

Mr. President, I have never served on
the Foreign Relations Committee, so I
am not acquainted with the particular
problems which exist there. But I do
know that we have had Members on the
minority side of the aisle who have
waited for years for an opportunity to
serve on that committee. One of those
Members is the distinguished senior
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Senator from Kentucky (Mr. COOPER)
who has always had great expertise in
foreign affairs. He was an Ambassador
to India. Yet that distinguished Senator
had to wait 14 years and five elections
before he had an opportunity to serve on
this committee.

To me, this all boils down to a sheer
matter of equity. We are not going to
get majorities of quorums present any
faster if we have four extra members on
the Foreign Relations Committee or two
on the Appropriations Committee.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Colorado yield?

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield.

Mr. FONG. By cutting committees we
will still have the old members on them;
is that not true?

Mr. ALLOTT. That is entirely correct.

Mr. FONG. If they do not change their
ways, there are still going to be quorums;
is that not true?

Mr. ALLOTT. That is right. If they
did not regard their obligation as to their
time schedules important enough last
vear to be present when the committees
met, it is very doubtful that they will
change this year.

Mr. FONG. Thus, it is not a fault of
numbers but the fault of members al-
ready on the committees; is that not
true?

Mr. ALLOTT. That is entirely correct.

Mr. FONG. Therefore, we would be pe-
nalizing only the new members who
would want to come in and be appointed
to these committees. The older members
can still be derelict in their duty if they
do not come to their committee meetings;
is that not true?

Mr. ALLOTT. That is correct. We
would be penalizing those who would de-
sire membership on the Appropriations
Committee or on the Foreign Relations
Committee, as the case may be.

Mr. FONG. I thank the distinguished
Senator from Colorado.

Mr. ALLOTT. I thank the distinguished
Senator from Hawaii.

Mr. President, I merely want to sup-
port the motion wholeheartedly. I am
glad the distinguished Senator from
Hawaii has seen fit to make it.

Mr. President, I yield back whatever
time I have remaining.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I should
like to conclude by simply inviting atten-
tion to the fact that the vote now oceurs
on the amendment of the distinguished
Senator from Hawaii, to restore the cuts
in the Appropriations Committee by two
seats—that is, from 24 to 26, and to
restore the cuts in the Foreign Relations
Committee by four seats—that is, from
15 to 19. Then the vote will, of course,
recur on the resolution itself.

The yeas and nays have been ordered,
I believe, on the amendment.

Now, Mr. President, I ask for the yeas
and nays on the resolution.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. SCOTT. Let me conclude with the
statement that what is happening here
by force of numbers and by majority
power is eminently unfair.

I yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if I
may yield myself 1 minute, then I will
vield back the remainder of my time.




568

Of course, the hearings held by the
steering committee were in secret. I am
sure the committee on committees on the
Republican side, when it discussed vac-
ancies, held its hearings in secret.

I want to assure the Senate that there
has been no arrogance on the part of the
Democratic majority; that the resolution
before the Senate calls for a 57 to 43
split. That is the way it is. That is the
way it should be. And if we were in the
position of the Republicans, T want to
assure my colleagues that we would be
willing to accept a similar situation and
disposal.

I yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr, SCOTT., Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. SCOTT. Is it not correct that the
first vote will occur on the Fong amend-
ment; that Senators who wish to restore
the cuts would vote “yea”; and that
Senators who oppose the restoration
would vote “nay.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair cannot interpret it. The first ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
of the Senator from Hawaii.

Mr. SCOTT. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Hawaii. The yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the Clerk
will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. MUNDT (after having voted in
the negative). Mr. President, on this
vote I have a live pair with the Senator
from Colorado (Mr. Dominick). If he
were present and voting, he would vote
“yea.” If I were permitted to vote, I
would vote “nay.” Therefore, I with-
draw my vote.

Mr. MANSFIELD (after having voted
in the negative). Mr. President, on this
vote I have a pair with the junior Sen-
ator from Kentucky (Mr. Coox). If he
were present and voting, he would vote
“yea.” If I were permitted to vote, I
would vote “nay.” Therefore, I withdraw
my vote.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. CannoN), the Senator from Wash-
ington (Mr. Macnuson), the Senafor
from Minnesota (Mr. McCarTHY), the
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. McGEeE),
the Senator from Alabama (Mr. SPARK-
MAN), and the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. TypiNGs) are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Washington (Mr. Jackson) is absent be-
cause of illness in his family.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Washing-
ton (Mr. Macnuson), the Senator from
Maryland (Mr, Typings), and the Sena-
tor from Nevada (Mr. CannoN) would
each vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Wash-
ington (Mr. Jackson) is paired with the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. Percy). If
present and voting, the Senator from
Washington would vote “nay,” and the
Senator from Illinois would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Ala-
bama (Mr. SPARKMAN) is paired with the
Senator from California (Mr. MURPHY).
If present and voting, the Senator from
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Alabama would vote “nay,” and the
Senator from California would vote
“Fea.“

Mr. SCOTT. I announce that the Sena-
tor from Colorado (Mr. DoMINICK), the
Senator from California (Mr, MURPHY),
and the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
Percy) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Xentucky (M.
Cook) is detained on official business.

On this vote, the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mr, MurpHY) is paired with the
Senator from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN) .,
If present and voting, the Senator from
California would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from Alabama would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. PErCY) is paired with the Senator
from Washington (Mr. Jacksow). If
present and voting, the Senator from
Illinois would vote “yea,” and the Sena-
tor from Washington would vote “nay.”

The positions of the Senators from
Kentucky (Mr. Cook), the Senator from
Colorado (Mr. DoMINIcK) , and the Sena-
tor from South Dakota (Mr. MUNDT)
have been previously announced.

The result was announced—yeas 36,
nays 51, as follows:

[No. 3 Leg.]
YEAS—36

Fannin
Fong
Goldwater
Goodell
Griffin
Gurney
Hansen
Hatfield
Hruska

Allott
Baker
Bellmon
Bennett
Boggs
Brooke
Case
Cooper

Metealf
Miller
Packwood
Pearson
Prouty

Baxbe
Schwelker
Scott
Stevens

Fulbright
Gore

Javits
Jordan, Idaho
Mathias

NAYS—b51

Gravel
Harrls
Hart
Hartke
Holland
Hollings
Hughes
Inouye
Jordan, N.C.
Kennedy
Long
McClellan
McGovern
Meclntyre
Mondale
Montoya
Moss

Thurmond
Tower
Williams, Del.

Muskie
Nelson
Pastore

Pell

Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicoff
Russell
Smith

Spong
Stennis
Symington
Talmadge
Williams, N.J.
Yarborough
Young, N. Dak.
Young, Ohio

PRESENT AND GIVING LIVE PAIRS, AS
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED—2

Mr. Mansfleld, against.
Mr. Mundt, against.

NOT VOTING—I11

Cannon
Cook

Dominick

Jackson

Magnuson
McCarthy
McGee
Murphy

Percy
Sparkman
Tydings

So Mr. Fonc’s amendment was re-

jected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion now recurs on the adoption of the
resolution. The yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-

nounce that the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. Cannon), the Senator from Wash-
ington (Mr. Macnuson), the Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. McCarTHY), the
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. McGeg),
and the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
SPARKMAN) are necessarily absent.
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I also announce that the Senator from
Washington (Mr. JAcksoN) is absent be-
cause of illness in his family.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. Cannon) would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Wash-
ington (Mr. Jackson) is paired with the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. Percy). If
present and voting, the Senator from
Washington would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from Illinois would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Wash-
ington (Mr. Macnuson) is paired with
the Senator from Colorado (Mr. Domi-
wick) . If present and voting, the Senator
from Washington would vote “yea,” and
the Senator from Colorado would vote
iimy.”

On this vote, the Senator from Ala-
bama (Mr. SPARKEMAN) is paired with the
Senator from California (Mr. MURPHY).
If present and voting, the Senator from
Alabama would vote “yea,” and the Sen-
ator from California would vote “nay.”

Mr. SCOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Colorado (Mr. DoMINICK), the
Senator from California (Mr. MUurPHY),
and the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
PercY) are necessarily absent.

On this vote, the Senator from Colo-
rado (Mr. DomINick) is paired with the
Senator from Washington (Mr. MacNU-
soN). If present and voting, the Sena-
tor from Colorado would vote “nay,”
and the Senator from Washington
would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MurpHY) is paired with the
Senator from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN) .
If present and voting, the Senator from
California would vote “nay,” and the
Senator from Alabama would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. Percy) is paired with the Senator
from Washington (Mr, Jackson) . If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Illinois
would vote “nay,” and the Senator from
Washington would vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 56,
nays 35, as follows:

[No. 4 Leg.]
YEAS—56
Hart
Hartke
Holland
Hollings

Hughes
Inouye

Nelson
Pastore

Pell

Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicoft
Jordan, N.C. Russell
Eennedy Smith

Long Spong
Mansfleld Stennis
McClellan Symington
McGovern Talmadge
MclIntyre Tower
Metcall Tydings
Mondale Willlams, N.J.
Montoya Yarborough
Moss Young, N. Dak.
Mundt Young, Ohio
Muskie

NAYS—35

Dole
Fannin
Fong
Goldwater
Goodell

Griffin
Gurney
Hansen
Hatfield
Hruska

Javits
Jordan, Idaho

Eagleton
Eastland
Ellender

Ervin
Fulbright
CGore
Gravel
Harris

Allott
Baker
Bellmon
Bennett
Boggs
Brooke
Case
Cook
Cooper
Cotton
Curtis
Dirksen

Mathias
Miller
Packwood
Pearson
Prouty
Saxbe
Schweiker
Scott
Stevens
Thurmond
Williams, Del,
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NOT VOTING—8

Magnuson
McCarthy
McGee

Cannon Murphy
Dominick Percy
Jackson Bparkman

So the resolution (S. Res. 13) was
agreed fo.

AUTHORIZATION FOR PRINTING
MISCELLANEOUS STATEMENTS IN
THE RECORD

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senators may
have miscellaneous statements printed in
the Recorp today.

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

PHYSICIAN TO THE CAPITOL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it is
rare when the Senate is in unanimous
accord on any question. Even more un-
usual is unanimity on the part of the
membership of both Houses.

On one question, however, there does
appear to be complete agreement. It is
on the high competence, the complete
dedication, and the outstanding profes-
sionalism of the physician to the Capitol,
Rear Adm. Rufus Judson Pearson, Jr.

In the relatively short time that he
has been assigned to the Congress, we
have come to know Dr. Pearson as a
warm and understanding man and an
outstanding doctor. He has taken charge
of the health of Congress—so to speak—
in a discrete and completely reassuring
fashion. Under his administration, more-
over, the facilities of the Capitol medical
offices have been developed and modern-
ized. In addition, the emergency and
other services which Dr. Pearson and his
able staff of physicians, nurses, and tech-
nicians, render to House and Senate staff
personnel and to countless visitors to the
Capitol have been greatly refined and
brought up to date.

Dr. Pearson is the subject of a most
interesting and informative article en-
titled “He Takes the Pulse of the Con-
gress,” by Jack Harrison Pollack. The
article appears in the November issue of
Today’s Health. It is a delightful account
of the work of the Physician to the Capi-
tol and the office which he administers. I
commend the article to the Senate and
ask unanimous consent that it be in-
cluded in the Recorp at this point.

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

Hre Taxes THE PULsE oF CONGRESS

(Nore.—Dr. R. J. Pearson, Jr., attending
physician for the U.S. Capitol, is one of the
few individuals who can tell members of
Congress what to do—and be obeyed. His
primary task: to keep our national law-
makers healthy.)

(By Jack Harrison Pollack)

If you want a medical appointment with
Dr. Rufus Judson Pearson, Jr., first get
elected to Congress.

As the official Capitol physician for Amer-
ica’s 535 senators and representatives, this
soft-spoken, 53-year-old heart specialist is
perhaps the only man who can tell law-
makers how to behave—and be obeyed. Only
the second physician to hold this unlque,
nonpartisan position since its creation in

1928, he is a one-man lobby for lawmaker's
health.
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A tall, handsome Georgia charmer, he
smilingly told Today’s Health: “I have one
of the most unpolitically sensitive jobs in
Washington. But it is also one of the most
satisfying. Actually, members of Congress
make very good patients."

Incidents that would understandably irri-
tate many physicians are taken for granted
by the man who guards Congress' pulse. Ap-
pointments with him are broken in a mo-
ment’s notice because of sudden roll calls,
prolonged committee meetings, and other
urgent Congressional business.

To accommodate the split-second sched-
ules and enormous pressures of legislator-
patients, the Capitol physician’s office has a
“no walting” policy for all senators and
representatives.

“We always see members of Congress im-
mediately unless there is an emergency else-
where,” explains Doctor Pearson, who is 2
Navy rear admiral assigned to Congress. “By
making sure they aren't delayed, we're saving
the taxpayers’ money. Each member of Con-
gress represents about 400,000 persons. It
costs Uncle Sam millions of dollars each
year to maintain Congress. So, besides peo-
ple, we have a big investment to protect.”

Today few occupations are more danger-
ous to life and liver than that of these law=-
makers. The work is taxing, the tensions
perpetual, the responsibilities awesome.

But thanks in part to the Capitol phy-
sician’s office, Congress and its 14,000 em~
ployees are kept reasonably healthy.

Doctor Pearson and his staff—two other
Navy-assigned doctors and four civillan
nurses—handled more than 44,000 patient
visits last year. The office, located in the
middle of the Capitol, is equipped to accom-
modate anything from simple first aid to
complex medical treatment.

In the Democratic and Republican cloak-
rooms, it maintains emergency Ilifesaving
equipment, including a resuscitator, oxygen,
stretcher, electrocardiograph, and defibrilla-
tor machines. Crutches and wheelchairs are
available for patients who need them.

Parked outside the Capitol whenever Con-
gress Is In session Is an ambulance—ready
to rush a patient to the Navy's Medical Cen-
ter in Bethesda, Maryland, or the Army's
Walter Reed Hospital in Washington. Though
Doctor Pearson naturally checks on his pa-
tients’ conditions in these hospitals, he
doesn’'t treat or perform operations there.

When on busy Capitol Hill, Congress' at-
tending physician doesn’t wear a doctor's
white jacket. In his high-ceilinged, chande-
Her-graced private office, flanked by large
U.S. and Navy flags, he calmly answers tele-
phone calls about countless medical prob-
lems.

The Capitol physician’s office hours start
at nine a.m. The staff is on duty as long as
either chamber is in session.

To keep pace with lawmakers' hectic lives,
Doctor Pearson strolls in and out of his
office and laboratories all day long—all night,
too, if necessary. Congress meets many eve-
nings, especially when racing to adjourn.

“I try to get over to the floors of both
houses every day just to see how everybody
is doing and feeling,” says Doctor Pearson.
“If a member is due for a checkup, we re-
mind him of it.”

Doctor Pearson, or one of his assistants, is
usually near the floor during strenuous night
sessions.

Not long ago, during a late-evening de-
bate, an elderly senator wearily stumbled off
the floor after a spirited speech. Exhausted,
he slumped on a cloakroom couch. Quietly,
Doctor Pearson—who just “happened to be
around”—checked the legislator's heart con-
dition. Happily, it turned out to be just a
minor flareup. “Just take it easy, Senator,
and get some sleep. You'll be all right,” he
reassured the lawmaker.

Heart and other circulatory ailments, as
well as digestive disturbances and ulcers, are
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the most prevalent Congressional ills. They
often are aggravated during periods of legis-
lative tension.

The Capitol doctor treats numerous other
medical problems including diabetes, hernia,
gout, bursitis, fractures, sprains, and respira-
tory and metabolic diseases. A member with
a diseased kidney had it removed before it
poisoned his system, thanks to Doctor Pear-
son's speedy intercession. He gives inocula-
tions to legislators going overseas. When they
return, he often treats them for gastroin-
testinal disturbances. Yet the Congressional
doctor constantly emphasizes preventive
therapy. He tries to detect potentially dan-
gerous diseases early.

“Doctor Pearson is like a professional foot-
ball-team doctor in many ways," observes a
Congressman from the Midwest. “His job is
to keep us in the ball game until it's over—
even if he has to patch or pill us up some-
times. If an important bill I'm pushing is
coming to a vote and I get sick, frankly, I
don't want to be ordered to bed or to the
hospital. I want some Immediate medical
help to keep me pitching.”

Perhaps for his own health as well as medi.-
cal ethies, Congress' doctor discreetly de-
clines to discuss his patients’ ailments. When
asked about specific ills of prominent legis-
lators, he pleasantly changes the subject.
Many lawmakers have taken the Congres-
sional physician into their confidence. One
Capitol Hill cldtimer reflects, “If Doctor
Pearson ever opened up, there could be some
major changes in Washington I"

Many sensitive legislators guard their
health secrets like the Strategic Air Com-
mand does its defense plans—lest opponents
try to make political capital out of them.
This is especially true of representatives,
who must face election every two years.

But from other sources, including many
lawmakers themselves, Today’s Health
learned about the Capitol physician’s un-
obstrusive medical services.

When a newly elected lawmaker arrives on
Capitol Hill, one of the first communications
he receives is a “Welcome Aboard” Ietter
from Doctor Pearson. The physician requests
a statement of the legislator’s physical con-
dition from his regular doctor, listing any
medical peculiarities which might bear
watching. The Congressional doctor follows
this up with an invitation for the freshman
lawmaker to drop in for a chat or, better yet,
a physical examination. Before the em-
bryonic legislator realizes it, the Capitol
physician’s office has a full medical file on
him.

Doctoer Pearson doesn't attempt to replace
family doctors. On the contrary, he encour-
ages each Member of Congress to visit a
family physician or specialist.

When a lawmaker has his own physician,
Doctor Pearson carefully clears the patient's
condition with him. “I'm not in competition
with private doctors,” explains the Capitol
physician. “I used to be in private practice
myself, and I realize that private practition-
ers often know more about a patient's condi-
tion than I do. In such cases, I just fry to
act as a clearinghouse.™

For Instance, one Congressman who had a
skin disease was sent to a famous clinlc for
successful treatment after Doctor Pearson
and the member's personal physician jointly
assessed the problem at length over long-
distance telephone. Many lawmakers with
allergic conditions are given weekly allergy
shots by Doctor Pearson's office staff, at
the request of the legislators’ hometown
physicians.

Today much of the Capitol physician’s
time is spent battling three common health
problems: obesity, sagging physical fitness,
and smoking.

Many Congressmen—like many Ameri-
cans—are just too fat. Overeating is just one
of their occupational hazards.
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“I had to go to nine Lincoln Day dinners in
two weeks last February,” recalls Rep. Elford
Cederberg, a Republican from Michigan. “The
cooking of those farm women was absolutely
great, and they would have been insulted if
I had not eaten. Politics requires eating."

On Capitol Hill, Doctor Pearson tries to
guide the lawmakers' nutritional intake. Six-
foot-one and a trim 178 pounds himself, he
works behind the scenes with the House and
Senate restaurant managers on low-choles-
terol, low-calorie menus. But policing hungry
lawmakers to make sure that they adhere to
their diets 1s sometimes as difficult as per-
suading them to curtail their talking!

The Capltol doctor’s most dramatic over-
weight achievement was the case of Rep.
Robert Everett, a Tennessee Democrat who
welghed 363 pounds last year. Non-admirers
of his avoirdupois dubbed him “The Man
Mountain of Congress.”

Diplomatically, Doctor Pearson suggested
that the lawmaker enter the Bethesda Naval
Medical Center for treatment, There for 26
days early this year, the obese legislator was
put on a rigorous diet. Result: During that
period, he trimmed off 83 pounds. The Con-
gressman’'s six-foot-three-inch frame now
can better bear his weight.

“I've been on a dozen different diets,”
Congressman Everett recalls, “But I slipped
back every time, even though I shouldn't
have because of my diabetes. Doctor Pearson
kept after me centinually to lose weight, and
he is still helping me to do so. He insists on
seeing me regularly. Sometimes he even pulls
me out of routine committee meetings for a
checkup. Today I not only look but feel a
lot better.”

Again like most Americans, Congressmen
don’t exercise nearly enough, Doctor Pear-
son strongly urges them to do so daily. Many
have taken his advice. Legislators well realize
that physical exercise may help prevent heart
attacks by hastening the removal of high
levels of cholesterol from the blood. This

blood condition is believed to lead to harden-
ing of the arteries, precipitating heart at-
tacks.

Today more than B0O0 representatives and
80 senators use the House or Senate gyms to
play paddle ball, punch bags, tread bicycles,
stretch pulleys, row on machines, and swim.

Some legislators exercise in other ways.

Sen. Strom Thurmond, 65, a South Caro-
lina Republican, dally lifts heavy barbells
kept underneath a table behind his desk.
Sen. Willlam Proxmire, 52, a Wisconsin
Democrat, generally jogs the nine miles from
his home to the Capitol and back. Another
jogging enthusiast is Rep. Lester Wolil, 49,
a New York Democrat, who runs outside his
Washington apartment house every free
morning.

Rep. Fred Schwengel, 61, an Iowa Repub-
lican, who formerly was a physical education
instructor, begins each morning with several
somersaults, then pushups, exercising a full
hour each day. Missouri Rep. Durward Hall,
56—one of four members of Congress who
also are physicians—does finger, hand, arm,
and leg exercises every day. His regimen also
includes a bicycle ride every day.

California Congressman Robert Mathias, 37
{Olympic decathlon champion in 1948 and
1952 and member of the President’s Com-
mission on Physical Fitness), has a daily pro-
gram which includes use of an exercising de-
vice kept under the couch in his private
office—a metal tension contraption which
submarine sallors sometimes use to keep fit
in crowded quarters.

While encouraging Congress to keep fit
through exercise, Doctor Pearson heeds his
own advice. Whenever he can, he walks., He
climbs stairs rather than taking elevators.
Every Saturday, when neither chamber is in
sesslon, he generally can be observed playing
golf at a country club in Chevy Chase, Mary-
land. (He shoots in the low 80's.) “I'm now
trying to improve a Midwestern senator’s golf
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game,"” he quips. On Sundays the Capitol doc-
tor works in the garden of his Bethesda,
Maryland, home.

In common with many Americans, many
Congressmen also smoke too much. But Doc-
tor Pearson, who quit smoking five years ago,
is making considerable headway on this
problem.

For example, he recently told one legisla-
tor-patient, “Look, you have a bad cough,
nasal congestion, headaches, weakness, and
general fatigue. Your excessive clgarette
smoking certainly doesn't help your physical
condition. If you really want to buy increased
longevity, you've got to throw away those
cigarettes. The decision is yours.” The im-
pressed member of Congress hasn't smoked
since,

Lawmakers are extremely appreciative of
Doctor Pearson's medical services. House
Majority Leader Carl Albert, an Oklahoma
Democrat, who had a heart attack two years
ago, says, “We are fortunate to have this dis-
tinguished physiclan and cardiologist as our
Capitol physician.” House Minority Leader
Gerald Ford, Jr., a Michigan Republican,
observes, “There has been a great improve-
ment in the entire operation under Doctor
Pearson—not only as it affects the health
of members but of our employees.”

The Capitol physician’s office also treats
hundreds of Congressional employees every
year, including administrative assistants,
secretaries, pages, doormen, walters, and po-
lice,

U.S. Supreme Court members likewise re-
celve occasional medical aid from Doctor
Pearson. The white-columned high court
bullding is only a short walk across Capitol
Park.

In addition, tourists are given emergency
first ald by the Capitol physician's office.
Their complaints range from fainting to
heart attacks. As many as 30,000 sightseers
troop through the Capitol during a single
busy day.

Not long ago an elderly woman collapsed
while strolling through the Capltol. She was
given a speedy electrocardiogram and chest
examination by Doctor Pearson. When the
woman was out of danger, Pearson tele-
phoned her private physician 1000 miles
away and gave the hometown doctor a re-
port of the emergency treatment.

The families of Congressmen sometimes
are treated by the Capitol physician—mnor-
mally only in emergencies. Recently a legis-
lator's wife who suffered a sudden bleeding
problem had it controlled thanks to Doctor
Pearson's speedy action and referral.

Dr. Rufus Judson Pearson, Jr.—who is
called, “Jud” by friends—is a doctor's son.
His late father was an ear, nose, and throat
specilalist.

Born in Atlanta on October 8, 1815, Pear-
son received his premedical training at the
University of Florida in Galnesville, and at-
talned his M.D. degree at Emory University
in 1938. He interned for two years at Kings
County Hospital in Brooklyn, New York, then
was a resident at Grady Hospital in Atlanta.
Later, the young physician studied cardio-
vascular disease under famed Dr. Paul Dudley
White at Massachusetts General Hospital.

Doctor Pearson practiced internal medicine
in Miami Beach before joining the Navy in
1942, After World War II, he resumed his
civililan practice in Jacksonville, Florida.
When the Eorean War broke out, the doctor
returned to active Navy duty and was pro-
moted to the rank of captain in the Medical
Corps In July 1955.

For the next 11 years, he served as chief
of medicine at naval hospitals in Charleston
and Beaufort, South Carolina, Portsmouth,
Virginia, then as chief of cardiology and later
chief of medicine at the Bethesda Medical
Center.

As chief of cardiology, he became person-
ally acquainted with many senators and con=
gressmen, One of them was a Texas senator
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named Lyndon B. Johnson, who came to him
for checkups after a serious heart attack in
1955.

Doctor Pearson also has found time to be-
come a Fellow of the American College of
Physicians, American College of Cardiology,
and American Heart Assoclation sclentific
council, He has been certified by the Amer-
ican Board of Internal Medicine and by the
Bub-specialty Board in Cardiovascular Dis-
ease.

Today, Doctor Pearson lives in Bethesda
with his wife Emily. They have two children,
a boy and a girl, His son, Navy Lt. Rufus
Pearson III, a 1963 graduate of Annapolis, is
serving at a naval air station in California.
His married daughter Virginia, a former
Peace Corps nurse, now resides In New
Jersey.

Doctor Pearson was appointed attending
physician of the U.S. Capitol in 1966, after
the retirement of the original holder of the
post, 78-year-old Dr. George W. Calver. Doctor
Calver recommended that Doctor Pearson
succeed him; Congress agreed, and shortly
thereafter Doctor Pearson was made a rear
admiral in the Navy.

The Capitol physiclan’s position was
created back In 1928 after three Congress-
men had collapsed during one month, and
one of them had died in his office. Neither
the Senate nor House then had a physician
in attendance.

Aroused Congressmen asked the Navy to
assign a full-time medical officer to the
Capitol. Doctor Calver, then a young physi-
clan at a naval dispensary, was tapped for
the job. He moved over to Capitol with his
little black bag for a supposed three-year
hitch. But, when he was scheduled to re-
turn to sea, lawmakers insisted that he
remain as a civilian.

“I told them I couldn’'t lose my creden-
tlals for my Navy service,” recalls Doctor
Calver. “So the next day, two Congressmen
asked me If I would be willing to stay on if
they fixed things up with the Navy. I saild I
would, That afternoon they passed a law—a
rider to an appropriation bill—which pro-
hibited the Navy from transferring me.” Doc«
tor Calver stayed on for 38 years.

As Congress' attending physician for the
past two years, his successor has quietly in-
stituted many innovations.

One was giving each member a laminated
pocket or wallet-sized record of his cardio-
gram—which is extremely useful in case of
a heart attack or stroke. Rep. Roman Pucin-
ski, an Illinois Democrat, says, “I hope that
every person in America will be encouraged
to carry one.”

In addition, Doctor Pearson has succeeded
in persuading 60 percent of the members to
have comprehensive, head-to-toe physical
examinations. He has improved laboratory
services and the record-keeping system,
added another internist to his staff, up-
dated the Capitol pharmacy, and recently
launched a lively artificial-respiration course
(directed by his chlef aide, Robert F. Moran,
a former hospital administrator) for the
Capitol police force.

Congressional pressures have multiplied
since Doctor Calver first took the job., Back
in 1928, Congress was in session only 91
days. In 1867, the lawmakers officlally met
286 days.

Long hours, strenuous traveling, and gar-
gantuan pressures from constituents, lobby-
ists, and others often make legislators ill. Not
surprisingly, many of their allments dis-
appear after they leave Congress.

“Members have unbellevably demanding
schedules, especlally during campaigning,”
Doctor Pearson told Today's Health, “The
greatest pressure cases I get are right be-
fore elections, I do what I can In a man's
best medical interest. Members hate to go
to the hospital at those crucial times, I ex-
plain the risks, and they have to decide for
themselves. You can't force treatment or
medicine on a person.”
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As a result of Doctor Pearson's quiet dedi-
cation and unsung politicking for legisla-
tive health, no one on Capitol Hill needs to
ask: “Is there a doctor in the House—or

Senate?”’ They know the Capitol physician
will be on the scene before you can say

‘“Hippocrates.”

A CONVERSATION WITH
RICHARD RUSSELL

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, there
appeared in the December issue of the
Atlantic magazine, an interview by Mr.
Wayne Kelley with our distinguished
President pro tempore, the Senator from
Georgia.

In this article, covering a variety of
subjects, Senator RusseLL displays the
wisdom, foresight, and acumen that
comes with 36 years of continuous serv-
ice in this body. It is altogether an amaz-
ing document; one which most certainly
should be preserved for students of poli-
tics in years to come. The views expressed
by Senator RusseLL on the war in Viet-
nam, the role of the Federal Govern-
ment, the Senate itself, and a variety of
other topics, could well serve as a primer
on contemporary issues.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle be printed in its entirety in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

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

A CONVERSATION WIZ'.I‘H RICHARD RUSSELL

In January, Senator Richard Brevard Rus-
sell, D-Ga., will begin his thirty-seventh year
as & member of the U.S. Senate. During his
long and illustrious career he has gained a
reputation as the most influential and most
respected member of the Senate, With the
convening of the ninety-first Congress his
power, if this is possible, will grow even
greater.

The retirement of Senator Carl Hayden, D-
Ariz., makes Benator Russell, seventy-one,
the top senator -in terms of seniority. Only
two other men, Senator Hayden and Senator
Francis Warren, R-Wyo., have served longer
in the Senate. SBenator Russell's seniority
makes the post of Senate President Pro Tem-
pore his for the asking.

The senior Georgia senator, for sixteen
years chalrman of the powerful Senate
Armed Services Committee, will give up that
post to take over the helm of the even more
potent Senate Appropriations Committee. A
senator may not head more than one com-
mittee.

Senator Russell will, however, retain the
post of chairman of the Defense Appropria-
tions Bubcommittee which approves all fed-
eral spending for military activities. He will
also remain on the Armed Services Commit-
tee as ranking Democrat.

In addition, Senator Russell is the ranking
Democratic member of the Committee on
Aeronautical and Space Sciences and the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. He is a
member of the Steering Committee, which
controls Senate committee assignments, as
well as the Senate Democratic Policy Com-
mittee.

Few dollars are spent by the federal gov-
ernment without first passing through sub-
committees of which Senator Russell is a
key member. He sits on subcommittees that
appropriate funds for federal agricultural
programs, river development, education and
health activities, highway construction,
housing and community facilities projects,
alrports, space programs, and atomic energy
projects. His Defense Appropriations Sub-
committee approves military outlays amount-
ing to about one-half of the national bucdget,
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A member of the Georgia House of Repre-
sentatives at age twenty-two, and the state's
youngest governor at thirty-three in 1930,
Senator Russell’s judgment and character
were forged in the politics of his native state.
On two occasions, in 1948 and in 1952, his
name was put forward for the Democratic
presidential nomination.

Since he came to Washington in 1933 every
president of the United States has sought
Senator Russell's advice on military affairs.
The senator has been greatly concerned with
the Viet Nam War, calling it “one of the
great tragedies of our history.”

On October 21, 1968, at his office in Winder,
Georgla, Senator Russell took time from a
continuous flow of paperwork and appoint-
ments to talk about the Viet Nam War, the
prospects for peace, his personal career, and,
with great indulgence and good spirits, a
scattering of other subjects including the
fate of his trusty 1963 automobile.

Q. Senator Russell, as chairman of the
Senate Armed Services Committee you have
been intimately involved with the problems
of the Viet Nam War from the beginning. Do
you feel at this point that we can accept any-
thing less than a total military victory?

A. Oh, yes. I am perfectly willing to accept
several solutions less than a complete mili-
tary victory. I am willing to accept a fairly
caonducted election held by impartial and
neutral representatives of other governments
to let the Vietnamese determine their own
form of government. I would still believe in
self-determination in Viet Nam even if they
were to determine in a manner that was not
in our own best interests. But if they have
an election, we should have an assurance of
a fair election.

Q. How could we be certain of a fair elec-
tion in 8, Viet Nam?

A. This is one way that the United Nations
might justify itself, its existence. If neces-
sary, troops from neutral nations such as
Indonesia could be stationed there to see that
the mandate of the people at the polls is
carried out fairly. They might have to stay
there for several years.

Q. The new president of the United States
will certainly face some difficult decisions re-
garding the Viet Nam War. As the leading
military expert of Congress, what would be
your advice to the president?

A. I would advise him either to quarantine
North Viet Nam and bring this war to a
close or else to bring our troops home. Ho Chi
Minh has been gambling that the United
States wouldn't take any further steps in the
war and that the American people would
finally become tired of it and let him win the
war. I think we should force him to a fair
agreement on South Viet Nam which would
permit the right of self-determination with-
out the terror of the Viet Cong or of the
North Vietnamese regulars hanging over the
people when they go to the polls. It is not
fair to keep on sending American boys over
there. They have performed superbly when
you consider that they are all raw recrults
in a sense—no man stays over there longer
than twelve months. Most of them haven’t
had but about four months training.

Q. What if the North Vietnamese will not
agree to a free election or some similar solu-
tion? Are we capable of ending the war
militarily?

A, This war has not been fought as I
thought it should from the beginning. Each
of our moves has been made two years later
than it should have been. It is hard to con-
ceive of any mistake in the field of interna-
tional relations or military affairs that we
have not made in Viet Nam. I thought that
we should have gquarantined all the coast
of North Viet Nam, closed all of thelr ports.
I think that would have been more effective
than sending 500,000 troops over there as we
have done. It would have brought them to
their knees much more quickly. They can't
supply themselves with food, much less with
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arms. If we had been bold enough to take
these steps, the war would have been over.
But we have fought it on their terms.

Q. Could the war still be brought to a
speedy conclusion by military action?

A. If we had followed at the outset the
policy or strategy that I have mentioned, the
war could have been brought to an end in six
months. How long it would take now I do
not know. But I still think it could be done
in six months. And we could do it without
losing many more American lives, if we
wanted to, by bombing the dikes that con-
trol the rice fields of North Viet Nam. By put-
ting in a quarantine on shipping we could
take them out of the war with little fighting
on the ground anywhere.

Q. To return briefly to the possibility of
free determination by elections, Senator Rus-
sel. Didn't you once express the view that
the North Vietnamese would probably win
such an election?

A. T don’t think I expressed it exactly that
way. I said I thought they would vote for
Ho Chi Minh for president in South Viet Nam
because all the people there knew him as a
folk hero at that time. That was six or seven
years ago. Now the war has been going on
much longer. I doubt that he could win an
election there today. But he was a folk hero,
a legend in his own time, after he drove the
French out of all of what used to be French
Indochina which included both North and
South Viet Nam, Cambodia, and Laos.

Q. Hope has been expressed that the South
Vietnamese will soon be able to assume a
major share of the military burden. Is that
likely?

A. Anyone who thinks that the South
Vietnamese will be able to assume all of the
responsibility or the primary responsibility in
the near future is sadly deluded, because
they can't. They are taking more of the load
today. They are now producing some in-
fantry units that are good fighters. They will
do the job and they are being utilized more
than they have ever been in the past. But, in
terms of artillery and air power and things
of that kind, they just ean't do It.

Q. Senator, are there any conditions under
which you believe a halt to all bombing of
North Viet Nam would be wise?

A. Not unless there was a very definite
quid pro quo, that we could recognize as
fact. Of course, if they would agree to with-
drawal of the North Vietnamese soldlers
from South Viet Nam and we knew they did
that, and if we knew they had stopped bring-
ing in supplies to what remains of the Viet
Cong, I would agree to a bombing halt. The
Viet Cong is no longer a very formidable
force.

Q. How do you feel about the reservists
who sued the government in an attempt to
avoid being sent to Viet Nam?

A. That was a great shock and disappoint-
ment to me. Most of them were in those re-
serve units because they selected that method
of discharging their military obligation, I
was sorely disappointed. Of course we must
realize that It was a very small percentage
of the reserves that actually brought those
sults.

Q. Supreme Court Justice William O. Doug-
las granted a temporary restraining order in
September to prevent shipment to Viet Nam
of certain reservists who filed suit. Did that
disturb you?

A. I was even more disappointed that a
member of the Supreme Court would have
granted an Injunction against the govern-
ment in a case of that kind. According to
this concept, one man on that court could
absolutely paralyze this country and make
it incapable of defending itself in time of
war.

Q. Paralyze the defenses of the country
by keeping such cases tied up in the courts?

A. Yes, Or by gaining an injunction dur-
ing a period when the Supreme Court is not
in session as was the case here. We were
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fortunate in that the court was due to con-
vene in just a matter of weeks.

Q. What is our military manpower situa-
tion now, Senator? Will draft calls be larger
or is a reduction possible?

A. I think we have adequate manpower.
As a matter of fact, I think we could afford
to reduce it by two or three hundred thou-
sand (men) without gravely impairing our
position,

Q. The newspapers have reported that the
Pentagon is now studying the feasibility of
an all-voluntary peacetime military force. Do
you think this is practical for the future?

A. I doubt very much whether it would
be possible In today's world if we wish to
maintaln adequate forces. It could be done
if we would renounce all the obligations and
treaties that we have for mutual defense
all over the world. But we cannot live up to
our commitments today, in my opinion, with
a volunteer army. We would be compelled to
pay such enormous costs to maintain it that
it would be even more burdensome to the
American people than today’s army is.

Q. Would a volunteer army have any in-
herent dangers or disadvantages?

A. I am not too sure it would be a good
thing for the country. A purely mercenary
army has been the means of dissolving a
great many important civilizations in the
past. These men who are willing to do a
short hitch, come into the army and go
home, are sort of a counterbalance against
any military take-over in this country such
as we see about us on all sides today.

Q. You guided through the Senate this
year a $71.9 billion Defense Apppropriation
Bill for fiscal 1069. It was the largest single
appropriation bill in American history. Did
the bill provide everything we need and are
you pleased with our defense posture?

A. I am greatly concerned about our
strength in new weapons, our reluctance to
proceed with new weapons and keep pace
with the revolutionary explosions that occur
in weapons systems all over the world. I am
also concerned because we have drawn so
heavily on our reserve supplies of ammunition
and equipment for the Vietnamese War. We
have probably the lowest reserves of such
simple things as ammunition that we have
had in twenty years.

Q. Are we behind Russla now in atomic
submarines and rockets?

A. We don't know, of course, exactly what
the Soviets have. We spend a great deal of
money to try to get hard intelligence about
their military posture. I think that we are
ahead now in submarines. We are behind in
numbers, over all. They outnumber us three
or four to one; but a great many of theirs
are the type that are built to keep ships
from approaching their shores and are not
capable of any long-range operations. They
undoubtedly have some atomic-powered sub-
marines. And from their success In other
atomic operations we must give them credit
for belng practically as good as ours, though
Admiral (Hyman) Rickover might not agree
with that statement.

However, it is hard for me to believe,
though they have shown great resource in
their construction program, that they have a
weapon that is as powerful and accurate as
our Polaris missile on our atomic-powered
attack submarines.

Q. Is the United States behind in aircraft
development?

A. I think they are vhead of us in the alr
now, but not in long-range bombers. I still
thing the old B-52, though it is fifteen or
sixteen years off the drawing boards, is su-
period to any long-range aircraft they have.
But in the fighter and interceptor fleld we
have made so many mistakes like the TFX,
the III's, that I think they are probably su-
perlor to any long-range aircraft they have.
perately to catch up now.

Q. President Johnson has expressed hopes
in the past that the United States and Russia
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will be able to reach agreement on control of
nuclear weapons and other matters to reduce
the chances for a traglc war. Do you see any
danger to our country in the treaty, current~
1y awaiting Senate action, which would ban
the spread of nuclear weapons?

A. I am willing to enter into any kind of
treaty—even to scrapping atomic weapons—
if there is evidence of good faith all around
by the other parties and they are willing to
agree to inspection, But I am not willing to
disarm on just the promise of the Russians
or anybody else. I haven's studied that (nu-
clear nonproliferation) treaty as closely as I
intend to. I have read 't through one time.
There are two or three weaknesses in the
treaty. Whether there are advantages in it
which compensate for that, I have not yet
been able to determine.

Q. But you want to see clear guarantees
that Russia and other countries would abide
by disarmament treaties?

A. Yes. There has got to be some tangible
program so we will know they are disarming.
If we sign a disarmament treaty, we'll dis-
arm, But if they sign one, I don't believe
they will unless we have inspection teams
there to see that they do.

Q. You mean on-site inspection,

A, Yes, on-site. Open up the country. I'm
willing to open this country up—everything
including the White House pantry open to
inspection if we can get a treaty in good
faith.

Q. What about a treaty between the United
States and Russla agreeing to call off the
antimissile defense race?

A. I'd be very happy to have a treaty with
Russia not to bulld any antimissile missiles
if they will agree to inspection. But they are
not golng to agree to any inspection of any
kind. And I wish that was something that
our negotiators would bear in mind.

Q. Senator, you used your influence this
year to get Congressional approval for money
to start an Antiballistic Missile (ABM) sys-
tem. Did you favor the ABM a few years ago?

A, Oh yes, I have always been for it when
we were ready to proceed. I though that some
members of the Congress and of my Armed
Services Committee wished to start produc-
tlon before we had done adequate research
and development and testing. As a matter of
fact, on one occasion one member of the
committee went around and lobbied the com-
mittee and that was the only time I ever
lost a vote in the committee. By one vote
they voted to start production. I took the
matter to the floor of the Senate and got a
closed session. The Senate voted about 3-1
to support my position.

Q. Wasn't that Senator Strom Thurmond
of South Carolina who did the lobbying for
the ABM back in 19637

A. Yes, yes, yes. He was In favor of start-
ing production four or five years ago and I
thought it would be very wasteful and ex-
travagant and nonproductive. But now we
have completed every possible research proj-
ect on the missile. There comes a time in any
research and development program when you
have to start construction to determine
whether your research proves what you think
it does or whether there are weaknesses you
have to eliminate. I think we are at that
point today.

Q. Even the “thin"” ABM system will cost
several billions of dollars, Will the protec-
tion be worth the cost involved?

A, If you mean will we ever have a system
that will be able to prevent any atomic bomb
from penetrating this country—no, that is
not possible. There is not enough money in
the world and we could bankrupt ourselves
and still couldn't prevent some of them from
coming through.

But even Mr. (Robert) McNamara, who
was, opposed to the system when he was sec-
retary of defense, said that if we put up the
“thin‘ system that was contemplated by the
bill authorized by Congress this year, that
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in the event of an all-out nuclear war it
would leave twenty million American citi.
zens alive in cities. And if we bullt an In-
tensive system, it would leave eighty mil-
lion alive. Well, in my opinion, $5 billion to
$8 billion a year, when welghed against a
total military budget of seventy-odd billion
dollars, s a very modest amount to save
that many American lives. And I think if
you went to the Individuals and asked them,
they would be willing to have this project
even though it may cost $40 billlon. If you
are going to be among the eighty million that
are saved, I think that you would find a
unanimous agreement throughout the coun-
try to build it.

Q. Senator Russell, this so-called “thin”
system is just a foot in the door to begin-
ning construction on the full or heavy ABM
system, isn’¢ it?

A, It's a base for a system throughout the
whole nation I didn't decelve anybody.
When we brought it up they tried to dress
it up as being a system to protect us from
China. But I stated very frankly on the floor
of the Senate that I consider it the founda-
tion of a complete antimissile system that
would save at least eighty million Americans
against any atomic attack, however drastic.

Q. Will some ABM bases be located in
Georgla?

A, Oh yes. Even the thin system contem-
plates one base in Georgla.

Q. A complete ABM system would mean
more than one Georgla base?

A. It would just mean an extension of the
other base, probably. Distance means nothing
now where a rocket is concerned.

Q. Senator, you have been chairman of
the Senate Armed BServices Committee for
sixteen years and a member of the com-
mittee of the old Naval Affairs Commit-
tee for much longer than that. Was it a dif-
ficult decision to switch over to become
chairman of the Appropriations Committee?

A. It was a difficult decision. But the Ap-
propriations Committee of course, in my
mind, is the committee of the Senate. It is
vital to many activities in the state of
Georgia and I did not feel like I could in
justice turn down that assignment, as im-
portant as it is, when I could retain the
chairmanship of the money subcommittee
of the Defense Department.

Q. Will you still maintain a strong volce
in military affairs and policy?

A, Overall, I think that with the chalr-
manship of the Appropriations Committee
I will have as strong a volce in the really
important matters of military decision and
policy as I have ever had. I will not be in as
much detaill work as I was as chairman of
the Armed Services Committee—on authori-
zation bills and things of that kind and
minor decisions as to whether we'll construct
four submarines a certain year or six, or two
destroyers or four.

Q. You are in line for the post of president
pro tempore of the Senate. That post is an
honor that goes to the most senior member
of the party controlling the senate. Will you
take 1t?

A, Well, T expect I will. The prospects of
riding in the same type of limousine that the
president rides in is attractive to a country
boy.

Q. Don't you have a limousine as chairman
of the Armed Services Committee?

A. No. I have been in the Congress longer
than any man who has a car. Much longer.

Q. How is your own Chrysler holding up?

A. It's doing pretty good. It 18 a 1963
model, but that was a good year for Chryslers
and it still does very well. It did catch on
fire one day to my surprise and disappoint-
ment and fright, But that was a shortage in
the wiring and we got that straightened out,

Q. The post of president pro tempore puts
you in line for the presidency right after the
speaker of the House, does it not?

A, Yeah, you are in line for the presidency
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but you are pretty far down the line. You
are number four. Of course it-is conceivable—
say in the case of an atomic attack or some
new disease sweeping the country that the
president pro tempore might be immune
to—why he might get to be president. But
it is very unlikely.

Q. Would presiding as president pro tem-
pore give you any particular influence on
key issues, Senator?

A. Very slight. You would have to have the
know-how to use what little you had to get
any advantage out of it.

Q. As the acknowledged parliamentary ex-
pert in the Senate, you might be able to find
some use for that slight advantage?

A. I might cook up one or two little ways
I could. You have the right of recognition
and that of itself is of some importance.
Recognizing a man who might have a cer-
tain view at a time when the Senate s rela-
tively full. There are a number of little
things. But I would, of course, try to be fair
to both sides. I never have believed in using
the presiding officer’'s post to secure any un-
fair advantage in any instance. I didn’t think
so when I was speaker of the Georgia House
of Representatives thirty-seven or thirty-
eight years ago and I don’t think so now.

Q. Senator, with your heavy burden of
committee work and the countless issues and
votes making demands on your time, have
you developed any particular philosophy of
operation?

A. I don't have time to prepare myself on
all questions, That is one thing that people
don't really comprehend. A man who has a
direct responsibility for a gigantic activity
such as the Department of Defense just can-
not give detalled study to every one of them.
He has to shoot from the hip. And when I am
in doubt about a question, I always vote
“no.” I think that is the only safe plan to
follow. If you are in doubt and vote yes, why
you have to take responsibility for what is
done. If you are in doubt and vote no, you get
another look at it somewhere further down
the line.

Q. Senator, during your service on the
Armed Services Committee every secretary
of defense—beginning with the first one,
James Forrestal in 1947-40—has counseled
with you. In your opinion, who was the most
effective secretary of defense we have had?

A. I don’t believe I have reached the stage
in life where I would want to make a com-
parison of that kind. It would be a bit invidi-
ous, They were men of very different types
and I would have to go into considerable
explanation, I have managed to work with
all of them though they have all been men
of totally different temperaments in their
approach to matters. But I don't belleve I
would want to get into a comparison of all
the men I have worked with as secretary of
defense, If I live another ten years, I'll an-
swer that question for you.

Q. Would you discuss just one, Robert
McNamara, about whom a lot was said pro
and con before his resignation this year?

A, McNamara was a brilliant man. But he
was also, I think, a bit too opinionated. He
brought his own private braintrust into
Washington and into the secretary's office.
He paid a great deal more attention to them
in some matters than he did the civilian per-
sonnel in the department who had been there
thirty years and the military men who we
train at tremendous expense in specialized
fields. I think the TFX (airplane) is an illus-
tration of how expensive Mr. McNamara's
mistakes were when he made up his mind
and closed it to the arguments of the profes-
sionals in the Department of Defense. That
(TFX) decision was made by people who
hadn’t been in the Department of Defense
very long and it was based on a perfect
theory. That theory was universality in a
plane for attack purposes, interception pur-
poses, and likewise for the Navy to land on
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the decks of carriers. But in practice it is in-
capable of achievement.

Q. the cost-analysis type of management
then does not necessarily transfer from in-
dustry to national defense?

A. It does not. And the TFX iz a very
dramatic and expensive illustration of it.

Q. One of the most dramatic events in your
tenure as chairman of the Armed Services
Committee was the hearing you called to in-
vestigate the recall of Gen. Douglas Mac-
Arthur from Eorea by President Truman.
Your committee never did file a formal re-
port taking one side or the other. Would you
say now if you feel President Truman was
Justified in the abrupt recall of General Mac-
Arthur?

A. Well, I think that it could have been
handled a little better. But in his essential
decislon to bring MacArthur back, I think
that Truman was justified because General
MacArthur, though he was all-round per=
haps the most brilliant and well-organized
mind I have ever known, had apparently dis-
regarded the fact that we have civilian con-
trol whether the military people like it or
not. And when he did that I don't think the
civillan commander-in-chief had any alter-
native but to remove the man from his com-
mand.

Q. Did President Truman ever contact you
or ask you to handle the MacArthur hearings
in any particular way?

A. President Truman himself did not.
Some of the intimate members of his stafl
suggested that I go down and get his views
after we had decided to conduct the hear-
ings and the Senate had approved the hear-
ings. But so did some of General MacArthur's
friends. They wanted me to talk to him about
his side of it. I told both of them that I
would get it from the witnesses on the wit-
ness stand. I didn't want to be confused by
briefings before the hearings started.

Q. Would you comment on particular mili-
tary field commanders whom you thought to
be outstanding?

A. Yes. MacArthur was a great field com-
mander. He performed miracles with very
few supplies and forces in the Pacific before
the war in Europe was won. Of course
(George) Patton was an outstanding fighter.
He was the kind of man who inspired his
men to really surpass their capabilities, if
that is possible. And General (Omar) Bradley
was a fine field commander. E

Q. Senator, during the Cuban missile crisis
in October of 1962, you were present at a
high level strategy meeting with President
EKennedy at the White House. You spoke out
for an invasion of Cuban at that time, didn't
you?

A, Yes, I strongly advocated taking mili-
tary steps to get those Russian missiles out
of Cuba, at the same time ridding this hemi-
sphere of (Fidel) Castro and of a Communist
government that I was certain then, and
believe now, is going to infect and poison
a number of Latin American countries in
the future. I think it was a traglc mistake not
to invade. I don't think we would have had
the Vietnamese War if we had gone on and
eliminated Castro and Communism from
Cuba. If we should have a war with the
Soviets, heaven forbid, they have got a base
there right under our noses that they can
use and exploit with missiles and with air-
planes.

Q. You felt we would have been justified
in an invasion at that time?

A. The main argument I made was that
the missiles gave us a reason for going in
there that we would not have in the future.
I thought we ought to go in when we knew
the Russian missiles were there to seize them
and the Russian experts and hold them up
as Exhibit A to show that they had violated
the Monroe Doctrine. They defled the joint
resolution of Congress which had been signed
by the President only a matter of two or
three weeks before the missiles were dis-
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covered there saying, in essence, that any
offensive weapon in Cuba would be an act
of aggression against this country. It seemed
to me that it was almost a heaven-sent op-
portunity to clean up the Cuban situation
when we had a real reason for doing so and
were completely justified under any possible
international law that might have been
brought forward.

Q. A memoir by the late Senator Robert F.
Kennedy on the Cuban missile crisis men-
tions your advice to President Eennedy. Do
you recall the conversation?

A. I understand from Senator Ted Ken-
nedy that the papers sold by Senator Rob-
ert Kennedy dwell somewhat on what I had
to say at that conference. I haven't seen it
and he didn't tell me the content. He (Ted
Eennedy) did say that the release said that
I said I couldn't live with myself if I didn't
express my views. I had forgotten saying that
until Senator Ted Kennedy told me about it
over the phone two or three days ago.

Q. Didn't you feel at the time that a
United States invasion of Cuba would trigger
a war with Russia?

A, No. I did not subscribe to the theory
that it would result in an all-out atomic war
with Russia. Russia had not hesitated to
move into Hungary just a short time before
that. They killed thousands of Hungarians
with no real reason for it except the fact that
the Hungarians wanted to change their own
government.

Q. Were the Russians less prepared for a
war in 19627

A. At that time we had weapons that were
not avallable to the Russians, such as Polaris
missiles. We had over three times as many
intercontinental missiles as they had, carry-
ing nuclear warheads. Now we are about even.
We are in a much more dangerous position
vis-a-vis the Soviet today than we were at
that time. The fact that Ehrushchev capit-
ulated so quickly to President EKennedy's
demands demonstrated that they were well
aware of the fact that a war at that time
perhaps would have eliminated Russla as a
world power and they were not prepared to
take that risk.

Castro had not been furnished any military
weapons at that time of any consequence. I
think that just an ultimatum and moving
the marines in, we had 30,000 of them right
off the shores, would have brought it to a
conclusion. Not only that, but the minute
we exposed these Russian missiles, world
opinions would have supported us—which 1t
hasn't in Viet Nam. Instead of having the
support of the world, we have had the con-
demnation of the world for fighting in Viet
Nam. It is 8,000 miles away. It costs fifteen to
twenty times as much to supply a man in Viet
Nam as it would have in Cuba and we could
have wound the thing up in just a few days.

Q. Senator, to return to current events
for a minute, the next Congress will un-
doubtedly face some monumental problems.
At this moment we do not know who the
new president will be. But what do you see
as the main political issues in 19697

A. It depends so much on who is elected
president. (Ed. note: this interview was con-
ducted in mid-October, before the election.)
It is difficult to say. If Humphrey is elected,
the main issues will be how much further
and how much faster you carry all this new
program of the Great Society and what ad-
ditions you will make to it. If Nixon is
elected, I think the reverse of that will be
true. It will be a question of how much you
will slow it down and whether or not you
will embark on any new programs.

If Mr. Wallace is elected, why I think that
the main difference will probably be in in-
ternal affairs—the matter of curbing the
powers of the Supreme Court, if you can
do that—and a change In attitude toward
the war in Viet Nam.

Q. You gave President Johnson his start in
the Senate when you helped him become
whip and then majority leader. He has often
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sought your advice on key issues. Yet there
was 8 published report recently that your
friendship with the president has cooled.
Are these reports correct, Senator?

A, No, I don't think they are accurate when
stated that way. I think our rela-
tions are just as they have always been. We
have had some rather sharp differences of
opinion on political matters and issues. Pres-
ident Johnson has known me pretty well. He
never did expect me to be spoon-fed by his
philosophy. There have been times when he
has urged me to let up on different questions.

Q. Senator, you did feel, though, that one
judicial appointment recommended by you
was unfairly held up. Was there not a delay
in the appointment of U.S. District Judge
Alexander Lawrence of Savannah, a personal
friend of yours?

A. Oh well, I didn't have any feeling toward
the President on that. I thought that the at-
torney general of the United States acted like
a child about it. And I still think so. I very
frankly do not feel that the present attorney
general is qualified to fill that position.

Q. Attorney General Ramsey Clark wanted
to hold up the appointment?

A. Yes, Oh, he had not only tried to hald it
up, he wanted to have it disapproved by the
President. And I did have a great deal of dif-
ficulty getting it through. But I did. The only
thing I resented was having to give up so
much valuable time fooling with something
that was so clear and apparent to me and to
all the members of the Georgia bench and
the Georgia Bar Association. He will make a
fine judge.

SENATOR MANSFIELD'S APPEAR-
ANCE ON THE TV PROGRAM “FACE
THE NATION"

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in the
Recorp the transcript of the CBS Tele-

vision Network program “Face the Na-
tion,” telecast on Sunday, January 5,
1969, on which I had occasion to appear
as the guest.

There being no objection, the tran-
script was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

FACE THE NATION

(CB3 Televislon Network, CBS Radio Net-
work, Sunday, January 5, 1969; origination:
Washington, D.C.)

Guest: Senator Mige MANSFIELD, Democrat
of Montana, Senate majority leader.

Reporters: George Herman, CBS News;
Samuel Shaffer, Newsweek magazine; Roger
Mudd, CBS News.

Producers: Sylvia Westerman and Prentiss
Childs.

Mr. Herman. Senator Mansfleld, Republi~
can Presidents today seem traditionally less
activists than the Democrats. Do you think
the balance of leadership is now about to
shift to some degree to the Democratic Con-
gress?

Senator MaNsFiELD. Yes, I do, because of
the divided government. I think there will be
more flexibility and more independence
shown by the Congress.

ANnoUNCER, From CBS Washington, in
color, “Face the Nation,” a spontaneous and
unrehearsed news interview with Senate Ma-
jority Leader Mike Mansfleld, of Montana.
Senator Mansfield will be questioned by CBS
News Correspondent Roger Mudd, Samuel
Shaffer, Chief Congressional Correspondent
of Newsweek Magazine, and CBS News Corre-
spondent George Herman.

Mr, Herman. Senator Mansfield, the Demo-
cratlc Majority Leader, under a Democratic
Administration, 1s pretty much overshadowed
by his party leader, the President. Now, you
are about to be a Majority Leader under a
Republican Administration, some of whose
views you undoubtedly oppose. You seem
likely to be the principal Democratic spokes-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

man on Capitol Hill. How do you view your
new role?

Senator Mawsriero. Well, I view it in some-
what the same status that it was when Lyn-
don Johnson was Majority Leader and Eisen-
hower was President. The purpose will be to
do our best, as a party, to be of assistance to
a Republican President, because we would
like to see him make a go of it. If he suc~
ceeds the country will benefit. If we oppose
him, as we shall on occasion, we will try to
do so constructively and offer alternatives in
place of what he proposes.

Mr. SHAFFER. Senator Mansfleld, before we
explore the domestic picture further, I would
like to ask you a question or so on the minds
of a lot of Americans, on foreign policy. Forty
Americans are dylng daily in Vietnam while
this haggling goes on, what President John-
son calls dilly-dallying on the shape of the
conference table in Paris. Now, what are you,
as a Senate leader and as a member of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, going
to do about this?

Senator MansFieLp. Well, there isn’t much
we can do now except to deplore the fact
that, while we are trying to find out what
kind of a table the conferees will sit around
in Paris, our men are dying in Vietnam. And
I must say that I am very strongly in favor
of what Secretary of Defense Clark Clifford
has advocated, we ought to get down to busl-
ness right away and get away from this
shilly-shallying which is accomplishing
nothing. As far as the table is concerned,
we ought to do away with It, maybe sit like
this, stand up or squat, any old way just to
get negotiations going.

Mr. Muop. Is it fair to say, Senator, that
you really don't expect any progress in Paris
until after the inauguration?

Senator MawsrFierp. I think it is very
doubtful.

Mr. Muop. And then what is the outlook
after the inauguration?

SBenator MansrFrELp. That will be largely up
to Nixon, who will then be President, and I
am sure he has given that a great deal of
thought at the present time, but I am not
in his confidence.

Mr. Mupp. Well, are you in a position now
to say that peace talks in Paris should be put
under some sort of time limit?

Senator ManNsFIELD. No, I wouldn't say that,
because we have to keep on talking to bring
this kllling to an end. I think I ought to
point out that, when the conferees were se-
lected in the first place, that he called Sen-
ator Dirksen and me down to the White
House and asked us to be ready on short
notice to go to Paris, if we could, to be of
any assistance at any time.

Mr. Muop. Who called you?

Senator MawsrFieLD. The President.

Mr. Muop. The President. You have not
heard anything further?

Senator MansFreLp. No. There was no need
because nothing has been accomplished there
except talk.

Mr. SHAFFER. Senator Mansfield, at his last
press conference of State Dean
Rusk said that the table seating impasse re-
flected important guestions of substance. Do
you agree?

Senator MansrIeLp. No, I do not.

Mr. SaArFer. Well, let me ask you, do you
think we should start a unilateral withdraw-
al of our troops from Vietnam?

Senator MansrieLp, No, I don't think we
can do it at this time, but I think we ought
to give consideration to the possibility of de-
creasing our troops there if, as we have been
told, the SBouth Vietnamese Army is increas-
ing in effectiveness and efficlency as well as
in size.

Mr, HeErnaXM, Senator, 1t Is one thing to de-
plore this hassle over the shape of the table
in Paris, it is another thing to solve it or
to do away with it or to cut the Gordian
knot. How can it be done? Where do you have
to start? Who is to blame, a country, a per-
son?
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Senator MansFIErp. That is hard to say, but
if you want an alternative I would suggest
that we follow the procedure which was used
by the NLF, the Viet Cong, and the Amerl-
can officials who met over the past two weeks
to bring about the release of the three Ameri-
can prisoners. Now, what they did was to
meet in the jungle, stand up, discuss this
matter, eventually arrive at a decision.

Mr. HErMAN. But the important point there
was that this was a bilateral meeting between
Americans and the NLF. Now, is that suitable
for the peace talks?

Senator MawsFierLp. No, but I think that
we ought to have meetings between Hanol
and the United States. And if we can’t get
the NLF and Saigon to go together with those
two, then have them meet separately and
see what they can come up with in the
way of a solution, then get together.

Mr. HermaN. Will Hanol agree to that kind
of a bilateral meeting?

Senator MawnsrFieLp. I don't know.

Mr. SaAFFER. Well, will you, as Senate Ma-
Jority Leader, and as one of the most Im-
portant volces in the Democratic Party today,
speak up in the Senate in an effort to break
this impasse?

Senator MawsrFierp. Only if I can do so
constructively.

Mr. Muop. Senator, you have been quoted
as saying that in the Nixon Administration
the Foreign Relations Committee of the Sen-
ate and the Congress generally would exer-
clse a stronger or influential volice in foreign
affairs, How do you think that will happen?

Senator Maws¥ieLp, Well, you may recall
that Senator Fulbright last year had re-
ported out of the Forelgn Relations Com-
mittee unanimously his resolution seeking
to bring about a greater voice in foreign
affairs for the Senate, based on the Constitu-
tion's “advise and consent” clause. That was
placed on the calendar, would have been
brought up had it not been for the Presi-
dent’s March 31st speech at which he an-
nounced he would not be a candidate for
reelection and that he would seek to bring
about negotiations, to bring an end to the
war In Vietnam, Because of that factor it
was not brought up. I know that Senator
Fulbright is very much Interested in it, as I
am, and as many members of the Senate are
of all political stripes. I anticipate that, fol-
lowing the nonproliferation treaty, it will be
reported out, placed on the calendar and
brought before the Senate,

Mr, SaArFFER. Senator, as I understand it,
this resolution expresses the sense of the
Senate that American troops should not be
committed to hostilities on foreign soil by &
President, any Presldent, without prior au-
thorization by Congress, except to repel at-
tack or to protect American lives and inter-
ests. What I want to ask you is this: Is such
an approach practical in the nuclear age, in
the mid-20th Century?

Senator MawsriELp. Oh, I think so., The
matter of nuclear emergencies would be
taken care of, understood and made clear
in the course of the debate.

Mr. Hermaw. You brought up the non-
proliferation treaty, and I want to get to
that in a minute. But first I want to ask
you how can the Senate, or any part of the
Congress, be as active as it would like to
be in foreign affairs when only the adminis-
tration has access to the vast body of secret
information and facts?

Senator MansFieLp. Well, I think that we
should have access to some of that informa-
tion, too, and that what we ought to do is
to work cooperatively with the Executive
Branch, We don't want to take away any
authority from the President which is right-
Tully his; we would like to have some of the
responsibility which is rightfully ours, and
which has been eroded with the SBenate’s con-
sent over the past four or five decades. We
don't want to hinder the President. We know
that his troubles are many and difficult. We
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want to be of assistance to him and we think
we can be if he will allow us to.

Mr. HErMmaN. Okay. Now, the obvious ques-
tion about the nonproliferation treaty, I have
to ask it in a rather naive form. Since Presi-
dent-Elect Nixon seems to be for it, since
President Johnson seems to be for it, what is
holding it up?

Senator MawsrieLp. Well, the fact is that
we—I hoped that it could be the first order
of business, but we have a debate starting on
Thursday next on a change in Rule XXII.
Now, that will take up the Senate’s time for
some days, if not a week or longer. That
means that, as a result, the nonproliferation
treaty will be pushed back and will not be
brought out, as I see it now, before the 20th.
It is my understanding that there are some
members of the Foreign Relations Committee
who would like to have further hearings,
short hearings. It will be reported out. It
will be placed on the calendar. And as soon
as it is, it will be brought before the Senate
for debate and disposal.

Mr. Mupp. But even without that rules
fight, there really wasn't much prospect you
could have gotten that treaty through be-
fore inauguration, was there?

Senator MawnsrFIELD. No, but there was a
chance. Now I think the chance has been
ohviated.

Mr. HErMaAN. What is the disposal going to
be?

Senator MawnsFieLp. I think it will be ap-
proved. I think it should be approved. I think
it is a good treaty, it 1s in our interests and
in the interests of mankind.

Mr. SHAFFER. Senator Mansfield, it looks
as if the Mideast is about to blow up again.
What can we do to prevent this? And do you
think—this is the other part of the ques-
tion—that the United States has a commit-
ment to go to the aid of Israel?

Senator Mawsrierp. No, I don’t think we
have any hard and fast commitment to go
to the aid of Israel or any other country in
that area, outside of those which are mem-
bers of the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation. As far as what the United States can
do, it is hard to say, except that I believe we
ought to, whenever possible, work in con-
cord with the Soviet Union so that, through
our joint efforts, we may be able in some
fashion or other to bring about peace to
that unstable area. There are many questions
connected with the Middle East, and it seems
to me that the situation is not getting any
better but, in fact, is getting worse with the
passage of time.

Mr. HErMAN. I presume, when you say we
have no commitment, you mean a legal or
a treaty commitment?

Senator MANsFIELD. That is what I mean,

Mr. HErMAN. Do we have any moral or emo-
tional commitment?

Senator MawsFIELD. There have been state-
ments made by Presidents over the past, I
think Presidents Eisenhower and Kennedy
have indicated that we do have such a posi-
tion. How strong the position is indeter-
minate at this time.

Mr. HerMAN. Is it something which varies?
Is it something which perhaps has gone
down-hill a little in the face of Israel’s re-
cent aggressiveness?

Senator MawnsFreLp. Oh, I think it has gone
down-hill in spite of the fact which you
have mentioned, and I think it is tied to
a certain extent to our involvement in Viet-
nam. Vietnam has brought about a very
changed situation in the Senate, in the
thinking of many of its members about in-
volvements in other areas of the world.

Mr. Mupp. Senator, one of the things that
you pushed for over the last few years has
been a streamlining of our foreign aid poliey.
How much cooperation do you expect to get
from the new administration on that?

Senator MansrFIELD. Well, I will just have
to assume the answer to that question. I
would think a great deal of cooperation. I
would llke to see more done to help people
and less done to help governments.
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Mr. Mupp. Do you regard the Nixon Ad-
ministration, in foreign policy, as going after
the policies of ten, fifteen, twenty years ago,
of reinforcing NATO and malntaining a large
military commitment abroad?

Senator MawnsFIELD. 1 would hope not, be-
cause times have changed, and what was
good two decades ago is not necessarily good
today. As far as NATO is concerned, I would
hope that the European members of NATO
would do a good deal more and that we
would do considerably less.

Mr. HErRMAN. Wasn’t it just a year ago that
you advocated a strong reduction of our
troops in NATO countries?

Senator MansrFIELD, Oh, yes, and a sense
of the Senate resolution was introduced,
signed by forty-nine members, and it was
in the process of being accepted, in my
opinion, but Czechoslovakia changed the
situation. For the time being at least, we
cannot think of a withdrawal of U.S. troops
from Europe.

Mr. SHAFFER. But will you press it some-
time during this session, Senator?

Senator MansrFIELD. Oh, basically I haven't
changed my opinion. I still feel the same way.

Mr, HErMAN. This seems like a good point
to interrupt. We will resume the interview
with Senator Mansfield in a moment.

Senator Mansfield, Herb Klein, President-
Elect Nixon’s chief spokesman, said on this
program some time ago he thinks the new
Congress is more to the center than the old
one. Is 1t?

Senator MawnsrFieLp. No. I would say that,
as far as the Senate is concerned, it is about
the same as the last one. As far as the House
is concerned, I think, based on the figures, it
might be a little more liberal.

Mr. HErRMAN. What is going to happen in
the Rule XXII fight in the Senate that you
mentioned some time ago?

Senator MansFIELD. Well, to be honest
about it, I don't think that the rule will be
changed, although I personally favor a shift
from two-thirds of those present and voting
to three-fifths.

Mr. Muop. Senator, were you surprised at
the election by your party caucus of Edward
Eennedy to be your new assistant?

Senator MawsrFIELD. No, I thought it could
have gone either way and would not have
been surprised at any result.

Mr. Mupp. Well, what do you think ac-
counted for his victory?

Senator MansrieELD, Well, I think the Ken-
nedy name had something to do with it. I
think that Eennedy's attention to Senate
duties, both on the floor and in committee,
the fact that he is a SBenate man in the
strictest sense of the word, far more so than
were the late President EKennedy and his
brother, the late Senator Robert Kennedy.
All those factors tended to react in his favor.

Mr. HErMAN. The usual cliche is that a
fight of this kind, a leadership fight, leaves
scars inside the party. Realistically, does
this leave any scars?

Senator ManNsFIELD. No, I don’t think so.
There may have been disappointments tem-
porarily, but Russell Long, I thought, acted
with extremely good grace. It is my belief
that Ted Eennedy will apply himself assidu-
ously to his duties and that the Senators
will accept the verdict and act accordingly.

Mr. SHAFFER. Senator Mansfield, do you
see Teddy Kennedy as your party’s nominee
in 19722

Senator MawnsrFierDd. I wouldn't be in the
least surprised.

Mr. Mupp. You would not be in the least
surprised.

Senator MansrFIELD. I would not be in the
least surprised.

Mr. Mupp. But do you think this move for
the assistant leadership the other day was
a first step toward the nomination?

Senator MANSFIELD. No. I think it is an in-
dication of Senator Ted EKennedy's dedica-
tion to the Senate and the fact that he wants
to participate more actively in its affairs.
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Mr. Muop. Well, now, it has been written
that, if in 1970 you decide not to seek an-
other term, Ted EKennedy would be in a
position to take it all in the Senate.

Senator MawsriELD. If that happens.

Mr. Mupp. Yes.

Senator MansrFieLd. That could happen,
but I have no intention.

Mr, Mupp., No intention of what?

Senator MansrFIELD. Of retiring in 1970.

Mr. Mupp. Oh, you do not?

Senator MansrFIELD. No.

Mr. SHAFFER. You mean either from the
Senate or from your leadership post?

Senator MansrFIELD, Correct.

Mr, SHAFFER. Senator Smathers said that
Ted Kennedy's election will force more and
more southerners into the Republican Party.
I am speaking of Senator Smathers of Flor-
ida, who is retiring now. Do you agree?

Senator MansFIELD. No, I don't, and George
Smathers wouldn't have sald that had he
still been in the Senate.

Mr. Mupp. Do you think he is running for
Governor of Florida? Is that——

Senator MansrFiELD, I don’t know what his
plans are. He is a good man,

Mr. Mupp. Can we get you on the record
as to how you voted in caucus for the assist-
ant majority-

Senator MansrFieLp, No. The session was
executive, the vote was secret.

Mr. Mupp. Well, some have decided to make
it public, and I just wanted to see what you
would think about that.

Senator MansrFieLp. Well, that is their priv-
ilege.

Mr. SHAFFER. Senator, quite often a party
gives its presidential candidate a second
crack at the White House. Do you think Hu-
bert Humphrey will get that second chance?

Senator MansrFieLp. He may. He will be in
there. He will be a power in the party in
the years ahead, and what Hubert will do,
Hubert will decide.

Mr. Mupp. Senator, your answer abhout Ed-
ward Kennedy—your answer that you would
not be at all surprised if Edward Kennedy
would be your party's nominee in '72 is
intriguing. There is a large body of thought
that feels that really he shouldn’t, simply
because of what has happened before, the
death of his two brothers, Do you think that
has any bearing on what a nation should
expect of a politician under those circum-
stances?

Senator MansrFiELD, I think it does have a
bearing, but Ted Eennedy is a man of cour-
age.

Mr. HeErMmaN. He will make his own de-
cision, you would say?

Senator MansrFieLD, He will make his own
decision.

Mr. HermaN. Senator, in this situation
now, just a year ago, with the Democratic
Administration and a Democratic Congress,
the Congress imposed mandatory spending
levels on the administration. Is it likely that
this sort of new trail is going to be blazed
still further, now that you have a Republican
Administration and a Democratic Congress?

Senator MansrFieLD. I would hope so, and
I would hope that there would be a diminu-
tion in selected areas in government spend-
ing, because the monies we are putting out
are entirely too much and I think they could
be distributed——

Mr. HERMAN, Are you saying—excuse me,
I didn't mean to interrupt.

Senator MansrieLp, That’s all right.

Mr. HERMAN, Are you saying a diminution
by congressional order, that Congress should
specify which areas should be held down?

Benator MansFIELD. Not necessarily by con-
gressional order, though it is our primary
responsibility, but I would hope in coopera-
tion with the President.

Mr, SHAFFER. Senator, I know you and your
colleagues have talked a lot about cooperat-
ing with the New President, yet there are a
number of Democratic Senators who are talk-
ing about opposing Secretary of Interior-
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Designate Hickel for his post. What is your
judgment on it?

Senator MANSFIELD. Well, I think that the
Benate has a duty and a responsibility to look
into all these candidates for the Cabinet pro-
posed by President-Elect Nixon. And if Mr.
Hickel had observed President-Elect Nixon's
dictum to say nothing until January 20th, he
wouldn't be in the trouble he evidently is in
today. But he has made some statements
which are going to be gone Into quite thor-
oughly by the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

Mr, SmarFER. Is it within the realm of
probability that his nomination might not be
confirmed if he stands by those earlier state-
ments?

Senator MawnsrFiErp, Oh, I wouldn't say
anything this far ahead, Sam. I think the
nominee should be glven every opportunity
to express his opinions, should be treated
with fairness. And I hope he has the answers
which will satisfy the committee.

Mr. SHAFFER. But you expect an inquiry in
depth in this particular case?

Senator MansFieLD. Yes, indeed. I under-
stand that Senator Jackson, of Washington,
has announced that hearings will be con-
ducted beginning on the 15th of this month.
Incidentally, I hope it will be possible, and
I have asked all the Democratic Chalrman of
the committees to hold hearings, to have
these nominees ready for confirmation on the
day that Mr. Nixon is inaugurated.

Mr. HErmaN. Is there a tradition or a phi-
losophy in the Senate that new in-coming
President should have the right to the Cab-
inet of his choice, barring some real dere-
liction?

Senator MansriELD. Yes, indeed, and it is a
good tradition.

Mr. HermaAN. And do you think that will
tip the odds a little bit for Mr. Hickel?

Senator MansrieLp. It will depend upon
Mr. Hickel's testimony. He will be treated
with fairness and discretion. He will not be
badgered. He will have to answer some gues-
tions based on statements which he has
made.

Mr. Mupp. Senator, are you in favor of a
congressional pay raise?

Senator MawsrFierp. That is a tough one
to ask me, but let me put it this way: I
would say that it should not be on the order
of the Kappel Commission's recommenda-
tions, that if there is a pay raise it should
be scrutinized quite ecarefully and that it
should be justified or not allowed.

Mr., Mupp, The Commission’s recommenda-
tion was that the annual salary be jumped
from $30,000 a year to $50,000.

Senator MawsrFieLp. Too much.

Mr. Muop. Too much. Would you strike a
$40,000 compromise?

Senator MawsrIELD. Somewhere around
there, if it was justified. But I would have
to have all the facts at my disposal, speak-
ing for myself. I can get along pretty weil
on what I am making. I don't come from &
big state.

Mr. SHAFFER. Senator, during the campaign,
you know, President-Elect Nixon spoke &
great deal about the need for reorganizing
the government, His powers, or the powers
to do this, have lapsed. Are you disposed to
get through legislation quickly to give the
new President the power to reorganize the
Executive Branch of the government?

Senator MansrierLp, Yes, I would be prone
to go in that direction.

Mr. Saa¥FER. Do you think that Congress
would feel that way, too?

Senator MansFieLp. I would guess so, I
wouldn't know.

Mr. HermAN. Well, now, the major issue—
it you finished that answer—the major issue
that Presldent-Elect Nixon campalgned on,
or at least one of the major issues was crime
and the disorder and lawlessness in the
streets. Do you think the mood of the Con-
gress now 1s such that it would accept a new
load of anticrime legislation which might
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tip somewhat the balance between the courts
and the criminals?

Senator MawsrFizLd. That is a question that
I couldn't answer at this time——

Mr. HErMAN, What is your own feeling?

Senator Mansrierp, Until I see the legisla~-
tion and have a chance to dissect it and in-
terpret it. Then I could give you an opinion.
As of now, I would have to withhold judg-
ment.

Mr. SHAFFER. Senator, I want to ask you,
you Democrats control Congress now, what
will—

Senator MansFIELD, On paper.

Mr. SHAFFER. On paper, yes. What will you
do with this control? Will you initiate leg-
islation or do you sit back and walt for the
Republican President to submit his legis-
lation?

Senator MawsFiELD. Basically we will wait
for Mr. Nixon to submit legislation but, by
the same token, we have the authority, the
right and the responsibility to initiate legis-
lation on our own. We have been prone not
to assume that responsibility for all too long,
and I don't think that all wisdom emanates
from the Executive Branch, regardless of
who 1s in power.

Mr. HermMaN, But isn't there actually a
good deal of interplay back and forth be-
tween the Congress and the White House?
For example, Mr. Nixon has talked to Mr.
Mills, to ascertain his views on taxes. Doesn't
it actually go in both directions?

Senator MawsrFiELD. That's right, and I
would hope that on legislation which the
incoming administration will propose, that
Mr. Nixon will follow the Johnsonian policy
of calling in the chalrmen and the ranking
minority members of the committees con-
cerned with the particular pleces of legisla-
tion, to get their advice and counsel.

Mr. Mupp. Senator, when and why did you
decide about your 1970 retirement?

Senator MaNsFIELD, Oh, when I was elected
the last time.

Mr. Muop. But you have always fudged a
little on what your future plans were, and
today you seem so definite that—you always
used to put us off, if you remember, but now
there is no question about it.

Senator MawsrIELD. There is a breaking
point, even in modesty.

Mr. SHaFFeER. Senator, do you think a
coalition of southern conservatives, Demo-
cratic conservatives and Republicans will
dominate the 91st Congress?

Senator MansrieLp. Not in the Senate, be-
cause I think that coalition idea has not been
understood thoroughly. There have been
rare occaslons when the southerners and
some of the Republicans had gotten together,
but there have been more occasions, in my
opinion, when moderate Republicans and
progressive Democrats have gotten together.
So you have the coalitions working both ways.

Mr. Muop. But with the shift of Richard
Russell to the Appropriations Committee,
is there not a stronger possibllity that there
would be a more conservative cast in the
Senate?

Senator MansrieLp. No, I would say the
cast of the Senate would be the same this
year as 1t was last year, fairly liberal.

Mr. HerMAN. What is the impact of having
a Republican Administration over it all?
Doesn't that tend to ald Democratic Party
unity in the Senate?

Senator MANSFIELD. It should, but time will
tell.

Mr. SHAFFER. Well, in that connection, now
that you have divided party control in the
two branches of government, are we going
to have, despite all these plous declarations
of cooperation, aren't we really going to have
some frustration, some politicking, some
stalemate?

Senator MansrFeLD. Unfortunately, yes, but
we will do our best to accommodate the
President because, as I sald in the beginning,
he has great problems, almost insurmount-
able difficulties to overcome. We will try to
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make him a good President because if he
succeeds, as I sald before, the Nation will
benefit.

Mr. HErMAN. The last man who held your
position was Lyndon Johnson. He went on
to become Vice President and President of
the United States. Are you on an upwards
path?

Senator MansFiELp., Absolutely not. I am
delighted just being a Senator from the
State of Montana,

Mr. SHAFFER. Senator, we have passed an
awful lot of legislation in the past four
years, do you think we ought to keep doing
15?

Senator MansrFierLD, No, I do not. I think
perhaps we may have passed too much legls-
lation, spent too much money. I think it is
time to reorganize, tighten our belts, and——

Mr, HerMAN. Senator, I'm sorry, we spent
too much time as well. I am sorry, our time
is up. Thank you very much, SBenator Mans-
field for being with us here on “Face the
Nation.”

AwwoUncer. Today, on “Face the Na-
tion,” the Senate Majority Leader, Senator
Mike Mansfield, of Montana, was inter-
viewed by CBS News Correspondent Roger
Mudd, Samuel Shafler, Chief Congressional
Correspondent of Newsweek Magazine, and
CBS News Correspondent George Herman.
Next week, another prominent figure in the
news will “Face the Nation.” “Pace the Na-
tion" originated, in color, from CBS Wash-
ington.

STEAM POWERPLANT SITE
SELECTION

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr, President, recently
the energy policy staff of the Office of
Science and Technology completed a
study entitled “Considerations Affecting
Steam Powerplant Site Selection.” The
report analyzes the outlook for electric
power needs in the future, and the need
for powerplant sites. The bulk of the re-
port then discusses the various environ-
mental and other effects of large electric
powerplants and the considerations
which should enter into decisions on
where to build the necessary plants. In
its own words:

The report assembles in a single document
our present knowledge of the public interest
considerations that should play a role in
planning the power plants of the future.

I agree completely with the report's
emphasis that—

The siting problem is thus one that con-
cerns not only the State and Federal regu-
latory agencies with long-standing respon-
sibilities in the electric power field, but also
the agencies with environmental and other
public interest responsibilities. The consid-
erations go beyond mere location and involve
the extent to which special investments are
required for safety, for preserving the quality
of our air and water resources and for other
public interest considerations.

The report underscores the need for
overall planning and coordinated de-
velopment in the siting of large electric
powerplants.

With demand for electric power In
this Nation doubling every decade, and
with economies of scale dictating con-
struction of larger and larger plants,
there is a great danger that random
siting of new plants will cause pollution
of our natural resources and irreparable
harm to the environment.

To avoid this damage, during the last
session of Congress I introduced legis-
lation calling for the development of a
comprehensive national plan for the sit-
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ing of large electric powerplants. The
aim is to identify appropriate locations
for plants to operate at maximum effi-
ciency without harm to the environ-
ment or danger to public safety.

It has become increasingly clear that
in the siting of large plants, coordinated
planning is necessary to assure protec-
tion and effective utilization of environ-
mental assets, including land, water,
recreation, scenic, ecological, and historic
elements.

The present report identifies many of
the criteria which should be considered
in the preparation of such a study and is
a constructive first step in the direction
of overall planning. I want to congratu-
late the energy policy staff for its in-
vestigation of this important area and
for the high quality of its report.

I intend to reintroduce legislation
calling for a national siting plan early in
this session of Congress, and I am hope-
ful for prompt and favorable action.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the summary section, “Back-
ground and Highlights of the Report,”
be printed in the REcorD.

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

BACEGROUND AND HIGHLIGHTS OF THE REFORT

Everyone agrees that electric power sup-
ply is vital to the Natlon and that we must
find sites for the power plants needed to
meet the Nation's rapidly expanding use of
electricity. Nevertheless, “Don't Put It Here”
is increasingly becoming the public’s reaction
to particular sites selected by the utilities.
Furthermore, the electric utilities are facing
increasing competition for sites because our
land resources are limited and the ingredi-
ents of a prime site for electric generation
also make it attractive to many other ex-
panding industries.

The siting problem is thus one that con-
cerns not only the State and Federal regula-
tory agencies with long-standing responsi-
bilities in the electric power field, but also
the agencies with environmental and other
public interest responsibilities. The consider-
ations go beyond mere location and involve
the extent to which special investments are
required for safety, for preserving the qual-
ity of our air and water resources and for
other public interest considerations.

There is increasing public interest in the
power plant siting problem but discussion of
‘solutions has been Inhibited by the lack of a
common factual base. Commissioner James
T. Ramey, of the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion, in a speech to the Federal Bar Associa-
tion in October 1967, suggested the establish-
ment of a broadly based Federal interdepart-
mental committee on electric power plant
siting to develop a coordinated approach to
the planning of ways to handle the many
problems affecting siting. The agencies in the
Federal Government most deeply concerned
with the siting problem—the Atomic Energy
Commission (AEC), Federal Power Commis-
slon (FPC), Department of the Interior, De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare
(HEW), Rural Electrification Administra-
tlon (REA), and Tennessee Valley Authority
(TVA)—were happy to cooperate with the
Energy Policy Staff of the President’s Office
of Science and Technology in implementing
this suggestion which has led to the prep-
aration of this factual report. We have also
benefited from the cooperation of the Na-
tional Association of Regulatory Utility Com-~
missioners (NARUC) and the State utility
commissions throughout the Nation in pro-
viding a survey of the important work of the
States on this problem.

CEXV—-37—Part 1
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The report assembles in a single document
our present knowledge of the public interest
considerations that should play a role in
planning the power plants of the future. We
are aware that our knowledge 1s incomplete,
and in some areas nonexistent, but focusing
attention on the need for further research is
also an important function of the report.

In preparing the report we have not inves-
tigated any plant sites. Such investigations
are presently the initial responsibility of the
individual utilities in the varlous segments
of the electric power industry. Our p
was rather to attempt to compile material
which could be of assistance to the industry
and to the varlous governmental units with
responsibility for approvals of sites selected
by the utilities, to interested groups of citi-
zens, and individuals.

The report contains no policy pronounce-
ments, but it may well serve as a basis for
discussion of whether additional surveys, re-
search, or other action by the industry or
government is needed to protect the public
interest.

The first chapter of the report attempts to
delineate the dimensions of the siting prob-
lem in the future. Our projections suggest
that in the next two decades we will triple
the present electric power generating capac-
ity but we can do so with far fewer new sites
than the number the industry presently oc-
cupies. The reason is that most of the new
capacity in the next 20 years will come from
some 250 huge power plants of 2 to 3 million
kilowatts each. By contrast there are some
3,000 power plants in existence today. While
there will certainly be small plants in addi-
tion to the 250 or so large plants, the siting
problem in the future will not be one of find-
ing room for a proliferation of power plants,
but rather being sure that the relatively
small number of mammoth-sized plants are
adequately planned and located to meet the
twin goals of low-cost, reliable power and
preserving the quality of our environment.

The need for ccordinated planning to iden-
tify the prime sites that will best satisfy the
many economic and environmental require-
ments for future plants is rather obvious,
Each of these plants with an on-site invest-
ment of some $300 to $400 million will be
among the largest industrial establishments
in the Natlon. In the aggregate they will
represent upwards of $80 billion of invest-
ment profoundly affected by the public
interest.

One of the interesting results of the report
has been identification of the large num-
ber of public Interest factors which should
be considered in the siting and construction
of power plants of the future. While there
are probably other factors yet to be identified,
the report suggests that the plans for power
plant siting should:

1. Comply with the safety criteria for
nuclear plants as prescribed by AEC.

2. Comply with air pollution criteria and
standards as established by the States and
the National Air Pollution Control Ad-
ministration of HEW.

3. Comply with the water quality stand-
ards for thermal effects as established by the
States and the Federal Water Pollution
Control Administration of the Department
of the Interior.

4. Develop the opportunities for publie
recreation at plant sites and avoid impair-
ing existing recreational areas.

5. Consider aesthetic values and give ade-
quate attention to the appearance of power
plant facilities and associated transmission
lines.

6. Recognize the rural development con-
glderations in plant siting.

7. Consider the siting and lead-time re-
quirements for reliability of service.

8, Consider the impact on defense prepared-
ness of particular sites and power plant
capacities.

9. Constder the routing of associated trans-
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mission lines and the problems of rights-
of-way at varlous alternative plant loca-
tions.

10, Assure that the plant will be of sufficient
slze to meet regionmal loads including mu-
tually agreeable arrangements for meeting
the bulk power needs of the small utilities,

11. Consider prospects for combining power
plants with other p such as desalt-
ing plants, industrial centers, and even
new cities.

These are all considerations over and above
such basic requirements as sufficient land, the
avallability of transmission, fuel and the
whole gamut of factors which every utility
considers before deciding on the size, type,
and location of a power plant.

The report identifies the physical require-
ments for siting the large power plants of the
future. A 3,000-megawatt (mw) power sta-
tion requires a very large tract of land, be
it nuclear or fossil fueled. A nuclear plant
of that size under existing AEC criteria would
require some 200 to 400 acres, not to men-
tion one or more rights-of-way of some 250
feet In width leaving the plant site. A fossil~
fueled plant would require 900 to 1,200 acres
to accommodate a large coal storage area
and an area for disposal of slag, and room
for B8O, removal facilities.

Access to highway, rallway and water trans-
portation are important ingredients of a site.
And for a fossil plant, access to low-cost fuel
is an essential ingredient. An adequate sup-
ply of cooling water is a must and even the
meteorology of the area must be studied.
There are numerous demanding require-
ments for a prime power plant site and it is
obvious that the electric power industry will
be competing with other industries and other
land uses for such sites in the future.

The interest in power plant siting in recent
months has been accentuated by the fact
that large nuclear power plants have come
of age. Chapter III sets forth the criteria
which the AEC applies in approving such
sites today and describes its research efforts
for the future. Existing safety criteria rely
on distance from a population center, com-
bined with engineered safety features to pro-
tect the public. Emphasis is being placed on
high-quality engineering to assure greater
reliability of operation. As more experience
is gained, and safety and reliability proven,
greater flexibility in nuclear plant siting will
be permitted and plants will undoubtedly be
located closer to population centers.

AEC is stressing the need for stricter codes
and standards for quality assurance in the
design and construction of nuclear plants.
Areas of potential earthquake present spe-
cial problems for nuclear plant siting and
AEC takes a conservative approach with re-
spect to such sites for the present. The air
pollution problems at nuclear plants are
minimal. Significant radioactive wastes are
not generated at plant sifes but are a prod-
uct of processing plants which are not the
subject of this report because they can be
located economically in remote areas.

It is of interest that under existing law,
AEC's review of nuclear power plant siting
is limited to nuclear plant safety and anti-
trust review of commercial licenses.

Alr pollution control is a most important
factor in siting fossil-fueled plants. Exist-
ing power plants contribute to our air pollu-
tion problem primarily through the emis-
slon of particulate matter and sulfur oxides
but also through emission of oxides of nitro-
gen. Chapter IV describes the problem and
outlines the air pollution control program of
HEW in cooperation with State agencies.
Control eguipment is now available to col-
lect some 99 percent of particulate matter
rather than emit it to the atmosphere. The
problem area is with the pollutants that are
in gaseous form.

A major research effort is under way to
develop economical means of removing the
sulfur after fossil fuels are burned and be-
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fore the resulting gases are emitted to the
atmosphere, The ability to utilize this Na-
tion’s vast coal resource for power produc-
tion is dependent upon the success of such
research and development efforts, Tall stacks
may provide sufficient dispersion at remote
sites, but there is a need for more effective
controls even In rural areas. Certainly the
ability to locate fossil plants in or near met-
ropolitan centers in the future requires eco-
nomic air pollution control equipment.
Chapter IV also describes the techniques for
promulgating air pollution standards pur-
suant to the Clean Air Act of 1967.

A major power plant siting consideration s
the disposal of waste heat into the Nation's
waterways. In recent years we have come to
realize that injecting huge quantities of heat
into a waterway can create a new form of
water pollution and for that reason the
States, in cooperation with the Department
of the Interior's Water Pollution Control Ad-
ministration, have adopted temperature limi-
tations for the Nation's interstate waterways.
Chapter V describes the problem and solu-
tions which can have a profound impact on
power plant siting, While the problem exists
for both fossil and nuclear plants it is some
40 to 50 percent greater in light water nu-
clear plants because of their lower thermal
efficlency and the fact that more of the heat
is discharged to the atmosphere through the
stack in fossil fueled plants,

Power plant siting must be responsive to
the Increased public concern for the quality
of our environment. A giant power plant
and associated transmission lines can do
great damage to fish and wildlife, aesthetic
and recreation values if improperly located
or poorly planned. On the other hand, the
same plant in the right location and with
proper architectural treatment and imagina-
tive utilization of adjacent lands can be an
important recreational and educational fa-
cility in itself. Chapter VI describes these
areas of concern and contalns many spe-
cific suggestions which would make hoth
power plants and associated transmission
lines more compatible with their surround-
ings. The first step is the development of a
comprehensive land use plan for the area In
which a power plant is to be located.

Chapter VII highlights the rural devel-
opment considerations in generating station
siting. A large power plant representing an
investment of hundreds of millions of dol-
lars can profoundly affect the local economy
as well ag the surrounding environment, and
this is especially true if the plant is located
in rural America. Recreational opportuni-
ties and the clean environment are major
attractions of rural areas today. The chapter
points out that rural America should, there-
fore, not be considered a place of refuge
from environmental controls. However, rural
America does offer opportunities for eco-
nomic power plant sites that will contribute
to the full development of the Nation and
these opportunities are set forth.

There is a definite relationship between
the problems encountered in power plant
siting and the industry’s success in achiev-
ing reliability of electric power service. A re-
liable, stable power system requires a proper
balance in the location of generation with re-
spect to concentration of loads. It is also
important that a utility be able to build and
operate a plant on schedule if growing loads
are to be met with reliable service. These
interrelationships of the reliability and sit-
ing problems are discussed in Chapter VIII.

Power plant siting and associated trans-
mission lines are inseparably related and
must be jointly considered. With the tech-
nical breakthroughs in high-capacity, low-
unit-cost EHV transmission lines, sites quite
remote from loads have become economically
feasible. The construction of EHV lines to
achieve economies of interconnected opera-
tions is making available an interconnected
grid over large regions of the Nation which
is providing a great deal of needed flexibility
in locating power plant sites, Chapter IX
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discusses these aspects of power plant siting
and also suggests that a great deal of re-
search and development will be required be-
fore transmission lines can be placed under-
ground without major additional costs.

Today steam power plants are essentlally
single-purpose facilities. However, there are
advantages inherent in combining steam
power plants with other industrial processes
and such power plants are apt to become part
of multipurpose operations in the future.
This is, of course, nothing new for the elec-
tric power industry since multipurpose hy-
droelectric plants have been part of the
American scene for many decades. A com-
bination power plant and desalting plant is
already under active consideration. Chapter
X also describes other possibilities, including
combining a huge plant to convert coal to
crude oil with a power station that would
be fueled by the by-product char, Large
energy centers are also being considered in
which the power plant would be the hub
of an agro-industrial complex.

The report would be incomplete without
at least a summary description of the ac-
tivitles of the wvarious State agencies that
are concerned with many, if not all, of the
considerations which it highlights, Chapter
XI contains the results of a survey we made
of the activities of the State utility commis-
sions in licensing new thermal power plants,
It also presents a summary of the activities
of other State agencies concerned with the
quality of the environment, recreation and
related matters. Air pollution contro]l regu-
lations are particularly complex, due to the
number of local variations. Chapter XI also
discusses recent novel programs undertaken
by four different States as examples of State
initiatives in the area of power plant siting.

CONNECTICUT RIVER

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, the
Connecticut River is one of the most
beautiful rivers in the world. But its
beauty is threatened by pollution.

Cleaning up the Connecticut River is
a serious challenge facing all of New
England.

That challenge is being met. State and
Federal pollution control programs are
working effectively. All sections of the
river, from the Canadian border to Long
Island Sound, will be swimmable in just
a few years.

But progress—that is, a clean river—
may create a new problem: the un-
checked commercial development of the
Connecticut River Valley.

A pure Connecticut River will turn the
river valley—the water banks, the ponds,
the meadows, the heavily forested hill-
sides—into some of the most popular and
inviting recreational areas in the North-
eastern United States.

Ironically, there is the danger, real
and not far down the road, that by
eliminating water pollution from the
Connecticut River we may introduce
scenic pollution to the river valley.

A river valley landscape scarred with
hotdog stands, billboards, carelessly
planned trailer parks and rundown mo-
tels and cabins would be every bit as
tragic as an eternally polluted Connect-
icut River,

Evan Hill, a professor of journalism
at the- University of Connecticut at
Storrs, has written eloguently of this
dilemma.

In the New York Times Sunday Maga-
zine of January 12, 1969, Professor Hill
points out that in the past a polluted
Connecticut River was its own best de-
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fense against the scenic pollution of the
river valley. Of the river he writes:

As long as it stank, no one wanted to be
near it for long, But as soon as it runs sweet
and clear again, there will be no need for
anyone to keep this distance, and millions of
Americans won't.

Professor Hill is not alone in his con-
cern for future development of the val-
ley.

It was to protect the valley from un-
controlled development—and to preserve
the essential peace and dignity of the
410 miles of riverfront—that I intro-
duced legislation in 1966 to direct the
Department of the Interior to study the
feasibility and desirability of a national
park along the Connecticut basin.

Many Senators and Congressmen from
New England supported and cosponsored
this measure with me. Support and co-
operation also came from State and local
government officials and business and
civic leaders.

After a 22-month study, the Depart-
ment, through its U.S. Bureau of Out-
door Recreation, recommended creation
of a four-State, 56,700-acre Connecticut
River National Recreation Area.

The Bureau’s report, issued last Sep-~
tember, calls for three separate units of
the national park and would include
parts of Connecticut, Massachusetts, New
Hampshire, and Vermont.

Key among all the recommendations
in the report is a strong plea for cooper-
ation from State and local governments
and private interests in the proposed
recreation area.

The proposal for a Connecticut River
Valley National Recreation Area has re-
ceived widespread support throughout
New England.

And I plan to introduce legislation to
create such a park early in this session
of Congress.

I am particularly pleased, therefore,
that Professor Hill has demonstrated so
vividly and so accurately the reasons why
the park is needed.

His article in the Times magazine is
fittingly titled ‘“Connecticut: Can the
River Be Saved From Its Own Beauty?”

That title sums up the problem we
face. Professor Hill describes the dilem-
ma as few other writers have. His ob-
vious love for the Connecticut River and
river valley seems matched only by his
knowledge and thorough understanding
of the problems that these great natural
resources are burdened with.

It is encouraging to know that such a
perceptive observer and dedicated con-
servationist is on our side in this matter.

Others will find Professor Hill’s article
informative and moving. I ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the
Recorp the article entitled “The Con-
necticut: Can the River Be Saved From
Its Own Beauty?"” which was published
in the New York Times Sunday Magazine
of January 12, 1969.

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

THE CONNECTICUT: CAN THE RIVER BE SAVED
From ITs OWN BEAUTY?
(By Evan Hill)

For the last three years a 33-minute docu-
mentary film about the Connecticut River
has been touring New England high schools
and service clubs. Its narrator calls the river
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*“the world’s most beautiful landscaped cess-
pool.”

Not so; not so now, not so in the past and,
because of such concern, it will never be in
the future.

True, only a few sparkling spots remain
where we can speak accurately of “the purlty,
salubrity, and sweetness of its waters,” as did
Timothy Dwight in 1837 when he wrote about
the river: “This stream may perhaps with
more propriety than any other in the world
be named the Beautiful River.”

But it is not a cesspool. It is merely pol-
luted throughout most of its 410 miles, and
it is this pollution that has saved its beauty.
There is no necklace strand of wooden cot-
tages strung along it as there is now stran-
gling lakes and ponds only a few miles from
it, There are no hot-dog stands or teetering
pizza palaces garlanding its banks. It is beau-
tiful, unsullied, unspoiled for the most part,
but there are few who want to touch if.
Sometimes when its flow is low and it can-
not properly dilute the waste man dumps
into it, its attraction to the eyes is overbal-
anced by its repulsiveness to the nose.

On a balmy August day last summer, a
middle-aged New Hampshire hardware mer-
chant went to picnic in a lush meadow at
the junction of the Connecticut and the
Sugar River near Claremont, N.H. "It was
pleasant until we got to within 50 feet of the
water,” he recalls, “and then it smelled like
& septic tank when it wasn't operating right.”

Later, he thoughtfully proposed that
“somewhere downstream they should build a
great big septic tank and run the river
through it.”

In effect, that's what is happening to the
Connecticut right now. It iIs being cleansed.
As a result of recent state and Federal laws
equipped with legal bite, municipalities and
industry must stop dumping into it. Sewage
plants are being built. Within six or seven
years, the river will have regained much of
its purity. Perhaps not enough to merit being
called the Fresh Water River, as it was In
1614 when Adriren Block, a Dutch explorer,
discovered it. But certainly enough so that
its purity will be a threat to its beauty,

As long as it stank, no one wanted to be
near it for very long. But as soon as it runs
sweet and clear again, there will be no need
for anyone to keep his distance, and mil-
lions of Americans won't.

We have access to it. Seven Interstate or
limited-access highways serve the Connectl-
cut corridor. I-91—one of the world’s most
beautiful highways especially in Vermont—
follows the river for 224 miles north of Hart-
ford; when completed it will leave the river
at Barnet, once the head of the river navi-
gation. I-93 runs from Boston through New
Hampshire to the placid meanders of the
upper river. Today the headwaters of the
Connecticut are only about 10 hours from
Manhattan, about five hours from Boston.
When the interstates are finished, even that
short travel time will shrink.

We will use those highways. Hungry for
clean air and a clear view, we will burst out
of the cities on weekends to taste the deep-
lung bite of winter air, to smell the musty
earth of a valley being born again in spring,
to use the river's waters in the summer—
swimming in it and skiing on it.

And there are enough of us close enough to
the Connecticut to quickly turn the world's
most beautifully landscaped cesspool Into
the world’s most ugly landscape. Today more
than six million persons Ilive within 50 miles
of the Connecticut. Greater Boston—with its
3.5 millions—is only 100 miles away, The
mouth of the Connecticut with its clean salt
marshes is less than 100 miles from the
mouth of the Holland Tunnel. And we con-
tinue to breed.

Even so, it seems impossible that we could
spoil it. There is so much of it. Dorothy
Canfield Fisher once remarked that every
Vermonter should celebrate Arbor Day by
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cutting down a tree—in order to get a view.
Her comment seems justified. More than
three-fourths of the 11,243 square miles In
the Connecticut River basin is forested.

The man who flles the length of the river
at 1,000 feet—as I have done—is awed by
the enormous amount of unpeopled land
below him. The efliclent geometrical mosaic
of farmer's tillage, the tufted texture of gros
point cornflelds, the miles of forest reaching
past the horizon.

The beauty strikes you first. The meadows
of Haddam are a delight, despite the town
dump glinting in the sun as it tumbles into
the river. Middletown swells around the
river like the bulge in a boa constrictor,
but it is Inoffensive, especially when you
know that its municipal wharf is a lawn,
where a blue-uniformed policeman meets the
river boats and slips their hawsers over a
bulbous iron bullhead.

Hartford is less reassuring, webbed with
bridges and gray concrete cloverleaves,
spreading, smoking. But it's like a burl on a
rock maple trunk; beneath its twisted gnarled
bark there is a solid growth of hidden beauty.

You glide over Windsor Locks and its canal,
twisting parallel to the river for 5.5 miles,
four years in the digging with pick and shovel
140 years ago, and used by river freight un-
til the steam railroad put boats out of busi-
ness, Then past the shallow Enfield Dam, the
first of 16 on the river. Hundreds of acres
of tobacco land lie below you, shaded in
summer by hundreds of acres of green cheese-
cloth stretched so high on stilts that a trac-
tor can drive beneath the canopy.

The river meanders, flowing placidly, and
it's so fine you want to buy it all and fence
it in and invite people In to look at it.
There are occasional jagged, cutting edges of
esthetic corruption—the scars of gravel
banks, burning town dumps on otherwise
beautiful hillsides, ugly petroleum tank
farms and rusty railroad bridges—but there
are not many, and some are understandably
needed, although you wish that industry
could find ways to house itself in less offen-
sive fashion.

The river sweeps north, broad and solid,
and you think of earlier travelers, using the
river itself as a highway, salling it 300 years
ago in 40-foot-long wooden ships, trading
for beaver and otter pelts with Indians who
met them in birchbark canoes. And the later
men called "River Giants,” feared in every
saloon along the river's banks, from its
mouth at Old Saybrook up to the dam at
Windsor Locks. These thick-shouldered,
heavy-drinking men poled the barges morth.
And now the diesel river boatmen who each
year carry three million tons of cargo up-
river, hauling to Hartford and waypoints,
and half of this is fuel oil carried in tankers.

But you know the river is no longer im-
portant as transportation; highways parallel
and straddle it. Its importance now is elee-
tric power—and recreation—and you look
down on it with gratitude to nature and to
man, who has spoiled it so little.

Then you are in Massachusetts, and you
see Springfield and Chicopee and Holyoke
ahead, bleeding into the river, staining it for
miles with human and industrial corruption.
(Later, a young Springfield native tells you,
“If you swam in it, your arm would stick
to your body; it’s like glue.”)

Like an ugly Rorschach blotch, the Spring-
fleld area population stains the valley, mov-
ing higher into the nearby hills and clinging
there for alr and view.

It is then you know the valley is in dan-
ger. You know that its size can’t save it. Its
beauty will kill it as soon as its bloodstream
is pure again. The unplanned growth below
you is proof that it always has been a push-
over for fast-talking industrialists and land
developers.

You think of the pizza slums of coastal
Maine on the “scenlec route” from Kittery to
Eennebunk and the overlove lavished on
large parts of Cape Cod, and you remember
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how beautiful these places once were. Then
you know better than to underestimate the
despollation power of unchecked tourist af-
fectlon, of unplanned development that al-
lows otherwise sensible Yankees to plunder
their own pride—their village commons and
front yards, their own seaward views, their
own white-painted plazzas.

To thwart such inevitable esthetic suicide,
Senator Abraham Ribicoff three years ago
began to campaign to save the river from
itself. Last September, as a result of Ribicofl's
efforts, the U.S. Bureau of Outdoor Recreation
published a 92-page report, “New England
Herlitage,” which had taken 22 months to
prepare. It proposes a National Recreation
Area for the river, with three new national
parks. Two—one at the mouth of the river,
and the other a few miles north of Holyoke—
are to be In or near densely populated areas.
The third site, despite its beauty, has very
little population and negligible tourism—so
far. It is in northern New Hampshire and
Vermont, running for 82 miles along both
sides of the river, almost to the Canadian
border.

Other recommended Federal action in-
cludes the construction of about 200 miles
of forest trail linked in two spots with the
existing Appalachian Trail—near Hanover,
N.H., and in New Hampshire's Presidential
Range. In addition, the report proposes the
delineating of certain existing river-valley
roads in the four states as part of a “Con-
necticut Valley Tourway" which “would wind
through country villages of great charm,
across sparkling streams and pleturesque
coves, past many schools, including several
of the nation’s most honored colleges and
universities, and near sites of considerable
architectural, historic, archaeologic and geo-
logic importance.” Total estimated cost for
the Federal eflorts: $58 million.

Suggested state action includes the en-
largement of Cockaponset State Forest In
Connecticut, of the Mount Tom Reservation
in Massachusetts and of state-owned forest
lands in the Connecticut Lakes region of
New Hampshire. In addition, the B.O.R. rec-
ommends two new state parks in Connecticut,
two more in Massachusetts and two new in-
terstate parks between New Hampshire and
Vermont.

The report says that the beauty of the
river “is threatened by the ever-growing ap-
petite of Megalopolis for land and the short-
sightedness of those who would fill and pol-
lute the river.”

How soon can the B.OR. plan save the
river—if it can? Even its most optimistic
proponents know that it will be at least three
years before a man with money in his hand
can walk into a farmer’s field to make him
an offer on his land. Hearings must be held
and legislation passed and eminent domain
invoked when necessary.

But the report's authors hope for coopera-
tlon—a rare characteristic among Yankee
landholders. They hope that individuals and
corporations and town selectmen will work
with state legislators and Federal officials to
save the valley. Already some private conser-
vation groups are considering the best way
of merging their land holdings with the plan
for the valley. "

It is quite possible that the use of “scenlc
easement,” & comparatively new and inex-
pensive way of preserving natural beauty,
will be an efficient tool. In his latest book,
“The Last Landscape,” Willlam H. Whyte, an
authority on open-space conservation pro-
grams, explains that a scenic easement is the
buying away from the owner of the land “his
right to louse it up. . .. we acquire from the
owner a guarantee that he will not put up
billboards, dig away hillsides, or chop down
trees; with a wetland easement, we acquire a
guarantee that he will not dike or fill his
marshland. Except for the restrictions, he
continues to farm or use the land just as he
has before; one of the main points of the
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easements, indeed, is to encourage him to do
just that.”

How costly could this be, and how possible?

Drive north on I-91. Cross from Massachu-
setts into Vermont. Eeep to sixty. Since there
is little traffic, you can drive safely at that
speed and still appreciate the magnificent
scenery as you shoot north up the Connecti-
cut River Valley. Swing down along the big
arc around Brattleboro. Then up again.
Watch now.

Here comes one of the greatest views of all,
sweeping for miles ahead: Vermont on your
left, the river churning slowly below you on
your right, and the rising wooded hills of
New Hampshire above it. White paper birch
and pine. Hemlock. Spruce. Clean air; clear
views, Open meadows rolling along the river's
edge.

Then you see them, You can’t miss, for you
never were intended to. The outdoor adver-
tising people call such a place “a good shot
going around a corner.” And ahead of you, on
the unrestricted New Hampshire side of the
river—at the end of one of the best "“shots”
in the world—are half a dozen giant bill-
boards, some of them several hundred feet
long, painted bright, Day-glo orange, lighted
at night.

They are prohibited on the Vermont side.
New Hampshire does not care; it does not
legislate against them. To many travelers,
having ridden miles along a soothing, adver-
tisement-free highway, they are an imper-
tinent, polluting effrontery. The manager
of one Vermont inn advertised there admits
that he gets “two to three letters a Week
from garden-club types,” who probably never
stay in a hotel anyway. But he says he
gets more complaints from guests who want
more signs to direct them. He's convinced
he needs that sign.

Not long ago the Hanover Inn, owned by
Dartmouth College, advertised on that par-
ticular “shot,” but was shamed away and
gave up its space. It did no good, however,
for another client bought the board and is
polluting the view right now.

Yet, there is a view other than the purist's.
Travelers do need directions. And such
“shots” are revenue producers. A New Eng-
land outdoor-advertising company has said
it would pay #1,000 a year on a 10-year lease,
with a 10-year option, as land rental to the
farmer who own the land supporting an of-
fensive (and effective) sign now advertising
baskets in that area. It is not known what
that farmer earns from land rental now—
and the signs do not interfere with his hay-
ing or grazing—but it may well pay his taxes,
and if he has dickered sharply with the ad-
vertising man, it could send him to Florida
in the winter. That's what he can earn by
lousing up the land.

The cost of a scenic easement to stop this
sort of thing is clearly negotiable; in many
cases landowners donate easements simply
because they oppose scenic pollution, or feel
that in the long run, beauty is a hard-cash
salable commodity. Others hold out for as
much as they can get. Already 1,200 acres of
the Blue Ridge Parkway in Virginia and
North Carolina, and 4,500 acres of the Nat-
chez Trace Parkway in Tennessee, Alabama
and Mississippi have been protected by
scenic easements.

It is too early now to assess the attitude
in the valley about the proposed National
Recreation Area, Many of those who will be
directly affected have not yet read the
study, although the original printing of 10,-
000 coples was exhausted less than four weeks
after the plan was announced.

Committed conservationists support the
plan with eagerness, especially in Connecti-
cut where population pressure iz greatest.
Joseph N. Gill, State Commissioner of Agri-
culture and Natural Resources, says, "You
can't make a mistake in buying land to pre-
serve it for beauty and conservation, It can
always be sold later, but after it's bulldozed,
it can’t be returned to what it was.”
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Valley residents in New Hampshire and
Vermont, with much less population density,
don’t feel the pressure that exists in Con-
necticut and Massachusetts. Thus they are
inconstant conservationists; they don't be-
lieve that Manhattanites will duplicate Man-
hattan in Vermont if permitted to.

All in all, the chances for a national rec-
reation area along the Connecticut seem
good. Senator Ribicoff plans to introduce en-
abling legislation into the Congress early in
its next session. All major conservation
groups and the natural-resources agencies in
the four involved states support the plan.

And Connecticut will preserve the river no
matter what happens in Washington. George
Russell, director of administrative services
in the office of the state’s commissioner of
agriculture and natural resources, says, “We
are already filling in the spaces left open be-
tween the Federal proposals.” The state plans
to spend about $7 milllon on river land ac-
quisition and development, and already has
acquired 21 miles of the abandoned riverside
Middletown-Old Sayrook line of the New
Haven Railroad,

Andrew George, a real-estate agent in Cole~
brook, N.H., says that most north country
residents in the region where one of the
national parks is proposed, are totally un-
impressed with the scheme. “Most feel that
it'll take land from the tax base,” he says,
“that 1t'll bring in people who'll clutter up
the place and won't bring money in.”

The New Hampshire men now fretting
about a smaller tax base are typlcal of tax-
payers faced with Federal or state land-
taking. But the problem for them is indeed
minor. True, the Federal Government is un-
likely to give the towns tax compensation,
although it has at times in the past. But
the anticipated land-taking—for boat access
and campsites—along the northern stretch
of the Connecticut is only 1,000 acres along
82 miles of river, Such land need not be
highly taxed prime farmland or timberland.
In addition, studies have shown that tax
earnings from private lands near parks and
preserves increase after land-taking. Poten-
tial buyers are willing to pay more when they
know that the beauty of the land will be
preserved because their neighbor is the state
or Federal Government,

Mrs. John Hennessey Jr., of Hanover, N.H.,
disagrees with the plan’s opponents. She is
chairman of the Governor’'s Committee on
Natural Beauty. “This proposal is here in the
nick of time,” she says, “and perhaps not
even in the nick of time, If this doesn't hap-
pen, we'll have strip development along the
river, with hot-dog stands and trailer parks
and run-down boat-lunch sites and shoddy
50-cent-a-night camping spots. Unplanned
development will devalue property in the
whole valley.”

But to know a river, you must travel on
it, and perhaps the most recent experts on
the whole run of the river—from the Cana-
dian border to Long Island Sound—are 20
grade-school boys and six adults from Becket
Academy in East Haddam, Conn. Last August
they canoed 380 miles of the river.

For eleven miles south from Lake Francis
to Canaan, Vt.,, they drank from the river,
dipping it in their dripping hands over the
sides of the canoe. Then “the muck and the
sewage closed in,” according to 13-year-old
Michael Peters.

“We wanted to see a beautiful river,"” says
12-year-old Dunne Iannolillo, “but some-
times we wanted to quit because it was so
ugly.”

Below Groveton, N.H., one boy stepped
thigh-deep in human excrement. One after-
noon, after hours of paddling through dead
fish and raw sewage, with toilet paper hang-
ing from the paddles, 10 of the boys and two
adults threw up., Off Norwich, Vt., they saw
a beer-can dump, with thousands of cans
tumbling into the water,
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Off Holyoke “the yellow dye running into
the river looked like vomit,” according to
young Iannolillo. Each day they used sand to
scour the scum from their aluminum canoes.
At the Middletown steam-generating plant of
the Hartford Electric Light Company (which
consumes 3,000 tons of coal a day) they felt
the heat of the river's water on their bare
knees as they knelt and paddled, and they
recorded the surface temperature of the
water. Above the plant, 72 degrees; at the
plant's outlet, 88; a half-mile downstream,
76. At the Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power
Company plant at Haddam Neck, they felt
the heat again, Ninety degrees at the mouth
of the plant's spillway; 88 degrees a half-
mile out into the wide stream.

They counted 23 town dumps on the river,
and an uncountable number of private
dumps, Three of the boys, assigned to count
sewers, gave up on the second day. “There
were just too many; we wondered if we could
count that high,"” says 13-year-old Mark La-
vigne. They paddled around wrecked auto-
mobiles dumped into the river, A man in an
airplane, even as low as 1,000 feet, or driving
along the river’s bank, does not often see such
things.

But he also does not truly sense the es-
sence of the beauty of the river. Sidney I.
DuPont, the 27-year-old teacher who directed
the trip, says that “canoceing the Connecticut
is like running through a chute of wilder-
ness. You know that roads are up on the
banks, but you don’t see them because of the
trees between you and the roads. You almost
never see anything but river and sky and
forest. You rarely hear anything but birds.”

The boys saw deer drinking at the river's
edge. An American bald eagle hovered over
them as they drifted, gawking skyward. They
say pintail ducks and heron, watched musk-
rat and otter ripple the river as they swam
nearby, In the dusk they saw beaver and
heard them thunder their tails against the
water in warning,

Young Mike Peters soon learned that the
river is as erratic in its cleanliness as are
the people living on its banks. “It flushes
itself out every so far and becomes clean.”
he says, “just in time for another town to
pollute it again,” (A river cleanses itself by
diluting pollutants until they are harmless
and by bacterial action on biological wastes.
This action robs the water of oxygen, but the
river aerates itself in rapids and by ab-
sorption of oxygen at the surface of the
water.)

The Connecticut is not erratic In its
beauty, DuPont, who has canoed six other
New England rivers besides the Connecti-
cut, calls it “the most beautiful I've ever ca-
noed. It's clean to Groveton and Lancaster.
Then bad for 30 miles. Then it cleans itself
and for about 150 miles from Wells River,
Vt., to Northampton, Mass,, it's swimmable.
I'd swim in it. Then it's very bad from
Holyoke to Windsor, After that it starts
cleaning up because of the tides that reach
up more than 50 miles past Hartford.

“If Holyoke, Springfield, Chicopee, Grove-
ton and Lancaster would stop dumping, the
Connecticut River everywhere would be sweet
and pure,” he says.

If that is all it will take to clean the river—
and Christopher Percy, executive director
of the Connecticut River Watershed Coun-
cil in Greenfield, Mass., says that DuPont's
statement “is so close to being true, leave
it as it is”"—then the wvalley can be ruined
sooner than we fear. DuPont saw it at its
worst, when its flow was lowest, and he was
enraptured by what he saw. Other months
are better.

Twelve-year-old Anthony Dickey certainly
remembers the beauty of the river along with
its occasional ugliness, and he's impatient.
“It's like killing the United States to make
that valley ugly,” he says. “Everybody should
do something!"
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True, everybody should, but will they?
Everybody never has before. Indeed, why
should they if doing something will cut off
land rentals for giant billboards, or keep
the bulldozers off the hillsides?

On the other hand, if little Mike Peters is
right, there’'s a good reason to save the
beauty of the Connecticut. “A river,” he says
softly, as he remembers his canoe trip, “a
river forms life. It provides peace. It's life
running along."

THE 19TH OLYMPIAD

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, the
19th Olympic games, held in Mexico
City last October, are history. In terms
of sheer size and record-shattering per-
formances, the 1968 games were spec-
tacular. More than 7,500 athletes from
112 nations competed at an altitude
which was unprecedented for an athletic
event of this stature.

Our American Olympic team per-
formed magnificently. Every fifth medal
was awarded to an American athlete.
But other nations did well, too, includ-
ing host Mexico with nine medals, a rec-
ord for that counftry.

Despite dire predictions about the ef-
fects of the rarefied air of Mexico City,
tragedy was averted, records fell, and
glory accrued to those who shared in
the 526 total medals awarded. In a larg-
er sense, glory accrued to the host na-
tion for assuring that the dire predic-
tions were ill founded.

Mexico spared no effort to make the
1968 Olympic games the most success-
ful ever. Shirley Povich, the respected
sportswriter for the Washington Post,

wrote:

Mexico topped Tokyo, Rome and every
other Olympic site for beauty of its instal-
lations and friendliness toward visitors.

I salute President Diaz Ordaz, his
Olympic committee, and the people of
Mexico for their achievement, and I ask
consent that several articles describing
the Olympic games be printed at this
point in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRp, as follows:

UnrTeEp STaTES FINIsHES WITH 107 MEDALS—
80,000 WarceH Orvymrics CLOSE

Mezx1co Crry, October 27.—The controversy-
riddled 1968 Olympic Games closed tonight
with a burst of color and pageantry before a
sombrero-waving crowd chanting college-
style yells.

More than 80,000 jubilant fans, chanting
“Mexico, Mexico, Mexico,” saluted the flags
and athletes of 112 nations at the finish of a
record-shattering 15 days of athletic compe-
tition on this 115 -mile-high plateau of the
anclent Aztec world.

To the strains of “Las Golondrinas,"” a tra-
ditional Mexican song of farewell, the Olym-
pic flame atop the Olympic Stadium was ex-
tinguished and the glant scoreboard flashed
“Munich 72" in tribute to the next Olympies.

For the United States, the games marked
a return to the top position in amateur
sports. After trailing Russia in total medals
won for three straight Olympiads, the Ameri-
cans regained the unofficial—but much-cov-
eted—over-all team championship.

The U.S. collected 107 medals, including 45
gold. Russia, dropping to second place, won
91 medals, including 29 gold. The U.S. total
was the highest ever for one nation in one
Olympiad.
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FINAL MEDALS

Silver Bronze Total

United States
Russia......
Hungary_
Japan......
East Germany.
West Germany

28
32
10

~REg

Australia_
Italy =
France. ..
Rumania.
Czechoslovakia. .
Great Britain. .

Finjand___.
Cuba__._

Turkey__
Ethiopia_
Norway_.
Tunisia_.
Be.gium_.._
South ' orea
Uganda
Argentina
Pakistan ...
Venezuela. .
Cameroon. .
Jamaica. .
Greece.
India

Taiw

_
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Athletes from all around the globe broke
ranks and spread toward the stands at the
end of tonight's closing ceremonies.

Blacks and whites, some of them in flowing
African robes and others in natty sports at-
tire, rushed toward the stands, waving hats
and raising their hands in friendly salutes.

Moment's earlier, Avery Brundage, 81-year-
old president of the International Olympic
Committee, had stood on a small stand in
the center of the infleld to proclaim the end
of the 19th Olympiad and summon the
athletes of the world to meet in the German
city in 1972,

At the conclusion of the final parade,
students and gally dressed Olympic hostesses
poured from the stands to join athletes In
striding arm and arm around the infield.

It was an emotional sight, one in marked
contrast to bloody incidents prior to the
Games when rebellious students clashed with
government forces in riots which caused
scores of deaths, hundreds of injuries and
thousands of arrests.

There had been fear that simlilar riots
might disrupt the competition among more
than 7500 athletes, but the threat never
materialized.

The U.S. delegation for the closing was a
stunning one—seven athletes who won here
a total of 12 gold medals.

Carrying the U.S. flag in the parade around
the running track of the stadium was Al
Oerter of West Islip, N.Y., who won the men's
discus throw—thus becoming the first
athlete in Olympic history to win the same
event in four stright Olympiads.

Marching in the parade of athletes were
Wyomia Tyrus of Griffin, Ga., winner of gold
medals In the women’s 100-meter dash and
women's 400-meter relay; Debble Meyer of
Sacramento, Calif,, winner of three individual
gold medals in swimming; Charles Hickcox of
Phoenix, Ariz., winner of three gold medals
in swimming: Army Lt. Gary Anderson of
Axtell, Neb., gold medalist in free rifie
shooting; Army Lt. Mike Sillilman of Louis-
ville, EKy., member of the unbeaten U.S.
basketball team, and George Foreman of
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Pleasanton, Calif., who capped the whole
show for the U.S. Saturday night by techni-
cally knocking out a Russian rival to win the
heavyweight boxing title.

MARKED BY CONTROVERSY

The Games had been marked by contro-
versy almost since the time they were
awarded to Mexico. There were dire predic-
tions that Mexico City's 7350-foot elevation
would prove disastrous to athletes and pro-
duce sub-par performances.

There were no fatalities, although there
were many exhaustion cases. And never be-
fore have so many world marks fallen in one
Game—no less than nine in men's track and
fleld and six in women’s, and one tied in
each. Five world marks fell in swimming,

For the U.S., the Games were marked by
the outbreak of a raclal dispute, triggered
when medal-winning runners Tommie Smith
and John Carlos gave a black-power gesture
during the medals ceremony. Smith and
Carlos were subsequently dropped from the
U.S. team.,

America’'s swift track men, its youthful
swimmers and its basketball team were the
stars in the collection of its 107 medals.
The swimming team alone won 23 gold
medals.

Russia, with its huge team of 401 athletes,
simply was no match for the Americans and
suffered one of its most disappointing per-
formances since entering Olympilc competi-
tion in 1952. »

The Russians’ medals were earned largely
in gymnastics, boxing and canoeing, and
their women failed to win a single gold
medal in track and field and their track men
fell below the medal collection of Ilttle
EKenya, which won nine.

The final competition ended shortly be-
fore the closing ceremonlies and in it Canada
won its only gold medal of the Games as
Jim Elder led the Maple Leaf team to vie-
tory in the Grand Prix equestrian event.

The Canadians, not included among the
favored teams when the competition opened,
scored 102,75 points to win from France,
110.50, and West Germany, 117.26. The U.S.
lost the bronze medal by a mere 0.26 point.

The Canadian team was made up of Elder,
who rode The Immigrant, Jim Day, on
Canadian Club, and Tom Gayford, on Big
Dee.

HARRIS WINS BOXING TITLE

The 19-year-old Foreman's victory over
Russia's Ionas Chepulis for the heavyweight
boxing title came shortly before midnight
Saturday and gave the U.S. its fifth gold
medal of the final full day of competition in
the Games.

Earlier, Ronnie Harrls of Canton, Ohlo,
decisioned Jozef Grudzien of Poland to take
the lightweight title. The third U.S. finalist
in boxing, Al Robinson of Oakland, Calif.,
was disqualified for butting in the second
round and Mexico’s Antonio Roldan, bleed-
ing from a cut over one eye, was awarded
the featherwelght gold medal,

Robinson won an appeal today and was
awarded the silver medal which had been
withheld because of his disqualification.

THREE SWIMMING VICTORIES

The other three U.S. gold medals were won
by the swimming team. Michael Burton of
Carmichael, Calif., set an Olympic record of
17:01.7 in winning the men's 1500-meter
freestyle from teammate John EKinsella ol
Oak Brook, Ill, and two U.S. relay teams
won in record time.

The men’s 400-meter medley team of
Hickcox, Don McEenzie, Doug Russell and
Ken Walsh turned in a world record 3:54.9
in beating the former record-holding East
German team.

The women's 400-meter freestyle team
won in 4:03.5 for an Olympic record. Swim-
ming for the U.S. were Jane Barkman, Lina
Gustavson, Sue Pederson and Jan Henne.
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[From the Washington Star, Oct. 8, 1068]
On To MEexico—THE 19TH OLYMPIC GAMES
(By Ben F, Carruthers)

Mexico this season presents a panoramsa
so extensive, so varied and wide ranging that
an encompassing es a most
worthwhile effort for all who are interested
in travel. For this reason, we have decided
to glimpse this ever-changing picture in two
installments. First we offer the story of the
XIX Olympiad, October 12-27, in Mexico City
and other Important parts of the country,
where this year in addition to the well-pub-
licized athletic events, the cultural Olympiecs
will be restored to the prominent position it

held during the original games.

Despite the world’s troubles immediately
preceding the opening ceremony (held on
the 476th Anniversary of the landing of Co-
lumbus), universal attention was drawn on
August 23 to the rekindling of the Olympic
flame from the sun’s rays at Olympia in an-
clent QGreece, site of the original Olympic
games. Thereafter, the flame made a 7,000
mile journey by land and sea via Italy, Spain
and the Canary Islands to Mexico. Thousands
of swift Mexican runners, after recelving the
flame at Vera Cruz, followed the path of
Hernén Cortes westward by relays 400 miles
or more over the mountains up to the Val-
ley of Mexico, 7,600 feet above sea level, to
kindle the torch at the Olympie Stadium in
Mexico City. Now afiame there, the torch will
burn until the closing ceremony of the ath~
letic competition October 27.

Drawing upon the riches of her 10,000~
year-old civilization, Mexico provided a
uniguely dramatic note to the pre-inaugural.
Before moving on to the Olympic Stadium at
the National University of Mexico, a mag-
nificent ceremony was arranged at the an-
clent city of Teotihuacén, where the majestic
Pyramids of the Sun and Moon, predating
Aztec times, preside over impressive archeo-
logical excavations rivaling anything in
Greece,

Teotihuacin was illuminated for the Aztec
Ceremony of the New Fire in accordance with
the Aztec calendar, dividing time into 52-
year cycles. A brilliant mass pageant was ar-
ranged recapturing the grandeur of Mexico
before the advent of the Spanish conguerors.

Amalia Hernindez, director of the world-
famous PBallet Folklérico de Mexico, orga-
nized this spectacle in the Plaze de la Luna
facing the Pyramid of the Moon. A thousand
dancers, flanked by impersonators of the
principal gods of Aztec mythology, performed
from sundown until the arrival of the Olym-
pic flame from the east. Quetzalcoatl, god of
the dawn (whose symbol is the feathered ser-
pent), Tlaloe, god of rain, and Huehueteotl,
god of old age, richly garbed and accompa-
nled by imposing retinues, presided over the
ceremonies from the summits of the Pyra-
mids of the Sun and Moon.

Mexicans view the Olymplcs as a symbol of
International, Interracial and intercultural
cooperation among all men, In this spirit
they willingly agreed to exclude racist South
Africa despite her promises to integrate her
Olymplc team racially and abide by the non-
discriminatory policles of the Olymplcs and
of the host country. Moreover, Mexico with-
held visas from Rhodeslans on the same
ground. As a nation which has largely over-
come race prejudice, Mexico hopes that her
Olympic guests, athletes and spectators will
obey the “house rules.” The entire orga-
nizing and planning of the 1968 Olympics has
been in the capable hands of the Orga-
nizing Committee of the Games of the XIX
Olympics, whose president 1s the noted Mex-
ican archltect, Pedro Ramirez Vazquesz,

The Olympics will draw some 8,000 partici-
pants from 119 countries, 26 natlons more
than ever before attended the games. The
competitors, their trainers, officlals and press
representatives will be housed in a brand-
new, high-rise Olympic Village on the out-
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skirts of the metropolis. The canny Mexi-
cans built this Village so that it may be
converted into apartments immediately after
the Olymplcs and there are no doubt several
thousand would-be permanent occupants
on the waiting list already.

Understandably proud of having been ap-
pointed as host to the Olympics, Mexico has
gone all-out in new construction, placing
the universally-recognized talents of her
leading architects, muralists and sculptors
at the service of the great occasion. Every-
one who has visited Mexico knows that there
are few countries in the world which have
made greater contributions to the plastic
arts over the past quarter-century.

Building a World’s Fair could hardly have
been more ambitious than the work which
went forward in Mexico for the Olympies.
But apparently, even this was not enough.
Mexico City, now second city of the Hemis-
phere, with more than six million inhabi-
tants, is also constructing a huge new sub-
way system and will open the first line next
July—a ten-mile stretch from the Interna-
tional Alrport to the Avenida Chapultepec
“midtown.” The authorities entrusted this
construction to the engineering geniuses
who constructed Montreal's magnificent
new subway, 8 model for the world, where
the trains run on rubber tires! In Mexico,
however, there are many more problems
since the entire city sits on a lake bed of
mud and porous rock. Gigantic metal tubes,
reinforced all around, will contain the
tracks and stations and even permit trains
to reach speeds of fifty miles per hour.

But the soft lake bed 1s not the only con-
struction difficulty. Modern Mexico City sits
above half-a-dozen previous metropolises
including the great Aztec capital of Teno-
chtitldn which Herndn Cortes conquered
early in the Sixteenth Century for the King
of Spain. SBubway excavation is proceeding
with great regard for possible archeological
discoverles and an electronic gadget has
been used ahead of drills and earth-movers
to detect metal and stone artifacts and other
remnants of previous civilizations. The re-
sult has been warehouses filled with cholce
examples of these great Indian civilizations,
some of which will become prize exhibits in
the country’'s archeological museum, already
the world's greatest.

The new Olympic installations—ranging
from Mexico City to Acapulco where sailing
competition will take place—are modern and
commodious, fully equipped with the lat-
est in telecommunications and electronics.
The Olympic Stadium, where track and field
events will be held, now seats 80,000 and is
equipped with an ultra-modern lighting sys-
tem for night events.

Soccer, the most popular sport of Europe
and Latin America, and now fast growing in
the United States, will be played at gigantic
Aztec Stadium which seats 106,175! This
magnificent creation is some three miles from
Olympic Village and one of its most remark-
able features is a drainage system so efficient
that the field may be used one minute after
a heavy downpour!

Although numerous track and field records
are as a rule established at each succeeding
Olympics, it 1s doubtful that many new
marks will be set in Mexico City because of
the high altitude, which Is difficult for many
ordinary people but perhaps also somewhat
inhibiting to athletes, especially those who
come from lowlands. For this reason, some
of the leading contenders for Olympic medals
have been training for months at comparable
altitudes in their home countries, Members
of the United States team, for example, have
been spending a good deal of training time
on the slopes of the Rockies so as to accus-
tom their metabolisms to the Mexican
heights.

On the other hand, the altitude should
present no problem to such athletes as Abebe
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Bikila of Ethiopia, record-holder, and gold
medal winner for the grueling marathon
event in both the 1960 and 1964 Olympics.

This will be the third time the modern
Olympic Games have been held in the west-
ern hemisphere and the first time they have
been held In Latin America,

When she was named host country for
1968, Mexico decided to restore the cultural
Olympics to the prominent place they held
in ancient Greece alongside the athletic
events. Accordingly, 31 countries accepted
invitations to participate by sending repre-
sentatives of thelr best in the Hvely and plas-
tic arts. The total number of events listed
is 145 ranging from nine classical ballet com-
panies from around the world to three inter-
nationally known jazz combos. Most of these
events are taking place in the Palacio de
Bellas Artes, a building repleat with Mexi-
can marble and onyx, which opened its doors
in 1934 as one of the world's most ornate
opera houses. 2

The auditorium of Bellas Artes Is In such
demand for use that performances are fre-
quently glven several times each day. On
Sundays, for example, Mexico’s own Ballet
Folklérico frequently performs at 9 am.,
noon and in the evening. Fortunately, there
are two companies. One is usually in resi-
dence while the other travels throughout the
world. Offshoots of this successful venture,
the Ballet of the Five Continents and the
Ballet of the Amerlecas also give performances
at Bellas Artes,

Aside from Bellas Artes, numerous other
auditoriums have been taken over for cul-
tural events related to the Olympics. Aside
from the classical ballet and jazz combo
events, the season will have included the
following: four opera companies including
the Berlin Opera; seven symphony orchestras
including the famous Hall’s Orchestra from
Britain, and the Parls Symphony; ten cham-
ber ensembles including Moscow and Brus-
sels aggregations; eight modern ballet com-
panies (Martha Graham, Merc Cunningham,
Maurice Béjart, etc.), eleven folklorie dance
groups Including eminent representations
from the Philippines, Spain, Yugoslavia, Ru-
mania and Argentina; thirteen theatrical
groups from Japan, France, Greece, Ger-
many, Britain and other countries, as well
as Mexico herself.

Plastlc arts from the United States, Ecua-
dor, Bolivia, France, Great Britaln, Cuba,
Central America, Argentina, Japan, Yugo-
slavia, Italy, Peru and many other countries
will also have been displayed during the
latter half of 1968.

Aeronaves de Mexico, the Mexican national
alrline, is the official international carrier
for the XIX Olympics. It has up-to-the-min-
ute DC-8 and DC-9 equipment; files from Los
Angeles, Tucson and Phoenix from the west-
ern U.S.; from Houston, Detroit, Mlaml and
New York farther east. Within the country
it provides service to most of the important
cities with frequent efficient service to such
important tourist destinations as Acapulco
and Guadalajara, besides service to many in-
ternational points. The line maintains infor-
mation and booking offices in the United
States, in Boston, Detroit, El1 Paso, Hartford,
Houston, Los Angeles, Miami, Newark,
Phoenix, San Diego and San Francisco.

Few clties In the world have developed as
many new hostelries as has Mexico City over
the past 15 years. One of the most popular
is the Continental Hilton at the corner of
Paseo de la Reforma and Insurgentes Ave-
nue. In Guadalajara there is a sister Hilton.
Both have excellent cuisines, shopping facill-
ties and rooftop nightclubs or “Belvederes”
affording splendid views of the two citles.
We have been guests at both and recommend
them highly.

The next article will deal with Mexico's
attractions other than the current Olympiad
and glve special attention to Mexico City
and Guadalajara.
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[From the New York Times, Oct. 8, 1068]
At THE OLYMPIC VILLAGE
(By Arthur Daley)

Mexico Crry, October 7.—The bus was
filled with athletes as it made ready to take
off from the enclave of the Olympic Village.
Through the open windows came the haunt-
ing beat of drums and the plaintive wall of
musical instruments, unfamiliar but giving
rhythmic pleasure to the ear. Feet had to
respond and so there was dancing in the
alsles.

Gleaming smiles of the Africans aboard the
bus shone as brightly as the Mexican sun-
light and happy hearts responded with song.
This was only a fragment of the many joyous
scenes that seem to give a new significance to
both the idea of an Olympic Village and to
the Olympic movement that sponsored such
a scheme for fostering amity among nations,
athletic division, The United Nations should
do even a fraction as well.

Scores of athletes frolicked in the swim-
ming pool in the center of the recreational
area that gives this Olympic Village some-
thing of a country club look. Hundreds more
were sun bathing, including a few damsels
in rather discreet bikinis. Thousands of local
citizens streamed through on rubbernecking
tours, gawking in wonderment at the kalei-
doscopic display that flashed constantly be-
fore their eyes. Muscular young men paraded
past in varicolored pullovers, the identity of
each country lettered on the back,

NO INTERPRETERS

Some needed translation because countries
do not necessarily follow an Amerlcan—or
even a Mexican—geography book or spelling.
Some were as we were taught in school—
Korea, Thailand, Israel, Ethiopia, Afghani-
stan, Uganda and so many others. But Sulsse
is Switzerland, Norge is Norway, R.A.U. is
Egypt, Suomi is Finland, Turkiye is Turkey,
Polska is Poland, CCCP is the Soviet Union
and CSSR is Czechoslovakia. The Czechs by
the way looked right through the Russians
and never saw them.

This international sports festival is mon-
strous in its expanse and these are particu-
larly light-hearted days, marked by camara-
derie and the friendly mixing of the athletes
of many nations. The tension will not start
mounting for the competitors until Satur-
day’'s opening ceremonies approach.

If nothing else, those who criticized the
award of these Olympics to Mexlco City have
been silent. The organizing committee here
has done a magnificent job.

“These may be the finest facllities ever,”
said Douglas Roby, president of the United
States Olympic Committee and also a mem-
ber of the International Olympic Committee.

“I'd been to 13 Olympies,” sald Dan Ferris,
the patriarch of amateur sports, “and I don’t
think I've seen anything to match the job
the Mexicans have done.”

When I saw the Olympic Village last No-
vember, the housing units were concrete
shells, still struggling to rise from desolate
piles of earth. Now they are sleek, handsome
apartment buildings that will become middle-
class condominums, so attractive that every
one already has been sold.

Of all the Olympic Villages I have seen over
the years, this is the most compact and per-
haps the most artfully landscaped. It doesn’t
have the bus service that facilitated move-
ment within the walls as was the case at
Tokyo and Rome. But that's a minor com-
plaint. Security soon will be tightened, now
that there are so many more athletes and
Journalists.

THE WRONG CARD

Yesterday, for instance, I arrived with an-
other typewriter pounder. He flashed his
green identity folder at the rdian of the
portals. Mine was inside my wallet. The
only I had showing was a baseball
writer's card. He glanced superficially at it.
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“Hokay,"” he sald, waving us in.

Tens of thousands of Mexicans wait pa-
tlently outside every day, standing in line
for the escorted tours. There is pride of
achievement in every face. And rightly so.
But the trafic jams in the vicinity of the
village are appalling. One shudders to think
what it will be at the Olymplc stadium
when the games begin. At the moment,
Mexico City is totally serene—except for the
highways.

Before the Tokyo Olympics the police
made a deal with the gangsters and estab-
lished a truce for the duration. The Mexl-
can police are less trusting. They've rounded
up every known pickpocket they could find
and clamped the Hght-fingered gentry into
the jug.

[From the New York Times, Oct. 8, 1968]

U.S. Team WEeLcomeDp To OLyYmPIc CIry IN
Frac-Raising Rrires—THree OTHER Na-
TIONS JOIN IN CEREMONY—DELEGATIONS
From Burma, Costa Rica, Hone EoNG
Lirr NUMBER 1IN MEXICco TO 102

(By Joseph M. Bheehan)

Mexico Ciry, October T.—Three hundred
brightly caparlsoned United States athletes
and officials stood proudly erect this morning
in the Plaza de las Banderas at the Olympic
Village as the Stars and Stripes was raised.

In a stirring, colorful ceremony signalizing
their official presence here for the games of
the 19th Olympiad, the delegations of Burma
Costa Rica and Hong Kong also hoisted their
flags.

Today’s four additions brought to 102 the
number of national banners flying from the
lofty white flagpoles that encircle the verdant
plaza atop a rocky plateau that overlooks the
eye-catching attractions of Mexico Cilty's
superbly equipped Olympic Village.

United States Ambassador to Mexico Ful-
ton Freeman and Douglas F. Roby, the presi-
dent of the United States Olympic Commit-
tee, collaborated in hauling up the United
States flag hand-over-hand, as a Mexican
army band played “The Star-Spangled Ban-
ner.”

During the flag-raising, the entire United
States squad, with subdued voices that
brimmed with prideful emotion, sang the
National Anthem. Bystanders, who had wit-
nessed the previous flag-raising ceremonies
here, said no other team had sung its anthem.

AMBASSADOR GREETS SQUAD

Then, after accepting the official blenve-
nidoes (welcomes) of Francisco Javier Mi-
randa, the governor of the Olympic Village,
Roby and Ambassador Freeman addressed the
American squad.

Sald Roby: “We are proud of this team.
We feel confldent that we have, for these
Olympics, the finest team we have ever
organized.”

Ambassador Freeman told the American
team, “individual prowess is important but
team spirit i1s even more important. I urge
you to make one for all and all for one your
team motto.”

The United States contingent assembled
in military array just outside the modernistic
administration building at the village's main
entrance and, four abreast, marched the
quarter mile to the Plaza de las Banderas.

Julian K. (Dooley) Roosevelt of Center
Island, L.I., the treasurer of the United States
Olympic Committee, led the parade, which
was organized by Col. Donald Miller, the
United States' Army's representative on the
committee.

The girl members of the team, strikingly
attractive in bright red jackets, white collar-
less blouses, royal blue skirts and white
pumps, led the march. The men, in blue ties,
glen plaid lightweight slacks and black loaf-
ers, followed.

The bright Mexican sun was no brighter
than the happy smiles of the athletes who,
for the most part, were on the threshold of
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the most meaningful experience of their
young lives.

There was a few absentees among the ath-
letes but they indicated dedication to do a
job here rather than lack of interest in the
niceties of Olympic protocol. For example the
basketball team, which arrived yesterday,
was eager to get to work and had a conflict-
ing workout scheduled. So did the oarsmen,
who have been working out regularly morn-
ings at the distant course of Xochimilco.

The United States team will be complete
with the arrival of the contingent by char-
tered jet from Denver tomorrow afternoon.

Meanwhile, in downtown Mexico City, the
International Olympics Committee opened a
scheduled pregames meeting. Before a large
audience in the National Auditorium, which
included President Gustavo Dlaz Ordaz of
Mexico, Avery Brundage of Chicago, the em-
battled 81-year-old I1.0.C. president, made &
ringing defense of the Olympic movement.

“The 1.0.C. may be undemocratic.” Brun-
dage said, “but its members, pledged to the
Olympic ideal above thelr own countries,
have conducted the games with greater suc-
cess each time.

“Many of our problems are the result of our
own success,” he added, citing that “many of
the problems of the world have been dumped
on the doorstep of the Olympic movement.”

He specifically mentioned China, Germany,
Korea and Vietnam, divided countries in
which disputes have long raged over Olympic
representation.

Mexico SEows HER MUSCLE IN CULTURAL
OLYMPICS

(By Jack McDonald)

Mexico City.—You may come for the 19th
Olympiad and stay for the cultural events.

After you've descended from one of the
105,000 seats in the Olympic Stadium, there
are 20 cultural festivals to lure you—con-
certs, folklorica ballets, art exhibitions,
theater, sculpture, basket-weaving, poetry
recitals, parades, dancing in the streets and—
hold onto your rockets—nuclear and space
exhibits.

Mexico is the first Latin-American coun-
try to stage the Olympics. As host, she will
conduct cultural events on a broader scale
than any since the Games were revived In
1886. So much emphasis is being put on
culture and youth, that some sports purisis
already are complaining that Mexican news-
papers are giving culture more space than
athletics.

A TRADITION

But the Organizing Committee, headed by
Pedro Ramiro Vasquez, an architect who
designed the huge Azteca soccer stadium, as
well as the magnificent Anthropological Mu-
seum here, counters that the very founder of
the modern Olympics, Pierre de Coubterin,
the Frenchman, always contended the Games
were not only for development of muscular
strength but also for the education of youth
in moral, intellectual and artistic fields.

So Mexico 1s thinking culture more than
sports. Cultural events, with emphasis on
youth and folklore, can be seen many places
during the Games—Iin Chapultepec Park,
the plazas, the opera house, the National
University auditoriums, concert halls, on
parade grounds of the Zocalo and even in the
streets.

You'll not see such headlines as “U.S. Nabs
Gold Medal in Poetry.” Nor “Mexico Cops
First Place in Ballet and Basket-Weaving.”
No prizes or medals are awarded in the cul-
tural division.

U.S. EVENTS

The U.S. will participate in all 20 cultural
events. American folklore, from New Orleans
jazz to BEsklimo dancing, will be presented in
city parks and concert halls. Everything from
Appalachian mountain clog dancing to “soul
music” will be staged.

Which of the 20 cultural events will be
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the most outstanding? This depends on your
line, but it could be the Folklorica ballet.
By temperament and tradition, Mexicans
excel In this. A recent Olympics preview in
Colima, produced and enacted by university
students in a city of only about 100,000, saw
ballet with a professional touch.

Each competing country of the more than
100 in the Olympics is sending fine art works
as well as athletes to Mexico City. Interna-
tional sculptors have fashioned themes based
on youth. The cultural aspect has brought a
daily rash of artistic creations—hymns,
poems, drawings, sculptures—monuments to
youth and handicraft.

The festival of the Masses, part of the cul-
tural program, will be staged in the Zocalo
Plaza and will include a folklorica parade,
costumes and music, a tableau with 1000 chil-
dren and flags. Senora Rosa Reyna, the chore-
ographer, 15 with Ballet Folklorica and she
collaborated with Josefina la Valle, director
of the Mexican dancing company on this

ageant.

Mexicans believe their country’s prestige
as a modern natlon is at stake. “If we are
successful it will be because everyone con-
nected with these cultural events has treated
them with a sense of patriotic mission,” says
Vasquez.

One event in the cultural program will be
the International Reunion of Poets. Robert
Lowell, American, one of the 11 most noted
modern poets has written one on the theme
of international brotherhood and better
understanding between nations. He will re-
cite it in the National University Auditorium.

For the Ballet of the Five Continents,
choreographer Alven Alley has created a
serles of dances to traditional American
Negro musie.

There will be an Internation Festival of
Sculpture In which Todd Williams will join
with 17 other internationally famed sculp-
tors, one of whom, Alexander Calder, designed
a T0-foot-high steel structure named *“Red
Sun,” which will be on display in Azteca
Stadium.

The International Exhibit of Modern Art
will display traditional and contemporary
crafts of North American Indians—ceramics,
sculpture, painting, jewelry and textiles.

Carrying out the youth theme, the Festival
of Children’s Painting will be held in Cha-
pultepec Park. The Children’s Art Gallery of
New York is organizing U.S. participation in
this event. Children from all over the U.S.
competed. The best murals will be chosen
and four children will be selected to come
here for the showings.

The Martha Graham dance company leads
an impressive list of concerts, art exhibits
and dance recitals. Other headliners include
Duke Ellington’s orchestra and the Merce
Cunningham dance company.

Rounding out U.S. participation will be an
Apollo space capsule and an exhibition by
the John F. Kennedy Center for the Per-
forming Arts. Project Plowshare will show
how nuclear energy can be used in mining
and the construction of harbors and canals.
The Exhibit of Space Research will be exten-
sively illustrated by the U.S. Space Adminis-
tration., Models of the Ranger, Mariner,
Surveyor and Tiros will be shown, with
American astronauts giving lectures.

[From the New York Times, Oct. 27, 1968]

Avrrrupe Hap LiTTiE EFFECT OoN OLYMPIC
COMPETITION
(By Joseph M. SBheehan)

Mexico Crty, October 26.—Now that the
Games of the XIX Olympiad are about to
end, what effect did Mexico City's high alti-
tude (7,360 feet) have on athletes and their
performances?

Even the viewers with alarm, who made
dire predictions before the Games opened
that competing so high above sea level would
cause permanent damage to the health of
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many athletes, left here convinced that was
not the case.

As to performances, they generally exceed-
ed expectations, although the also-expected
drop below normal levels occurred in the
longer races and In events calling for con-
tinuing sustained maximum effort.

At Olympic Village today, Dr. Daniel Han-
ley of Bowdoin College in Brunswick, Me.,
the head physician of the United States
team, paused in the job of packing his tons
of equipment for shipment home and dis-
cussed the effects of altitude,

“There is not a shred of evidence that the
altitude had any harmful after-effects on
the athletes from all the nations who had
participated here,” he sald. “Nor was any
expected because we had researched this sub-
ject most carefully, starting as far back as
1964.

“Performances, we thought, were generally
good. Who, for instance, ever would have
dreamed that a man would long jump 29
feet 215 inches here, as Bob Beamon did?
And there was a bonus value in Eipchoge
Keino’s Olympic record of 3:349 In the
1,500 meters. That was one mark we thought
would be unreachable.

“Our studles led us to conclude that at
this altitude continuous maximum effort
could not be sustalned for a greater period
than two minutes,

“Keino surprised us on that point. But the
fact that he comes from EKenya and trains
and lives the year round in high altitudes
unquestionably had much to do with it.

“There's no doubt that athletes accus-
tomed to high altitude had an advantage and
that athletes from sea-level countries per-
formed below their best capabilities in the
distance events in both track and swimming,
and particularly in rowing, which is the hard-
est test of all, because of no letup.

“The reason for this is that at this altitude
they couldn't take in enough oxygen to fuel
the glycogen (sugar) that makes their mus-
cles work in sustained effort events.

“But with a high carbohydrate diet, good
conditioning and acclimatization such as we
had In our four weeks of pre-Olympic high-
altitude training, no athlete had any reason
to fear competing here. The reasons for so
doing, were psychological rather than phys-
ical.

“We had perhaps a few more than the
usual number of minor ailments. But that
was attributable to other reasons than the
altitude, I feel, we get that at Bowdoln and,
in fact at any college, when the students get
back in the fall.

“Viruses from New Jersey, Arizona, Ala-
bama, California and wherever get to inter-
mingling and get to affect systems that have
not had a chance to develop Immunity to
them back home,

“It’s the same thing here at the Olympic
Village on a vastly larger scale. You can't
expect to bring together thousands of people
from more than 100 countries and not have
a lot of colds, stomach disorders and the
like.

“But all things considered, altitude was
even less of a problem than anticipated.”

[From the New York Post, Oct. 30, 1968]
WoRD TO THE WISE
(By Gene Ward)
Hasta Luego . . . Arriverderci . . . Au Re-

voir . . . So Long, Mexico City, Oct. 20.

The Athletes of the world are saylng good-
bye to each other and to Mexico in a hun-
dred different languages here today, and the
Greatest Olympiad of all time now becomes
Jjust a memory.

But it 1s a memory which Mexico and its
people will carry forever. The Olympic Games
have left an indelible mark on the emerging
nation. What Mexlco and its people accom-
plished gives them a massive shot of confi-
dence for the future.
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Records were shattered right and left, and
not only in the competitive events. The ar-
chitectural splendor and imagination of the
arenas, stadia and other facilities had to be
a record. The city’s muy magnifico decora-
tions, especially those the length and breadth
of Paseo de La Reforma . . . The vivid, warm
colors . . . and the frlendliness of the peo-
ple . . . those, too, had to be Olympic rec-
ords.

I'm certain that trafllic jams shattered all
Olympic standards, and I'm equally certain
that never in the history of the Olympies
has there been an emotional jamboree such
as the one Mexican youth put on after Sun-
day’'s ceremony which marked the end of the
games.

GAYETY SPILLED OVER INTO OLYMPIC VILLAGE

That's what touched it off, the grand
finale at Estadio Olimpico. It spilled over
into the Olympic Village and wended its way
the length of the Reforma. Grizzled journal-
ists, some of them veterans of the V-E Day
celebration in London, stood on the side-
walks and gawked at the show which went
on all night.

It was youth rioting, but friendly, bolster-
ous rioting. Trafflc was snarled all over the
downtown area as thousands rode the streets
in cars, on the hoods of cars and hanging
on the backs of cars.

The motif of the clamorous night was the
cheer—"Me-hi-co"”—followed by three honks
on the horn in the same cadence, as the
three syllables of the cheer.

Early in the morning, the reveling horde
poured into the Olympic Village, where the
athletes were housed, and cheered them with
a huge "serenata,” with the singing and play-
ing of “Las Mananitas,"” the nation's birth-
day serenade.

In the land of fiesta, these Olympics were
the biggest fiesta of all time, and what a
finish,

In a re-appralsal of the games, the U.S.
team emerged as the most successful in a
“no contest.,” The Soviet track and field con-
tingent came up the biggest flop, even belng
out-medaled by Kenya's gallant 15-man crew.

The Best Male Athlete: Our own Charley
Hickcox of Phoenix, Ariz., with three golds
and a silver in swimming, plus a share of &
world record.

VERA'S 4 MEDALS AND WEDDING RING

The Best Female Athlete: Czech gymnast
Vera Caszlavska, who won four golds and a
gold wedding band. Her marriage to Josef
Odlozil resulted in such a crush of spectators
that the bride was forced to take refuge in
a television sound truck parked outside the
Cathedral in Zoecalo Square. The happy cou-
ple left for Prague last night with 77 other
members of the Czech delegation.

Best Individual Performance: Bob Beamon
of El Paso, Tex., with a kangaroo leap of
29-feet, 214 inches in the long jump, which
completely hurdled the 28-foot area.

Most Inspired Athlete: Al Oerter, the game
Long Islander, who gets hot every fourth
year, when the Olympic flame is lighted. He
won his fourth consecutive gold in the discus
throw — (Melbourne-Rome-Tokyo-Mexico)
and says he'll probably try for five in Munich
in "72,

Most Frustrated Athlete: Australia’s Ron
Clarke, holder of 17 records and rated the
world's greatest distance runner, He falled
to garner a gold.

Most Vivid Memories: Our incomparable
Jesse Owens, quadruple gold medal winner
of the 1936 Olympics in Berlin, surrounded
by Mexican youth clamoring for his auto-
graph in Estadlo Olympico almost at the very
moment militants John Carlos and Smith
were making their completely-out-of-place
Black Power demonstration on the medal
podium. And our heavyweight gold madnl
winner, George Foreman, his
tiny Amarlcanmagrmmtherolduothu
robe and planting a kiss on his Stars and
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Stripes following his TEO victory over Iones
Cepulis, of Russia, at Arena Mexico.
HONORING TIBIO STARTED THE BALL ROLLING

And Mexico’s first gold medalist of the
Games, 17-year-old Felipe (Tibio) Munoz,
surprise winner of the 200-meter breast
stroke, being hoisted on the shoulers of Mex-
ican youths who had swarmed from the
stands at the emotion-packed closing cere-
mony.

They carried Tiblo around and around the
tartan running track and off into the moon-
light night, their pride in him and in their
country releasing itself in the explosiveness
of their wild gyrations.

This, more than any other single act, was
what touched off the emotional Jamboree.
This, more than anything that happened in
this Olympiad, gave me my greatest personal
thrill. Those moments will remain etched in
my memory for a long, long time.

A HOUSE NOT IN ORDER—III

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, unless
we put our domestic house in order, our
position as the leading world power will
be seriously diminished. We tolerate
racial discrimination against blacks in
a world community in which whites are
a distinct minority. We live in a land in
which we have a surplus of food but have
not discovered the way to share the bene-
fits with the poor. A century ago Disraeli
warned that England was becoming two
nations—one rich and one poor. Today
the National Advisory Commission on
Civil Disorders warns us, “two societies,
one black and one white—separate and
unequal.”

This is not to say that no progress has
been made. We have done much in the
enactment of laws that govern edueation,
jobs, housing, and civil rights, especially
in the past few years. The world com-
munity has looked to us for leadership.
But it is because of the high expectations
aroused by these achievements that the
world community cannot understand our
failure to deal with the problems of our
own society on the grand scale appro-
priate to our size and capacity.

Our action on United Nations Conven-
tions to implement the noble principles
written into the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights has been negligible. Far
from sefting an example appropriate to
a nation that proclaimed its own Bill of
Rights nearly two centuries ago, the
United States has ratified only two of
more than 20 major human rights con-
ventions adopted by the U.N. and its
agencies. And, ratification of these fwo—
concerning slavery and refugees—was
completed within the last 3 months.

While we must meet our foreign policy
priorities, we must recognize that the
highest priority of all is that we improve
our domestic society. We must never for-
get the wise observation that applies so
emphatically to nations: “What you are
speaks so loudly, I cannot hear what you
say'u

RULE XXII

Mr. MONDALE, Mr. President, once
again, we are engaged in our lengthy and
semiannual debate over the question of
the “filibuster.” I must confess that as I
make this brief statement, I am aware
of the growing sense of frustration which
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has come to characterize this effort to
make the Senate a more responsive legis-
lative body. The attack on the filibuster
is developing into a ritual for the begin-
ning of every Congress—a ritual led by
the same group of Senators who make
the same eminently logical arguments,
only to be defeated and forced to await
the beginning of still another Congress.

I would hope that we could once and
for all put an end to this principle of
minority control and get on to the urgent
business of the day. For I have the un-
pleasant feeling that time is not on our
side and that we cannot indefinitely af-
ford to be bound by a rule which fosters
obstructionism.

This year’s attempt to end the fli-
buster is an attempt to amend rule XXII
so as to allow three-fifths of those pres-
ent and voting to end debate on any
measure. But before that issue can even
be reached, & more basic question is pre-
sented—Can a majority of the Senate
amend its rules at the beginning of a new
session of Congress? Or put another way,
can the proponents of the filibuster use
a filibuster to keep rule XXII intact?

The advocates of change argue that a
majority of the Senate must possess the
right under the Constitution fo adopt
new rules or to amend existing rules at
the beginning of a new Congress. As the
distinguizhed senior Senator from Idaho
observed, the Senate has “the same right
to determine the rules which shall bind
them during the next 2 years as the Sen-
ate of the first Congress had when it
met in 1789, or, for that matter, the
same right that the Senate exercised in
1917, which wrote the two-thirds rule
that we now propose to amend.”

The proponents of rule XXII, on the
other hand, argue that Congress is a con-
tinuing body and that any attempt to
amend the rules must be based on the
rules themselves. Accordingly, if a fili-
buster is mounted to stop a vote on a rules
change, a two-thirds cloture vote is re-
quired to bring debate to an end.

Thus, the effort to end the filibuster
takes on an “Alice in Wonderland” qual-
ity, as a majority’s desire to change the
rule is thwarted by the rule itself. As
a result, the argument over a change in
the rules soon becomes an argument over
the nature of the Senate; in the process,
the American people soon lose sight of
what is really at stake, that is, the
efficacy of their legislative system.

Obviously, I am in complete agree-
ment with my colleagues, and with two
Vice Presidents, that a majority of the
Senate at the beginning of a new Con-
gress has the power to change the rules
of the Senate. And with all due respect to
my colleagues who believe that this posi-
tion will threaten the stability of the
Senate, I think that their argument is
based on a “parade of imaginary hor-
ribles.” When in the history of the Sen-
ate has a majority threatened to “run
wild"” and do grave damage to our basic
institutions? Is there any evidence what-
soever that 51 Senators are any more
likely to tear up the Senate rules than
67 Senators? I think not.

When we come to the specific issue as
to how many Senators should be required
to invoke cloture, the proponents of the
filibuster conjure up the same specter of a

585

tyrannical majority. We are told that the
minority can only be protected when 67
Senators decide to end debate. But what
is so sacred about the two-thirds reguire-
ment? Are 67 Senators any less tyran-
nical than 60 or 51?

My colleagues who oppose any change
in rule XXII argue that extended debate
is the hallmark of the Senate. But I do
not think that the cause of full and free
debate is served by a filibuster, which as
we all know quickly becomes an endur-
ance contest.

We are also told that to allow even 60
Senators to invoke cloture amounts to
“gag rule”. I would think that this
charge would more appropriately be ap-
plied to the present state of affairs under
rule XXII, where a small minority of the
Senate can thwart the will of even 66
Senators. The true victims of “gag rule”
are the majority of Senators who want
to bring an issue to a vote but are pre-
vented from doing so by a minority.
Similarly, those who are forced to “trade
off” major provisions of a bill because
of the threat of a filibuster are in effect
gageged by being prevented from even
having their colleagues pass judgment
on their proposals.

In this day and time, we simply cannot
afford the luxury of such archaic proce-
dures. With the many pressing and com-
plex issues which are facing the country
and will soon be facing the Senate, we
can no longer accept the spectacle of
round-the-clock “debate” by a handful
of Senators to prevent an issue from
even coming to a vote. The attempt by
any minority of Senators to impose its
will on a majority by the use of a fili-
buster is not justifiable.

I accept the principle that three-fifths
of the Senate or even a simple majority
should be allowed, at some point, to bring
an issue to a vote. I am willing to take
my chances and I ask the rest of my
colleagues to do the same.

TAX-LOSS FARMING

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, the
National Farmers Union last Saturday
held a seminar on tax loss and corpora-
tion farming in Des Moines, Towa, which
was attended by more than 500 farmers,
small businessmen, labor and church
leaders, Congressmen and Senators from
30 States.

The attendance and the unanimity of
this group on the need to exclude non-
farm interests from agriculture if the
family farm is to survive, and the migra-
tion from farms to cities is to be
stemmed, was a considerable surprise not
only to the press and public generally, but
even to the sponsors of the conference.

The conference adopted a seven-point
program of recommendations, headed by
enactment of the Metcalf-McGovern bill
which would limit the writeoff of tax-
able nonfarm income against farm losses
by wealthy urbanites who get into agri-
culture to convert high-bracket urban
earnings into capital gains taxable at
lower levels. These tax-loss farmers are
little concerned with low farm prices, for
their gain is in avoiding taxes, not in
profitable agriculture. I ask unanimous
consent to place in the REcorp the state-
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ment and recommendations of the con-
ference.

The keynote speech at the seminar was
delivered by our able colleague, Senator
Ler MEercarr, of Montana,

Last year Senator MEeTCALF introduced
S. 4059, a bill designed to remove the in-
equities between legitimate farm opera-
tors and taxpayers who are more inter-
ested in farming the Internal Revenue
Cade than they are the land. I was one of
the original cosponsors of that legislation
in the 90th Congress and when the bill is
reintroduced shortly, I intend to resume
my efforts to get this legislation before
the full Senate.

This legislation has the support of all
those who are sincerely interested in the
working farmers of our Nation. For ex-
ample, it has been endorsed in principle
by both the Farmers Union and the
American Farm Bureau Federation. Last
year both the Treasury and Agriculture
Departments submitted reports to the
Senate Finance Committee, citing the
need for legislation of this type. In the
House, companion legislation was intro-
duced last session and will be reintro-
duced again this year.

The problem which exists is that tax
accounting rules designed for actual
farmers are being abused by urbanites
who want to convert high-rate tax in-
come into capital gains. The principal
economic activity of these tax farmers
ranges from oil exploration or motion
picture production to running brokerage
houses or practicing medicine. These tax-
payers, both individual and corporate,
acquire farms and livestock for the pur-

pose of creating paper losses which can
be used to offset large amounts of their
nonfarm income.

In his speech, Senator MEeTCALF cites
Treasury’s assessment of the current sit-
uation:

This cannot help but result in a distortion
of the farm economy, especially for the ordi-
nary farmer who depends on his farm to pro-
duce the income needed to support him and
his family.

Mr. President, I think it is important
for further discussion that other Sena-
tors have the benefit of the full text of
Senator METcALF’s remarks on this sub-
jeet. Therefore, I ask unanimous consent
that his speech of January 11 be printed
at this point in the REcorb.

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

NATIONAL SEMINAR ON TaAx-Loss AND CORPO-
RATION FARMING STATEMENT AND RECOM-
MENDATIONS

Throughout the years, family farm agricul-
ture in the United States has proved to be a
remarkably efficlent system for the produc-
tion of abundant supplies of food and fibre
and the conservation of the nation's land
and water resources.

The family farm provides, in thousands of
rural communities, the economic and social
basis for community life for farm families
and non-farm rural people. It nourishes the
vitality of a host of small business enter-
prises on the Main Streets of these rural vil-
lages and towns.

An alarming trend in our time is the mas-
sive invasion of agriculture by corporate and
non-farm interests. There is evidence that
these interests are utilizing a number of de-
vices, including vertical integration of food
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production by conglomerate corporations;
purchases of huge blocks of land for hedging
and speculative purposes, and undermining
of farm markets by price manipulation, by-
passing of competitive markets, and mutu-
ally advantageous agreements with chain
stores and food handlers. The manipulation
of markets and the movement toward mo-
nopoly bodes i1l for the consumer as well as
for the farmer.

These devices are made possible and
abetted by the avallability of virtually un-
limited capital and credit in the hands of
these corporate glants; and by the provisions
of tax laws which make it possible for corpo-
rations or investors who are not primarily
engaged as farm operators to take advantage
of tax-loss deductions on their farm opera-
tlons against income produced from non-
farm enterprises.

The activity of corporate and non-farm in-
terests in agriculture has resulted in com-
modity market price manipulation, unrealis-
tically high prices for farm land, and the
driving of farm familles off the land. These
farm families are frequently forced to mi-
grate to urban centers and into situations
for which they are ill-prepared which further
aggravates the explosive problems of our cen~
tral cities and urban areas, including flood-
ing of the labor market with unskilled
workers.

If large corporations and non-farm in-
terests become predominant in agriculture,
the need for many Main Street businesses,
schools and churches and muniecipal facili-
ties will be eliminated. It will destroy jobs
and opportunities for merchants, bankers
and professional men. The decline of the
rural community will also result in an enor-
mous waste of existing schools, churches,
hospitals and municipal facilities.

This impact on community life makes the
corporation farm invasion a human, as well
as an economic problem, It is a problem
which demands the concern of all Americans.

ACTION RECOMMENDATIONS

We Recommend:

(1) the enactment of the Metcalf Bill
which would limit the write-off of taxable
non-farm income against farm losses;

(2) the enactment of federal legislation
which would prevent corporations whose
primary sources of Income are not derived
from farming, from engaging in farm pro-
duction;

(3) the enactment of HR 676, introduced
by Congressman Neal Smith, which would
place weekly limits on the number of cattle
slaughtered by meat packers from their own
feedlots;

(4) the enactment of legislation similar to
that introduced by Senator Gaylord Nelson
which would make credit available to young
farmers on a long term, low interest basis.

(6) the enactment of legislation to give
farmers bargaining power as a countervailing
force to the economic power of corporations;

(6) the strict enforcement of the 160-acre
limitation provision in federal reclamation
law and the sale of excess irrigated land held
by large landowners to family farmers at
reasonable prices;

(7) the enactment by state legislatures of
anti-corporation farm acts which would pro-
hibit or sharply curtail the activity of corpo-
ration in farming.

SPEECH BY SENATOR LEE METCALF BEFORE THE
SEMINAR ON CORPORATION FARMING, DEs
Moines, Iowa, JANUARY 11, 1069
In the second session of the 90th Congress,

I introduced S, 40569, a bill designed to re-

move the inequities between legitimate farm

operators and taxpayers who are in the
business of farming mainly because of the
tax advantages that serve to put their non-
farm income in a lower tax bracket. It was
my announced hope then that introduction
of the bill before Congress adjourned would
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provide the impetus for an exchange of views
among all interested, such as yourselves,
business and farm groups, in preparation for
hearings which we hope will be held early in
the ninety-first Congress. And when I say
“we” I mean just that. By the time Con-
gress adjourned last year a bipartisan group
of twenty other Senators had joined as co-
sponsors. All twenty-one of us are back to
pick up the fight where we left off. What is
more, a solid group of House members intro-
duced companion legislation last year, and
all of them are back to resume their efforts
this sesslon.

You know it never ceases to amaze me—
the more efficient someone becomes in his
non-farm interests, the more money he
makes—and the more money he makes, the
more money he loses farming. Last April the
Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Tax-
atlon, at my request, analyzed Internal Rev-
enue statistics on individual income tax re-
turns and prepared a table which provided a
further insight into this problem.

The table prepared by the joint committee
showed the total net farm loss, the number
of individual income tax returns on which
a net farm loss was entered, and the average
net farm loss per return in each of nine ad-
justed gross income classes.

The most important and obvlous fact one
gets from the table is the persistent rise in
average net farm loss as adjusted gross in-
come increases. In addition, the table showed
that in seven of the nine adjusted gross in-
come classes there has been an increase in
the last two years for which statistics were
available in the number of returns which
claim a net farm loss. For example, in 1964
there were 17,969 loss returns filed in the
fifteen to twenty thousand dollar class, but
by nineteen hundred and sixty-six the num-
ber of loss returns filed in that same class
rose to thirty-one thousand six hundred and
sixty-seven. Turning to the five hundred
thousand to one million dollar class, the
figure has risen from one hundred and forty-
five loss returns filed in nineteen hundred
and sixty-six while at the same tlme the
average loss in that ca rose from
about thirty-six and a half million dollars to
a figure in excess of thirty-nine million. In
general, this table proved that farm losses
increase as the size of non-farm income in-
creases,

The problem which now exists is that lib-
eral tax accounting rules designed for the
benefit of the ordinary farmer are heing
manipulated by what I call tax farmers, Tax
farmers are people who engage in farming
for the purpose of creating losses which can
be used to offset substantial amounts of their
non-farm income. And as the Treasury De-
partment pointed out in July of last year,
the tax losses which these high-bracket tax-
payers show are not even true economic
losses. Treasury went on to point out that
when a taxpayer purchases and operates a
farm for tax purposes, it inevitably leads
to a distortion of the farm economy. The
tax benefits allow an individual or a cor-
poration, whatever the case happens to be,
to operate a farm at an economic break-
even or even a loss and still realize a profit.

I think it Is important to stress just how
strongly Treasury feels about the present
situation. I might add that the Department
of Agriculture has expressed publicly sim-
ilarly strong views in favor of this legisla-
tion. But here is some more of what Treasury
had to say about the current situation when
reporting on the predecessor of S. 4059, the
bill which was introduced last September.

And I quote ... "For example, for a top
bracket taxpayer, where a deduction is as-
soclated with eventual capital gains income,
each dollar of deduction means an immediate
tax savings of seventy cents to be offset in
the future by only twenty-five cents of tax.
This cannot help but result in a distortion of
the farm economy, especially for the ordi-
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nary farmer who depends on his farm to
produce the income needed to support him
and his family.

“This distortion may be evidenced In a
variety of ways: For one, the attractive farm
tax benefits available to wealthy persons
have caused them to bid up the price of farm
land beyond that which would prevail in a
normal farm economy. Furthermore, because
of the present tax rules, the ordinary farmer
must compete in the market place with these
wealthy farm owners who may consider a
farm profit—in the economic sense—unnec-
essary for their purposes. Statistics show a
clear predominance of farm losses over farm

among high-bracket taxpayers with
income from other sources.”

Treasury then went on to suggest certain
modifications in the operation of 8. 2613, the
predecessor of the bill which I introduced
last September. The bill introduced last fall
contained Treasury's suggestions as to meth-
od of approach. As I am sure you all know,
citrus farming and cattle raising are two
areas of economic activity where the prac-
tice of tax farming is particularly wide-
spread.

Now I would like to talk about the sub-
stance of the bill itself. The bill that was in-
troduced last fall is basically the same bill
that I shall reintroduce this month. How-
ever, the new bill will reflect the construc-
tive suggestions that have been presented
during the adjournment period.

The bill permits farm losses to be offset
in full against non-farm income up to fifteen
thousand dollars for those whose non-farm
income does not exceed that amount. This
means that persons not only engaged in
farming but also employed perhaps on &
part-time basis in a neighboring town, will
be entirely unaffected by the limitation I
have provided in this bill,

For those with non-farm income in excess
of $15,000, the amount against which the
farm losses may be offset is reduced dollar
for dollar for income above $15,000. In other
words, those with non-farm income of $30,000
or more cannot generally offiset farm losses
against their non-farm income.

There is an important exception to this
rule, however. The bill in no event prevents
the deduction of farm losses to the extent
they relate to taxes, interest, casualty losses,
losses from drought, and losses from the
sale of farm property. An exception is made
for these deductions since they are In gen-
eral deductions which would be allowed to
anyone holding property without regard to
whether it was being used in farming or be-
cause they represent deductions which are
clearly beyond the control of the farmer;
such as losses from casualties and drought.

Even if farm losses should be denled under
the provisions I have explained up to this
point, they still will be available as offsets
against farm income for the prior three years
and the subsequent five years. In this case
however, they may not exceed the income
from farming in those years.

Still one more feature of the bill remains
to be discussed. The limitation on the de-
duction of farm losses is not to apply to the
taxpayer who is willing to follow, with re-
spect to his farming income, accounting rules
which apply generally to other taxpayers;
that is, using inventories in determining tax-
able income and treating as capital items—
but subject to depreciation in most cases—
all expenditures which are properly treated
as capital items rather than treating them
as expenses fully deductible in the current
year.

It is Important to note that this provision
merely provides an opportunity for those
who would otherwise distort the farm econ-
omy to follow instead regularly established,
generally applicable accounting rules. No in-
centlve to shift to an accrual accounting sys-
tem is provided by this bill for anyone who
derives his income largely from farming, or
even from mon-farm income if it does not
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exceed $15,000 a year. It is fully recognized
that true farmers have good reasons for not
always following accrual accounting methods
and there is no intent here, directly or im-
plied, to make a change in this respect.

The dollar figure as to the exact amount
of non-farm income against which farm in-
come may be offset represents an analysis of
avallable statistics as well as discussion gen-
erated by the Introduction of 5. 2613, the
original bill. Substantially all the rest of the
provisions of the new bill, however, represent
suggestions contained in the reports of the
Treasury and Agriculture Departments issued
in July of last year.

It is apparent from all of the discussion
that has taken place since the original bill
was introduced in November of 1967 that this
use of farm losses to offset other income is
an ever increasing problem in large part be-
cause this is creating a new breed of person,
the tax farmers, who are more interested In
farming the Internal Revenue Code than they
are the land, and who are making it increas-
ingly more difficult for true farmers to earn
a fair and an adequate rate of return on their
effort and investment.

The intent of my bill is to eliminate the
provisions of the tax laws which presently
grant high-bracket taxpayers substantial tax
benefits from the operation—usually Indi-
rectly—of limited types of farm operations
on a part-time basis. The prineciple eco-
nomic activities of these taxpayers is other
than farming—often running a brokerage
firm, law business, practicing medicine or
deriving income largely from the stage or
motion picture productions.

While I am on the subject of motion pic-
ture productions, just last month I read an
article by Jack Lefler In the Des Moines Sun-
day Register. The article was captioned Cat-
tle Buying—A Tax Shelter for Movie Stars.
Here is what Mr. Lefler had to say about
this. And I quote—"There's a new bull

market on Wall Street but it doesn't have

anything to do with stocks and bonds, It's
& helghtened interest in Investing in cattle.

“With brokers earning blg commissions
from heavy trading volume on the securities
exchanges, they are turning to the ‘tax
shelter' offered by the ownership of cattle.

**Wall Sireet’s interest has been growing
fast the last two years and now the new
young executives are jumping in’ says
Richard Bright, executive vice-president of
Oppenhelmer Industries of Eansas City and
head of its New York office.

“Oppenheimer Industries is a cattle man-
agement firm which handles 220,000 head
of cattle on more than 100 ranches in 17
states.

“These cattle are owned by investors who
most likely never see them.

“When an investor buys cattle he becomes
a farmer from a tax standpoint and is eligi-
ble for advantages. He puts in dollars that
depreciate or are deductible and takes out
capital gains.

“This means that a person in the 60 per
cent bracket would be taxed on income from
the sale of cattle at a 256 per cent rate in-
stead of the 60 per cent rate on his other
income.

“Oppenheilmer buys cattle for its invest-
ing customers and places them on ranches,
whose operators are paid for feeding and
caring for them. Cattle owned by several
different investors often are on the same
ranch.

“Oppenhelmer charges an initial fee of
5 and three quarters to 8 and one half per
cent of the purchase price of the cattle. Sub-
sequently, it charges an annual management
fee in the same range.

“Bright says an investor can make about
a 26 per cent profit on his investment after
taxes. But there are risks of declining
market prices, disease and bad weather.

“The minimum investment accepted by
Oppenheimer is $10,000, which would buy

587

about 100 head of beef cattle. The company’s
biggest client owns 25,000 head, worth about
$2.5 milllon."

Bkipping over some self-serving statements
by Mr. Bright—I plan to let him argue his
own case When the Finance Committee holds
its hearings—the article goes on to inform
us that—

“Oppenhelmer Industries was founded In
Kansas City in 1853 by Harold L. Oppen-
heimer. It now has offices in New York,
Washington, D.C., Los Angeles and Denver.”

I might add at this point that I must be
doing something right—my office has already
been visited by the head of the Washington,
D.C. office who picked up reprints of every-
thing I've said about the bill since its in-
troduction last September. But I will say
that CGieneral Styles (that's the name of the
man who heads the Washington office) did
turn around and send us autographed copies
of no less than three books totaling about
1100 pages and written by the head man
himself on this subject. As a point of infor-
mation, those books are entitled—Cowboy
Arithmetic, Cowboy Economics and Cowboy
Litigation. And I understand that a new book
is now in the mill entitled Cowboy Politics.
Now that's one I definitely want to read.

Now back to Mr. Lefler's article. “Oppen=~
heimer's father-ln-law, Jules Stein, chairman
of Music Corporation of America, interested
motion picture stars in investing in cattle.
Among them, says Bright, were Jack Benny
and John Wayne."”

(So you can see even Jack Benny is fiddling
around in this area.)

“After the New York office was opened we
began to attract brokers, corporate execu-
tives and television people such as Arlene
Francis and Hugh Downs,” says Bright.

“Each owner has his personal brand on his
cattle. Some of these amateur cattle owners
have bizarre ideas about their brand de-
signs,” Bright says.

“He recalls an art designer who formed the
Broken Dollar Cattle Company and came
up with a brand in the form of a dollar
slgn split down in the middle.

“Then there was the business executive
whose brand was a Lazy B. He said he de-
cided on that because his wife's name was
Bea and she was lazy.”

Last year, Time magazine appropriately
dubbed General Oppenheimer, the Bona-
parte of Beef. I shared that article with my
colleagues by referring to it in a statement
on the Senate floor. According to Time, other
Oppenheimer clients in addition to those
previously listed include Banker Robert Leh-
man and actress Joan Fontaine. Oppenheimer
is quoted by Time as having said—Any day
of the week, I'd rather have a Marine officer
handling a roundup than a farmer.

Death and tax are inevitable, but the latter
apparently are much less so than the former,
That's the lead into another very recent re-
vealing article on this subject. This one was
written by John Lawrence of the Los Angeles
Times. Once again, Oppenheimer Industries
gets star billing. I'm not going to comment en
this article. I think it’s so important to our
discussion today that I want to share with
you the uncut version.

MANY WITH BEEF OVER TAXES NOW BUY CATTLE
FOR RELIEF

Death and taxes are inevitable, but the
latter apparently are much less so than the
former.

Blocked by the Internal Revenue Service
from using one popular tax shelter, wealthy
individuals are rushing to get under an-
other—by buying cattle. Trouble is, so many
are trying to get under the newly popular
shelter so fast that some aren't going to make
it this year. There aren’t enough cattle.

Investments in cattle have been growing
rapidly in recent years. And so have com-
panies that line up the cattle and manage
ihe investments for upper-income bracket
taxpayers.
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The appeal Is an immediate tax reduce
tion covering the cost of handling and feed-
ing the herd, usually paid a year in advance.,
In the case of breeder cattle, as opposed to
those purchased simply to feed and fatten,
there's also a depreciation allowance. In other
words, part of the cost of the herd itself can
be written off.

INTEREST DEDUCTION

‘What has made the program so much more
attractive currently was the move by the
IRS a few weeks back to practically eliminate
prepaid interest on loans as a legitimate tax
deduction. Previously, those seeking to limit
their tax liability could purchase real es-
tate, take out a huge mortgage and pre-
pay a number of years' worth of the interest
on the loan. They then could deduct that
interest payment from current taxable in-
come,

The IRS ruling restricting such deductions
caught a number of individuals by surprise
and left them to scramble for some other way
out. Some of them have found it with Op-
penheimer Industries, Inc., a cattle man-
agement concern.

J. P. Jones, 34-year-old vice president and
western manager for the company, says he
expected his business to rise 30 to 40 per
cent this year from last. But thanks to the
IRS, “we'll be up 80 per cent.”” He figures
he has a walting list of cllents with well over
one million dollars they'd like to invest
before year end, “and that's probably con-
servative.”

The problem is lining up the cattle. “We're
contacting all sources we can, trying to find
acceptable ranchers,” he says. One problem
is “we're the bad guys in the city,” making
it tough to convince some of the folks on
the range they should sell. The advantage to
them is that they still make money for han-
dling the herd, but they are able to get some
of their capital out of the animals and use it
for something else. In short, it shifts some
of the risk to the city folk.

Meanwhile, in his Beverly Hills office, Jones
reports the average request he's getting is for
400 to 500 head, or an outlay of about &50,-
000. Oppenheimer’s minimum investment
program calls for about $12,000 in outlay
and this program winds up giving the in-
vestor a tax deduction on the order of $#14,600.

How can he deduct more than he spends?
Simple. He puts down only 10 per cent of
the $20,600 cost of 100 head, gets to deduct a
year's interest on the loan that covers the
rest of the purchase price. That's $1,300.
Then he prepays the cost of next year's
feed, breeding fees and other maintenance
costs, adding up to $8,600. Then, assuming
the taxpayer is filing a joint return with his
wife, he can take a depreciation deduction on
the order of $4,700.

Oppenheimer manages some 150,000 head
of breeder and 75,000 head of feeder cattle
on 110 ranches in some 25 to 30 feed lots
around this country, Jones says. To keep
track of it all, Oppenheimer employs about
two score agriculture school graduates.

Jones, whose background is finance rather
than farming, despairs of lining up enough
cattle for his clients with so few days to go
this year. Hence, he's advising some to give
up for this year but come back earlier next.
Cattle can be a good investment, not just a
tax saving, and both can be improved with
proper planning, he observes.

Just last year I saw an ad in a magazine
called the Airline Pilot that read in part—
“Own a citrus grove using tax dollars as your
total investment.” The ad was headed “Tax
Shelters for 1968.” I promise you that I'm go-
ing to do all I can in the 9lst Congress to
prevent that ad from being run again next
year.

Another example, last year’'s Barron's did
a two part series on the tax farming situa-
tion. Here are just some excerpts from what
they had to say: “Last year, 34 per cent of
all U.S. farm acquisitions were made by non-

farmers. The United States Department of
Agriculture estimates that within 10 years,
another 100,000 doctors, lawyers and busi-
nessmen will become absentee owners of ag-
ricultural properties. Who they are and what
they buy makes quite a story . . . Corporation
farming currently accounts for about 5§ per
cent, or 2 billlon, of the 40 billion dollars
worth of food and livestock raised on U.S.
land. . . Many bona fide farmers are begin-
ning to chafe at the competition generated
by outside businessmen. Large-scale tax
avoidance by non-farm Iinvestors—the IRS
figures that 680,000 non-farmers (industrial
firms as well as individuals) took over a
billion dollars in tax losses in a recent year—
also troubles the Federal government.”

Here are some of the newsworthy names
listed in the Barron's article.

Eern County Land (recently taken over
by Tenneco, Inc.); CBEK Industries; Black
Watch Farms (acquired by Berman Leasing);
New Mexico and Arlzona Land Company (50
per cent—owned by the St. Louis-San Fran-
cisco Rallway); Alico Land Development Co.;
Gates Rubber Co., Tejon Ranch; Scott-Matt-
son Farms (owned by Gulf and Western);
Oppenheimer Industries, a subsidiary of At-
las Acceptance Corporation; the privately
held Doane Agricultural Service, Inc., and
King Ranch; Arizona-Colorado Land and
Cattle Co. and American Agronomics—the
last named pair by the way have now gone
public.

So much for the list that appeared in
Barron's, Now I want to share with you just
a couple of the interesting phone calls that
have come into my office since this all started.
First, there was a call from the Washington
office of Radio Corporation of America. The
call went something like this—There is a
man in New York who would like very much
to have anything you have available about
the bill. Could you send it to our Washing-
ton office and then we in turn will forward
it to him? When the suggestion was made
that we could save everyone some time by
sending it to him directly, the embarrassed
response was: Oh that's allright, he would
rather handle it this way. I'm still wondering
who the mystery man is.

Then there was the call that came In
from Oppenheimer Fund (no relation to Op-
penheimer Industries). Seems that as a mu-
tual fund they were shareholders in one of
the corporations listed in the Barron's arti-
cle. According to the call that came from
New York, they wanted an explanation of
the bill over the telephone. When it was
suggested that a package could be mailed
out promptly, the caller cried out in despair.
No, no, you don't understand how it works
with the stock market. Since your new bill
went in, the stock we are holding has dropped
10 points and we don’t know whether to hold
or sell, so could we please go over the bill
on the telephone in advance of anything you
can send us.

In closing, I want to share with you just
one of the many letters I have recelved since
this bill was introduced. This letter came in
from a farmer in Hallsville, Texas. In addi-
tion to being a farmer he also happens to
be an Internal Revenue Agent so you might
say he has a little extra insight into this
problem. For obvious reasons, I shall omit
his name from my reading of his letter. Here
is what he wrote:

“DEAR SENATOR MEeTcALF: I wish to com-
mend you on your proposed (8. 4059) legis-
lation on farm losses. I am a farmer and an
Internal Revenue Agent. I am keenly aware
of the tax shams wealthy businessmen call
farms. This abuse is very rank in this area.
Longview, Texas is a real industrial area for
North East Texas. Thousands of average In-
come families desiring to llve out of town
buy farms where they have 3 or 4 horses for
riding, two or three cows for milk and deep-
freeze calves and deduct the related ex-
penses. There is no income.
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“On the other end of the pole, the rich
merchants, oil men, doctors and lawyers
have farms where they lose from 5,000 to
200,000 dollars each year. These people in-
tend to operate at a loss, They improve the
land and depreciable property including fenc-
es and barns. They dig ponds and clear land
and plant expensive grasses. They take ordi-
nary losses (except land clearing when we
catch them) against their large incomes and
then sell the improved land at capital gains
rates. The Southwest Regional Appellate Di-
vision of the IRS at Dallas allows the operat-
ing losses if they say they intended to make
a profit.

“As a farmer, I say they are not fairly com-
peting with me and the other farmers, We
strain to produce a $100 calf which costs us
260 or $75 while they produce a $100 calf
which cost them $200. This practice sure
puts the pressure on a person trying to make
money from farming.

“I'm backing your bill 100% and trying to
let my neighbors see benefits through No=-
vember 1968 Farm Journal article ‘Crack-
down on Income Tax Farming' by Jerry
Carlson. Keep up the good work.

Sincerely,
"

Everything I have read has proven to me
that corporations are moving into farming
at an increasing rate. I regret this trend. A
strong agricultural citizenry—independent
farmers—are infinitely preferable to corpora=-
tion farming with hired labor. Famlily type
agriculture results In a better community,
with more churches, better schools, more
business opportunities and a generally
higher social organization than will be
found in a hired labor community. But the
bill I have introduced does not forbid cor-
porations getting into farming. Lawyers tell
me that is a job for the States. The bill will,
however, eliminate the possibility of cor=-
porations getting Federal tax rewards for
engaging in loss operations in the farming
field. I hope I can count on each of you for
your support.

THE GOVERNOR OF ALASKA

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, there
has been a steady and substantial flow of
telegrams and letters to my office from
Alaskans regarding the Governor of
Alaska. I ask unanimous consent to have
five of these telegrams printed at this
point in the RECORD,

There being no objection, the tele-
grams were ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA,
January 14, 1969.
Hon. TED STEVENS,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

I have sent following telegram to Senator
Jackson:

“DEeAR Scoor: Hickel has a good conserva-
tion record in Alaska and I am sure he will
be eminently satisfactory for all conserva=
tionists as well as others if you confirm him
as Secretary of Interior.

“Anchorage Times has followed his execu-
tive abilities closely and we have rarely, if
ever, had occasion to be critical of his ac-
tions or views toward water, air pollution,
fish, game, timber, oil, and other resources.
He has initlated such vigorous programs in
behalf of Alaska natives land claims that a
statewide committee on nonnatives 18 being
organized this week for the purpose of en-
deavoring to avold possibility of nonnative
‘backlash.’ I hope you will vote for Hickel.
Best regards.”

Best regards,
Bos ATwooD,
Anchorage Times.
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FAIRBANKS, ALASKA,
January 13, 1969.
Senator TED STEVENS,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

The Fairbanks Native Association un-
equivocally endorses Governor Walter J.
Hickel for the post of Secretary of Interior in
the Cabinet of President Richard Nixon. We
feel this would be in the best interest of
Alaska and the Nation. Governor Hickel is an
Alaskan. As Alaskans we feel that he has
made great strides toward understanding
and attempting to solve problems facing the
people of Alaska, particularly in the flields of
education and mnative land rights. We feel
that as Secretary of Interior Governor Hickel
will continue to work toward solving these
problems.

GeraLn Ivey,

President, Fairbanis Native Associations.

JUNEAU, ALASEA,
January 14, 1969.
Hon. TED STEVENS,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Am sending today the following wire to
Senator Jackson, Chairman, Interior Com-
mittee, guote: As an Alaskan born lifelong
Democrat and former Alaska legislator, I wish
most emphatically to endorse Walter Hickel
as Becretary of Interlor. A review of Gov-
ernor Hickel's highly successful business
background viewed in the light of the
tremendous strides In virtually every field
that Alaska has made in only two short years
under his administration indicates that the
United States can also benefit under his
dynamic and informed leadership. One of
Governor Hickel's outstanding virtues is his
most ocbvious ability to create a highly quali-
fled cohesive working team and in this area in
particular he should be most welcome in the
Nation’'s administrative branch. Any unblased
consideration of Governor Hickel's activities
the past two years will show nothing to sup-
port the unjust criticlsms that extremists
have made in recent weeks. I join with those
who know Walter Hickel's qualifications best
in urging his confirmation as Interlor Secre-
tary unquote.

CurTIs G. SHATTUCK.

FavLrLeroOK, CALIF.,
January 14, 1969.
THEODORE F, STEVENS,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

The appointment of Walter J. Hickel (Gov.
of Alaska) as Secretary of Department of In-
terior certainly warrants the approval by
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs
and its recommendation for confirmation by
the United States Senate. Having worked
with him on projects of territorial, State and
national scope, I have been impressed with
his knowledgeable approach to all problems.
I was appointed to the Alaska Purchase Cen-
tennial Commission by former Alaska Gover-
nor William A. Egan and served to the com-
pletion of the project, for the last two years
under Governor Walter J. Hickel. He has done
an outstanding job as our Governor and can
be depended upon to do as well in the new
appointment,

ARTHUR F. WALDRON,
Member, Trustees of Alaska Methodist
University.

VALDEZ, ALASKA,
January 12, 1969.
Senator TED STEVENS,
U.S. Senate, Interior Commitiee,
Jefferson Hotel, Washington, D.C.:

Following is a copy of the telegram sent
to the Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs, United States Senate, “Governor Hickel
has done a tremendous job for the State of
Alaska In the development of natural re-
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sources, In the prevention and control of
pollution, and in conservation of wildlife,
Consequently, I can assure you the man will
do an outstanding job in these areas for all
of our fifty States in the capacity of Secre-
tary of Interior.”
JoHN T. KELSEY,
President, Alaska State Chamber of
Commerce.

URBAN COALITION WORKS IN
MINNEAPOLIS

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, one of
the distinct pleasures of representing the
State of Minnesota is the way in which
our people dedicate themselves to solv-
ing their problems.

A case in point is the work of the Urban
Coalition in Minneapolis. As an article
in the January 6 issue of the Minneapolis
Tribune illustrates, this group has be-
come a powerful force for change in the
city, identifying critical problems, seek-
ing solutions, and then working to put
them into effect.

In 1 year of effort, this coalition has
reached the stage where the Tribune re-
porter, Howard Erickson, could truth-
fully say about their influence on a spe-
cific matter:

To those famillar with the power the coali-
tion packs, that is no real surprise.

Minneapolitans believe their problems
can be solved, and they work hard to
solve them. The result in this case is co-
operative effort between various levels of
government and the private sector that
is going to change Minneapolis and the
State of Minnesota and ought to become
a model for the Nation.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article from the Minnea-
polis Tribune, “Urban-Coalition Weight
Gives Poor New Leverage—Group Cited
Among Best in United States,” be placed
in the Recorp at this point.

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

UrBAN-CoaLITION WEIGHT GIvES FoorR NEW
LEVERAGE—GROUP CITED AMONG BEST 1IN
UNITED STATES

(By Howard Erickson)

When Mayor Arthur Naftalin vetoed the
City Council’s limited expansion of a public
housing program last week, his decision was
influenced heavily by the Urban Coalition of
Minneapolis.

To those familiar with the power the
Coalition packs, that is no real surprise.

The Coalition had met Thursday night,
only hours before Naftalin announced his
veto Friday and urged that the City Council
expand scattered site, low income housing
into all parts of the city, not just four new
neighborhoods.

“When I walked into the Coalition meeting
Thursday night, I figured I'd probably sign
the thing, with a suggestion that it be
expanded city-wide very soon,” Naftalin told
a reporter Saturday.

“But when the Coalition voted to endorse
city-wide expansion right now, there was
only one dissenting vote,” the mayor sald.

No one can say, of course, that Naftalin
might not have decided for some other rea-
son to issue that veto.

Nor can anyone prove that any of a number
of other key decisions made during the past
12 months might not have been made as they
were, without the existence of an organized
Urban Coalition.

But the Minneapolls Coalition, that year-
old grouping of T0-some business, religious,
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labor, education, clvil-rights and local-gov=
ernment agencles—Dbolstered with the con-
tinued interest and support of men like
Donald Dayton, John 8. Pillsbury Jr., Gen.
Edwin Rawlings, John Cowles Jr., Judson
Bemis, Atherton Bean, F. Van Eonynenburg,
Earl Ewald and others—Iin effect, the local
Establishment, carries a welght that cannot
be dismissed lightly.

As a result, there 1s at least a casual link
between Coalition members—deeply involved
community leaders who often wear several
hats—and these steps at removing the deeply
rooted potential causes of racial disorder:

The two-month campaign to persuade five
Republican aldermen to switch their votes
and confirm Ronald A, Edwards, a contro-
versial young black man with a police record,
as a member of the city's new Commission
on Human Relations a year ago.

The recent new roster of YMCA programs,
and last month’s switch in emphasis by the
United Fund in the programs and agencies
it supports, both geared to greater attention
to inner-city problems.

The naming of Negro leader Harry Davis
to the city’s Civil Service Commission, which
sets hiring policies for city jobs—including
the all-white, 562-man Fire Department and
the nearly all-white Police Department,

Moving up from 1969 to last summer the
landscaping and equipping of 10 children's
playgrounds in poverty nelghborhoods,

Local support for the California grape boy-
cott, reaffirmed last week, though no local
grocery chains have stopped stocking grapes.

Hiring of 14 additional bullding inspectors
by the city, to check complaints of sub-
standard or unsafe rental housing.

A new city ordinance to prevent tenants
from being evicted for reporting their land-
lords’ bullding-code violations to the city.

Lobbying by Coalition members with local
Congressmen to fight attempts to cut federal
antl-poverty, Model Cities and food-stamp
appropriations.

Stephen F. Keating, president of Honey-
well, Inc., was the Coalition's president last
year. Dean McNeal, group vice-president of
the Pillsbury Co. succeeds Keating for 1969.
Both agree the major accomplishment for the
Coalition’s first year was getting organized
on a broad base with good representation
from important segments, and gaining early
and continued support from key community
declsion-makers.

What may have been just as important
was the selection of Harry Davis, a Negro
spokesman respected equally by both races,
as a vice-president—and last July as full-
time executive director of the Coalition staf.

National Urban Coalition officials now con-
sider the Minneapolis group one of the best-
organized of 40 or so coalitions in major
American cities, along with those in Detroit,
Mich., and New York, N.¥Y.

Mayor Naftalin, one of 40 members of
the National Coalition’s steering committee,
goes further.

“There's no doubt in my mind, from what
people in other cities tell me, that Minne-
apolis has the best-functioning coalition in
the country.

“When I tell them that we have a full-time
stafl of 12 persons, they're just amazed,” said
Naftalin, He has spoken about the Coalition
to groups in Cleveland, Ohio, Chicago, Ill.,
and EKansas City, Mo., in hopes of spurring
formation of coalitions in those cities. Davis
has made similar speeches in Milwaukee,
Wis., and St. Louis, Mo.

For all of Minneapolis’ apparent success,
however, it is not hard to find an opposite
man-on-the-street view. That view says the
city's Establishment has done little to solve
the real roots of poverty and discrimination.
It says the Coalltion's efforts are a short-
term, “cool-it" gesture, whose major success
was in the city's freedom last summer from
the racial disturbances that marked 1066
and 1967.

Not so, replies Keating, the powerful, hand-
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some, 50-year-old executive who directs a
75,000-employe, world-wide organization.

“If we just wanted to put out fires, we
would have closed down in BSeptember,”
Eeating sald gquietly with Just a trace of
frritation.

He has never said, he adds, that the
problems the Coalition faces are anything
other than complex ones that demand long
years of attention to solve them.

“It's true, we could have done more last
year. We operated for a long time with almost
exclusively volunteer help and a very small
stafl. We weren't as efficient as we should have
been.”

McNeal adds some criticisms of his own.

*“In finding jJobs for the hard-core unems-
ployed, we feel we were successful, but the
summer jobs for youth—we weren't quite
ready for it.

“We hadn’t really recognized the impor-
tance of transporting these kids to the job.
And the follow-up—if a kid misses two or
three days on the job, sending somebody out
to ask why—that wasn’t as good as 1t should
have been,” the Pillsbury executive said.

How does the Coalition work?

“We decided, right at the start, that we
would not become just another agency, piled
on top of all the other agencies,"” said McNeal.

“We merely planned to encourage, aid, co-
operate with—and prod, too, if you want—
existing agencies, to urge them to do more,”
said McNeal, who as vice-president the first
year did vast amounts of legwork in setting
up the task forces and meetings where much
of what the Coalition accomplished was
planned.

For 1960 McNeal foresees these extensions
of the Coalition's program:

“Jobs were the first thing the inner-city
representatives wanted to talk about in 1968,
and they will continue to be important in
1969,” he said. So, while the Coalition-aided
National Alliance of Businessmen placed
1,121 hardcore unemployed persons in per-
manent jobs last summer, and placed T48
youths in summer jobs (despite 1,785 open-
ings lined up), this year the goals will be
higher,

The Housing Task Force, which in 1868
used $30,000 in donations from Minneapolis-
based charitable foundations as down-pay-
ments for 81 poverty-level families to buy
houses, will soliclt new money to continue
it in 1969,

The 75 minority-race young people who
were enrolled in Minnesota colleges through
Coalition efforts in 1968 will grow in num-
ber this year, McNeal expects. The Educa-
tion Task Force is also Informally running
the current effort to raise $100,000 In public
donations to expand the Minneapolis Head
Start program for 4-year-olds.

The Business Development Task Force will
expand the effort that rounded up $225,000
in contributions from 17 local foundations
last year and approved “seed money” loans
to elght Negro small businessmen who now
awalt approval of additional loans from the
U.S. Small Business Administration.

Bensitivity training s--sions for employes
of major corporations, and measures to at-
tack the latent white racism uncovered by
last May’s survey of Hennepin County
church-goers in 238 congregations, will be
continued in 1969 by the Community Infor-
mation Task Force.

Discriminatory practices of . ., , will be
attacked, and young lawyers will be recruited
to ald poor people, by a new Legal Aid Task
Force, which prominent lawyer Peter Dorsey
will head. Basis for his work is an October
study by volunteer lawyers James T. Halver-
son and John J, Held Jr., which recommended
changes,

Another possible new task force, to deal
with the worsening problem of police rela-
tions with minority races, is being studied
by a committee headed by Rabbi Max Sha-
piro. His group will also look into ways in
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which the clty and county attorneys’ offices
can be of greater assistance to poverty
classes.

“At least, during 1968, we got a meaning-
Tul, continuing dialogue going,” McNeal said,
“Sometimes, at the start of the year, we'd
sit and talk with poverty or minority-race
groups for two or three hours—and get no-
where.

“That doesn't happen any more.
we're moving."

Now

DONALD WILLIAMS RETIRES

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, a
noted South Dakotan, Donald A. Wil-
lHams, retired as Administrator of the
Soil Conservation Service on January 10,
1969.

When Mr. Williams' retirement was
first announced last year, I commented
on it and paid tribute to him in the
Senate,

Some of the Administrator's col-
leagues have now documented the great
record the Soil Conservation Service has
made in 15 years under his leadership
in a little memorandum, “Highlights of
Conservation Progress, 1953-69.” It is a
more eloquent tribute to Don Williams
than anything that might be said about
him—the facts of a solid record of
accomplishments.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, that it appear in the Congres-
SIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
ReEecorp, as follows:

HIGHLIGHTS OF CONSERVATION PROGRESS,
195369 *

At the end of fiscal year 1952 the program
activities of the Soil Conservation Service
consisted primarily of technical assistance
for erosion control and water management
on farms and ranches in 2443 soil conserva-
tion districts and flood prevention operations
in eleven large watersheds authorized by the
Flood Control Act of 1944,

From fiscal year 1953 through 1968 SCS
has assisted with the following major activi-
ties and accomplishments:

1. SCS assistance is being provided to 3007
soil conservation districts, an increase of 560.
Today, 99 percent of all farms and ranches
and 96 percent of all lands in farms and
ranches in the United States are in soil
conservation districts.

2. Boll surveys have been made during this
period on more than 410 million acres, bring-
ing the total acreage surveyed and mapped
by our soll scientists to 731 milllon acres.
These surveys have been interpreted for agri-
cultural and non-agricultural uses.

3. More than two million owners and op-
erators of agricultural land are cooperating
with soil conservation districts. This number
has doubled in the 15-year period. Conserva=
tion plans cover 553 million acres, an in-
crease of 288 million acres.

4. Plant materials centers have tested,
proven and made avallable to commercial
outlets a wide varlety of plants for conserva-
tion uses in major plant growth regions of
the country.

5. Water supply forecasting, based on snow
surveys in the mountainous western states,
has been extended in coverage and made
more precise. The work of measuring snow
and soil moisture is being shifted to elec-
tronic measurement and estimates,

6. BCS provided approximately 185,000
conservation consultive services to non-
agriculturel users of land to reduce sedimen-

1 15-year-period that Donald A, Willlams
was Soll Conservation Service Administrator.
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tation and to adapt land use to soll suitabil-
ity in fiscal 1968. This represents a substan-
tial Increase over the preceding year, and
continues a rising trend in such services.

7. State and county governments have in-
creased their financial participation in soil
and water conservation efforts many fold as
a protection to their tax base.

8. Land treatment and upstream water
control structures are underway or completed
on 285 subwatersheds of the original eleven
flood prevention projects. The authority to
deal with agricultural water management,
fish and wildlife, recreation, and municipal
and industrial water supply has been added
to original projects.

9. The pilot watershed activity, authorized
by Congress in 1953, proved conclusively the
effectiveness of a combination of land treat-
ment and engineering works to reduce dam-
aging floods on agricultural lands in the Na-
tion’s small watersheds. Fifty-four projects
have been carried through to completion,
with SCS providing technical help and cost-
sharing to local interests.

10. More than 800 small watershed projects
under Public Law 566, passed in 1854, have
been completed or approved for construction;
another 600 are being planned, and 1,300
other project applications have been received.
Like other SCS flood prevention activities,
these projects invariably exert a strong in-
fluence on economic life of the watershed
area, an influence reflected in the formation
of new businesses, the expansion of com-
munity services, in new employment op-
portunities, and in the general enhance-
ment of community well-being.

11. Development of income-producing rec-
reation as an appropriate use of land—an ac-
tivity in which the SCS primary responsibil-
ity in the U.S. Department of Agriculture—
has enabled many landowners to solve land
and water problems and at the same time
upgrade their own economic state. This ac-
tivity has been especially significant in the
watershed and rural community development
activities of SCS.

12. SCS is participating in 59 comprehen~
sive river basin surveys, in cooperation with
other Federal, State, and local agencies, The
purpose of these studies is to identify water
and related land use problems within water
resource regions, and to provide alternative
approaches to solutlons of these problems.

13. 8C8 has been responsible for providing
USDA leadership on the interdepartmental
Water Resources Council of Representatives.
In this capacity it coordinates the interests
of all USDA agencies with those of other De-
partments and reflects their participation in
the development of national water policy.

14, Resource Conservation and Develop-
ment projects, authorized by the Food and
Agriculture Act of 1962, currently number
51 and 39 States. These cooperative multi-
county projects are bringing about effective
use and management of regional land and
water resources and of local talents and
skills, These projects, In addition to intensi-
filed conservation, are resulting in new job
opportunities, provision of needed commu-
nity facilities and a sound base for future
progress, These projects, with those in the
watershed programs of SCS, are helping to
slow down and even to reverse the long-pre-
vailing migration of rural populations to the
urban centers,

15. Nearly 32,000 Great Plains Conserva-
tion Program contracts covering 57 million
acres have been signed by cooperators in the
Great Plains states since 1956 to effectively
attack wind erosion and other conservation
problems in a region of severe climatic con-
ditions.

16. 8CS has supplied the basic technical
foundation essential to financlal assistance
to farmers and other rural people in Agricul-
tural Conservation cost-sharing and
Farmers Home Administration soil and water
loans.

17. 8CS is training more than 300 foreign
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technicians, representing 52 countries, each
year in our own techniques of effective soil
and water conservation, Others receive train-
ing in their own countries from technician
teams assisting with conservation programs
provided through international conservation
assistance programs.

18, The National Inventory of Conserva-
tlon Needs, completed in 1962, is being up-
dated in 1969. This inventory provides the
best available insight into modern land con-
ditions, watershed potentials, and land use
trends,

THE HIJACKING OF AIRPLANES

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, the
continuing incidents of hijacking have
been a major concern to me in the past
year. These repeated and numerous hi-
jackings are a matter of great potential
tragedy. Last year, there were 18 such in-
cidents involving American planes and
numerous others involving countries in
our hemisphere. In the first few days of
this year, there have been three hijack-
ings and more attempted hijackings. I
feel this apparent acceleration of hijack-
ings requires the Federal Government to
take an active role in finding a solution
to this problem.

Thus far, the loss can be characterized
as economic to the airlines and in terms
of inconvenience to the passengers, and
to date no one has been harmed. Because
there has been no loss of life and because
the treatment of the passengers has been
reasonable, these hijackings have even
caused humorous comments throughout
the Nation. In fact, a near carnival at-
mosphere has pervaded these incidents.
I wish to say loudly and clearly at this
time that these incidents are most seri-
ous and dangerous and are no cause for
humor. There is continual threat of dan-
ger posed by potential loss of life to pilot
and passengers through gun shot or
through the piercing of the pressurized
cabin by gunshot. Almost any such oc-
currence could cause a plane wreck and
create certain tragedy.

There is no lack of legislation concern-
ing penalty for the hijacker once he is
apprehended. A 1961 law provides pen-
alty of death or a minimum of 20 years in
prison for such an offense, The U.S. Gov-
ernment has also offered rewards for
information leading to arrest and con-
viction for anyone who attempts to hi-
jack an airplane. However, to date there
have been few prosecutions under these
legal provisions.

A number of Federal agencies have be-
come involved in the research effort to
find an adequate solution to this prob-
lem. All types of detection devices are
under study. Efforts to reach agreements
with the Cuban Government have also
been proposed. The FAA with State De-
partment cooperation has led these ef-
fciarts to come up with a praectical solu-
tion.

Unfortunately, almost all the sugges-
tions of potential solutions fall short of
offering a solution. The problems of
search and X-ray devices, rewards, the
arming of the airlines crew, or some
agreement with the Cuban Government
either adds to the problem creating a
more dangerous situation or is not prac-
ticable. Wherever you have a situation
involving individuals eriminally inclined
or mentally unbalanced, who have a safe
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haven to which to fly, the problem is
most difficult.

Because there is need to clarify this
potentially dangerous problem, I have
asked Senator WARREN MaGNUsON, chair-
man of the Commerce Committee, to
hold hearings at the earliest possible
date. These hearings, possibly executive
session, followed by publie, in the dis-
cretion of the chairman, can closely ex-
amine the existing alternatives and may-
be provide an official channel for coming
up with some answers. Also a public dis-
cussion of this issue may assist in bring-
ing new ideas to light. I think there is a
particular need to focus official and pub-
lic attention upon the serious nature of
these incidents.

One area to be explored more thor-
oughly is the possibility of going directly
to the basis of the problem—the current
noncommunicative relationship between
the Cuban Government and our own
Government. With the number of other
hemispheric nations suffering from these
incidents, pressure might be brought to
bear by all of us to seek an end to these
unlawful acts by returning all hijackers
to the custody of the respective govern-
ments,

Another real possibility is the number
of electronic devices which may detect a
potential hijacker before he boards the
plane, Although the FAA is searching
into these alternatives and seeking the
assistance of other governmental re-
search activities, no practical results
have been found. If it is found necessary,
I will introduce legislation to provide
extra funding for research efforts spe-
cificaly designed for this detection prob-
lem.

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 8:30 P.M.
TODAY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business this afternoon,
it stand in recess until 8:30 this evening,
at which time the Senate will proceed in
a body to the Hall of the House of
Representatives.

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

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that at the conclu-
sion of the state of the Union address
this evening, the Senate adjourn until
12 meridian tomorrow.

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

(Subsequently, this order was modified
to provide for a recess.)

SOCIAL HOUR FOR PRESIDENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
wish to read to the Senate a letter which
was sent to the President of the United
States by the distinguished minority
leader and me:

JANTARY 13, 1969.
The Honorable LYyNpoN BAINES JOHNSON,
The President,
The White House, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mgr. PrEsmENT: We have discussed
with colleagues the possibility of asking you
to favor the Senate by attending & reception
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in your honor on Thursday, January 16, 1969
at 5:00 pm. in room S-207 of the Capitol.
They are unanimous in their wish that this
invitation be extended to you.

We would llke in thls manner to express
the affection and high esteem in which the
former Majority Whip, Minority Leader and
Majority Leader of the Senate is still held.
It is an affection and esteem which, for some
of us, grows out of our long assoclation with
you in the House of Representatives and the
Senate of the United States and, for all of
us, out of an appreciation for the total dedi-
cation with which you have served the
nation in the Presidency.

It is our hope that you will permit us to
extend to you this small tribute by favoring
us with an acceptance.

With best personal wishes, we are

Respectfully yours,
Mixg MANSFIELD,
EvERETT MCEINLEY DIRKSEN.

I am happy to report that since this
letter, sent by the joint leadership, has
been received by the President, he has
consented to be with us at 5 o’clock on
Thursday next, in room S-207. A

MAJORITY PARTY'S MEMBERSHIP
ON COMMITTEES

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
send to the desk a resolution and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reso-
lution will be read.

The legislative clerk read the resolu-
tion (S. Res. 14), as follows:

8. Res. 14

Resolved, That the following shall consti-
tute the majority party’s membership on the
standing committees and the Select Commit-
tee on Small Business of the Senate for the
Ninety-first Congress:

Committee on Aeronautical and Space Scl-
ences: Mr. Anderson (Chairman), Mr. Rus-
sell, Mr. Magnuson, Mr. Symington, Mr, Sten~
nis, Mr. Young of Ohio, Mr, Dodd, Mr. Can-
non, and Mr. Holland.

Committee on Agriculture and Forestry:
Mr, Ellender (Chairman), Mr. Holland, Mr.
Eastland, Mr. Talmadge, Mr. Jordan, Mr, Mc-
Govern, and Mr. Allen.

Committee on Approprilations: Mr. Russell
(Chairman), Mr. Ellender, Mr. McClellan, Mr.
Magnuson, Mr. Holland, Mr. Stennis, Mr. Pas-
tore, Mr, Bible, Mr. Byrd of West Virginia,
Mr, McGee, Mr. Mansfield, Mr, Proxmire, Mr.
Yarborough, and Mr. Montoya.

Committee on Armed Services: Mr. Stennis
(Chalrman), Mr. Russell, Mr. Symington, Mr.
Jackson, Mr., Ervin, Mr. Cannon, Mr. Young
of Ohlo, Mr. Inouye, Mr. McIntyre, and Mr.
Byrd of Virginia,

Committee on Banking and Currency: Mr.
Sparkman (Chairman), Mr. Proxmire, Mr.,
Williams of New Jersey, Mr. Muskie, Mr,
McIntyre, Mr. Mondale, Mr. Hollings, Mr.
Hughes, and Mr. Cranston,

Committee on Commerce: Mr. Magnuson
(Chairman), Mr. Pastore, Mr. Hartke, Mr.
Hart, Mr. Cannon, Mr. Long, Mr. Moss, Mr.
Hollings, Mr. Inouye, Mr. Tydings, and Mr,
Spong.

Committee on the District of Columbia:
Mr, Tydings (Chairman), Mr. Bible, Mr.
Spong, and Mr. Eagleton.

Committee on Finance: Mr. Long (Chair-
man), Mr. Anderson, Mr. Gore, Mr. Talmadge,
Mr. McCarthy, Mr, Hartke, Mr. Fulbright, Mr.
Ribicoff, Mr. Harris, and Mr, Byrd of Virginia,

Committee on Forelgn Relatlons: Mr. Ful-
bright (Chairman), Mr. Sparkman, Mr.
Mansfield, Mr. Gore, Mr. Church, Mr, Sym-
ington, Mr. Dodd, Mr. Pell, and Mr, McGee.

Committee on Government Operations:
Mr, McClellan (Chairman), Mr. Jackson, Mr,
Ervin, Mr. Muskie, Mr. Ribicoff, Mr. Harris,
Mr. Metcalf, Mr. McCarthy, and Mr, Allen.
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Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs:
Mr. Jackson (Chairman), Mr. Anderson, Mr,
Bible, Mr. Church, Mr. Moss, Mr. Burdick,
Mr. McGovern, Mr. Nelson, Mr. Metcalf, and
Mr. Gravel.

Committee on the Judiclary: Mr. Eastland
(Chairman), Mr. McClellan, Mr. Ervin, Mr.
Dodd, Mr, Hart, Mr. Kennedy, Mr. Bayh, Mr.
Burdick, Mr. Tydings, and Mr. Byrd of West
Virginia.

Committee on Labor and Public Welfare:
Mr. Yarborough (Chairman), Mr. Randolph
Mr, Willams of New Jersey, Mr. Pell, Mr,
Kennedy, Mr. Nelson, Mr. Mondale, Mr. Eagle-
ton, Mr. Cranston, and Mr. Hughes.

Committee on Post Office and Civil Service:
Mr. McGee (Chairman), Mr. Yarborough, Mr.
Randolph, Mr. Hartke, Mr. Burdick, Mr. Hol-
lings, and Mr. Moss.

Committee on Public Works: Mr. Randolph
(Chairman), Mr. Young of Ohio, Mr. Muskie,
Mr. Jordan of North Carolina, Mr. Bayh, Mr.
Montoya, Mr, Spong, Mr, Eagleton, and Mr.
Gravel.

Committee on Rules and Administration:
Mr. Jordan of North Carolina (Chairman),
Mr. Cannon, Mr. Pell, Mr. Byrd of West Vir-
ginia, and Mr. Allen.

Select Committee on Small Business: Mr.
Bible (Chairman), Mr. Sparkman, Mr. Long,
Mr. Randolph, Mr. Willlams of New Jersey,
Mr. Nelson, Mr. Montoya, Mr. Harris, Mr.
McIntyre, and Mr. Gravel.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, President, in con-
nection with the list I would like to ask
the majority leader when the ratios
have now been fixed so that for both
standing committees and select commit-
tees we can feel the ratio will be 5 to 4.
I would assume that is about as close an
approximation as one can make.

Mr. MANSFIELD. It comes out almost
exactly 57 to 43. How that could be
rounded out, I do not know.

Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It comes
out to the 57 to 43 ratio when the grand-
father clauses are ignored. When the so-
called grandfather clauses are taken
care of it is about a ratio of 41.5 percent
and 58.5 percent.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is
correct, but certainly every Senator
knows the situation in which the grand-
fathers, so-called, on committees have
been raised from secondary to major
status. I am sure the Senator knows the
poslmon we are in on this side of the
aisle.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I am
just pointing the matter out so the rec-
ord will be straight.

Mr. MANSFIELD, The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It is the
result of the earlier rule of the Senate
3 or 4 years ago.

Mr, MANSFIELD. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Perhaps I should say to
the distinguished Senator from Dela-
ware that at some time or other we
should clarify this grandfather business
because we have one member on our side
who is actually two grandfathers, be-
cause that is the way it came out. How-
ever, this is not the time.

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. This is
not the time. I realize the facts of life
and that we do not have the votes to
do it today.

My,
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NOTICE OF MEETING OF REPUBLI-
CAN CONFERENCE AND REPUBLI-
CAN POLICY COMMITTEE

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I would
like to announce that the Republican
conference will meet at 3 o’clock p.m. in
room 3333 of the Old Senate Office
Building. The Republican policy commit-
tee will meet in room S-124 in the Capitol
at 4 p.m., which is downstairs in the
corner.

PROGRAM

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I wish
to ask the majority leader about the
schedule for the rest of the day. I am ad-
vised that a cloture motion will be filed
some time this afternoon, If that be the
case, then of course, under the rule we
would not get around to a vote on it un-
til Thursday.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, in re-
sponse to the question raised by the dis-
tinguished minority leader, what he has
just said is correct, at least as far as I
know.

It is my understanding that a cloture
motion will be filed shortly; and under
the rule, of course, it will not be voted
on until 1 hour after we meet on Thurs-
day next, 1 day and 1 hour intervening.

I think I should say also that I hope it
will be possible to bring up the presi-
dential pay raise bill this week, because
to be effective for the next President,
who will be inaugurated at noon on Jan-
uary 20, it must be considered and agreed
to before that time.

Then, I would hope that the commit-
tees would get together informally for
the purpose of considering the nominees
of the President-elect to fill the Cabinet
appointments which are, of course, his
prerogative. It would be the intention of
the leadership before this qualification
to endeavor to bring up under unanimous
consent those nominations which may be
reported on Monday or Tuesday next, de-
pending. This is a matter which I think
should be discussed with the Democratic
caucus and we will have a meeting short-
1y to that effect.

If there are nominees about whom
questions or objections have been raised,
the distinguished minority leader will
understand the situation, and we will
guide ourselves accordingly.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield on that point?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. The Committee on
Commerce has already assigned hearings
tomorrow with respect to two of the
designees. In view of the faect that the
Republicans have not yet assigned com-
mittee members, I am wondering how
the majority leader and minority leader
would like us to treat this matter.

Mr. DIRKSEN. The members have
been assigned, and I am hoping, in view
of the fact there will be but one long
speech this afternoon, that we can meet,
since we have completed the list, so that
it can be confirmed today.

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator would
suggest that we leave the assignment
undisturbed.
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ORDER FOR RECESS AT CON-
CLUSION OF JOINT SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for ad-
journment tonight be changed to pro-
vide that the Senate recess at the con-
clusion of the joint session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the resolution (S. Res. 14) making
majority party committee assignments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

PROGRAM

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, one
other question, in case the matter has
not been fully explored. My understand-
ing is that after hearings are held on
the nominees for the Cabinet, the com-
mittees can informally recommend ap-
proval and they can incorporate a
phrase to the effect that nominations
will be approved when the new Presi-
dent takes the oath of office, so that on
January 20 I am hoping we can come
back into session, have a brief session,
consider them en bloc, and approve
them.

Mr. MANSFIELD. If that is the posi-
tion, the leadership on this side of the
aisle will do its best to accommodate the
suggestion made by the distinguished
minority leader. If it is not possible on
that day, of course, we wil. make it an
order of business the next day, Tuesday.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

AMENDMENT OF RULE XXII

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the motion of the Senator from Michi-
gan (Mr. Hart) to proceed to consider
the resolution (S. Res. 11) to amend rule
XXI1 of the Standing Rules of the Sen-
ate,

CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair lays before the Senate the pend-
ing business, which the clerk will state
by title.

The Lecistativeé CLERK. A motion to
proceed to consider the resolution (S.
Res. 11) to amend rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I send fo
the desk a motion signed by myself and
19 colleagues to bring to a close the de-
bate on the motion to proceed to the con-
sideration of Senate Resolution 11. In
filing the motion we continue to pro-
ceed under constitutional rights and
privileges to change the rules of the
Senate agreed to at the opening of the
session.

Mr. HOLLAND addressed the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT., The clerk will
state the motion.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

MoTtioN FoR CLOTURE

We the undersigned Senators, in accord-

ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
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SBtanding Rules of the Senate, hereby move
to bring to a close the debate upon the mo-
tion to proceed to the consideration of Sen-
ate Resolution 11, a resolution amending the
Standing Rules of the Senate.

Frank CHURCH, JaMmes B. PEARrsoN,
GeorGeE McGoverN, JoserH D, TyoinGs,
PP A. Hart, HucH ScorT, EDWARD
W. BrROOKE, QUENTIN BURDICK, MIKE
MawsFiELD, Eopmunp 8. Muskie, Crin-
TOoN P. ANDERSON, STEPHEN M. Young,
CrwrrorD P, Case, HmaMm L. FoNg, GAY-
LoRD NELSON, Jacos K. Javirs, PRANK
E. Moss, WALTER F. MoNDALE, EDWARD
M. KENNEDY, WILLIAM PROXMIRE, JOHN
0. PasToRE, HARRISON WinLiams, VANCE
HarTEE, CHARLES GoODELL, LEE MET-
CALF,

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Idaho will state it.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, under
the terms of the cloture motion just
filed, the Senate will proceed to vote on
the question of closing debate on next
Thursday, 1 hour after the Senate con-
venes. It is the view of most of those
Senators signing the cloture motion that
with respect to questions proposing
changes in the Senate rules at the open-
ing of a new Congress, the requirement
of rule XXII for an affirmative vote of
two-thirds of those Senators present and
voting to invoke cloture is an unconsti-
tutional restriction on the right of the
Senate to amend its rules at the opening
of a new Congress. The parliamentary
inquiry, therefore, is: -

If a majority of the Senators present
and voting, but less than two-thirds, vote
in favor of this motion for cloture, will
the motion have been agreed to?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
would advise the Senator from Idaho——

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I should
like to propound a parliamentary in-
quiry——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
would like to respond to the Senator
from Idaho, as he has placed a parlia-
mentary inquiry. May the Chair respond
to that inquiry first and then the Chair
will recognize the Senator from Florida
and the Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. ERVIN. I wanted to ask a ques-
tion——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
would ask the Senator from Idaho, Does
he wish to yield for that purpose?

Mr. CHURCH. No. I should like to
have a response from the Chair to my
parliamentary inquiry first.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
wants to say, first of all, in order to han-
dle these parliamentary inquiries that
are so intricate, the Chair will try strictly
to enforce the procedures of this body,
so that we will have as complete and
dccurate thought as possible.

The Senator from Idaho has directed
a parliamentary inquiry to the Chair.
The Chair is aware of Senators’ interest
in this, and wishes to state that the
Chair believes the Senate should fully
understand both the Chair’s views as to
the parliamentary situation and the
Chair’s intentions with respect to the
motion for cloture should a majority,
but less than two-thirds, of the Senators
present and voting, approve it.

CXV—38—Part 1
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There is perhaps no principle more
firmly established than the constitutional
right of the Senate under article I, sec-
tion 5 to “determine the rules of its pro-
ceedings.” The right to determine in-
cludes also the right to amend. No one
has ever, to the Chair’s knowledge, seri-
ously suggested that a resolution to
amend the Senate rules required the vote
of more than a simple majority.

On a par with the right of the Senate
to determine its rules, though perhaps
not set forth so specifically in the Con-
stitution, is the right of the Senate, a
simple majority of the Senate, to decide
constitutional questions.

If a majority—this is the view of the
Chair—but less than two-thirds, of those
present and voting, vote in favor of this
cloture motion, the question whether the
motion has been agreed to is a constitu-
tional question. The constitutional ques-
tion is the validity of the rule XXII re-
quirement for an afiirmative vote by two-
thirds of the Senate before a majority of
the Senate may exercise its right to con-
sider a proposed change in the rules. If
the Chair were to announce that the mo-
tion for cloture had not been agreed to
because the affirmative vote had fallen
short of the two-thirds required, the
Chair would not only be violating one
established principle by deciding the
constitutional question himself, he would
be violating the other established prin-
ciple by inhibiting, if not effectively
preventing, the Senate from exercising
its right to decide the constitutional
question. The Chair does not intend to
violate both these prineiples.

It is the view of the Chair, just as it
was the view of an earlier President of
the Senate, who is now the President-
elect, that, at least, at the opening of a
new Congress:

The majority has the power to cut off de-
bate in order to exercise the right of chang-
ing or determining the rules. (Nixon, CoN-
GRESSIONAL Recorp, vol. 105, pt. 1, pp. 8-9.)

In response to the parliamentary in-
quiry of the Senator from Idaho, there-
fore, the Chair informs the Senate that
in order to give substance to the right of
the Senate to determine or change its
rules and to determine whether the two-
thirds requirement of rule XXIT is an un-
constitutional inhibition on that right at
the opening of a new Congress, if a ma-
jority of the Senators present and voting
but fewer than two-thirds, vote in favor
of the pending motion for cloture, the
Chair will announce that a majority hav-
ing agreed to limit debate on Senate Res-
olution 11, to amend rule XXII at the
opening of a new Congress, debate will
proceed under the cloture provisions of
that rule.

The Chair notes that its decision that
debate will proceed under the cloture
provisions of rule XXII is subject to an
appeal if it is taken before any other
business intervenes., The Chair would
place the appeal before the Senate for
an immediate vote since rule XXII pro-
vides that appeals from the decision of
the Chair, under cloture procedure, shall
be decided without debate.

The Chair has set forth this response
to the inquiry of the Senator from Idaho
so that all Members of the Senate will
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have adequate opportunity to acquaint
themselves with it and calls attention to
the fact that there is now time under the
terms of the cloture procedure for the
Senate to debate the implications of
this response and consider its own re-
action to the motion for cloture in the
light of the Chair’s announced course of
action.

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Chair for
his advisory opinion.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Now the
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Florida (Mr. HOLLAND).

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I in-
vite attention first to the fact that the
cloture motion, by its very terms, is
lodged under rule XXII of the Senate.
Is the Chair familiar with that fact?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair is
very well familiar with that fact. The
Chair has tried to take note of the
fact that the question relates to the
section of rule XXII, the two-thirds re-
guirement at the opening of a new Con-
gress as to whether that is unconstitu-
tional when the Constitution provides
that a majority may transact business
and that the Senate shall make its own
rules for its own procedures.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the
Chair has made very clear what his
ruling would be, and I think he has just
stated that part of the question is a con-
stitutional question.

At what stage in the proceedings can
the constitutional question be raised by
those who are opposed to the amend-
ment of rule XXII? The Senator from
Florida wishes to raise the constitu-
tional question which the Chair has al-
ready stated exists within this entire
package, and he wants to know at what
stage that question may be properly
raised.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the
terms governing the Senate’s procedure
under rule XXII, when the time has ex-
pired on the matter—that would be
Thursday of this week—there is a time,
under rule XXII, at which the Senate
will east its vote. The question before
the Senate will be: Is it the sense of the
Senate that the debate shall be brought
to a close?

It is at that point where the Chair has
indicated that, if a majority of the Sen-
ate votes in the affirmative to close de-
bate, under the Chair’s interpretation
of the constitutional right of every
Member of the Senate, and the right of
the Senate, at the beginning of a new
Congress, to make its own rules of pro-
cedure, a majority would prevail and
that debate would be limited, and that
the action of the Senate under the bal-
ance of rule XXII would proceed under
the cloture provisions.

It is at that point that the appeal
will be placed immediately before the
Senate for decision, as to whether or
not the Chair's ruling is to be upheld or
the Chair’s ruling is to be cast aside.

Mr. HOLLAND. Suppose the oppo-
nents to this action, of which the Sen-
ator from Florida is one, instead of
voicing an appeal, raise the constitu-
tional question at that time. What would
then be the attitude of the Chair?

The VICE PRESIDENT. All constitu-
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tional questions are subject to the de-
cision of the Senate itself, and the Chair
would place the question before the Sen-
ate.

Mr. HOLLAND. In that case the ques-
tion would be subject to debate; would
it not?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Not under
the cloture procedure. The cloture mo-
tion would have been filed and the pro-
visions under the cloture proceedings
would be adhered to.

Mr. HOLLAND. In effect, the Chair
is ruling that he will not permit any ap-
peal as to the unconstitutionality of the
proposed ruling of the Chair. Is that
correct?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
has expressed today his views and his
intention in order to forewarn the Sen-
ate—what the Chair believes is neces-
sary fairplay. Senators are now on
notice that it is the intention of the
Chair—and I will repeat, so that there
will be no doubt about what the Chair
thinks—to rule, if a majority of the
Senators present and voting, but fewer
than two-thirds, vote in favor of the
pending motion for cloture, that a ma-
jority having agreed to limit debate on
the motion to consider Senate Resolu-
tion 11, to amend rule XXII at the open-
ing of a new Congerss, debate will pro-
ceed then under the cloture provisions
of that rule. In other words, debate will
be limited except, insofar as the cloture
provisions are concerned, with respect
to the application of the time under the
provisions of rule XXII.

The Chair wants to note that that de-

cision, which will proceed under the clo-
ture provisions of rule XXII, is subject
to appeal, if it is taken before any other

business intervenes, because we are
dealing with the Chair’s interpretation
of the Constitution and the constitu-
tional rights of each Member of the
Senate. That constitutional issue should
not be decided by the Chair, and must
be decided by the Senate itself. The
procedure which the Chair enunciates
today permits—in fact, requires—the
Senate to make the decision.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, at
what stage can the constitutional ques-
tion be raised under the procedure out-
lined by the Chair?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the ap-
peal provision provided under rule XXII.

Mr, HOLLAND. But, as the Senator
from Florida understands it, the Chair
has ruled that when the ruling is ap-
pealed, there will be an immediate vote
and no time for debate.

The VICE PRESIDENT, There would
be no debate on the appeal; that is cor-
rect.

Mr, HOLLAND. If it is the intention of
the learned Vice President to rule that,
in effect, no chance to present the con-
stitutional question can be had and no
constitutional appeal can be made, except
an appeal from the ruling of the Chair,
in the opinion of this Senator that rul-
ing, in effect, would deprive the Senate
of any chance to discuss the constitu-
tional aspects of this very serious matter;
and the Senator from Florida protests
vigorously against that sort of conclusion.

The Senator from Florida also calls at-
tention to the fact that while the Chair
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and his distinguished friend from Idaho
both say that they are proceeding under
rule XXII, they proceed only so far. They
proceed to the filing of the motion, under
rule XXII, with the signatures of 16 Sen-
ators appended to the motion; they pro-
ceed up to the ime of the setting of the
vote upon the so-called cloture as it is
set by rule XXII; they allow that vote
to be held; and yet, in spite of the other
portions of the rule, requiring that a two-
thirds vote shall prevail in order to effect
cloture, they insist that, under this con-
dition, at the beginning of a Congress, a
simple majority vote will permit cloture.

It seems to the Senator from Florida
that, in effect, this attitude completely
rewrites rule XXII and proceeds under
a rule that is nonexistent. There is no
rule existent for cloture of debate except
upon casting of a two-thirds affirmative
vote to close debate. It is that fact that
the Senator from Florida wants to call to
the attention of the learned Presiding
Officer.

Mr. President, we will not attempt to
solve the matter at this time except in
respect: I want to serve notice that any
way we can find to present the constitu-
tional question for debate, notwithstand-
ing the announced intention of the Pre-
siding Officer to rule against debate upon
the constitutional question, will be pre-
sented, and we shall ask for the oppor-
tunity to debate it. I want to serve notice
to that effect.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
wishes to respond briefly to the comment
of the Senator from Florida. The pur-
pose of the Chair in stating the Chair’s
intention relating to the parliamentary
inquiry posed by the Senator from Idaho
is to afford the Senate and its Members
every opportunity to debate the consti-
tutional question; and now under rule
XXII time is provided for that. It is not
as if the debate were foreclosed. It is,
however, necessary, in order to get the
constitutional question, to apply the es-
tablished precedent of the Senate on an
appeal from the Chair's ruling on con-
stitutional questions; and rule XXIT it-
self provides that such appeals, if there
is no intervening business, shall be voted
upon without debate.

Second, in reference to the rules, it has
been held, not only by this Presiding
Officer but by others—and I quote from
the ruling in 1959, or the advisory opin-
ion, I should say, in 1959——

Mr. HOLLAND. That was not a ruling
of the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Advisory
opinion. The Chair corrected himself.

In 1957, 85th Congress, Vice President
Nixon gave an advisory ruling as follows,
CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 103, part
1, page 178:

It is the opinion of the Chair that while
the rules of the Senate have been continued
from one Congress to another, the right of a
current majority of the Senate at the begin-
ning of a new Congress to adopt its own rules,
stemming as it does from the Constitution it-
self, cannot be restricted or limited by rules

adopted by a majority of the Senate in a
previous Congress.

Any provision of Senate rules adopted in
a previous Congress which has the expressed
or practical effect of denying the majority
of the Senate In a new Congress the right
to adopt the rules under which it desires to
proceed is, in the opinien of the Chair, un-
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constitutional. It i1s also the opinion of the
Chalr that section 3 of rule 22 in practice has
such an effect.

That is the section which requires
two-thirds——

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will the
Presiding Officer be gracious enough to
read all of the former Vice President’s
ruling, in which he also said if we pro-
ceeded under the rules of the preceding
Congress, this advisory opinion would
not be valid?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair is
quoting from the advisory opinion of the
preceding Presiding Officer of the Sen-
ate. This Presiding Officer is announcing
his intention of ruling that if a majority,
less than two-thirds, but a majority of
the Senators, vote in the affirmative on
the motion of the Senator from Idaho,
the Chair will rule that the proceedings
under the cloture proceeding shall be in
effect.

Mr. RUSSELL. If I understand the
situation, the Chair is reversing the
opinion that he made here 4 years
ago. I just came into the Chamber, The
Chair is quoting as an authority an ad-
visory opinion of a former Vice Presi-
dent of the United States. While I have
not looked it up in several years, if my
memory serves me correctly, in that
same advisory opinion he stated that if
the Senate proceeded under the rules of
the other session previously adopted, the
advisory opinion would not be in effeci.
because it would mean that the rules
had been adopted.

In the case, today, we have moved all
the way up to the filing of the cloture
motion.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
wishes to note that it is his view that
those rules that continue over from one
Congress to another, that are not chal-
lenged at the opening of the new Con-
gress or do not violate the constitutional
provision of majority rule, are valid. That
is the Chair’s opinion. All of this is sub-
ject to appeal, once the ruling is made.
The Chair has announced his intention
to make a ruling. That appeal on con-
stitutionality can only be settled by the
Members of the Senate. But we have de-
bated this guestion over the years, and
it seems tc this Presiding Officer that
the time is at hand fo have a decision.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will the
Chair advise just when a new Congress
begins, and the old Congress ends? The
Chair keeps referring to “the new Con-
gress.” The rules, of course, provide that
they can only be changed in the manner
prescribed therein specifically and def-
initely. But the Chair used the term
“challenged at the opening of the new
Congress.” When does the new Congress
begin?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair re-
sponds, first, by saying that the Senator
from Idaho has raised the question in
his cloture motion that that section of
the rule which requires a two-thirds vote
is unconstitutional, and the Chair in-
tends to make his ruling on that matter,
and then the Senate will have its oppor-
tunity to decide. There has never been
any question but that the rules, unless
contested at the opening of the Senate,
shall continue in effect. They continue
by passive assent. As to whether there
is a new Congress or not, I only refer
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the Senator to the fact that I have before
me an issue of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
regarding the proceedings and debates of
the 91st Congress. That opened on the
3d day of January. The other Congress
was the 90th Congress.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Chair had said
that it inust be during the new Congress.
It seemed to me that if the challenge
would apply today, it would apply in
August.

In other words, take rule XL, for ex-
ample, which prescribes that the rules
of the Senate can only be suspended by a
two-thirds vote, after notice given in
writing of 1 day. Is it in order, now, to
declare that unconstitutional?

The VICE PRESIDENT. I say to the
Senator that if some Senator wishes to
challenge it, that is his right, and the
Chair would place that question before
the Senate.

Mr. RUSSELL. When would that right
expire?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
would say to the most learned Member
of this body on the rules——

Mr. RUSSELL. I thank the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. You may
change the rules any day that you wish.
The Chair advises the Senator that it is
his understanding that the Senate may
change its rules any time it wishes. There
is a procedure for doing that.

Mr. RUSSELL. On motion made from
the floor?

The VICE PRESIDENT. If you can ob-
tain unanimous consent. Otherwise you
will have to proceed under the normal
processes of the Senate.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I
thought it was unquestioned that the
rules of the Senate could only be changed
by written resolution.

The VICE PRESIDENT. There is no
question that there is a body of rules be-
fore the Senate at this time. There is no
question about that. The question as
posed by the Senator from Idaho is the
right of a Senator, with new Senators
and a new Senate, to challenge, at the
opening of a Congress, how the rules can
be changed.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I am
still confused as to when a Senator is no
longer a new Senator, and when a Con-
gress is no longer a new Congress, I had
always considered that each and every
one of the 100 Members of the Senate
were equals, and it made no difference
when they entered the Senate. I think
the most eloquent, or one of the most
eloquent speeches that Webster ever
made was in proclaiming the equality of
every Senator on the floor of the Senate.
I cannot conceive of a more vague or
meretricious ruling than that. Simply
because we have new Senators here, and
a new Congress, a different state of facts
exists with respect to the rules.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
recognizes the Senator from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, first I
ask unanimous consent that the entire
advisory opinion of the former Vice Pres-
ident, Richard Nixon, be printed in the
Recorp at this point.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
appreciates that, and intended to so re-
quest. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and it is so ordered.
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There being no objection, the advisory
ruling was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

Vice PrEsmpENT Nmon's RULING

In 1957, during the debate on the rules at
the opening of the Senate of the Eighty-fifth
Congress, Vice President Nixon gave an ad-
visory ruling as follows (CONGRESSIONAL REC-
ORD, vol. 108, pt. 1, pp. 178-179) :

“It 1s the opinion of the Chair that while
the rules of the Senate have been continued
from one Congress to another, the right of a
current majority of the Senate at the begin-
ning of a new Congress to adopt its own rules,
stemming as it does from the Constitution it-
self, cannot be restricted or limited by rules
adopted by a majority of the Senate in a
previous Congress.

“Any provision of Senate rules adopted In
a previous Congress which has the expressed
or practical effect of denying the majority
of the Senate in a new Congress the right to
adopt the rules under which it desires to
proceed 1is, in the opinion of the Chair, un-
constitutional. It is also the opinion of the
Chalr that section 3 of rule 22 in practice has
such an effect.

“The Chair emphasizes that this is only his
own opinion, because under Senate prece-
dents, a question of constitutionality can
only be decided by the Senate itself, and not
by the Chair.

““At the beginning of a session in & newly
elected Congress, the Senate can indicate its
will in regard to its rules in one of three
ways:

“Pirst. It can proceed to conduct its busl-
ness under the Senate rules which were in
effect in the previous Congress and thereby
indicate by acquiescence that those rules con-
tinue in effect. This has been the practice
in the past.

“Second. It can vote negatively when a mo-
tion is made to adopt new rules and by such
action indicate approval of the previous
rules.

“Third. It can vote affirmatively to proceed
with the adoption of new rules,

“Turning to the parliamentary situation in
which the Senate now finds itself, if the mo-
tion to table should prevail, a majority of
the Senate by such action would have indi-
cated its approval of the previous rules of
the Senate, and those rules would be bind-
ing on the Senate for the remainder of this
Congress unless subsequently changed under
those rules.

“If, on the other hand, the motion to lay
on the table shall fail, the Senate can pro-
ceed with the adoption of rules under what-
ever procedures the majority of the Senate
approves.

“In summary, until the Senate at the ini-
tiation of a new Congress expresses its will
otherwise, the rules in effect in the previous
Congress in the opinion of the Chair remain
in effect, with the exception that the Senate
should not be bound by any provision in
those previous rules which denies the mem-
bership of the Senate to exercise its con-
stitutional right to make its own rules.”

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I also
wish to call attention to the fact that I
know of no precedent whatsoever, and
I cannot conceive of any precedent,
whereby a ruling should be made that a
proceeding can be undertaken under an
existing rule, and follow it meticulously
in every respect except one, and that is
that after the vote is taken, the Presiding
Officer shall decide that the rule does
not apply, and hold that the objectives of
the rule to close debate may be attained
by a lesser and a smaller vote than that
announced by the rule. It seems to me
that such a ruling, on the very face of it,
is not only without precedent, but is with-
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out logic, and we should find any means
that we can to dispose of the ruling of
the Presiding Officer.

I might say, in closing at this time,
that it seems to me that, having chosen
to proceed under this rule, as the peti-
tioners do, and having signed their names
under the petition, saying on its very face
that this petition is brought under rule
XXII, and having invoked the provisions
of the rule itself to limit the debate be-
tween the presentation of the rule and
the taking of the vote upon the rule, that
then, to declare after the vote is taken
that after all, they were only joking up
to that point, because they had no inten-
tion of observing the requirements of the
rule as to the number that was required
to vote affirmatively to bring about clo-
ture, presents a perfectly ridiculous
situation. I cannot help but say that for
the Recorp at this time, with all respect,
gnd great respect, to the Presiding Of-

cer,

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr. HOLLAND. I am happy to yleld to
the Senator from Georgia.

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

Mr. HOLLAND, I yield.

Mr. RUSSELL. Will the Senator ask
unanimous consent that the ruling by the
same Presiding Officer on this subject 4
years ago likewise be printed in the
REecorp?

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I make
the request at this time that the ruling
of the learned Vice President 2 years ago
be printed in the Recorp as a part of my
remarks.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Is there ob-
jection? The Chair hears none, and it is
so ordered. The Chair hopes that the
Senate will learn as the Chalr has.

The VicE PrespENT. The Chair feels that
it 1s its obligation at this point, in light of
the point of order raised by the Senator from
Ilinois, to state its view on this matter,

The point of order made by the Senator
from Illinois involves or raises the question
of the constitutionality of the motion of the
Senator from South Dakota. On many occa-
sions guestions have been ralsed regarding
the constitutional right of the Senate to act
in a given manner, and the precedents are
uniform. The Chair, on all these occasions,
has submitted such questions to the Senate
for its consideration.

The Chair is sure that Members of the
Senate are well aware of the Presiding Offi-
cer's record as a U.8, Senator, at that time as
an advocate of a point of view. The Chair is
now the Presiding Officer of the entire Senate
and stands as a servant of the Senate, rather
than as an advocate within it.

Therefore, the precedent, which Is a part
of Senate history—namely, that the Chair
has submitted constitutional questions to the
Senate for its declslon—the Presiding Officer
believes to be a sound procedure, It has not
been considered the proper role of the Chair
to interpret the Constitution for the Senate.
Each Senator takes his own obligation when
he takes his oath of office to support and de-
fend the Constitution. The Presiding Officer
is aware of no sufficient justification for re-
versing this procedure.

Because the point of order made by the
Senator from Illinois involves the constitu-
tionality and propriety of the motion of the
Senator from South Dakota—and at this time
the Senate 1s attempting to modify its rules
at the opening of Congress under rule XX
on matters relating to questions of order—
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the Presiding Officer may submit any question
of order for the decision of the Senate.

Therefore, following the precedent of the
Senate, the Chair submits to the Senate the
question: Shall the point of order made by
the Senator from Illinois be sustained? That
question is debatable.

Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr. President, only for
clarification—and this is a parliamen-
tary inquiry—I think the Recorp should
show now that an appeal from the ruling
of the Chair will be disposed of by a
majority vote.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
is correct.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the papers
from former Vice President Nixon, which
have been placed in the Recorp, contain
the following statement made at the be-
ginning of the session in 1959.

Under the advisory opinion, the Chair ren-
dered at the beginning of the last Congress,
it is the opinion of the Chair that until the
Senate Indicates otherwise by its majority
vote the Senate is proceeding under the rules
adopted previously by the Senate . . . but,
as the Chair stated earlier today, and as he
expressed himself more fully in an advisory
opinion at the beginning of the last Con-
gress, in the opinion of the Chair the rules
previously adopted by the Senate and cur-
rently in effect are not, insofar as they re-
strict the power of the Senate to change Its
rules, binding on the Senate at this time.

I make this parliamentary inquiry: In
the judgment of the Chair, does that
precedent which the Chair has cited
apply to rules by number or to any part
of any rule if it can be applied without
vitiating what the Chair considers to be
the constitutional right of the majority

of the Senate?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It would be
the view of the Chair that the opinion
given by the former Vice President ap-
plies to a part of the rules or could apply
to the entire body of the rules.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr, President, one other
parliamentary inquiry: Is it a fact that
upon more than one occasion—upon sev-
eral occasions—assurance was given by
the majority leader, by the President pro
tempore of the Senate, and by the minor-
ity leader that no rights of any kind were
being waived to raise this question by
virtue of the proceedings which have
taken place since the opening day of this
Congress, January 3?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is the view
of the Chair that such assurances have
been given at the opening of this Con-
gress and in previous Congresses.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, another
parliamentary inquiry.

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. RUSSELL. I think it should be
made clear that that also applies to the
Presiding Officers other than those the
Senator mentioned.

Mr. JAVITS. Of course. Is it not also
a fact that the Chair, upon the opening
day, followed an order of business for
that day which began with a call to
order, a prayer, the presentation of elec-
tion certificates, the administration of
oaths, a call of the roll, the receipt and
referral of messages from the President,
a resolution to notify the President that
a quorum of the Senate had convened,
the designation of a President pro tem-
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pore, and announcement of the order of
business, and that then I asked, as a
parliamentary inquiry, whether it was
not in order to deal with the rules of the
Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is the view
of the Chair that that was the situation.

Mr. JAVITS. So this presents to the
Senate the pattern of what was done as
a regular pattern of procedure.

One final question: I find in another
part of the opinion, which the Chair said
was his opinion, that this is the way the
Chair would rule if he had the opportu-
nity:

A constitutional question would be pre-
sented if the time should come durlng the
course of the debate when action on chang-
ing the rules should seem unlikely because
of extended debate. At that point any Mem-
ber of the Senate, in the opinion of the
Chair, would have the right to move to cut
off debate. Such a motion would be ques-
tioned by raising a point of order.

I ask the Chair if it is not a fact that
that was precisely the procedure which
was employed in 1967, when the Chair—
the presently presiding Vice President—
stated that if a motion to table the point
of order, which was made precisely in
that way, was unsuccessful, he would
construe that to mean a decision on the
constitutional question by the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is the
recollection of the Chair as to the situa-
tion that prevailed here in 1967.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Chair.

Now I should like to proceed in my own
time for a few minutes. I have not yet
finished. I think that at long last the
Senate of the United States has reached
a historie moment, when we have a Vice
President who has faced the issue and
decided that he is an officer having power
and authority, and that he is here to do
something other than to be ministerial;
that he has finally tried to bring to reso-
lution a long-standing question which,
in my judgment—I speak as only one
Senator—has disgraced the Senate. This
problem is epitomized by the fact that we
were so involved in our own footwork in
terms of procedure in the Senate that we
could not move, whatever might be the
law or whatever might be the Constitu-
tion, without the consent of two-thirds
of the Senate; epitomized by the fact
that on one occasion a Vice President put
to the Senate this very question, “Shall
debate be closed?” but he said that that
question was debatable, and that was the
end of the matter. The Senate again was
tied up in its own feet and its own pro-
cedure and could not move a step beyond
that.

I should like to say that, in my judeg-
ment, without the persifiage and flattery
that goes into so many speeches—we all
do if, including myself—but just calling
it straight, the Vice President of the
United States has today performed one
of the most historic services known to the
history of this country. I may not live to
see it, nor any of us here, but if this rul-
ing stands up—and I think it will—one
day the Vice President’s name will be
blessed, because we will have a decision
which will have been made, and which
cannot be vetoed by one-third of the
Senate, even though a majority wants
it to take place.
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As one Senator, I wish to express the
enormous satisfaction with our processes
of government which at long last have
been put on a track on which a majority
of the Senate may be permitted to do its
duty.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the
Presiding Officer is, of course, familiar
with section 2 of rule XXXII, which
reads:

The rules of the Senate shall continue
from one Congress to the next Congress
unless they are changed as provided in these
rules.

My parliamentary inquiry is: What
weight, what importance, what effect
does the Presiding Officer give to section
2 of rule XXXII, under the course of ac-
tion which he has outlined as intended
to be followed by him?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is the view
of the Chair that there is no rule of the
Senate that can violate the Constitution,
and the petition of the Senator from
Idaho does not violate the rule,

Mr, HOLLAND. If the learned Presid-
ing Officer means what I understand him
to mean, he is holding that section 2 of
rule XXXII is completely unconstitu-
tional.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Not at all. The
Chair is not holding that at all. That is
not the question. The question before
the Senate is the question posed by the
Senator from Idaho relating to section
2 of rule XXII, which requires a two-
thirds vote of the Senate in order to
comply with the procedure for cloture.
That question will be raised at the ap-
propriate time, and the vote will come on
Thursday as to whether or not it is a
constitutional provision.

The Chair has expressed his intention
of following what he believes the Con-
stitution requires, namely, that the Sen-
ate shall make its own rules of procedure,
but also that a majority shall constitute
a quorum for the purpose of doing busi-
ness.

It is the view of the Chair that in light
of those constitutional provisions and
precedents, the majority can cut off de-
bate in this instance, at the beginning of
a new Congress, in matters of rules. That
is the view of the Chair.

Mr. HOLLAND. Then, the Presiding
Officer is ruling that the words “unless
they are changed as provided in these
rules,” which certainly mean as provided
by section XXTI, as by other rules——

The VICE PRESIDENT. As it may be
amended.

Mr. HOLLAND. That that section is
inapplicable.

The VICE PRESIDENT. No, the Chair
is not ruling that at all. The question be-
fore this body is the amendment of rule
XXII. That is the question. At that point,
the issue of constitutionality arises, as to
whether or not &. majority can, at the be-
ginning of a new Congress, exercise its
right to modify, change, or adopt new
rules or amend old rules. That is the
question. When that is resolved, if, for
example, it is agreed subsequently that
three-fifths of the Senators could cut
off debate, then that rule—what is the
number?

Mr. HOLLAND. Rule XXXIT, section 2.

The VICE PRESIDENT. That rule
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would apply, because the Senate has ex-
pressed its will.

The Chair is attempting to place before
the Senate a question that has been de-
bated in this Chamber for years, as to
whether or not the two-thirds vote re-
quirement of section 2 of rule XXII is
constitutional at the beginning of a new
Congress when Senators, at the begin-
ning of a new Congress are attempting
to amend, change, and adopt the rules.

Mr, HOLLAND. Mr. President, does the
question not go further than that? This
section provides that changes in the rules
cannot be made “unless they are changed
as provided in these rules.” Is not the
Presiding Officer ruling that that part is
inapplicable?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Not at all.
The Chair is not so ruling at all.

The question before the Senate is on
the right of the Senators—each and
every Senator—and this body, at the
opening of a new Congress, to adopt its
rules of procedure. Since there is no ex-
press provision in the Constitution for a
two-thirds requirement on rules, but
rather that the Senate shall make its
own rules of procedure and a quorum
shall constitute a majority for the pur-
pose of doing business, the gquestion then
arises as to whether or not any procedure
that inhibits or violates that majority
rule is constitutional at this point in the
proceedings.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
will state it.

Mr. TALMADGE. Ninety Congresses of
the United States and the U.S. Supreme
Court, in the case of McGrain against
Daugherty, handed down in 1926, re-
ported in 273 U.S., page 135, have held
that the Senate is a continuing body. I
quote from the case of McGrain against
Daugherty.

The rule may be the same with the House
of Representatives, whose Members are all
elected for a period of a single Congress, but
it cannot well be the same with the Senate,
which is a continuing body, whose Members
are elected for a term of six years and so
divided into classes that the seats of one-
third only become vacant at the end of each
Congress, two-thirds always continuing into
the next Congress, save as vacancies may
occur through death or resignation.

Now, since 90 Congresses of the United
States have held that this is a continuing
body, since the Supreme Court of the
United States has held that this is a
continuing body, since the rules of the
Senate provided that these rules will re-
main in effect except when changed by
the Senate in accordance with these
rules, when did this body cease to be a
continuing body?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is the Senator
asking the Chair for his opinion?

Mr. TALMADGE. I am asking the
Chair a parliamentary question. When
did the Senate cease to be a continuing
body?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
has not thought that the Senate ceases
to be a continuing body. In other words,
if the Senator argues that the Senate is
a continuing body, it is his right.

Mr. TALMADGE. I am. I am quoting
the Supreme Court and the precedent of
90 Congresses.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
does not dispute that. The only question
that the Chair will place before the
Senate is the point of the Senator from
Idaho, which challenges the constitu-
tionality of section 2 of rule XXII. That
is all.

Mr. TALMADGE. Do I correctly un-
derstand the ruling of the Chair to be
that the Senate is a continuing body?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
has not ruled on it, but it is the view of
the Chair that the Senate is a continuing
body, and he does not feel it is relevant
to the issue.

Mr. TALMADGE. That is what the
Supreme Court says, and I congratulate
the Chair on agreeing with the Supreme
Court in that instance.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
has agreed with the Supreme Court on
other occasions.

Mr. TALMADGE. If it is a continuing
body, how can the Senate change its
rules except in accordance with the
rules of the Senate?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is the view
of some Senators, apparently, that a
rule of the Senate which in the view of
Senators—one or more—violates the
constitutional rights of a Senator is sub-
ject to challenge. Also, it is the view of
some Senators—and it is concurred in
by the Chair—that at the opening of a
new Congress, even of a continuing Sen-
ate, each Senator has all the rights and
privileges under the Constitution that
were present in the first Senate, and that
the Constitution prescribes that a ma-
jority shall be a sufficient quorum for
the purpose of doing business, that all
legislation shall be passed by a majority,
and that the Senate shall adopt its own
rules of procedure.

The question is not whether the Sen-
ate is a continuing body. The question is
posed by the Senator from Idaho, and it
has nothing to do with a continuing body.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
will state it.

Mr, TALMADGE. Do I correctly un-
derstand the ruling of the Chair to be
that if more than a majority vote for
the cloture motion next Thursday, a
Senator can proceed to speak then only
in accordance with the cloture rules?

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is the
intention of the Chair, and the Chair
has given the Senate that forewarning.

Mr. TALMADGE. A Senator, who has
been elected by his constituency and
sent to the Senate, can be gagged by a
ruling of the Vice President after speak-
ing for 1 hour? Is that the ruling of the
Chair?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Rule XXII
does the gagging, if any gagging is to
be done. It is not the Chair who does
the gagging.

Mr, TALMADGE. The Vice President
has held that rule to be unconstitutional
in part and valid in other parts. Is that
the ruling of the distinguished Vice
President?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
observes that questions of constitutional-
ity are brought by the Chair to the Sen-
ate for the Senate’s decision, The Chair
is not ruling on constitutional questions.

597

So that there may be no question, the
Chair believes it would be well, for pur-
poses of understanding, to repeat what
the Chair has in mind.

The Chair informs the Senate that in
order to give substance to the right of
the Senate to determine or change its
rules and to determine whether the two-
thirds requirement of rule XXII is an
unconstitutional inhibition on that right
at the opening of a new Congress, if a
majority of the Senators present and
voting, but fewer than two-thirds, vote
in favor of the pending motion for clo-
ture, the Chair intends to announce that
a majority having agreed to limit debate
on Senate Resolution 11, at the opening
of a new Congress, debate will then pro-
ceed under the cloture provisions of that
rule.

The Chair knows that its decision that
debate will proceed under the cloture
provisions of rule XXII is subject to an
appeal if it is taken before any other
business intervenes. The Chair will place
that appeal before the Senate for an im-
mediate vote, since rule XXII provides
that appeals from the decision of the
Chair, under cloture procedure, shall be
decided without debate.

It all boils down to the fact that what
the Chair is attempting to do is to sim-
plify this issue to permit the Senate to
work its will as to whether or not the
two-thirds requirement of section 2 of
rule XXII which is being challenged at
the opening of this Senate is unconsti-
tutional.

Mr. TALMADGE, Mr. President, a fur-
ther parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
will state it.

Mr. TALMADGE. As I understand rule
XXII, it provides that only two-thirds of
the Senate present and voting may gag
a Senator. Is that not correct?

The VICE PRESIDENT. I believe that
is correct.

Mr. TALMADGE. Under what author-
ity does the Vice President propose to gag
Senators if the rule does not give him
that authority?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Vice
President, as the Presiding Officer, would
place the question before this body so
that the body itself may decide whether
or not that provision of rule XXII is or
is not constitutional; but the Chair is ex-
pressing the desire to help the Senate
work its will. It is time to face up to it.

Mr. TALMADGE, Mr, President, a fur-
ther parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
will state it.

Mr., TALMADGE. As I understand the
distinguished Vice President intends to
use the very rule he says is unconstitu-
tional to gag a Senator who desires to
speak for his State.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
does not seek to use any rule except
those rules applied by Senators. The
Chair does not initiate proceedings, The
matter has been initiated by the Senator
from Idaho.

The Chair responded to an inquiry by
the Senators from New York that a rule
or a portion of a rule can be contested
as to its constitutionality, and that is
what is happening.

The debate is not with the Chair but
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with the Senator’s colleagues. That may
be the different point of view. The pur-
pose ‘of the Chair is to precipitate
decision.

Mr. TALMADGE. I most respectfully
disagree with the ruling of the Vice
President. Ninety Congresses have taken
a contrary view. The Supreme Court has
taken a contrary view, which I have read
to the distinguished Vice President.

The distinguished Vice President has
said in effect that rule XXII itself is un-
constitutional and yet he purports to use
that same rule to gag Senators from 50
States sent to the Senate to represent
them,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
responds most respectfully that the Chair
has not said rule XXII is unconstitu-
tional. The Chair has not contested the
continuing body nature of the Senate.

The Chair merely said that the ques-
tion posed by the Senator from Idaho in
his motion is one that challenges the
constitutionality of section 2 of rule
XXI1; and under all the understandings
in this body, in this the 91st Congress,
and in preceding Congresses, the state-
ments of the majority leader and minor-
ity leader and others, none of the rights
of any Senator shall be prejudiced by the
transaction of business taken in these
early days of a new Congress. It has been
understood that Senators could test the
rules and portions thereof as to
constitutionality.

Mr. TALMADGE. If rule XXII is un-
constitutional, we have no cloture rule
whatever. Not only a majority could not
gag the Senate, but 99 Senators could not
gag the Senate, if any Senator wanted
to speak, if rule XXII is unconstitutional.

The Vice President is proceeding to
attempt to gag Senators under the very
rule that he held to be unconstitutional.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
would only respond that cloture proceed-
ings are not the subject being contested.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
cannot hear.

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is the two-
thirds that is required to cut off debate
under rule XXIT which the Senator from
Idaho challenges on a constitutional
basis. That question can be decided only
by the Senators who debate the question,
and not by the Chair.

The Chair is attempting to precipitate
a decision by a procedure he outlined in
advance so the Senate will be on notice.
The Chair has not ruled that rule XXIT
is unconstitutional.

The Chair indicated his intention that
when the vote is called on the cloture
motion, the one filed by the Senator from
Idaho, if a majority, or less than two-
thirds, a majority vote to sustain the mo-
tion, then it will be the view of the Chair
that the body of rule XXII, the cloture
proceedings, will prevail.

Mr. TALMADGE. If I reecall correctly,
4 years ago when this question came be-
fore the Senate the distinguished Vice
President ruled that he thought rule
XXII was unconstitutional but he held
it to be a constitutional guestion and
submitted it to the Senate, and the Sen-
ate only could make the decision. Af
that time he did not attempt to try to
gag Senators from the States. Therein
lies the difference in the ruling.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. May I say re-
spectfully to the Senator, for whom I
have the highest regard, that the Chair
in this instance is not attempting to gag
the Senate. The Chair is attempting to
assist the Senate to meet the issue. That
is the responsibility of the Presiding Offi-
cer in many of these highly controversial
matters. The Chair has drawn the issue,
but it is subject to appeal; it is a consti-
tutional question which can be decided
only by the Senate so the Senate can
work its will. The Chair seeks to facili-
tate the business of the Senate; not in-
hibit it.

Mr. TALMADGE. If the Chair allows a
Senator to speak at his sufferance for
only 1 hour, he has gagged that Senator.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from New Jersey is recognized.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, the present
occupant of the chair needs no defense
from any Member of this body or anyone
else, either as to his integrity or skill in
performing the functions of his difficult
position which he is now performing.
However, I would like to say this. Any
suggestion that the Chair is overreaching
or will overreach by following the pro-
cedure he intends to follow is utterly
without foundation. The Chair will have
no choice when the time comes to vote
on the cloture motion but to put the
question, and then, the vote having been
taken, to rule, as the Chair must always
rule, whether a motion has been adopted
or not. So he is only performing his func-
tion in doing so. In the procedure which
he has announced he will follow, he is
following strictly all the precedents of
this body, and it is a basic rule that the
Senate decides constitutional questions.

So that decision will be made, as the
Chair so clearly stated and reiterated,
despite efforts made to confuse the ques-
tion upon appeal from his ruling, a ruling
which he must make. This is the action
of the Senate itself and the Chair is ab-
solutely correct in his statement that the
rules require that appeals made during
rule XXII proceedings shall be voted
upon without debate. The Chair, it seems
to me, is following strictly the rules of
this body and the Constitution.

If I may just avert to one statement
made earlier by the Senator from Geor-
gia, I think it was, in regard to the propo-
sition that if rule XXIT is not applicable
then there is no right because the Con-
stitution requires that all Senators be
allowed to speak without any restriction
whatever upon their debate. There is no
such provision in the Constitution. The
only provision of the Constitution in that
matter is that the Senate has a right
to make its own rules. This entire mat-
ter of unlimited debate is something that
has grown up as a practice, and not the
wisest practice in all cases. There was a
time in history when this body operated
under proceedings by which the Chalr
would cut off debate when in his sole
judgment he thought a man was talking
in a tiresome way or in a dilatory fash-

on.

So there is no provision for unlimited
debate; only that the Senate make its
own rules. The Senate has made its own
rules. The Senate made the rules here.

I have one other point. In 1959 we
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adopted the provision changing former
rule XXIT so that a two-thirds vote of
those present and voting, as opposed to
the two-thirds vote of the total author-
ized membership of the Senate, would
be sufficient to adopt a cloture motion
under rule XXITI. As part of the price ex-
acted for that was this little tricky pro-
vision that rule XXII shall continue from
Senate to Senate unless changed as pro-
vided in these ru'es. At that time many
of us were fully aware that literally in-
terpreted that might prevent the kind
of proceeding at the beginning of each
new Congress which we are engaged in
right now.

We announced that we would not ac-
cept and could not, indeed, because the
constitutional rights of all Senators,
then and forever in the future, would be
affected, and that could not be done by
any Senate action; that that provision,
insofar as it might, in the future, oper-
ate to restrict the right of the Senate at
the beginning of each new session to
change them, would be invalid. So no one
was lulled into any kind of misapprehen-
sion that the position we took then, and
have always taken since, would not be
taken in the future.

One further point and I shall finish.
I think that not only do I fully agree
with everything the Senator from New
York and other Senators have said about
what the President of the Senate has
said, but it is not only a courageous act,
it is also a fair and decent act, not to
wait until the time of a vote, or the time
the vote will occur and then make an
announcement as a surprise, but to state
now and between the time the vote is
taken that Members of the Senate, agree-
ing or disagreeing, can fully put on the
record their thoughts about this issue
and what they are going to do. There will
be no surprise, no entrapment, and no
defrauding of anyone.

It is in accordance with the way the
present occupant of the Chair has con-
ducted himself throughout his public
career. I applaud him for it, as well as
for the great courage and honesty of his
position.

Mr, ERVIN. Mr, President, if I under-
stand the Chair correctly, the Chair, in
the final analysis, bottoms his announced
view of his proposed ruling in the ulti-
mate analysis on the constitutional pro-
vision that says that a majority of each
House of Congress shall constitute a
quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. For the pur-
pose of doing business.

Mr. ERVIN. Yes. Now the Chair stated
that at the beginning of a session of Con-
gress, a majority could change rules and
anything that prevented them from do-
ing so is not valid. Is that the essence of
the Chair’s ruling?

The VICE PRESIDENT. May the Chair
state most respectfully to the Senator
from North Carolina that the rules can
be changed at any time by a majority.

Mr. ERVIN. That is exactly the point
I was trying to make.

The VICE PRESIDENT, They may be
changed at any time.

Mr. ERVIN. The power of the Senate
is exactly the same every day it is in
session, whether at the beginning of a
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session, in the middle of a session, or at
the last part of a session, is it not, under
the Constitution?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is the Sen-
ator asking for a ruling of the Chair?

Mr, ERVIN. That Leing true, the Sen-
ate is powerless, under the Constitution,
to make any rule that a majority could
not set aside any time during the session
of the Senate and change it; is that not
correct?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is the Senator
asking for the Chair’s opinion?

As it stand- now, the Senate has the
right, by majority vote, to change its
rules. However, the Chair must observe
that the Senate also has a rule that says,
under rule XXIT, it will take a two-thirds
vote to limit debate.

Mr. ERVIN. If this Senator under-
stands the ruling of the Chair, the Chair
has ruled, in effect, that the part of the
rule is unconstitutional; is that not cor-
rect?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chalr
has had that matter placed before him
not at his own volition. This is not ex-
actly a pleasant experience for the
Chair. He had this question placed be-
fore him by the Senator from Idaho.
The Chair has examined it very care-
fully. The Chair has examined this ques-
tion over the years and has tried to find
what was the better way to pose this
question to the Senate.

The Chair is of the opinion, and so in-
tends to rule, that when this question
comes up for decision, if there are less
than two-thirds, but over a majority,
of Senators present and voting, and they
vote in the affirmative, th- Chair in-
tends to rule that the proceedings un-
der the cloture provision of rule XXII ap-
ply. That is subject to an appeal, an
appeal on the basis of the ruling of the
Chair as to the constitutionality, and
will be settled by the Senate itself.

Mr. ERVIN. Well, it seems to me—I
do not know whether I understand the
Chair’s ruling—but it seems to me that
the Chair's ruling is essentially based
upon the theory that since a majority
of the Senate constitutes a quorum, any
rule which prevents a majority from
acting at any time is unconstitutional.
Is that not essentially the ruling of the
Chair, at least the opinion of the Chair,
in announcing what ruling he will make?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is the opin-
jion of the Chair, in light of the proposi-
tion or the motion posed by the Senator
from Idaho relating to the two-thirds
requirement in section 2 of rule XXII
which carries over, unless it is chal-
lenged, that if that question is raised
as to whether that is an unconstitutional
provision, the Chair will rule that a ma-
jority has the right to decide it.

Mr. ERVIN. The Chair will rule, in ef-
fect, that the Chair will not enforce a
rule as written by the Senate in that
event?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
will rule that a majority, or more, having
cast their votes in the affirmative, at the
beginning of a new Congress, when said
new Congress has the right and obliga-
tion to set its rules, a majority will be
sufficient to limit debate until the Senate
:lstablishes or amends its rules of proce-

ure.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. ERVIN. How can it do that if the
power of Congress is exactly the same at
the beginning of a session, in the middle
of a session or at the end of a session?
How can Congress establish rules under
the Chair’s ruling that will prevent a
majority from doing what it wants at
any time?

The VICE PRESIDENT, By the Senate
itself making its own decisions. The Sen-
ate is the judege of its own rules.

Mr. ERVIN. The Senate has the same
power each day it is in session.

The VICE PRESIDENT. No doubt
about it.

Mr. ERVIN. The Congress, as I inter-
pret the proposed ruling, does not have
the power to establish a ruling requiring
60 percent to cut off debate which is
binding on the majority.

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is one of
the motions on the calendar.

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the ruling of the
Chair hold it to be unconstitutional for
the Senate to establish any rule re-
quiring more than a bare majority to
silence all Senators?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
will observe that since the Chair is stat-
ing opinions, and does not particularly
desire to debate, when the Senate finally
decides on its rules, it can decide any kind
of rules it wants, by majority vote. If
done under section 2 of rule XXII, they
can have i, but at the beginning of a new
Congress, it is the view of the Chair that
it has been the long-established prece-
dent of this body that none of the rights
of any Senator are to be denied or prej-
udiced in any way. The right of the
Senate to limit debate on a change of
its rules by majority vote is a constitu-
tional question, and that question will be
placed before this body.

Mr. ERVIN. I would be more enlight-
ened if the Chair would tell me in what
part of the Constitution there is any pro-
vision which says the Senate has that
power at the beginning of a session, and
not all through it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
believes that the inherent right of Con-
gress to establish its rules of procedure
is there, at the beginning.

Mr. ERVIN. If I understand the Chair
correctly, the Chair is also going to rule
that if an appeal is made from the
Chair’s ruling, in case a majority but not
two-thirds vote for cloture, the Chair
will hold that the appeal from the
Chair must be decided without debate.

The VICE PRESIDENT, That is the
rule as provided in rule XXII.

Mr. ERVIN. Yes. And under that rule
how could the Vice President adjudge
that a previous Congress can silence all
the Senators of the 50 States and hold
that none of them shall be permitted
to say a mumbling word. If the Vice
President is right in other respects, he
would have to hold that particular rule
as inconsistent with the Constitution. It
not only silences a majority. It silences
all.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The require-
ment, as the Chair understands it, is
that if there was not any satisfaction in
that procedure, there is always the right
of a Senator to move to table.

Mr. ERVIN. That would be a decision
by the Senate and that would be vastly
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different from the Chair ruling that a
previous Senate cannot prevent a
majority from acting, but can prevent
all from acting.

Mr. President, I would like to have
this placed in the Recorp. It is a state-
ment made by one of the wisest liberals
who ever sat in the Senate and one
of the greatest constitutional lawyers
this country has ever known; namely,
our late, beloved friend, Senator Joe
O'Mahoney.

Iread his statement:

I am also utterly unable to understand
how anybody can argue that the Vice Pres-
ident of the United States has any constitu-
tional power to declare unconstitutional a
rule which the Senate may malke.
CONSTITUTION AUTHORIZES SENATE TO WRITE

ITS OWN RULES

The Constitution is clear. It is very sim-
ple. Nobody can misunderstand it.

Section b of article I provides:

“Each House may determine the Rules of
its Proceedings—"

That is all it says about making of the
rules. The authority is granted to the Sen-
ate and to the House to make their rules and
to no other branch or official of the Govern=
ment.

The Senator from New York offers an
amendment to the pending resolution offered
by the leadership for both sides to make
paragraph 2 of section 3 of the pending reso-
lution read as follows:

“The rules of the Senate shall continue
from one Congress to the next Congress un-
less they are changed.”

The Senator from New York wants to strike
out the words “as provided in these rules.”

VICE PRESIDENT HAS NO AUTHORITY TO
DECLARE RULES UNCONSTITUTIONAL

The Constitution of the United States, in
the clause I have just read, gives to the
Senate the right to write its rules. Who s it
that has the right to prevent the Senate
from writing its rules? It is sald the Vice
President has that right. I interrogated the
Vice President a few days ago in an effort to
discover upon what basis he claimed this
authority. I have been unable to find such
authority in the Constitution and he has
been unable to hand it down.

Of course, he made the ruling in a previ-
ous Congress, say those who claim that the
Vice President has the right to declare a
rule of the Senate to be unconstitutional,
But it is impossible to find constitutional
support for such a provision,

THESE ARE CONSTITUTIONAL DUTIES OF VICE
PRESIDENT

Who is the Vice President? His office was
created by the Constitutional Convention
when the Founders were creating the Presi-
dency. It was set forth in the Constitution
that in the electoral college, when the votes
were counted, the man who had the second
largest vote for the Presidency should become
Vice President. That was changed, of course,
when it was provided by amendment that
nominations should be made for Vice Presi-
dent as well as for President. But in the
section which creates the Vice Presidency
we find a clause which prescribes his duty.
This is paragraph 5 of section 1 of article IT
of the Constitution:

“In case of the Removal of the President
from Office, or of his Death, Resignation, or
Inability to discharge the Powers and Dutles
of the said Office, the same shall devolve on
the Vice President, and the Congress may by
Law provide for the Case of Removal, Death,
Resignation or Inability, both of the Presi-
dent and Vice President, declaring what
Officer shall then act as President, and such
Officer shall act accordingly, until the Dis-
ability be removed, or a President shall be
elected.”
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Having proceeded that far, the constitu-
tlonal fathers, having found no duty for the
Vice President to perform, decided they
would make him President of the Senate,
This is the only other clause of the Constitu-
tion I can find referring to the Vice President.

“The Vice President of the United States
shall be President of the Senate, but shall
have no Vote, unless they be equally divided.”

That means that he may enforce the rules
the Senate makes for itself. He cannot alter
them. He cannot hold them unconstitutional,
VICE PRESIDENT HAS NO POWER OVER MAEKING

OF RULES

I find no word or phrase or clause in this
provision saying that “the Vice President
may give advisory opinions to prevent the
Senate from exercising its constitutional
powers to make its rules.”

Can anybody point out such powers? Can
anybody point to any provision in the Con-
stitution which gives the Vice President au-
thority to render the decision the present
Vice President did when he assumed the right
to find some rule already made by the Sen-
ate to be unconstitutional?

The Constitution does not give that power
to the Vice President. The Constitution gives
to the Benate, and only the Senate, the power
to make its rules. It does not say “shall”; it
says “may.” It does not say “why.” Why was
it the Constitution provided that each House
may make its own rules?

According to the fundamental basis of
the ruling which the Vice President has
announced he proposes to make in a cer-
tain event, the Senate is totally without
power to adopt any effective rule, which
could prevent a majority of the Senate
from doing anything it sees fit at any
time. For all practical purposes, that
theory nullifies the constitutional provi-
sion authorizing the Senate to determine
rules for its own proceedings.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the
only rule in issue is section 2 of rule
XXII. Is that correct? What I am trying
to do is distinguish exactly the proposed
ruling.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Section 2.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Of rule XXII?

The VICE PRESIDENT, That is
correct.

Mr. HOLLINGS. And none of the other
rules are in issue?

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is
correct.

Mr. HOLLINGS. As a matter of fact,
I think at the beginning of the session
we adopted all of the rules save the dis-
cussion on rule XXII, so all the other
rules are in force and effect as of this
time?

The VICE PRESIDENT., That is
correct.

Mr, HOLLINGS. And that means that
all of them have been constitutionally
adopted. Is that correct?

The VICE PRESIDENT. No opposition
was raised.

Mr. HOLLINGS. And, therefore, they
are considered to be constitutionally
adopted?

The VICE PRESIDENT. May the Chair
just state for a moment that when the
majority leader indicated, in response to
inguiry from Senators on rule XXIT and
the possibility of filing of resolutions to
modify rule XXII, that none of the con-
stitutional rights of any Senator relat-
ing to amending that rule would in any
way be prejudiced by the fact that the
Senate was conducting business, it was
understood at that time that such other
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rules, unless they were openly contested,
were passively accepted.

Mr. HOLLINGS. So they have been
accepted and we do have a constitu-
tionally adopted set of rules save the
question of rule XXII. Is that the Presid-
ing Officer’'s view?

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is the
Presiding Officer's view, with this pro-
viso: that no section of any other rule
which the Senate itself may judge un-
constitutional can prevail.

Mr. HOLLINGS. In so far as any of
the other rules are concerned, no ques-
tion has been raised, and they have been
constitutionally adopted by the Senate?

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is
correct.

Mr. HOLLINGS. And we are to be
guided by them?

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is
correct.

Mr. HOLLINGS. They have been con-
stitutionally adopted. They have also
been adopted by the majority will of the
Senate?

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is the
opinion of the Chair,

Mr. HOLLINGS. So, with respect to all
the rules save rule XXII, the Senate has,
by its constitutional processes, exercised
its will?

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is the
view of the Chair. Of course, those rules
are always subject to change by majority
vote, and the majority has a right at the
opening of a Congress to read and amend
them.

Mr., HOLLINGS. The reason for the
questions of the Senator from South
Carolina is based on the tenor and tem-
per of the Chair's ruling to the effect
that somewhere, somehow—the Chair
employed the expression of “dancing
around the fire"—the Senate has been
frustrated from exercising its will, and
the Chair has only been trying to expe-
dite the exercise of that will, and wishes
to pinpoint this once and for all and per-
mit the Senate to exercise its will.

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is the
purpose of the Chair. The Chair may not
be doing it well, but that is the purpose.

Mr. HOLLINGS. As far as the other
rules are concerned, there is no “danc-
ing around the fire,” there is no question
of constitutionality, and there is no ques-
tion of the Senate's exercising its will,
because the Senate has done that.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Unless a
Senator raises the question.

Mr., HOLLINGS. And no Senator has
raised the guestion.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Not thus far.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Rule XXXII, section
2, provides:

The rules of the Senate shall continue
from one Congress to the next Congress un-
less they are changed as provided in these
rules.

That is the U.S. Senate, as the Chair
has just stated, now exercising its free
will constitutionally, because no question
was raised about it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
will observe that Congress cannot exer-
cise unconstitutional action constitu-
tionally; and if a Senator challenges the
constitutionality of an action, then the
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Mr. HOLLINGS. That is right. No
question has been raised about rule
XXXII, section 2, and as the Chair has
stated, that rule has been adopted.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
understands the line of inquiry the Sen-
ator is following. The Chair wants to
make it explicitly clear that no action of
the Senate, even though it may be a
precedent, can be justified if it proves to
be unconstitutional, any more than any
law passed by the Congress, which may
well have applied for many years, and
is subsequently challenged in court and
held to be unconstitutional.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I think the Senator
from South Caroling and the Chair are
in agreement on that; and therefore
there is nothing unconstitutional about
rule XXXII, section 2, is there?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from New Jersey raised a point, some
moments ago, that at the time that rule
was adopted, there were those who made
it very clear from the floor that, despite
the language of the rule, nothing in said
rule which violates the Censtitution can
be declared constitutional simply because
the Senate has adopted it.

Mr. HOLLINGS. But there is nothing
the Senator from New Jersey has stated
that has questioned the constitutionality
of rule XXXITTI, section 2.

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is the
understanding of the Chair. It would be
better to inquire from the Senator from
New Jersey as to that. It is the under-
standing of the Chair that the Senator
does not feel there is any ruling of the
Senate that would in any way inhibit
the Senator from challenging the con-
stitutionality of rule XXII.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Rule XXXII has been
the free expression of the will of the
Senate; is that the Presiding Officer’s
feeling?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
is correct.

Mr. HOLLINGS. So we have not been
frustrated with respect to amending our
rules?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
is correct.

Mr. HOLLINGS. So if we wanted to
change the proportion, under our rules,
to a simple majority, three-fourths, or
any proportion whatsoever, the will of
the Senate has not been frustrated; a
way has been shown, has it not, in the
rule itself, under section 2?

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is the
Senator’s interpretation,

Mr. HOLLINGS. And then, having
shown the way, is not the question really,
not whether or not the will of the Senate
should be expressed, but which will? It
is the contention, obviously, of the Sen-
ator from Idaho and others, that they
want to change the two-thirds and make
it a simple majority. Has not the Pre-
siding Officer really amended the rules,
in contradiction of rule XXXII, section
2, by the ruling he has made today?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
has stated repeatedly, and will do it
again, so that there will be no ambiguity,
no uncertainty, and no misunderstand-
ing of the Chair’s intention, that the
constitutional question is the validity of
the rule XXII requirement for an affirm-
ative vote by two-thirds of the Senate
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before a majority of the Senate may ex-
ercise its right to consider a proposed
change in the rules. If the Chair were to
announce that the motion for cloture
had not been agreed to because the af-
firmative vote had fallen short of the
two-thirds required, the Chair would not
only be violating one established princi-
ple by deciding the constitutional ques-
tion himself, he would be violating the
other established prineiple by inhibiting,
if not effectively preventing, the Senate
from exercising its right to decide the
constitutional question. The Chair does
not intend to violate both these prinei-
ples.

It is the view of the Chair, just as it
was the view of an earlier President of
the Senate, that, at least at the opening
of a new Congress, “the majority has the
power to cut off debate in order to exer-
cise the right of changing or determining
the rules.”

Therefore, the Chair informs the
Senate that in order to give substance to
the right of the Senate to determine or
change its rules and to determine
whether the two-thirds requirement of
rule XXITI is an unconstitutional inhibi-
tion on that right at the opening of a
new Congress, if a majority of the Sena-
tors present and voting but fewer than
two-thirds, vote in favor of the pending
motion for cloture, the Chair will an-
nounce that a majority having agreed to
limit debate on Senate Resolution 11, to
amend rule XXII at the opening of a
new Congress, debate will proceed under
the cloture provisions of that rule.

The Chair notes that its decision that
debate will proceed under the cloture pro-
visions of rule XXII is subject to an
appeal if it is taken before any other
business intervenes. The Chair would
place the appeal before the Senate for an
immediate vote since rule XXII provides
that appeals from the decision of the
Chair, under cloture procedure, shall be
decided without debate.

The Chair has set forth this response
to the inquiry of the Senator from Idaho
so0 that all Members of the Senate will
have adequate opportunity to acquaint
themselves with it and calls attention to
the fact that there is now time under
the terms of the cloture procedure for
the Senate to debate the implications of
this response and consider its own reac-
tion to the motion for cloture in the light
of the Chair’'s announced course of
action,

The Chair must say that he, too, is
doing what he can to uphold the Con-
stitution. That is his right, duty, and
privilege. The Chair is interpreting his
view as to what the Constitution re-
quires. The Chair has that obligation.
It is not spelled out in the statutes; it
is implied in my constitutional responsi-
bility; and, after long consideration and
a great deal of controversy in my own
mind, the Chair has come to the con-
clusion that, at the opening of a new
Congress, a majority may limit debate for
the purpose of arriving at a decision that
the rule in question does not violate the
Constitution, but in fact fulfills the con-
stitutional requirement, and the Chair
therefore has announced his intention to
rule, so that the Senate may do as it is
doing today, and debate the issue. The
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Chair would hope that he is being helpful
and not injurious.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Certainly, Mr. Presi-
dent, this Senator does not question the
integrity or the genuineness or propriety
of the Chair’s feeling as to his oath under
the Constitution, or even as to the am-
biguity under rule XXII. T am referring,
if the Chair pleases, to rule XXXII. Does
the Chair find any ambiguity under sec-
tion 2 of rule XXXTII?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
does not.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Actually, then, since
the Chair finds no ambiguity under that
particular rule, which states very clearly,
and very much in pursuance to a ma-
jority will of this body, showing the way,
and saying in so many words that “The
rules of the Senate shall continue from
one Congress to the next Congress unless
they are changed as provided in these
rules,” is it not a fact, then, that the
Chair puts us on notice, because this is
unusual, that we are now about to change
the two-thirds requirement by a majority
vote?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chalir is
presenting the question of the right of
the Senate to adopt its own rules by a
majority vote. If the Senate decides, in
adopting the rules, that it wants a 75~
percent vote, that is the Senate’s privilege
and prerogative. But the right to close
debate so that the Senate can come to
grips with the rules at the beginning of
a new Congress until rules are adopted,
or, when a rule is contested out of the
body of rules that continue, the Chair
will say that a majority will be adequate
to limit the debate, the cloture proceed-
ings shall be voted upon, and the Senate
can work its wishes as it will, under a
majority rule on the change of rules.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Certainly the Chair
does not contend that I could raise a
point that any rule, whatever it was, was
unconstitutional, and thereby have it
changed by a majority vote? The rules
would have to be changed in the way the
rules prescribe, is that not correct?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
is correct. The point has been made that
the two-thirds requirement of rule XXI1
is an unconstitutional limitation on the
exercise of the constitutional rights and
privileges of the Senate. This is a matter
for the Senate to debate. The Chair will
make his ruling.

Mr, HOLLINGS. But the real point is
this: Taking any given rule, say rule
XXII, I could not just stand on the floor
of the Senate and get a majority vote on
the right to amend it, could I?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
certainly has a right to request a major-
ity vote to change it.

Mr. HOLLINGS. At any time?

The VICE PRESIDENT. At any time.

Mr. HOLLINGS. That is not really
what is provided in section 2, rule XXXII,
because it does not provide that at all.
The final rule XI provides:

No motion to suspend, modify, or amend
any rule, or any part thereof, shall be in
order, except on one day’s notice in writing,
specifying precisely the rule or part proposed
to be suspended, modified, or amended, and
the purpose thereof.

Then rule XXII provides for a two-
thirds vote on the cloture part.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. If cloture has
to be applied, the Chair notes. But a ma-
jority vote may change the rules under
any procedure prescribed in those rules.

The Chair recognizes the Senator from
Mississippi.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I take it
that it is acknowledged without argu-
ment that the purpose of rule XXII, the
historical purpose, was to limit debate
in the Senate. It was agreed on and
passed, finally, in 1917, as I recall, and
it did put a sufficient limitation on de-
bate, that has been changed somewhat
from time to time.

But a primary provision of rule XXII
is that the Senate can cut off debate by
a two-thirds majority vote of those
present.

With great deference, the Vice Presi-
dent has set forth to rule, that is, he has
given advance notice that he is going to
rule that this two-thirds provision for
cutting off debate is invalid, in his opin-
ion, and that he is going to make such a
ruling as the Presiding Officer of the
Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. In the open-
ing of a new Congress.

Mr, STENNIS. Yes. Then the Chair
goes back in that same statement to take
up another provision in rule XXII that
is also designed to cut off debate, and he
says in the same breath that that part
of the rule is valid. That is the part that
says from the points of order, including
questions of relevancy and appeals deci-
sion of the Presiding Officer shall be
decided without debate.

With great deference to the Chair, I
pose the question, Why is one limitation
on debate in rule XXII, on the same day
of the session, declared unconstitutional,
and the other limitation on debate, which
is more severe, declared valid?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
poses a worthwhile and fortuitous ques-
tion, because the Presiding Officer says
that in both instanees a majority shall
prevail. A majority can overrule an ap-
peal or sustain an appeal. A majority
can decide whether they are going to cut
off debate or not. That is the view of the
Chair. That was also the view of the
Chair in the preceding Congress.

Mr. STENNIS. With great deference to
the Chair’s position and to the Chair
himself, I submit that that answer does
not really deal with the vitals of my
question.

All of these provisions are in rule XXIT,
and it is all at the so-called beginning of
a new Congress or a new session of
Congress.

One provision is unpopular and not
liked by segments of this body, and if
the first part should be sustained, the
second really cuts the vitals out of debate
on the floor of the Senate.

Why is one part so iniquitous and so
vile as to be unconstitutional, while the
other is sacred and valid and must be
preserved and enforced? They both
relate to the same subject; they were
both passed, I think, in the form that
is presented here; they both deal with
the same great question of the nature of
the Senate.

Would the Vice President, the Presi-
dent of the Senate, answer that question
for me?
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The VICE PRESIDENT. It is the
opinion of the Chair that in the opening
of a new Congress, a majority of the
Senate may, under the proceedings of
rule XXII, prevail, because the consti-
tutional provision, insofar as we have
it, provides for majority rule and pro-
vides that the Senate may make its own
rules of procedure.

The Chair believes that this is a con-
stitutional question. That is why the
Chair framed his response in a manner
that tests or at least brings into question
the constitutionality of the two-thirds
requirement of rule XXII to limit debate.

The Chair has said he can well under-
stand that an appeal will be made from
that ruling, and the matter of appeal is
a constitutional question which must be
decided by the Senate.

Under rule XXII, as with other rules
that are tacitly accepted until such point
when a constitutional question is raised,
the Chair would place the question be-
fore the Senate for an immediate vote.
The Chair must say that that procedure
might not be followed; it could be fol-
lowed by some tortuous route by debate
on the appeal, and some Senator must
appeal. But it seemed to the Chair that
to come to the issue and have the Chalr
state his opinion 2 days in advance
would elicit the responses we have heard
today. I think they are very helpful to
the Members of the Senate.

Mr. STENNIS. Again, with all defer-
ence, T believe that my question went
not so much to the very vitals, or even
to the correctness, of the first part of
the Vice President's ruling, but to the
contrast between the two provisions of
the rule, and the fact that the Vice Pres-
ident ruled one way as to one clause and
directly the other way as to the other
clause.

What I am troubled about is that the
Chair has cut out one part and has left
the other one binding on this body. That
is not fair. It is not right. I submit that
the Chair has no such authority any-
where, either in the Constitution or the
Rules, or anywhere else, to do that to
this body. The Chair is dealing with the
Senate, not with individuals. He is deal-
ing with representatives of the States. I
submit that the Chair has no right, no
valid reason, to do what his ruling will
do. There is no way to remedy the mis-
chief that could come from such a ruling
except to have the Chair reconsider this
matter and re-weigh it in his mind, to see
if he is not driven by the parliamentary
logic of the situation we are in to a dif-
ferent conclusion.

I know that this is a matter of an issue
before the country, and even of individ-
ual Senators; but the Senate is more
than all of us put together. I submit that
the Senate deserves more consideration
than merely a little debate this after-
noon, a little tomorrow, and then a rul-
ing that can blow the light out of this
institution—and it is an institution over
any other agency of Government, under
our great system.

I believe that that is what will happen
should a majority of this body happen
to sustain the Vice President. We will be
forced to do that or decide it without
any debate, under this section of rule
XXII, which provides that there shall
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be no debate on appeals from rulings of
the Chair. How intolerable that can be
is illustrated by this very case.

I believe that those who oppose rule
XXII, and any other rules that have
been rewritten, if they could have con-
ceived of this situation, would have
added a clause, after the phrase “shall
be decided without debate, unless the
Presiding Officer should, by a ruling, de-
clare that other parts of the rule are
invalid.”

Then appeals could be taken and de-
cided, but with debate. Now we are cut
off. There is no hope and no help, should
a bare majority of this body decide with
the Chair. That will be the end.

It has been a long time since I went to
the law books regularly, but there is a
fundamental principle of constitutional
law which is that if a court decides that
any substantial part of a statute is un-
constitutional, the whole statute has to
fall, unless the parts are separable.
Every lawyer knows that that is a
fundamental principle of jurisprudence.
If a court is going to declare anything
invalid, the whole of it has to go, unless
the parts are separable.

How can these two provisions of rule
XXII be separated? Here is one that cuts
off debate, under certain conditions, by
a two-thirds vote. The other cuts off de-
bate by saying there will be no appeal—
not any—from a ruling of the Presiding
Officer.

So if the Vice President is right as to
the two-thirds clause in rule XXII, the
whole rule goes with his ruling. The
whole thing will be knocked out, lock,
stock, and barrel, because that will be the
result if the proponents of the motion
are successful in the vote, It carries both
with it. Either leave both or take both
out in the ruling. After this ruling is
made, there will not be a chance for any-
thing else to be said as to the weight or
the impact of that vote by any Member
of the Senate, by any other inferested
parties, any other agency of the Govern-
ment, or by the people—not a chance.

Appeals decided without debate—God
save us from the day. I do not say God
save us from change. We must have
change. God save us from the day when
an ax can be brought in here to cut out
part of that rule and take the rest of
that rule to crucify the great principle
upon which this institution rests. If we
are going to change it, let us change it
some other way, rather than by this sud-
den death.

I think the Jets, the football team from
New York, are pikers compared with
whoever worked out this ruling. I mean
the plan to ask for a ruling and have
something cut off.

I submit to the Vice President, with all
earnestness, with great sincerity, that
this has brought about a situation that
deserves his reconsideration, and I hope
he will do that. I believe he should take
counsel on this matter with more than
he has counseled with beforehand. That
is no reflection on the Vice President, We
all need counsel.

I believe we are playing with the life
and death of the Senate of the United
States; and if it is going to be killed in
its present form as an institution, the
people should have something to do with
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it and the present membership should
have a little longer than the Vice Presi-
dent’s interpretation of rule XXII.

I thank the Senator for yielding.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I wish
to thank the distinguished Vice Presi-
dent for stating frankly his intention to
rule in view of certain possibilities as to
the outcome of the vote the day after
tomorrow. In that respect he has been
frank; in that respect he has put the
Senate on notice; and I thank him for
having done so.

I have been reflecting a bit during this
talk about the whole question, Mr, Presi-
dent; and if the Chair will be patient
with me for some 10 minutes, I shall be
glad to review the entire question, if I
may.

Prior to 1917, there was no limitation
on debate in the Senate. The Senate
could debate at any length it saw fit.
There was no rule of materiality. There
had been abuse of the rules of unlimited
debate. Therefore, in 1917, Senators de-
cided to afford a piece of machinery un-
der which debate could be brought to an
end, and rule XXII was devised by some
of the best minds in the Senate; and it
was adopted as a rule under which there
could be an end or a closing of debate
that otherwise would have been un-
limited. It was a rule for limitation, not
a rule for unlimited debate.

The Senator from Florida has always
regarded it in that light and has always
regarded it as a two-edged sword which
could, in a proper instance, be used to
shut off debate when Senators thought
that debate had proceeded long enough
and that to proceed longer would be
abuse. And it could be used to prevent a
vote, if the rule was unused, by failure to
get a two-thirds vote, in which case the
more than one-third of the Senate would
have voted, in effect, that the question
was of such grave importance and the
passage of the legislation, or whatever
was pending, was of such grave poten-
tialities that they were unwilling to see
it go to a vote,

Mr. President, it was a rule for limita-
tion of debate, and has been so used. It
has been resorted to a number of times,
either in the original form or in the
slightly changed form. It has been
changed twice since I have been a Mem-
ber of the Senate. I shall not discuss
those changes, but both changes have
made more liberal the opportunity to
close debate.

It has been resorted to 43 times in the
history of the Senate since 1917. Eight
times cloture has been voted. In two of
those eight times, the Senator from
Florida was among those who voted to
close debate.

The Senator from Florida regards this
rule as two-edged sword, as he has al-
ready described it. But he desires to call
the attention of the distinguished Vice
President clearly to one fact: Never has
any rule of cloture been adopted by the
Senate which permits cloture by ma-
jority vote only. The effect of the ruling
which the Vice President has sald he
proposes to make would be to adopt a
majority closing rule for the beginning
of each Congress, in the effort of the Sen-
ate to change not just rule XXII but
also any other rule that it wished to
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change. It is against such a precedent
that the Senator from Florida has the
deepest kind of reservations and a feel-
ing that it would be largely destructive
of the stable quality of the Senate which
has prevailed during the 180 years of the
Senate’s experience.

The Senator from Florida calls atten-
tion to the fact that if the Vice Presi-
dent struck out the two-thirds part of
this rule but permitted the Senators who
have advanced the petition to proceed
under the rule as they have, permitted
the limitation of debate to be fixed under
the rule as he has indicated—that is, so
that the vote would be held on the day
after tomorrow, at a fixed hour—per-
mitted the cloture to be effected by a
simple majority vote instead of the two-
thirds vote, permitted the limitation of
the rights of speech of all Members of
the Senate from that time on, as is pro-
vided by the rule—in other words,
adopted the rule in toto except as fo the
two-thirds provision—the Vice Presi-
dent, by his ruling, would have created a
rule not adopted by the Senate and many
times considered by the Senate.

That is the point I particularly de-
sire to make now. The Senate has not
been without opportunity to adopt a ma-
jority rule and other suggestions for a
requirement less than two-thirds—in-
cluding the one now pending for three-
fifths. The Senate has steadfastly de-
clined to adopt any of those suggestions,
and has insisted that the two-thirds re-
quirement, as written into the Consti-
tution to cover some 11 cases of grave
importance, as viewed either by the
Founding Fathers or by the States when
they adopted amendments, be a test for
cloture.

The thing the Senator from Florida
wishes to call seriously and gravely to
the attention of the distinguished Pre-
siding Officer is this. His ruling would,
in effect, rewrite this rule as applicable
to this occasion and every one like it at
the beginning of every Congress so that
instead of reading two-thirds as the re-
quirement for effecting cloture, it would
read a simple majority vote.

I call to the attention of the distin-
guished Vice President that the Senate
has had that proposal submitted to it,
at least in the 22 years I have been a
Member of the Senate, not once but
many, many times and it has rejected
that proposal every time.

The Senator from Florida ecannot help
but agree with his friend, the Senator
from Mississippi, that if the two-thirds
requirement is cut out and the simple
majority vote made the requirement, the
Chair would be creating a new rule. Mr.
President, you are enforcing a new rule
as a rule of the Senate, because you are
calling upon all the other features in the
rule and applying it as a rule of cloture,
despite the fact the Senate has not once
:J.l}t repeatedly refused to adopt such a

e.

I call the attention of the distinguished
Presiding Officer to that fact because I
think he is a man of conscience and I
think he will realize as he thinks through
this matter again through the long hours
of the night—and I hope he will—that
to adopt the course he has suggested he

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

will follow would be to rule the Senate
under a rule it has never passed but
declined to pass; and by his own act to
interpret a Senate rule so as to cut out
one of the most important portions of it,
and yet consider the rule as hanging to-
gether as to its other features and still
constituting a cloture rule.

There has been no cloture rule in the
Senate except rule XXII as now written
and as it has developed from the original
rule XXII as developed in 1917. That is
the only rule of cloture. Without that
rule there is no chance of obtaining
cloture unless that rule be brought in
and worked under,

The distinguished Presiding Officer, by
his intention to strike out of the rule the
requirement so frequently reiterated by
the Senate, that is, two-thirds, and to
write in the provision of a simple ma-
jority, as he indicated, would create a
new cloture rule available at that time,
never passed by the Senate, never agreed
to by the Senate, which is not now on
the books and, in fact, a very great
departure from what is on the books.

The Senator from Florida simply want-
ed to make this point clear for the Rec-
oRD, because he believes it to be true. He
has given a great deal of study to this
particular rule. He has on occasion voted
to liberalize it and voted to liberalize it
in some features.

The Recorp shows that nearly 20 years
ago I preferred to include a feature to
allow a majority to vote on matters af-
fecting the defense of the Nation. That
is shown in the Recorp. I have voted
twice for cloture where I thought it was
deserved, but I do not believe in rewrit-
ing the rules of the Senate simply to
meet the convenience of Senators who
want to make a change and feel in their
own good consciences that the change
should be made. That is what the Pre-
siding Officer would do if he were to
strike out the two-thirds requirement
and insert in place thereof a mere ma-
jority requirement. If the Presiding
Officer does that, I want him to realize
he does it in the face of the fact that the
Senate has many, many times consid-
ered just that proposal and every time
has declined to adopt it.

In my judgment it is not sound for the
Vice President to make a new rule for
the Senate simply because he, in his own
judgment, thinks the result would be
beneficient.

I shall say no more at this time, but
reserve the right to say more in the fu-
ture. In closing I do wish to say I think
the Vice President is to be complimented
for stating frankly what he proposes to
do, and for that one thing, in connection
with what he said, I compliment him. I
realize I disagree with him completely
and wholly as to the substance of what
he proposes to do.

I thank the Senator for yielding.

Mr. PEARSON addressed the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. If the Senator
will indulge the Chair just a moment, I
wish to say that I deeply appreciate the
compliment of the Senator from Florida,
for whom I have very sincere admiration.

The Chair is not seeking to rewrite the
rules of the Senate; that is for the Sen-
ate to do. The Chair is seeking to omit
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the framing of the constitutional ques-
tion as to whether or not a majority of
the Senate has the right at the begin-
ning of each new Congress to write or
amend the rules.

Mr. HOLLAND. I know what the Vice
President is seeking to do, but I call his
attention to the fact that he is doing it
through the use of a rule which was not
intended to do anything of the sort. He
intends to do it now through the use of
a rule and, indeed, the Senate not once
but many times—and the Vice President
knows I am speaking the truth—declined
to write a cloture rule along the lines he
wishes to interpret for this occasion.

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, for the
REcoRrD, I think I might be helpful. Every-
one knows why we are here. To briefly
review the matter, a resolution was sub-
mitted to change the rule and unanimous
consent was sought to take it up at that
time. It laid over, written notice was filed,
and today we are debating whether or
not we are going to take up the resolution
to amend rule XXII.

I want to indicate my own concern
about proceeding through the mechanics
of rule XXII, and questioning some of its
provisions. However, what was the alter-
native? Could any Senator merely stand
up at any stage of the proceedings and
say, “Mr. President, I move to debate first
on the motion to take up the resolution.”

I am told by those who are better stu-
dents of the Recorp than I that 2 years
ago that procedure was followed and we
got into an enormous hassle about what
rule we were proceeding under and Sena-
tors were asked under what authority did
they make the motion.

Mr. President, that was the alternative
to proceeding under rule XXII., That
point should be considered by those who
make the argument for the continuing
body. To proceed under rule XXII does
give us the mechanics.

Then, there is questioned under the
Constitution one part of that rule. I have
heard a great deal of debate, and I have
not been here so long that I have gotten
over the feeling of sacredness of the Sen-
ate rules. What we are measuring against
here is article I, section 5, of the Consti-
tution. Therefore, I think those who raise
the question about proceeding under rule
XXII negating part of it, when that is
measured against the Constitution and
using the mechanics, together with the
very gracious opinions given by the Pre-
siding Officer of this body, it gives us the
fairest chance of proceeding in this
matter.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me briefly, so that I may
make a unanimous-consent request?

Mr. PEARSON. I yield.

MINORITY PARTY'S MEMBERSHIP
ON COMMITTEES

Mr. SCOTT. Mr, President, I send to
the desk a resolution providing that the
Senators named therein shall constitute
the minority party membership of the
standing committees of the Senate for
the 91st Congress, and ask that the res-
olution be stated.

The legislative clerk read the resolu-
tion (S. Res. 15), as follows:
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S.Res. 15

Resolved, That the following shall consti-
tute the minority party's membership on the
standing committees of the Senate for the
Ninety-first Congress:

COMMITTEE ON AERONAUTICAL AND SPACE
Sciences: Mrs. Smith, Mr. Curtis, Mr. Hat-
field, Mr. Goldwater, Mr. Mathias, and Mr.
Baxbe.

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY:
Mr. Alken, Mr. Young of North Dakota, Mr.
Miller, Mr. Curtis, Mr. Cook, and Mr. Dole.

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS: Mr. Young
of North Dakota, Mr. Mundt, Mrs. Smith, Mr,
Hruska, Mr. Allott, Mr, Cotton, Mr, Case, Mr,
Fong, Mr. Boggs, and Mr. Pearson.

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES: Mrs. Smith,
Mr. Thurmond, Mr. Tower, Mr. Dominick, Mr.
Murphy, Mr. Brooke, Mr. Goldwater, and Mr.
Schwelker.

COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY : Mr.
Bennett, Mr. Tower, Mr. Brooke, Mr. Percy,
Mr. Goodell, and Mr, Packwood.

ComMITTEE oN ComMERCE: Mr, Cotton, Mr.
Scott, Mr. Prouty, Mr. Pearson, Mr. Griffin,
Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baker, and Mr. Goodell.

COMMITTEE ON THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:
Mr. Prouty, Mr. Goodell, and Mr. Mathias.

CoMMITTEE oN FinawNceE: Mr. Williams of
Delaware, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Curtis, Mr. Dirk-
sen, Mr. Miller, Mr. Jordan of Idaho, and Mr.
Fannin,

CoMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS: Mr.
Aiken, Mr. Mundt, Mr. Case, Mr. Cooper, Mr.
Williams of Delaware, and Mr. Javits.

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS:
Mr. Mundt, Mr. Javits, Mr. Percy, Mr. Griffin,
Mr. Stevens, and Mr. Gurney.

COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFP-
FAIRS: Mr. Allott, Mr. Jordan of Idaho, Mr.
Fannin, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Hatfleld, Mr.
Stevens, and Mr, Bellmon.

COMMITTEE ON THE JubICIARY: Mr. Dirk-
sen, Mr. Hruska, Mr. Fong, Mr. Scott, Mr,
Thurmond, Mr. Cook, and Mr. Mathias.

COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE:
Mr. Javits, Mr. Prouty, Mr. Dominick, Mr.
Murphy, Mr. Schweiker, Mr. Bellmon, and
Mr. Saxhe.

CoMMITTEE ON PosT OFFICE AND CIVIL SERV-
icE: Mr. Fong, Mr. Boggs, Mr. Fannin, Mr.
Stevens, and Mr. Bellmon.

CoMMITTEE ON PuBLic Works: Mr. Cooper,
Mr. Boggs, Mr. Baker, Mr. Dole, Mr. Gurney,
and Mr. Packwood.

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION
Mr. Curtis, Mr, Cooper, Mr. Scott, and Mr.
Thurmond.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the present consideration of
the resolution?

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was considered and agreed to.

AMENDMENT OF RULE XXII

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the motion of the Senator from Mich-
igan (Mr. Hart) to proceed to consider
the resolution (S. Res, 11) to amend rule
XXII of the Standing Rules of the
Senate.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr, President, will the
Senator from Kansas yield?

Mr. PEARSON. I am glad to yield the
floor, but I am glad to yield now to the
Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. ERVIN. I want to ask the Senator
this question: If the Vice President rules
in acecordance with his announced pur-
pose in the eventuality already de-
scribed, that a majority of the Senate
can proceed to write a new rule in lieu of
rule XXII, would not the Vice President
necessarily have to be ruling that rule
XXII, with the two-thirds requirement,
is unconstitutional?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. PEARSON. I do not quite under-
stand the Senator’'s question, but I think
the answer is in the affirmative. I rely
upon the Constitution.

Mr. ERVIN. Yes.

Mr. PEARSON, And the article and
section I previously cited.

Mr. ERVIN, That is right.

Mr. PEARSON. That each House of
Congress can make its own rules and
that a majority shall constitute a
quorum in order to do business.

Mr. ERVIN. The two-thirds require-
ment in rule XXII is certainly valid un-
less it conflicts with the Constitution; is
that not correct?

Mr. PEARSON. I think that is true.

Mr. ERVIN. That is the basis on which
the Vice President stated how he would
;-ulc in the eventuality mentioned by
him.

Mr. PEARSON. I so understand.

Mr, ERVIN. Does not the Senator rec-
ognize it is a fundamental principle of
constitutional interpretation that where
one part of a statute is judged to be un-
constitutional—the remainder of the
statute must fall, too, unless it can be
said that the legislative body would have
passed the remainder without the part
judged to be unconstitutional?

Mr. PEARSON. I think the Senator is
correct The Senator from Mississippi
and I went to the same law school. I
think he correctly stated the rule of law,
unless there is severability. I think the
question of severability is proper and can
be decided and a Senator may make a
point of order after the Vice President
rules on Thursday next.

Mr. ERVIN. Does the Senator enter-
tain any belief that the Senate would
have passed rule XXII, or any parts of
it, except as a whole? In other words,
does the Senator believe that the Senate
would have been willing to deprive Sen-
ators of the right to speak at length
on a proposal unless a two-thirds major-
ity of its Members voted for cloture, as
set forth in the first provision?

Mr. PEARSON. I apologize to the
Senator. Would he kindly restate his
question.

Mr. ERVIN. There are essentially two
provisions in rule XXII. One is the pro-
vision which says two-thirds of the Sen-
ate can impose cloture——

Mr. PEARSON. And the other is pro-
cedure.

Mr. ERVIN. The other puts a drastic
limitation on the right of a Senator to
speak after cloture is imposed.

Mr. PEARSON. One hour per Senator.

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the Senator from
Kansas agree with the Senator from
North Carolina that it is inconceivable
the Senate would have adopted one of
these provisions without the other, and
that if the first, the two-thirds require-
ment, is invalid, then the other limitation
falls likewise?

Mr. PEARSON. Not necessarily. That
is to say, I disagree with the Senator.
I think they can adopt one part and not
the other.

Mr. ERVIN. Does the Senator believe
the Senate would have adopted the limi-
tation on debate without adopting the
two-thirds vote requirement?

Mr. PEARSON. Every Senator will
agree with me that is precisely what we
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seek to do, and that is to change the
provision for two-thirds to three-fifths
in rule XXII as now written.

Mr. ERVIN, Exactly. Does the Senator
believe that the Senate would ever have
adopted these two provisions in a rule
without adopting them both?

Mr. PEARSON. I am inclined to dis-
agree with the Senator from North
Carolina.

Mr. ERVIN. The Senator thinks, then,
that the Senate would have adopted the
second part without the first?

Mr. PEARSON. We are speculating. I
can only say that it would be my judg-
ment, or guess, that they would have,
perhaps.

Mr. ERVIN. What will be the Senator's
position, in case the Vice President makes
the ruling that the two-thirds provision
is unconstitutional? Despite his dis-
claimer, that is exactly what the Vice
President will be doing if he makes his
announced ruling.

Mr. PEARSON. I shall adhere to the
interpretation of the Constitution.

Mr. ERVIN. But the Vice President will
be passing on the Constitution. If there
is no appeal from his ruling, it will be
binding upon the Senate. Thus, he will be
saying the two-thirds vote requirement
is unconstitutional. Does the Senator
agree with the Vice President that if his
ruling is upheld, the rest of us cannot
talk but 1 hour on this matter?

Mr. PEARSON. I think that is what
the rule provides. I am sure that the
Senator would want the Senate to pro-
ceed under the rules. That is the first
point I sought to develop when I rose to
speak; namely, that here we are debating
as to whether we will take up a resolu-
tion. How shall we stop debate? For one
might be saying, “I move we stop de-
bate.” There is no such rule. We have
tried that route.

Mr. ERVIN. Then why do we vote on
cloture at all? Why not just let a ma-
jority vote on whether they will silence
us from discussing the rule change the
Senator proposes? In my judgment, I do
not think the Senate would ever have
adopted one of these provisions without
the other. Yet the Vice President’s rul-
ing -ould nullify the first but enforce the
second. In other words, the Vice Presi-
dent's ruling would say that, notwith-
standing the Senate has said only two-
thirds can silence a minority, “I will
silence the whole minority in the manner
provided in this rule in the event any
Senator appeals from my ruling.”

Mr. PEARSON. Will the Senator yield
for a question on my part?

Mr. ERVIN. I yield.

Mr. PEARSON. What is his interpreta-
tion as to the applicability of the Consti-
tution of the United States in relation to
the Senate’s making its own rules, and
the provision that a majority shall con-
stitute a quorum in order to do business.
What application does that have, if it
does not apply to this case today, at this
time, during the opening days of Con-
gress?

Mr. ERVIN. That is no difference
whatever between the opening and clos-
ing days of the session in respect to the
constitutional power of the Senate. What
the majority can do at the beginning
of a session it can do any time during
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the session. Therefore, I am mentally in-
capable of comprehending why the Vice
President keeps talking about the begin-
ning of a Congress. My position in
this——

Mr. PEARSON. The relation of open-
ing day is that the opening day is the
proper time for the making of rules for
the eonduct of a Congress which will
proceed for 2 years.

Mr. ERVIN. The Constitution does not
say that. It does not even say that the
Senate must make rules. It says the Sen-
ate may—not shall—determine the rules
of its proceedings. Hence, the Senate can
operate without rules. If the Vice Presi-
dent’s interpretation is correct, the Sen-
ate will have no rules, for any practical
purposes. I will answer the Senator’s
question: Congress has exactly the same
power under the Constitution on the last
day of the session that it has on the first
day of the session.

Anything that would handicap the
Senate from taking action on the first
day of the session would handicap it from
taking action on the last day of the
session.

Under the Constitution, the Senate is
a continuing body. The Supreme Court
has held that it is. This is indisputably
plain because two-thirds of the Senators
remain in office all the time. The Con-
stitution says the Senate may make rules.
It places no limitation on what these
rules shall be. A continuing body must
have continuing rules.

The Senate itself declared, a few years
ago, the last time we revised this rule,
that the Senate is a continuing body and
that its rules continue until changed as
provided in those rules.

So I think rule XXI1T is binding on the
Senate until it is changed as provided in
the rules. As I see it, it is inconceivable
that any legislative body can be a con-
tinuing body and not have power to es-
tablish continuing rules. So that is my
answer to the question.

Mr. PEARSON. The Senator was good
enough to answer my question, but did
he cover the provision of providing that
a majority shall constitute a quorum to
do business?

Mr. ERVIN. The Constitution says that
a majority shall constitute a quorum. It
also says the Senate can adopt rules. The
majority of the Senate has the same con-
stitutional power on all occasions. Hence,
there is no basis for the theory that a
majority can change rules only at the
beginning of a Congress. It has the same
power throughout a session. If the rules
adopted are not binding at the begin-
ning of a Congress, the Senate cannot
have any effective rules binding on a
majority at any time.

Mr. PEARSON. Does the Senator feel
that article I, section 5 of the Constitu-
tion, and rule XXII, which provides a
two-thirds vote to cease debate, and
formulating rules at the beginning of the
Congress to be inconsistent?

Mr. ERVIN. Not at all, because, under
the Constitution, the Senate is a con-
tinuing body. If it is a continuing body,
it can have continuing rules, If it were
not a continuing body, it would be like
the House; it would have to adopt new
rules at the beginning of each Congress.
I see no incompatibility. If the two-thirds
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provision of rule XXII is unconstitu-
tional, then the rule that requires two-
thirds to suspend the rules and many
other rules of the Senate which impede
immediate action in any respect on the
part of the majority are likewise uncon-
stitutional.

Mr, PEARSON. I thank the Senator.

Mr. ERVIN, I thank the Senator.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
recognizes the Senator from Virginia.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr, President,
may I ask the distinguished Vice Presi-
dent whether his contemplated ruling
and the procedures to be followed after
he rules are in conformity with the same
Vice President of the United States’ rul-
ing and procedures of 4 years ago?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
cannot recall the exact matters of 4 years
ago, but may the Chair say that the
Chair feels no sense of being bound
whatsoever by any observations he may
have made 4 years ago as to debate, be-
cause it is perfectly obvious that, as peo-
ple are enlightened and as they see de-
velopments, they have the opportunity
to change and to change their minds.
The Chair is not at all mindful of just
exactly the statement the Chair may
have made 4 years ago. The Chair does
feel, however—and this is as good a time
as any to say it—that this intention of
ruling with advance notice is arrived at
without any consideration of any politi-
cal issues, but, rather, of the procedures
of this body.

The Presiding Officer of this body will
soon be leaving this Chair, and he felt
it was time for the Senate to decide this
constitutional question. We have danced
around it. We have come close to it. We
have never come to it. It appears to the
Chair we can decide it and will decide
the most fundamental issue, which is a
constitutional issue, in the only way it
can be decided, by majority vote. All
constitutional issues are decided by ma-
jority vote,

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. It is accurate
to say, then, Mr. Vice President, that
the contemplated ruling and contem-
plated procedures which will be followed
differ substantially from the ruling of
the same Vice President 4 years ago?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
doubts it. The Chair will refresh his
memory. But even if they were in total
contradiction, this is the view of the
Chair, after mature and extended con-
sideration and thought, with due respect
to the procedures of this body, which I
honor with all that is in my body and
spirit.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. The Senator
from Virginia recognizes the desirability
of changing positions from time to time.
So the Senator from Virginia is not ar-
guing that point.

The Senator from Virginia wants to
get clear in his mind, however, whether
such a ruling and such a procedure as
is contemplated to take place the day
after tomorrow is in conformity with or
substantially differs from the ruling and
the procedure made by the Chair 4 years
ago.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
has always said, both as a Senator and
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as Vice President, that issues of con-
stitutionality are to be decided by the
Senate. The Chair has always been of
the mind that certain provisions of rule
XXI1, if applied, at the beginning of a
new Congress, are subject to the ques-
tion of constitutionality., That is the
question before this body. On whether
the procedures today are the same, the
Chair does not have a very definite rec-
ollection; but the purpose of the pro-
cedure being outlined by the Chair today
is simplicity, to get at the central ques-
tion, and not to have half a dozen mo-
tions that skirt the issue. A year ago the
Chair laid down a procedure which in-
cluded a point of order, a tabling mo-
tion, in an effort to seek a way of
arriving at whether or not the Senate
was passing judgment on the constitu-
tionality of certain provisions of rule
XXII. It was very confusing. The press
did not understand it. I doubt that the
Senate understood it. This time the pro-
cedure is to be simplified.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia, May I address
another inquiry to the Chair? Is not the
basic difference that in the past, under
the ruling of the present Vice President,
and under the ruling of the previous
Vice President, the distinguished Presi-
dent of the United States, the Members
of the Senate had the right of full de-
bate on the constitutional issue or ruling
propounded by the Chair?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It would be
the Chair's view that debate was more
extended; but there is no secret as to
what this question is about.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia, It is a consti-
tutional issue, as the Chair so construes
it; but under the procedure outlined by
the Chair, debate will be cut off.

The Senate, in effect, will be gagged.

The membership will have no oppor-
tunity for a full debate and a full dis-
cussion of the Chair’s ruling. That is my
main area of disagreement.

I feel the Chair is entitled to rule as
he feels best, but I think it is very un-
fortunate that the Chair has ruled in
such a way that the Members of the
Senate do not and will not have an op-
portunity to debate a vital constitutional
question, but, instead, will be gagged—
that is the word the Senator from Geor-
gia used, and I think it is an accurate
word—and Senators will be prevented
from discussing at any reasonable length
this great question.

The first limitation put on debate was
in 1917. I might say, Mr. President, that
that limitation was presented to the Sen-
ate by one of my predecessors in this
position.

He was the then distinguished senior
Senator from Virginia, Thomas 8. Mar-
tin. He was majority leader of the
Senate, and he was chairman of the Ap-
propriations Committee.

At the request of the President of the
United States, Woodrow Wilson, he pre-
sented to the Senate a rule under which
the Senate could call off debate if two-
thirds of its Members felt it necessary to
do so. Prior to that time, there was no
debate limitation. So the rule offered by
the distinguished then Senator from Vir-
ginia, Thomas S. Martin, was for the
purpose of giving the Senate a way to
bring an issue to a vote.
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All of us know that in the last few
years the Senate has voted cloture when
it deemed it necessary. But I submit, Mr.
President, that the power which the
Presiding Officer has taken unto himself,
by the method which he proposes to use
next Thursday, will set a very dangerous
precedent.

The distinguished Vice President is a
great patriot. He has served in this body
with great distinetion. He has served in
the position he now holds with great dis-
tinction.

But I am frank to say that I do not
want any Vice President, whether it be
HuBerT HUMPHREY O SPIRO AGNEW,
whether he be a Republican or a Demo-
crat, to have the power to manipulate
these rules.

I submit that the way this is being
done, the way the Vice President pro-
poses to do it on Thursday, is a manipu-
lation of the rules, and manipulation in
a way which will deny to the individual
Members of the Senate the right to full
debate on a vital question.

As I see it, the matter of adhering to
the rules is a vital matter. Certain groups
who are in the majority today could be
in the minority tomorrow or next week,
or next year; and by the same token,
there are those who are in the minority
today who could be in the majority later.

So I think it is most important that we
adhere fairly and squarely and fully to
the rules.

I say again, I deeply regret that the
distinguished Vice President has seen fit
to indicate that he will rule day after
tomorrow in a way which will make it
impossible for the Members of the Senate
to have full debate on a very vital ques-
tion concerning all the Senators, and I
think concerning all the people, whether
they realize it or not, because it is a com-
plicated procedure. I think it is of vital
importance to the people of the United
States.

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

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I am happy to
yield to the Senator from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND, First, I compliment
and congratulate the distinguished Sen-
ator from Virginia for what he has just
said. Second, I remind him that if cloture
be voted by a single vote, so that it will
be upheld by the Presiding Officer if he
adheres to his present announced inten-
tion, and if the appeal from the ruling
which must be voted on immediately
after that should be lost by a single vote,
those of us who feel deeply, as do the
Senator from Virginia and myself, on
this subject, will each have an hour to
speak before the vote on the motion to
take up will come.

That will run over the matter of the
vote on the motion to take up until per-
haps late Saturday, or maybe into the
new administration. My own feeling is
that, locking behind the screen a little,
I think I can see an intention here to
throw this whole subject into discussion
in the opening days of the new adminis-
tration, and I simply wanted that state-
ment to appear in the ReEcorp tonight,
because I see no other course that will
be open.

I am sure that Senators will want to
speak their hour out on the motion to
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take up. The Senator from Florida, I am
sure, will. I am sure that his friend from
Virginia, his friend from North Carolina,
and many other Senators will, and it
looks to me as though this whole thing,
now, is a deliberate attempt to throw
this particular matter over into the open-
ing days of the new administration, for
discussion then. I hope that the Senator
will gird his loins, as the Senator from
Florida proposes to do.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I thank the dis-
tinguished Senator from Florida. Of
course, I do not know what the attempt
or the reason is, but I do believe that if
we proceed as it is indicated we will pro-
ceed, and if the Senate should sustain
the views of the Chair, then it occurs to
me that we might as well not have any
rules in the Senate, and there will be
somewhat of a problem around here.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Michigan is recognized.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, as we ap-
proach the close for tonight, I rise to
express a point of view apparently not
universally shared on this floor in the last
hour, but which feeling I entertain with
as deep conviction as those who have
been critical of the announced intention
of the Chair. I rise to thank our Vice
President, the President of the Senate,
for attempting to permit the Senate, as
he puts it, to come to grips with this cen-
tral question. The Senator from Idaho
and the Senator from Kansas earlier ex-
pressed themselves, as did the senior
Senator from New York.

As I understand it, Mr. President, the
Chair is indicating that when a new Con-
gress assembles, there is a constitutional
right of the Members of the Senate, as
now composed, by majority action, to es-
tablish its rules.

The question has been raised with re-
spect to that aspect of rule XXII that
would require two-thirds of the Members
present and voting to terminate debate
on a question, and to bring the issue to
a vote. It is the judgment of the Chair,
as of now, that if a majority, on the day
after tomorrow, should vote to close de-
bate, constitutionally, that majority's
decision will be acknowledged by the
Chair, and respected and enforced; and
that all rules and any rule which would
inhibit that action by the majority at the
beginning of a Congress are not appli-
cable. Is my understanding correct?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair,
applying the question to that section cf
rule XXII which has raised the question
as to the constitutionality of the two-
thirds provision, will state that it is the
considered judgment of the Chair that,
at the opening of a new Congress, a
majority shall have the right and the
power to establish its rules and limit
debate on that gquestion.

Once those rules are established by
that majority, then the Senate operates
under those rules. As to those rules that
are not contested, they are by their use
accepted. This question is not presented
for the purpose of the Chair taking this
firm, intended action; it is to precipitate
the issue in order that the Senate may
come to grips with a constitutional
question around which it has debated
many years, but has never resolved. The
appeal procedure is designed not to put
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this debate over into the next Vice
Presidency but, to the contrary, to settle
it in this one; in other words, to expedite
the proceedings and the appeal by the
Senate, so that the Senate may decide
whether to overrule the Chair or to sus-
tain the Chair.

The same Congress that by a majority
can declare war can by a majority vote
either sustain or overrule a decision of
the Chair. The Senate is not denied its
right to exercise its power. The Presiding
Officer merely sets in motion the ma-
chinery and the mechanism that expe-
dites the Senate in its decisionmaking.
That is the real purpose of the Chair's
ruling.

Mr. HART. It is my understanding
that at this point, under the present cir-
cumstances, the Chair takes the position
that any rule which would inhibit or pre-
vent a majority from acting is not ap-
plicable.

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is the
view of the Chair.

Mr, HART. Again, I think that while
there continue to be deep divisions in the
Senate, history’s verdict of the Chair’s
effort to permit a majority of the Senate
of the 91st Congress to resolve our rules
at the outset will be recorded favorably.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
must note for the Senator that the pro-
cedural motion that is before the Senate,
on which the Chair intends to make a
ruling if a majority or even though two-
thirds vote in the affirmative, is designed
for one purpose: To permit the Senate to
amend its rules by a resolution that re-
quires three-fifths instead of two-thirds.

There is a constitutional interpretation
by the Chair, which he is entitled to
make as the Presiding Officer, as one who
has taken an oath to uphold the Consti-
tution, that in the opening of a new Con-
gress a majority can effectively set its
rules, and that a Senator can raise ques-
tions of a constitutional nature which
can be placed before this body for its
decision.

Mr. HART. I thank the Chair.

APPOINTMENTS BY THE VICE
5 PRESIDENT

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair, in
accordance with Public Law 85-874, ap-
points the Senator from Texas (Mr, YaAr-
BOROUGH) to the National Cultural Cen-
ter Board.

The Chair, in accordance with Senate
Resolution 281 of the 90th Congress, ap-
points the Senator from Massachusetts
(Mr. KENNEDY) to the Select Commitiee
To Study the Unmet Basic Needs Among
the People of the United States, to re-
place the Senator from Pennsylvania,
Mr. Clark, retired.

The Chair, in accordance with Senate
Resolution 223 of the 90th Congress, ap-
points the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
HarTre) to the Special Committee on
Aging.

AMENDMENT OF RULE XXII

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the motion of the Senator from Michi-
gan (Mr. Hart) to proceed to consider
the resolution (S. Res. 11) to amend
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rule XXII of the Standing Rules of the
Senate.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr, President, I had
intended to speak to the merits of this
subject this afternoon; but in view of
the intended ruling of the Chair, I shall
make some remarks concerning the in-
tended ruling of the Presiding Officer on
this subject.

I have always been fascinated by the
study of government. I have been espe-
cially fascinated by a study of the Sen-
ate, in reading the Hayne-Webster de-
bates and in reading the speeches of John
C. Calhoun, Daniel Webster, Henry Clay,
and others. I have gained tremendous
respect for the Senate because it has
always been considered as the greatest
deliberative body in the world.

If the rule as enunciated by the Vice
President today is adopted, the Senate, in
my judgment, will be destroyed as the
world's greatest deliberative body. I be-
lieve this is the first time in the history
of the Nation that any Presiding Offi-
cer—and I say this with all affection for
the distinguished Presiding Officer—has
ruled as the Presiding Officer today has
ruled.

Our Government has been in exist-
ence for 180 years. George Washington
became President in 1789, following the
adoption or the ratification of the Con-
stitution by nine States in 1788. For 180
years this Government has operated.
But today the ruling of the distinguished
Vice President is, in my opinion, going
to do more to destroy the U.S. Senate
as we have known it, and as it has been
conceived by students of government,
than any other action that has ever
taken place in the history of the United
States. I am sure the distinguished Pre-
siding Officer does not intend that.

The Vice President, as a former Sena-
tor, has sat as a member of this body.
He understands the workings of the
Senate. Possibly he feels that changes
should be made. But it is most unfortu-
nate that he has taken the position he
has taken today by saying that section
2 of rule XXII Is unconstitutional, in
his judgment, and that, therefore, he
intends to rule and so, in effect, change
the rulings and change the rules the
Senate has made by 100 Members of this
body, and take unto himself the author-
ity to construe the rule in such a way as
is equivalent to rewriting the rules of
the Senate, and even rewriting the Con-
stitution as Members of the Senate have
construed the Constitution in following
this rule.

‘When our Constitution was written, it
was written to provide the greatest
measure of freedom to the people of this
country. It was written to protect the
oppressed, to protect the minority. In in-
stance after instance, there were writ-
ten into the Constitution provisions
under which the majority could not pre-
vail. I shall cite only a few of them now,
but there are many.

Article I, section 3, provides that no
person shall be convicted on impeach-
ment without the concurrence of two-
thirds of the Senators present. A major-
ity of Senators cannot impeach an-
other Senator; two-thirds are required.

Article I, section 5, provides that each
House, with the concurrence of two-
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thirds of its Members, may expel a
Member. Even in the House it takes
two-thirds to expel a Member, although
ordinarily the House can do almost any-
thing by a majority vote.

Article I, section 7, provides that a bill
returned by the President with his ob-
jections may be repassed by each House
by a vote of two-thirds. Even though
both bodies have passed the bill, if the
President vetoes it, both bodies can pass
the bill again only by a vote of two-
thirds to override the President, because
the President says, “Stop, look, and lis-
ten,” and gives his reasons for vetoing
the bill. All this in an effort to protect the
minority.

Article II, section 2, provides that the
President shall have authority, by and
with the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate, to make treaties, provided two-thirds
of the Senators present concur. In other
words, the President of the United
States, with all his power as Chief Exec-
utive, all the power vested in him by
the Constitution of the United States,
cannot make a treaty with another na-
tion unless the Senate—not a majority
of the Senate, but two-thirds of the Sen-
ate—confirms that treaty.

Amendment XII to the Constitution
provides that when the choice of a Presi-
dent shall devolve upon the House of
Representatives, a quorum shall consist
of a Member or Members from two-
thirds of the various States of the Union.
In other words, a majority of the Mem-
ber or Members from a majority of the
States is not sufficient. There must be a
quorum of a Member or Members from
two-thirds of all the States of the Na-
tion for this purpose.

Amendment XII also provides that a
quorum of the Senate, when choosing
a Vice President, shall consist of two-
thirds of the whole number of Senators.
In other words, a majority of the U.S.
Senate cannot choose a Vice President.

I am amazed, then, that the Vice Pres-
ident would say that a rule that has been
made by the Members of this body, by
the Members of the U.S. Senate, is un-
constitutional because it requires two-
thirds to bring a debate to a close. I am
amazed that the Vice President would
make this ruling, I am amazed because
if this ruling is effected and becomes a
precedent—and it would be a precedent,
because it would be the first time in the
history of this Nation that a Presiding
Officer had ruled in this way—then why
cannot, 2 years from now, the Senate
come back and instead of advocating
three-fifths or 60 percent of the Mem-
bers to stop debate, change it to 51 per-
cent? Why can they not change it to a
bare majority, a raw majority?

Mr. President, we are getting away
from the Constitution. We are getting
away from the great Government of the
United States which has provided checks
and balances and has provided means to
protect the minorities. If a majority in
the Senate can change the rules every
2 years on this point, why can they not
change any other rule they wish?

Does the Vice President mean that sec-
tion 2 of rule XXII is unconstitutional
and is not valid? What about some other
Vice President saying that rule XXIIT or
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rule XXXVI is invalid and therefore does
not apply?

Is the Senate going to allow a Vice
President to write the rules for the Sen-
ate? Is the Senate going to allow a Vice
President to undo the rules of the Sen-
ate? Is the Senate going to allow a Vice
President, who is not a member of the
legislative branch but of the executive
branch, to come in and undo the rules
of the U.S. Senate which have been es-
tablished by the U.S. Senate?

Mr. President, I am deeply concerned.
I am gravely concerned. I feel a grave
responsibility in this question, and I hope
every other Member of this body does;
because, if a Vice President can rule in
such a way every 2 years with regard to
changing these rules, it will not be long
before the Vice President can rewrite the
entire rules of the Senate.

I would say to the new Members who
have come to the Senate this year from
the House of Representatives, who have
come here expecting to join a delibera-
tive body, not a body where they can
speak for only 2 or 3 minutes or 5 or 10
minutes, who have come here expecting
to enjoy unlimited debate, who have
come here to join the greatest delibera-
tive body in the world, that if this ruling
is affirmed and if it goes into effect, they
have not joined the greatest deliberative
body in the world, because this ruling will
destroy the Senate as the greatest de-
liberative body in the world.

I hope that the Presiding Officer, be-
tween now and Thursday, will reconsider
this matter. I hope for the sake of the
United States, I hope for the sake of the
rules of the Senate of the United States,
and I hope for the protection of the
minorities in this country that the Pre-
siding Officer would respectfully review
his intended decision and not rule as
he has indicated. I appreciate his saying
ahead of time what he thinks he will do,
but sometimes we all need to pause. No
man is infallible, whether he is President,
Vice President, Senator, or what not. We
all make mistakes. Sometimes when we
see we are about to make a mistake, if
some friend or a Senator or someone else
can cause us to think over the question
and review the question and reappraise
the question, it can be highly advan-
tageous, when such a vital constitutional
question is concerned, a question which
is most important to the welfare of this
Nation.

I know of the Vice President's interest
in minorities, I know of his humanitar-
janism, and I know of his affection for
people. I hope that, in the goodness of
his heart, he will reconsider this matter.
I hope that between now and Thursday
he will conelude that his previous stand
in this matter was the right stand to fol-
low, not the one he has indicated today.
I hope he will decide that, for the sake
of the Senate being a continuing body
and for the sake of abiding by the rules
of the Senate, which he alone did not
write and which he alone should not de-
stroy, he will permit the Senate to make
these rules, and that he will permit the
Senate to decide whether they are
unconstitutional.

I hope that the Vice President, when
he goes out of office, will have the satis-
faction of feeling that he did not take
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a step which helped to bring destruction
to a body in which he has served and for
which he has great respect. I hope that
between now and Thursday he will have
the opportunity to do this.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the name of the
distinguished junior Senator from Rhode
Island (Mr. PELL) be added as a cospon-
sor of Senate Resolution 11.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, let me
just say that I believe the Presiding Of-
ficer is to be commended for having
placed this issue squarely before the Sen-
ate and for having done so in a manner
that gives full notice to all Senators as
to precisely what the issue is that we
shall vote upon on Thursday.

Fundamentally, Mr, President, the
question is one of giving effect to what
many of us believe to be the constitu-
tional right of the majority to act in
formulating the rules of the Senate at
the commencement of a new Congress.

Much has been said about special pro-
visions in the Constitution requiring
more than a majority. For example, ref-
erence has been made to the two-thirds
vote of the Senate required for the rati-
fication of treaties and the two-thirds
vote requirement of both Houses in the
case of constitutional amendments.
However, no such requirement can be
found anywhere in the Constitution
when it comes to changing the rules.

The Constitution expressly provides
that each House may determine its own
procedures, and the precedents have
consistently held that each House may
do so by majority vote. The Chair is sim-
ply trying to give effect to this constitu-
tional provision, by opening the way for
a majority to assert, if it will, its prerog-
ative in the matter of determining what
the cloture rule will be for the next 2
years.

I have listened to the outery about de-
stroying the Senate as a great delibera-
tive body. Well, Mr, President, the adop-
tion of a three-fifths cloture rule won't
destroy the essential character of the
Senate; it won't place in jeopardy the
right of extended debate. We have filed a
cloture petition in order to get to a vote
on the motion to take up this three-fifths
rule, so that the Senate can then proceed
to debate the proposition on its merits.

I hope that all Members of the Senate
understand that the course we adopt is
the only one that the majority can enable
to assert its prerogative under the Con-
stitution of the United States. How the
majority then decides to shape the rule
relating to cloture is a different question.
I, for one, would feel it unwise for the
Senate to adopt a majority cloture rule.
I have said so before. That has con-
sistently been my position.

I favor the adoption of a three-fifths
rule, but I believe in the unfettered right
of the majority to decide that question.
To those who say that this is an extraor-
dinary procedure; that we ought to
make our effort to change rule XXII,
while remaining subject to its present re-
strictions, I can only reply that this has
been tried, again and again, utterly to no
avail. If the majority is not to be blocked,
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it must assert its right directly under the
Constitution itself.

I commend the distinguished Presiding
Officer for the action he proposes to take.
I hope the Senate will proceed on Thurs-
day to give effect to his proposal by in-
voking cloture through the vote of the
majority, and by then voting to sustain
the Chair.

(At this point Mr. Graver took the
chair as Presiding Officer.)

THE JAPANESE AND ECSC VOLUN-
TARY STEEL IMPORT LIMITS—
SOME RESERVATIONS

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, agree-
ment has now been reached between the
major steel producers in Japan and the
European Coal and Steel Community,
whose shipments to this country consti-
tute about 82 percent of our steel im-
ports, to limit their exports of steel mill
products to the United States on a volun-
tary basis through 1971. The overall level
of restraint for 1969 is reported to be 14
million net tons, which is about 4 million
tons less than the shipments in 1968, but
substantially higher than those of any
other previous year.

It is hard to quarrel with the need for
restraint. Restraint can either be volun-
tary or mandatory. Of the two, the for-
mer is preferable to the latter if it can
achieve the necessary degree of restraint
required. And while I view the voluntary
commitments of the major steel pro-
ducers in Japan and the European Coal
and Steel Community as a salutary step
toward a meaningful resolution of the
overcapacity in world steel production,
there are several problems with the com-
mitments which cause me to have res-
ervation.

First, the overall level constitutes over
13 percent of domestic shipments, which
is not very much restraint at all. Only
last year, when imports climbed to a rec-
ord level of 18 million tons, did the steel
industry in this country experience a
higher level of import penetration than
they will feel under the voluntary quo-
tas which certain foreign producers have
agreed to.

Second, the voluntary agreement calls
for a growth in steel imports of 5 percent
a year. This raises at least two problems:
the 5-percent growth factor is substan-
tially higher than the average annual
growth in domestic shipments since 1958;
and, if average growth of domestic ship-
ments should remain at their historic
rate—or for some reason should fall—the
growth in foreign imports would capture
an ever-increasing share of the domestic
steel market.

Third, the agreement leaves out some
important producers among the EFTA
countries in Europe and Canada, and
some in the Far East who might be
tempted to take advantage of the volun-
tary restraint of others by increasing
their share of the U.S. market. This, of
course, would undermine the whole
agreement.

Fourth, the possibility that foreign
producers will ship more sophisticated
steel into this market, while still staying
within the overall restraint limits by re-
ducing their shipments of lower priced,
more basic, steel, would constitute a se-
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rious loophole in the voluntary restraint
and not help the U.S. steel industry or
the balance of payments of this country.
Even though the letters by the foreign
producers indicate they will try not to
change the product mix, the temptation
to do so is there, and if given in to, would
not serve in our national interests.

Finally, foreign producers have placed
certain conditions for their restraint
which need clarification. Obviously, if
the Congress enacts a mandatory quota
on steel imports, such as the one I in-
troduced in the last Congress, there would
be no need for a voluntary restraint ar-
rangement. Therefore, it is nonessential
to make as a condition that the United
States would not impose mandatory
quotas. The letter of undertaking by
Japanese producers which was gracious-
ly sent to our State Department, indi-
cated that the voluntary restraint is pre-
mised on the assumption that “the
United States will take no action, includ-
ing increase of imports duties, to restrict
Japanese steel mill product exports to
the United States.” The European pro-
ducers statement is based on the as-
sumption “that the United States will
take no action to restrict ECSC steel mill
products to the United States like: First,
quota systems; second, increase in im-
port duties; and third, other restrictions
on the import of steel mill products to
the United States.”

The steel industry has filed complaints
under the countervailing duty statute
which have nothing to do with quotas,
but deal with foreign export subsidies.
Therefore, any positive action by the ad-
ministering agencies in the form of a
special dumping duty or a countervailing
duty under these statutes should not af-
fect in any way the need for overall re-
straint by foreign steel exporters. And,
restraint should not affect the decisions
made by these agencies under the stat-
utes.

This same prineciple would also apply
to any escape clause actions which might
be taken to protect American industry.
Such an action is independent of the
need for overall restraint.

Moreover, if a special duty or quota
were placed on an importation of a prod-
uct which contains a substantial amount
of steel, for example, automobiles, it
should not be construed as an obstacle
to steel imports within the meaning of
the agreement. Any other interpretation
could be inimical to the interests of other
industries who may merit relief.

The vague language of the agreement
in this regard also raises the question of
whether the foreign producers would end
their restraint if the United States, for
balance-of-payments reasons, establish
an import surcharge or a border tax.
That would not be a restriction specif-
ically directed against foreign steel. In
short, we should not permit the volun-
tary agreements approved by these for-
elgn producers to pressure this country
in the administration of its laws, or to
forestall any action which we deem ad-
visable and necessary to help our bal-
ance of payments,

It is also important to point out that
voluntary restraint of steel shipments by
the EEC and Japan does not in any way
obviate the need for these countries to
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eliminate their nontariff barriers against
American exports and, in some cases,
their restrictions on U.S. foreign invest-
ment. On the contrary, removing these
obstacles is more imperative than ever.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REecorp the
correspondence from the Department of
State relative to the voluntary undertak-
ings for import restraints by the Japa-
nese and ECSC producers. These include
a letter from the Department of State,
dated January 14, 1969, signed by Secre-
tary of State Dean Rusk, addressed to
the chairman of the Senate Finance
Committee; a memorandum to the Sec-
retary of State from the Japan Iron &
Steel Exporters’ Association dated De-
cember 23, 1968; and a letter to the Sec-
retary of State from the ECSC Steel pro-
ducers, dated December 18, 1968, signed
by various personalities.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered fo be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C., January 14, 1969.
Hon. RusseLL D. LoNG,
Chairman, Finance Commitiee,
U.S. Senate.

Dear Mgr. CHAIRMAN: The President has
asked me to transmit to you communications
recelved from the steel industry of Japan and
the steel industries of the European Coal and
Bteel Community (ECSC) expressing the in-
tentions of these Industries to limit their ex-
ports of steel mill products to the United
States in the years 1069 through 1971.

We estimate that as a result of the export
limitation of the Japanese and ECSC pro-
ducers, which together provide about 82 per-
cent of our steel imports, total imports will
amount to about 14 million net tons in 1969,
about 14.7 million net tons in 1970 and about
15.4 million net tons in 1971. Other major
foreign producers have not formally offered
to cooperate in the voluntary export Hmita-
tlons but, as a practical matter, are expected
to malintain their exports at levels which
yield the estimates stated above.

Sincerely yours,
DeEAN RUSK.
MEMORANDUM : STATEMENT OF THE INTENTION
OF THE JAPANESE SteEEL INDUSTRY, DE-
CEMBER 23, 1968.
To: The Honorable Secretary of State, Wash-
ington 25, D.C., US.A.
From: Yoshihiro Inayama, Chairman, Ja-
pan Iron & Steel Exporters’ Assoclation.
Subject: Statement of the Intention of the
Japanese Steel Industry,

1. With the desire to assist in the main-
tenance of an orderly market for steel in
the United States, the nine leading steel
companies of Japan, namely, Yawata Iron &
Steel Co., Ltd., Fuji Iron & Steel Co., Ltd.,
Nippon Kokan Kabushiki Kalsha, Kawasaki
Steel Corporation, Sumitomo Metal Indus-
tries, Ltd., Eobe Steel Works, Ltd., Nisshin
Steel Co., Ltd., Osaka Iron & Steel Co., Ltd.,
and Nakayama Steel Works, Ltd. gave as-
surances in their statement of July 5, 1968
that thelr steel mill produet shipments from
Japan to the United States would not ex-
ceed 5.5 million metric tons durlng Japanese
fiscal year 1968. These nine companies ac-
count for approximately 85 percent of all
Japanese steel mill products shipped to the
United States. In the light of subsequent
events and as a result of discussions con-
cerning this matter with the representatives
the Government of the United Btates of
America, they now want to make a new
statement to the following effect.

2. With greater understanding of market
conditions for steel inm the United States,
and with the cooperation of the medium and
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small steelmakers of Japan which account
for the remaining 15 percent of shipments
to the United States, the same nine lead-
ing steel companies wish to state thelr in-
tention, subject to measures permitted by the
laws and regulations of Japan, to limit the
Japanese shipments of steel mill products
to the United States to a total of 5,750,000
net tons during calendar year 1969,

2. During the subsequent two calendar
years (through 1971), it is also their inten-
tion to confine the Japanese shipments with-
in limits which would represent, at most,
a 5 percent Increase over 5,750,000 net tons
in 1970 and over 6,037,500 net tons in 1971,
depending upon demand in the United
States market and the necessity to main-
tain orderly marketing therein. During this
period the Japanese steel companies will try
not to change greatly the product mix and
pattern of distribution of trade as com-
pared with the present.

4. This statement is made upon the as-
sumptions: i) that the total shipments of
steel mill products from all the steel ex-
porting nations to the United States will
not exceed approximately 14,000,000 net tons
during 1969, 105 percent of 14,000,000 net
tons in 1970, and 105 percent of 14,700,000
net tons In 1971, il) that the United States
will take no action, including increase of
import duties, to restrict Japanese steel mill
product exports to the United States, and
iii) that the above action by the Japanese
steel companies does not infringe upon any
laws of the United States of America and
that it conforms to international laws.

YOSHIHIRO INAYAMA,

Chairman, Japan Iron & Steel Ezporters’

Agsociation.
DecemsER 18, 1968,
The Honorable SECRETARY OF STATE,
New State Building,
Washington, D.C.,
U.S.A.

Sir: The assoclations of the steel producers
of the ECSC united in the “Club des Sidér-
urgistes”, to wit:

Assoclazione Industries Siderurgiche Ital-
iane ASSIDER, Milan represented by Prof.
Dr. Ernesto Manuelli;

Chambre Syndicale de la Sidérurgie Fran-
caise, Paris represented by the President, Mr.
Jacques Ferry;

Goupement des Hauts Fourneaux et Aclé-
ries Belges, Brussels represented by the
President, Mr. Pierre van der Rest;

Goupement des Industries Sidérurgiques
Luxembourgeoises, represented by the Presi-
dent, Mr. René Schmit/Luxembourg;

Vereniging de Nederlandse Ijzer-en Staal-
producerende Indusirie, represented by Mr.
Evert van Veelen/Ijmulden; and

Wirtschaftsvereinigung Eisen-und Stahl-
industrie, Dusseldorf represented by the
President, Bergassessor Dr. Hans-Giinther
Sohl.

Referring to the repeated talks they have
had in this matter with representatives of
the Government of the United States in be-
half of the sustenance cf liberal international
trade in steel and to assist in the mainte-
nance of an orderly market for steel in the
United States declare the following:

(1) It is their intention to Iimit the total
ECSC deliveries of steel mill products, l.e.
finished rolled steel products, semis, hot
rolled strip, tubes, and drawn wire products,
to the United States to 5,750,000 net tons
during the calendar year 1969.

(2) It is also treir intention in the calen-
dar years 1970 and 1971 to confine their de-
liveries within limits which would at the
utmost represent for the year 1970 a five per-
cent Increase over 5,750,000 net tons and
for the year 1971 a five percent increase over
6,037,500 net tons.

During the named periods the ECSC pro-
ducers will try to maintain approximately
the same product mix and pattern of distri-
bution us at present.
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This statement is based on the assumption:

(A) that the total shipments of steel mill
products (finished rolled steel products,
semis, hot rolled strip, tubes, and drawn
wire products) from all the steel exporting
nations to the USA will not exceed approxi-
mately 14 million net tons during 1969, and
five percent over 14 million net tons in 1970,
and five percent over 14.7 million net tons in
1971, and

(B) that the United States will take no ac-
tion to restrict ECSC steel mill product ex-
ports to the USA like (a) quota systems;
(b) increase of import duties; (c) other re-
strictions on the import of steel mill prod-
ucts to the USA.

This proposal of the ECSC steel producers
is made provided that it does not infringe on
any laws of the United States and that it
conforms to international laws.

ERNESTO MANUELLI.
PIERRE VAN DER REST.
EvVERT VAN VEELEN.
JACQUES FERRY.

RENE ScHMIT.
Hans-GUNTHER SOHL.

FAREWELL TO THE ELECTORAL
COLLEGE

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, on No-
vember 5 last, our Nation went to the
brink of a serious constitutional crisis.
As millions of Americans watched the
tabulation of popular and electoral col-
lege votes, the possible instability and
danger inherent in our antiquated elec-
toral system nearly materialized.

On November 23, 1968, a Gallup poll
was released which showed, strikingly,
that the people wish, never again, to face
that possibility ; 81 percent of the Amer-
ican people were shown to be in favor of
the direct popular election of the Pres-
ident and Vice President of the United
States. It is apparent that a well-edu-
cated and politically sophisticated elec-
torate is demanding the right to directly
choose their President. They feel, as do I,
that the people are the only legitimate
power brokers in a demoeracy.

On November 23, 1968, an excellent
editorial, written by Richard L. Tobin,
appeared in the Saturday Review. The
article sets forth the basic arguments for
the abolition of the electoral college sys-
tem. It deserves the attention of every
Member of the Senate and, indeed, every
American.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, that the editorial to which I refer,
“Farewell to the Electoral College,” be
printed in the REcorbD.

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

FAREWELL TO THE ELECTORAL COLLEGE

Framers of the Constitution envisioned the
Electoral College as a sort of elite gather-
ing in which persons of the highest caliber
would participate, These electors, the Con-
stitutional Convention believed, would meet
soon after the November vote to discuss
and evaluate the merits of various candi-
dates for President. Each elector would vote
for two persons for President, and the man
with the highest number of electoral votes
would become President and the runner-up
Vice President. In casting their ballots, the
electors were expected to reflect the views of
the people as expressed in the quadrennial
vote, but they would not be bound by that
vote. In other words, the office of President
was too precious, too elevated, to be left to
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the whim of the common man, though he
could express his preferences,

The design of the framers of the Constl-
tution was never really carried out. No one
needed to deliberate over the choice for
President when George Washington was the
candidate, and by 1800, the nation had an
incipient political party system which had
not been foreseen or even contemplated.
With political parties came the end of the
idea of an independent elector chosen among
the elite. The pledged elector, instructed to
vote for a certain party candidate, reflected
a publicly announced slate of names bound
to vote a certain way in the Electoral Col-
lege. The independent role of the several
states grew with each election, and any
idea of a President elected by a democratic
majority of the total vote of the American
people gradually faded into the complex and
unworkable Electoral College system we are
now saddled with—unworkable and explo-
sively dangerous.

Last month, the Fordham Law Review
published a thoroughgoing study of the
Electoral College—and why it should be
abolished—a study so sharply expressed and
logically presented that it bears quotation
here. The critique points out that while the
United States has been lucky in the caliber
of its Presidents and fortunate to have
avolded a Constitutional crisis because of
the dangers and defects of the Electoral
College, experience dictates immediate at-
tention to the matter before it spells chaos
and disaster. There is little doubt in any
rational mind by now, especially after No-
vember 5, that the Electoral College poses a
serlous threat to the stability of our Presi-
dential system.

To win the Presidency a man needs only
a majority of electoral, not popular, votes.
Such a majority is quite possible without a
plurality of the total popular vote. Indeed,
on fifteen occasions we have elected a Presi-
dent who did not have a plurality. In three
Presidential elections we denied the White
House to a man who had actually drawn
more than half the popular vote. In 1876,
Governor Samuel J. Tilden of New York, for
example, polled 250,000 more votes than
Rutherford B. Hayes or 51 per cent of a
total vote of just over 8,000,000, but the
Republicin became President through the
idiotic mathematics of the Electoral Col-
lege system coupled with post-Civil War
political chicanery. In 1824, Andrew Jackson
polled 155,000 votes to 105,000 for John
Quincy Adams, but when Jackson did not
have the required majority in the Electoral
College, the election went to the House of
Representatives, and after corrupt bargain-
ing Adams was picked for President over a
candidate who had polled half again as
many popular votes.

As the Fordham survey says, it is In fact
possible for a candidate to win a majority
of the electoral votes with considerably less
than one-fourth of the total popular vote.
“If a candidate were to win a plurality of the
popular votes in eleven large states plus one
other state,” it adds, “he would have a ma-
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jority of the electoral votes even if he re-
celved no popular votes in the remaining
thirty-eight states. This is an extreme
example but it serves to wunderscore the
anomaly.”

The matter of disproportion spills over into
the states, moreover, due to the fact that
each state is entitled to at least three elec-
toral votes. That means there is one electoral
vote for every 75,000 voters in Alaska, one for
every 260,000 votes in Arizona, one for every
330,000 votes in Virginia, and one for every
400,000 in California. But the advantage of
living in a tiny state doesn't last long when
one realizes that a voter in Alaska, Nevada,
Delaware, Vermont, or Wyoming can influ-
ence only three electoral votes while a single
voter in New York can influence the distribu-
tion of forty-three electoral votes. Nothing,
indeed, makes much sense about the Elec-
toral College any way you look at it, but
worst of all, it is not truly democratic.

Resentment, unrest, public clamor for re-
form of the Electoral College would surely
have followed the crisis we barely tvolded
after November 5. As television shrinks the
country and draws each state nearer every
other state in common problems, reactions,
and solutions, something as antique as the
Electoral College is simply a form of politi-
cal Russian roulette, dangerous and poten-
tially disastrous to our nation, On the other
hand, If we are to go to a straight popular
vote for Presldent and Vice President we
shall need federal safeguards to watch local
balloting more closely. There are those who
will never be convinced that Mayor Daley's
Chicago vote which gave Kennedy the elec-
tion over Nixon in 1960 by just over 8,000
votes was a legitimate count, and something
along these lines seemed in prospect in Illi-
nois for a while even this November, But with
careful federal surveillance there is no logl-
cal reason why the Presidential election of
1972 should not be left to the total popular
vote of the American people. We should not
have to depend upon tricky and antiquated
procedures in electing a man to the most
powerful office in the world.

RECESS UNTIL 8:30 O'CLOCK P.M.
TODAY

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, if there be no further business to
come before the Senate at this time, I
move, pursuant to the order previously
entered, that the Senate stand in re-
cess until 8:30 o’clock p.m. today.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o'clock and 23 minutes p.m.) the Senate
took a recess until today, January 14,
1969, at 8:30 o’clock p.m.

At 8:30 p.m., under the previous order,
the Senate was called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. Byrp of West Virginia
in the chair).

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, at a
quarter to 9 the Senate will proceed in a
body to the Hall of the House of Repre-
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sentatives. It is my understanding that at
that time the business of the Senate will
in fact be concluded, and that at the end
of the President’s address, the Senate
automatically, under the previous order,
will stand in recess until 12 o’clock noon
tomorrow,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s understanding is correct.

Mr. MANSFIELD., I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk proceded
to call the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

JOINT SESSION OF THE TWO
HOUSES—MESSAGE OF THE PRES-
IDENT OF THE UNITED STATES
(H. DOC. NO. 1)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
proceed to the Hall of the House of Rep-
resentatives for the joint session.

Thereupon (at 8 o’clock and 42 min-
utes p.m.), the Senate, preceded by the
Secretary of the Senate (Francis R.
Valeo), the Sergeant at Arms (Robert
G. Dunphy), and the Vice President, pro-
ceeded to the Hall of the House of Rep-
resentatives to hear the address by the
President of the United States on the
state of the Union.

(The address by the President of the
United States, this day delivered by him
to the joint session of the two Houses
of Congress, appears in the proceed-
ings of the House of Representatives in
today’'s RECORD.)

RECESS

At the conclusion of the joint session
of the two Houses, and in accordance
with the order previously entered, at 9
o'clock and 56 minutes p.m. the Senate
took a recess until tomorrow, January
15, 1969, at 12 o’'clock meridian.

CONFIRMATION

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate January 14 (legislative day of
January 10), 1969;

U.8. COURT OF MILITARY APPEALS

Willlam H. Darden, of Georgla, to be a
member of the U.8. Court of Military Appeals

for the remainder of the term expiring May 1,
1976.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday,

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

Fear the Lord and serve him faith-
fully with all your heart; for consider
what great things He has done for you.—
1 Samuel 12: 24,

O Lord, grant unto us to so love Thee
with all our minds, with all our hearts,
with all our strength, and our neighbors

as ourselves, that the grace of brotherly
love may dwell in us, that all harshness
and ill will may die and our hearts be
filled with compassion and love. Thus
may we rejoice in the happiness and good
success of others by sympathizing with
them in their sorrows, by ministering to
them in their needs, and by helping them
in their efforts for a greater life with
dignity and self-respect.

Eeep ever before us the shining goal
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of a greater nation and a better world
seeking the way to peace and the road
to freedom for all.

Incline our hearts with godly fear

To seek Thy face, Thy word revere;
Cause Thou all wrongs, all strife to cease,
And lead us in the paths of peace.

In the dear Redeemer’s name we pray.
Amen,
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THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday 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 a concurrent resolution of
the House of the following title:

H.Con. Res. T7. Concurrent resolution pro-
viding for joint sesslon of Congress to re-
ceive Presidential message.

ELECTION OF MEMBER OF THE
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND
MEANS

Mr. ROSTENEOWSEI. Mr. Speaker,
I offer a privileged resolution (H. Res.
124) and ask for its immediate consid-
eration.

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 124

Resolved, That Sam Glbbons, of Florida,
be, and he is hereby, elected a member of
the standing committee of the House of
Representatives on Ways and Means.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

REVISION OF THE BAIL REFORM
ACT OF 1966

(Mr. McCULLOCH asked and was

given permission to extend his remarks

at this point in the Recorp and fo in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, last
Thursday, January 9, 1969, all of the
minority members of the House Judici-
ary Committee, and eight members of
the House Republican task force on
crime and our minority leader, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. GeEraLd R.
Forp), joined with me in introducing a
comprehensive bill to revise the Bail Re-
form Act of 1966. Our bill would permit
Federal courts to order limited pretrial
detention of persons charged with crimes
who would pose a danger to the commu-
nity if released pending trial.

With each passing day, our crime rates
are increasing at an appalling degree.
Too many crimes are being committed
by hard-core repeat offenders. With
trial backlogs growing longer and with
the requirement of the Bail Reform Act
of 1966, that persons charged with
crimes must be released prior to trial
and whereunder courts are not per-
mitted to take the safety of the com-
munity into consideration in setting the
terms of such release, crimes committed
while on pretrial release have become a

cant problem. The demand is
strong from prosecutors, police officials,
trial judges, grand juries and citizens to
provide our courts with the authority to
detain pretrial dangerous persons
charged with crimes. In the District of
Columbia, in 1968, 130 persons were ar-
rested for robbery—a crime of violence
against persons—and were released on
bail pending frial. Of these 130 defend-
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ants free on bail, 45 were indicted for at
least one additional felony. These 45 de-
fendants had 76 indictments placed
against them for acts allegedly com-
mitted while on bail. That is a felony
recidivist rate of 34.6 percent. National
figures on recidivism are almost as ap-
palling.

Riot connected offenses pose the most
compelling case for some form of de-
tention, especially while riotous condi-
tions exist or when the likelihood of a
defendant’s return to participate in the
riot can be predicted. It subverts our sys-
tem of justice and endangers the public
safety to allow predictably dangerous
persons charged with crimes to go free
on the streets for long periods of time—
court backlogs are increasing daily—
prior to trial where they can intimidate
witnesses, destroy evidence and commit
additional erimes.

The legislation just introduced would
permit Federal courts to take into con-
sideration the likelihood of the defend-
ant’s dangerousness to the community
in setting conditions of preirial release.
When no such condition of release will
assure safety to the community and when
the defendant is charged with certain
specified erimes involving violence, weap-
ons and narcotics, then the court is em-
powered to detain the defendant prior
to trial. In cases where defendants,
chargecd with Federal crimes, are on pre-
trial release and commit an additional
offense while on such release, then courts
may order detention if the defendant's
continued release would pose a danger
to the community. In cases where defend-
ants are charged with Federal crimes
and on conditional pretrial release and
violate any such condition of release,
then courts may also detain them if their
continued release would pose a danger
to the community. However, such periods
of detention may not exceed 60 days if
the trial is not delayed by the defend-
ant’s own action. If the defendant is not
tried within that period, then the courts
shall order him released. In addition, all
detention orders are subject to review
in 24 hours and immediate appeal there-
after.

The bill also strengthens the penalty
provision of the Bail Act in cases where
defendants are released and fail to ap-
pear for subsequent court proceedings.
The bill also provides stiff new penalties
for crimes committed by persons who are
charged with crimes and on pretrial re-
lease. The commission of a felony dur-
ing such release is punishable by a min-
imum mandatory sentence of not less
than 1 year nor more than 5 years. The
commission of a misdemeanor while on
pretrial release may be punished by an
additional penalty of up to 1 year. These
additional sentences may not be sus-
pended, probation may not be granted
and they must run consecutively to any
other sentence.

The proposed amendments in our bill
raise complex and controversial issues of
a policy and constitutional nature. I
commend to the attention of Members a
memorandum discussing these issues
that was prepared by the minority staff
of the Committee on the Judiciary.
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PROGRESS OF POOR CHILDREN IN
SCHOOL PROGRAM UNDER TITLE
I OF THE 1966 ELEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT

(Mr. PERKINS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the RECORD.)

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, within
recent days the press has carried stories
reporting the results of a study of loeal
school programs funded under title I of
the 1965 Elementary and Secondary Ed-
ucation Act.

Although the body of the stories made
it clear that some schools are investing
their title I funds effectively, the head-
lines and lead paragraphs purported to
show that the title I program “isn’t pro-
ducing measurable results.”

This sketchy journalistic treatment is
misleading in that it implies that the
Federal Government is losing confidence
in the title I program. This is most unfor-
tunate, and it does not reflect the true
facts in terms of the history and status
of title I.

Since we are dealing here with the
lives of 9 million poor children now
being served in the schools, we can ill
afford to pass hasty judgments on their
chances for success in school and in life.

These press reports were based upon
the so-called Tempo study, which was
limited to a selected number of school
districts. That study reflects only the
early 196566 efforts of the schools, and it
does not represent a fair assessment of
the kinds of progress that may be antici-
pated over a longer and more sustained
period.

For instance, it may take several years,
perhaps a decade, to determine whether
title I will significantly reduce the drop-
out rate of poor children in the schools
and therefore enhance their chances for
productive employment.

Second, the study is based solely on the
gains made by children in the area of
reading achievement. We must recognize
that poor children require assistance
from the schools in many ways that will
not directly improve their reading skills,
eritical as this area may be. The improve-
ment of a child’s health and nutrition,
and the provision of clothing which en-
ables him to come to school, are impor-
tant elements in our efforts to rescue the
children of poverty from the fate fo
which society has thus far condemned
them.

Also, it is important to recognize that
the title I programs have not been sup-
ported with Federal funds at the level
which is obviously required and which
was originally contemplated by President
Johnson and authorized by the Congress
when the legislation was enacted in 1965.
In fact, during the first 3 years of the
program, the amount appropriated per
pupil under the title I formula has ac-
tually decreased from $210 to $170. Many
schools spend less than $100 per pupil
per year. Thus, it is not fair to criticize
the schools for failure to produce meas-
urable results, when the Federal Govern-
ment has not lived up to its promise to
provide the increased funds which are
obviously needed and already authorized.

Finally, I think it is more important to
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emphasize that effective results can be
achieved by the skillful use of title I funds
to serve the needs of the most deprived
children. In fact, this is the main point
of the Tempo study. For example, one of
the projects included in the Tempo study
was based in Louisville, Ky., which sig-
nificantly improved the reading levels of
title I children by a well-designed pro-
gram aimed specifically at this objective.
The average rate of growth achieved by
the children in this compensatory pro-
gram was twice that which was expected
based on the previous year's performance
before the special program was begun.

The Office of Education has empha-
sized the importance of designing effec-
tive programs with clear-cut objectives,
and on December 9, 1968, Commissioner
Harold Howe II reported to all Members
of the Congress on 150 outstanding title
I projects which the schools are encour-
aged to emulate. The States are now re-
porting to the Office of Education on their
progress in administering their pro-
grams, and the House Committee on
Education and Labor will soon be receiv-
ing testimony from the U.S. Commis-
sioner of Education on the results as re-
flected in these State reports. Based on
hearings to be called by our committee,
the House of Representatives will con-
sider legislation for the extension of this
program, including measures which may
be needed to strengthen the authority of
the Commissioner of Education to assure
that Federal funds are used more effec-
tively.

Title I is unique among Federal educa-
tion programs in requiring continuing
evaluation and public accountability for
the results of Federal funding. This fac-
tor in itself is of great potential in iden-
tifying the strengths and weaknesses of
local compensatory education programs
using Federal funds. Results of evalua-
tion studies can be misused by the press
if limited evaluation data are used to
condemn entire programs. In my judg-
ment, the news media could serve an in-
creasingly constructive role by citing the
continuing needs of the children in our
impoverished schools, and by editorially
supporting efforts to improve Federal
legislation and to increase Federal ap-
propriations in this critical area.

REMAINING AREA ON EARTH FOR
EXPLORATION AND DISCOVERY—
SPEECH BY JUDGE ALFRED L.
LUONGO

(Mr. BARRETT asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, on Co-
lumbus Day past, October 21, 1968, the
Honorable Alfred L. Luongo, judge of the
Federal Distriet Court for the Eastern
District of Pennsylvania, delivered a stir-
ring speech on the area remaining for
exploration and discovery on the earth—
not geographical area—but in the area
of human relations and human rights.

I believe this subject to be of vital con-
cern to all of us and Judge Luongo’s
speech merits the reading and considera-
tion not only by the Members of Con-
gress but by everyone in the Nation. I
therefore include it at this point in the
REcORD:
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CoLumMBUs DAY SPEECH BY JUDGE LUuoNGo

Thank you, Mr. Toastmaster.

I am grateful to the Columbus Day Com-
mittee for having invited me to be the
speaker on this occasion. I am honored and
flattered by the departure from the custom
of inviting nationally prominent persons to
speak. I hope I will prove worthy of the Com-
mittee's confidence.

It is traditional for Columbus Day speak-
ers to extol the virtues of that great Genoese
explorer—or as a variation on that theme—to
point out the contributions made by others
of Itallan ancestry to the exploration, growth
and development of this continent and this
country.

The temptation is great to do so today.
There is such a wealth of material dealing
with those subjects. One could devote an
entire speech, for example, to the efforts of
Christopher Columbus to get financial back-
ing for the venture—eflorts expended literally
over a period of years and to the sovereigns
of several nations before he was finally suc-
cessful in enlisting the aid and support of
Ferdinand and Isabella of Spain.

Or one could speak most interestingly of
the problems Columbus encountered on his
first voyage into uncharted seas with his
three incredibly small salling vessels.

Incidentally, contrary to the myth per-
petuated in children's books, it was well
known in Columbus’ day—and long before—
that the world was not flat. What was not
known was its size. When Columbus sailed
westward, he confidently expected to reach
land, but what he expected to find was
Cipangu (what we know as Japan today) and
China—whose wealth and wonders had been
revealed to the western world by another
Italian explorer, Marco Polo, traveling an en-
tirely different route. Those lands were gen-
erally described then as the Indies (mean-
ing Asia). Columbus himself, in later years
referred to his venture as the enterprise of
the Indies. That was what Columbus was
looking for—and what he thought he had
reached when, after 31 days of sailing and
near mutiny by his crew, he finally sighted
land, which led to the discovery of this
continent.

The contribution of others of Itallan an-
cestry to this country’s history would furnish
material for many speeches.

Americus Vespucci, the Italian geographer,
for whom the New World was named.

Gilovanni da Verrazzano, the Florentine
commissioned by the French to discover a
northwest passage to the Pacific and India,
who, in the course of his mission, discovered
New York Harbor and the Lower Hudson
River in 1543, years before Henrik Hudson.

Gilovanni Caboto (John Cabot) navigated
the first English ships to appear on this side
of the ocean.

Henry Tonti, who accompanied the French
explorer La Salle in expedltions on the Great
Lakes and down the Mississippi River,

Filippo Mazzel, a revolutionary patriot,
who emigrated from Tuscany and who, two
years before the adoption of the Declaration
of Independence, wrote a serles of articles in
the Virginia Gazette under the name “Furi-
0s0,” in one of which he sald:

“All men are by nature free and inde-
pendent. This equality is essential to the
establishment of a liberal government, Every
individual must be equal to every other in
his natural rights.”

Willilam Paca, a signer of the Declaration
of Independence.

Francesco Vigo—who helped open the mid-
west In the 1770's and for whom a county in
Ilinoils is named.

The Italian priest, Fra Marco da Nizza—
who established a mission in Mexico and who
made explorations there and as far north as
what is now Arizona in 1531,

Father Eustabio Chino, who in the late
1600's explored the peninsula of Lower Cali-
fornia.

And the list goes on and on and on.
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It is not easy to resist the temptation to
make use of such a wealth of material and
to say to you things you may want to hear—
things to make you even prouder of the
Italian heritage.

But reslst I must.

These are troubled and troubling times.
We cannot afford the luxury of complacency
and self-praise,

I use this opportunity instead to invoke
Columbus’ exploits as a symbol, and at the
same time to issue a challenge, to speak to
you of matters which will not necessarily
please you—may even displease—but if that
serves to provoke you to serious thought, I
will have accomplished something worth-
while.

The symbol for which I cite Columbus is
this:

He made his great discovery by breaking
away from the known and daring the un-
known. The reward to mankind was great—
the opening of a New World, which gave birth
to a nation whose founders, in the Declara-
tion of Independence, dreamed of a new way
of life and who nurtured and perpetuated
the greatest concepts of freedom and liberty
known to man, They brought forth a nation
dedicated to the proposition expounded by
Filippo Mazzei, that all men are created
equal.

There are few areas left today on the face
of the earth awaiting discovery. The frontiers
of discovery mow are the vast and limitless
reaches of the universe known as outer space.

But there Is need for exploration and dis-
covery yet on this earth—not into new geo-
graphical areas, but in the area of human re-
lations and human rights.

Much of the history of mankind is made
up of, and devoted to, man's inability to get
along with himself. Contemporary history is
no different. It is the story of conflict and
controversy—between nations and groups of
nations—between groups within nations
whose differences are political—or religlous—
or economic—or based on age—or color of
skin,

There is abroad today in this world a per-
vasive spirit of unrest and discontent. The
causes are many. Two of the outstanding
causes here in our nation are the related
problems of racism and poverty.

As a matter of coincidence, the problem
that besets us today had its origin in the
same age of discovery that gave us Colum-
bus, One of the nations from which Colum-
bus sought aild was unable to give it, because
it was pre-occupied with rts exploration of
the west coast of Africa—and the lucrative
trade in black slaves,

The growth of at least some of the colonies
of the New World was tied in with the insti-
tution of slavery, so that when these United
States came Into being as a government
dedicated to the principles of equality and
freedom, it paradoxically contained within
itself the horrible and degrading system of
human slavery.

And that system continued to have the
sanction of law in this country—this country
dedicated to the principles of equality—for
almost 100 years, It was only after a Civil
War which almost tore this nation apart,
that the Fourteenth Amendment to the Con-
stitution was adopted and the system no
longer had legal sanction.

But the huge residual evils of slavery re-
mained with us—providing the root causes
of our main social problem—deprivation,
degradation, discrimination and poverty.

Those who offer simplistic solutions—who
believe that a rap on the head with a police-
man’s club will solve everything—display an
abysmal ignorance of the nature of the prob-
lem and its causes.

Imagine, if you can, a heritage which in-
cludes being treated as a thing—a chattel—
an item of property for purchase and sale.

Imagine, if you can, a heritage which en-
compasses family life created and terminated
at the whim and pleasure of a master—an
owner.
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Perhaps it might help you to concelve of
the enormity of that injustice if you com-
pare it with treatment accorded your par-
ents, or grandparents, or great-grandparents,
who came here as immigrants, and who were
subjected to various forms of discrimina-
tion—both obvious and subtle—who were
called names dripping with contempt—
names designed to foster a feeling of inferi-
ority.

Do some of you, even today, resent slurs
on ethnic origin? Do some become incensed
by innuendos  about “Mafla"—*"Cosa
Nostra?—feel that some doors are not quite
as open—or suspect that opportunities are
not quite as available?

Imagine then, if you can compare those
complaints with the infinitely greater in-
justices which have been the lot of the
Negro—the Negro who wears his badge of
difference out in the open for all to see—
imagine how you might feel if you had to
bear his burden,

How many of you who ery loudest for law
and order can honestly say—truly guar-
antee—that you would not resort to the
streets—would not participate in demonstra-
tlons, yes, even rlots, if you had been born
Negro instead of what you are?

Lest I be misunderstood, I do not for one
moment condone lawlessness, crime or vio-
lence. I am a firm believer that the righting
of the wrongs in our society must be accom-
plished by the orderly processes of law.
Nevertheless, is it not understandable that
frustration too long contalned, can erupt
and produce violence and disregard for law.
Is it not understandable that those who
have been denied the protection of the law—
might begin to act as outlaws?

Let me then invoke the name and the
spirit of Christopher Columbus to throw
down a challenge to explore that great wilder-
ness, the area of greater tolerance and under.
standing among people—people who differ in
the color of their skin—who differ in nation-
allty—or in religion—or political views—or
in economie circumstances, differences that
harbor within them the seeds of conflict—
disagreement — misunderstanding — contro-
versy.

The guest for greater understanding de-
mands a venturing into the unknown—an
abandonment of the familiar and the tra-
ditional.

Abraham Lincoln said it this way:

“The dogmas of the quiet past are inade-
quate to the stormy present. The occasion
is piled high with difficulty, and we must rise
with the occasion. As our case is new, 50 we
must think anew and act anew.”

I offer no easy solutions—there are none,.
But I firmly believe that the key to the solu-
tion lies within each of us. It lles within
our hearts, our minds, our emotions, and
our prejudices.

The events of the past week, which wit-
nessed the closing of two high schools in this
community, provide a wivid illustration of
my point.

In God's name, how long can we continue
divided into hostile, armed camps?

How long must children, black or white,
fear to walk in the ‘“territory” of the
“enemy?"

How long will we continue to live as neigh-
bors—yet strangers?

The time is growing short.

We must renounce the hatreds that con-
sume people—and we must do it now.

We must dissolve the bitterness and mis-
understanding that beget violence—and we
must do it now.

We must dedicate ourselves to fulfillment
of the promise of the words of the pledge of
alleglance:

“One nation, under God, indivisible, with
liberty and justice for all.”

We must re-dedicate ourselves to the
proposition that every individual, in Mazzei's
words, must be equal to every other in his
natural rights.
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I close with these prayerful words by
Montana's Senator Mansfield on the death
of our beloved President, John F. Eennedy:

“He gave us of his love that we too, in
turn, might give. He gave that we might give
of ourselves, that we might give to one
another until there would be no room, no
room af all, for the bigotry, the hatred, preju-
dice and the arrogance which converged in
that moment of horror to strike him down.
In leaving us—these gifts he leaves with us.
Will he take them? Will we have, now, the
sense and the responsibility and the courage
to take them? I pray to God that we shall
and under God we will.”

To which I add a fervent “Amen."”

PEACE NEGOTIATIONS

(Mr. SIKES asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute, and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, statements
attributed to the outgoing chief U.S.
negotiator at the peace talks in Paris
urging Americans to stop talking about
winning the war provide cause for grave
concern. It is difficult to visualize a situ-
ation which would give more aid and
comfort to the Communists.

To me it is inconceivable that an Amer-
ican team would go to the conference
table admitting, in effect, that we are
no longer seeking to win; that we are
interested only in making the best deal
we can to get out of Vietnam.

Yet, that will be the interpretation
the Communists place on Mr. Harri-
man's statements. Mr. Harriman has
rendered valuable service to our Nation
for many years, but if he made this
statement, he has seriously damaged our
status in the negotiations.

This type of comment destroys what-
ever confidence our allies have in our de-
termination to help the Vietnamese de-
termine their own destiny. Of course, we
are there to win. How, otherwise, can
we give direction to efforts to stop the
spread of communism throughout
Southeast Asia? How, otherwise, can we
influence the course of the peace negoti-
ations? How, otherwise, can we justify
America’s participation in the war itself?

SHAPING OF TAX MEASURES—AD-
DRESS OF STANLEY S. SURREY,
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE
TREASURY FOR TAX POLICY

(Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts asked
and was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend
his remarks, and to include extraneous
matter,)

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, for the past 8 years we have
witnessed intense activity in the tax
area. The beginning of this activity dates
from President Eennedy's 1961 tax mes-
sage and its results and extends most
recently to the Revenue and Expenditure
Control Act of 1968.

This has been not an easy period, for
we started back in 1961 with high un-
employment and an anemic rate of
growth and now we have been going
through the turbulence of war years.
During that time our tax policies have
been developed to fit the needs of our
vast economy and to assist and enhance
our growth.,
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If one can point to a single individual
who has done more than anyone else to
shape the tax measures during this pe-
riod, the name which comes to mind is
that of Stanley S. Surrey, the very able
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury for
Tax Policy, appointed originally by
President Kennedy and continuing in of -
fice under President Johnson.

During Mr. Surrey’s years with the
Treasury we have seen a steady pace of
improvement in our tax system. A brief
list of these activities would include the
Revenue Acts of 1962 and 1964, deprecia-
tion reform, the Excise Tax Reduction
Act of 1965, the Tax Adjustment Act of
1966, the Foreign Investors Tax Act of
1966, the Revenue and Expenditure Con-
trol Act of 1968, and, in what one news-
paper columnist referred to as Mr. Sur-
rey’s ‘“master stroke,” the proposal that
tax preferences and incentives be spe-
cifically accounted for as tax expendi-
tures. That proposal may stand out as
one of the most important contributions
to the budgetary process of our Govern-
ment.

I believe it only fitting that the Mem-
bers have the benefit of Mr. Surrey’s own
views on these years in the Treasury, and
the path he hopes will be maintained in
the future. In a recent speech before the
Federal Tax Institute of New England,
Mr. Surrey expresses his philosophy and
views. Appropriately enough, he labeled
his talk “Past and Prolog in Tax Pol-
icy.” I would like to bring it to the atten-
tion of the House at this time, as follows:

PasT AnD ProLOGUE IN Tax Poricy

The National Archives Building in Wash-
ington contains the inscription “What is
Past is Prologue.” This is a comforting
thought for an archivist, and may indeed be
necessary for his well-being. I do not pro-
pose today to consider whether the thought
is a truism for Federal tax policy, and cer-
talnty it has not always been so in past
years. Of course, I would like to believe that
the recent past—let us say elght years—
should be a relevant guide to the future in
the tax field, but here I recognize disquall-
fication on the ground of prejudice, At any
event, actions and thoughts in that recent
past are there as directional guldes for the
years ahead if one chooses to consider the
mapwork as useful, So permit me today—in
a really impossibly brief and sketchy way—
to consider some aspects of that recent past
and some of the directional guides.

THE BROAD ECONOMIC FRONT

On the broad economic front, the past
eight years have been very good indeed for
the United States. They have been eight years
of sustained and adequate economic growth—
contrasted with three recessions in the pre-
vious eight years. One can produce endless
and varied data and statistics to describe
those years—not quite but almost as many as
those which our sportswriters use to fill their
newspaper pages and books, Whether it be
In terms of a low unemployment rate, new
Jobs, additions to GNP, increased average in-
come, growth in investment in plant and
equipment, increased corporate profits, over-
all price stability, and so on—all have shown
remarkable gains,

It has not been an easy period to achleve
all this—for it started with a high unem-
ployment rate and an enemic rate of growth
and ends in the turbulence of war years.
That turbulence has caused us to fasten our
economic seat belts and to be buffeted a bit,
as reflected In reecnt price and interest rate
rises. But price stability is hard to achieve
in war years and certainly we have been
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spared the controls and greater inflation of
other periods of large military expenditures,
Moreover, after unfortunate delay we did
adopt the needed restraint and can see a
moderation in the turbulence—though still
recognizing that effective fiscal policy has
many hostages to fortune in the uncertain-
ties that mark periods of military activity
and transition to peace.

This favorable economic growth was not
an unplanned lucky event. We have a gov-
ernment of laws but fiscal policies are made
by men. The policles are a conjunction of
fiscal tools; economic forecasting as to what
can be expected without action taken; the
design of the action needed and the tools to
be used to change the forecasted result if
change is warranted; the will to take that
action; and an understanding that the
process must be endlessly repeated as condi-
tions and forecasts change. Our economic
progress has been a result of improvement in
all these aspects, but most of all in the will
to use fiscal tools when action was required,

The landmarks here are the income tax re-
duction of 1964 undertaken in a period when
our economy was weak end under the re-
straint of too high a tax burden—but under-
taken when our budget was in a deficit, a
fact that, for all its essential Irrelevance,
would In the past have prevented this step;
the excise tax reduction in 1965 undertaken
for the same fiscal purpose; and the tempo-
rary 10 percent surcharge enacted in 1068
when our economy became too strong and re-
stralnt was needed—but undertaken in an
election year amidst a war which lacked the
support marking the previous military activ-
itles that had prompted tax increases in the
past. Nor were these legislative measures eas-
1ty emacted. The tax reduction of 1964 and
the tax surcharge of 1968 involved legislative
debate, doubts and desires and required a
high order of political skill to shape the solu-
tlons, garner the votes, and achieve the goals.

The will to take the needed fiscal steps
and the consequences of those steps have, I
belleve—and here one hopes past Is pro-
logue—heightened our ability to discrimi-
nate among fiscal tools and to improve our
fiscal techniques. The power of tax reduction
to promote economic growth is now evident,
whether the reduction called for 1s perma-
nent or temporary. The surcharge technique
as a tool for a temporary change in income
tax levels, when temporary change is re-
quired, has recelved acceptance. Indeed, in
the eleven months that the surcharge was
under Congressional consideration, the Tax
Commitiees spent less than a half hour on
the structure of the surcharge itself—and
that at the end of the Conference Commit-
tee dellberations. The final legislation in this
regard followed in almost every respect the
President’s recommendation. (Parenthetical-
ly, the experience with the temporary sus-
pension and restoration of the investment
credit as a technique showed the problems
of that approach, as the Treasury had ex-
pected, and that approach is unlikely to be
tried again.) It is encouraging to note that
the adoption of the surcharge was not an
issue in the 1968 election. When it was finally
passed it had bipartisan support. An analysis
of the election returns of the House of Rep-
resentatives does not indicate that any mem-
ber was defeated because he had voted for
the tax surcharge—an outcome strongly con-
trary to some expectations when the House
consldered this legisiation.

Our experience shows that our problems
relating to the use of the income tax for
countercyclical purposes are not problems of
technigues and mechanics as respects the
structural changes required. Rather, they are
issues of fiscal policy at the political level—
differences between Presidents and Con-
gresses over the right fiscal policies to pur-
sue and over the economic outlook. The task
here is to seek methods and procedures of
resolving those issues and differences more
rapidly, since countercyclical action requires

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

for its best results that the action be taken
promptly—a lesson of the 1968 experience.
L ASPECTS AND LEGISLATION

Let us turn now from the broad economic
scene to structural aspects of the tax system.
Here much has happened in elght years. This
is not the time for a detalled review, but
some of the events may be sketched briefly.
The Revenue Acts of 1962 and 1964 marked
the most serious efforts since World War II
to cure abuses in the tax structure—and
they achieved around $2 billlon of revenue
increasing revisions, a figure larger than all
of the revenue measures since that period
combined. Nearly every important change
was a significant struggle in itself, for the
issues had considerable emotional content
and controversy as well as tax significance—
remember expense accounts, the dividend
credit, tax havens, compliance in reporting
dividends and interest, and the like. Many an
important matter was decided by a vote or
two in the Tax Committees, and one learned
from hard experience the problems involved
in securing 13 votes in the Ways and Means
Committee and 9 votes in the Senate Finance
Committee in controversial matters. Each
matter had special problems which made for
great difficulty in achieving change, Thus
the efforts to achieve a rational tax struc-
ture for investment abroad had to face the
task of a complete re-orientation of tax
thinking and policy in keeping with the new
international requirements faced by the
United States. Before this, legislation in this
field had been pretty much a question of ef-
forts constantly to reduce the tax on foreign
income, with only a few understanding what
the contests were all about.

There were failures as well as successes.
But no realist expects full success in propos-
als for tax revision, or indeed in tax policy
generally, for the Congress has always been
the final arbiter of tax policy in the United
States, And the task of revision is difficult—
measured in an analogy to exploration by
the efforts involved in the discovery of the
Poles, with the way strewn with the bones of
many an explorer, rather than by the modern
systems of research and technology through
which we are mastering the world of space.
Nor are there unlimited opportunities to
push the issues of tax revision. Many trains
run on the tracks of our Tax Committees
and tax revision must take its turn along
with Soclal BSecurity, Public Assistance,
Trade, Customs and other legislation. Quite
often, also, all tracks must be cleared for
certain measures, including fiscal policy leg-
islation, which in principle must highball
along, such as the temporary surcharge.

Finally, failure can have its educational
values and pave the way to future progress.
Thus, as examples, I believe there are many
now who, on reflection, in contrast with
earlier held views, would say the Treasury
was right in 1863 in urging the principle of
income taxation at death on the apprecia-
tion in value of assets owned by the decedent
or In urging reform of depreclation rules in
the real estate field.

To continue the brief summary, the Exclse
Tax Reduction Act of 1965 ended our system
of discriminatory excise taxes; the Federal
Tax Lien Act of 1966 modernized our tax lien
procedures; 8 succession of legislative meas-
ures achieved cwrrent payment for corpora-
tions and graduated withholding for individ-
uals and, coupled with administrative meas-
ures requiring prompt payment of withheld
taxes and excise taxes, have given the Unilted
States a fully current system of tax collec-
tion; the Forelgn Investors Tax Act of 1966
provided a wholly revised and rational tax
policy for foreigners investing in the United
States; the Interest Equalization Tax Act
gave us a flexible tool for controlling port-
folio flows abroad. And In between were
numerous, varied, and less extensive meas-
ures to solve specific problems.

In the international area, statutory ime-
provements were accompanied by modern-
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ization and expansion of our treaty net-
work. A new structure for income tax trea-
ties was devised, bullding on the OCED Model
Draft where appropriate, and the process of
securing adoption of this modernized version
through agreements with developed coun-
tries is well along. A basis for treaties with
less developed countiries varying in ap-
proach depending on the particular situa-
tions involved, has been established, and is
ready for fuller implementation when the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee regards
our International position and our domes-
tic budgetary posture as appropriate to per-
mit extension of the investment credit to
investment abroad. A new version of an es-
tate tax treaty, building where appropriate
on the OECD Model Draft, has been devel-
oped which will afford greater opportunity
for foreign portfolio investment in the
United States and greater protection for the
estates of our business executives and others
who may die while on overseas assignments.
The process of obtaining adoption of this
type of treaty is now under way, with basic
agreements reached with the Netherlands
and Israel. These efforts at international tax
cooperation have been supplemented by af-
firmative positions taken by the United
States in the OECD Fiscal Committee seek-
ing steady development of the tax princi-
ples to govern international transactions, es-
pecially in the field of the allocation of in-
come and deductions.

Struetural tax revislon involves the cor-
rection of inequities to taxpayers as well as
the correction of tax abuses and escapes fa-
vorable to taxpayers. Here also steady prog-
ress has been made in improving the tax
structure—in the introduction of the mini-
mum standard deduction; the splitting of
the first bracket of tax into four brackets;
the introduction of an averaging system; the
adoption of a new deduction for employee
moving expenses; the unlimited carryforward
of capital losses; the inclusion of tips In So-
clal Security wages; the revised treatment of
dealer’s reserves.

Tax revision also Involves innovative
measures to keep the tax structure abreast
of economic changes., The investment credit
in 1962, the recapture as ordinary income on
the sale of personal property of excess de-
preciation deductions, and the administra-
tive depreciation reforms of 1962 and 1965,
creating the guldeline system and the re-
serve ratio test, have established the frame-
work for a rational tax treatment of invest-
ment in machinery and equipment. The
guidelines have put an end to haggling and
uncertainty and the reserve ratio test is
a workable device to achieve self-correction
within those guidelines, as our soon to be
published computer study of depreciation
rules demonstrates.

Allow me to spend & moment on the sub-
Ject of depreciation. Despite the improve-
ments just mentioned, we still have many
miles to go before all of the problems in the
depreciation fleld are solved. The tax struc-
ture was severely wounded by the introduc-
tion in 1954 of accelerated depreclation
methods without any groundwork of ad-
vance study to develop the safeguards and
rules necessary to accompany the liberality
of those methods. Such surgery produces
a severe shock from which the recovery is
painful, difficult and slow. This Is not to
say that accelerated depreciation of ma-
chinery and egquipment is wrong. But in
the realistic world of tax planning =and
maneuvering, where every possible avenue
of tax escape is ingeniously exploited to the
full, the fallure to provide adequate safe-
guards when accelerated depreclation was
offered is clearly evident in retrospect. It

toward recovery. We still face all the abuses,
the tax escapes, and the economic distor-
tions in the real estate area—all because
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accelerated depreciation happened to be
given to real property as well as personal
property; we face the abuses and business
distortions involved in the leasing of ma-
chinery and equipment (here linked with the
tax limit on the investment credit); we face
the payment of tax-free dividends by many
companies who use accelerated depreclation
for tax deduction purposes and the computa-
tion of tax earnings and profits but straight-
line depreciation for book purposes. Some of
these difficulties—such as leasing—could be
solved administratively and studles are here
under way, but considerable legislation, espe-
cially as respects real estate, will be needed
before all the damage is repaired. And there
are still those who urge even more accelera-
tion for depreciation!

As stated above, structural tax revision in-
volves the correction of tax abuses, the elim-
ination of unfairnesses, and the introduc-
tion of innovative changes. But along with
these tasks of regaining lost terrain and seek-
ing improvement, there is also the constant
task of not yielding new ground and opening
up new avenues of escape and preference.
Much of the late 1940's and 1850's conslsted
of a steady erosion of the tax structure. But
in the last elght years there have been no
real breaches of that structure, with the ex-
ception perhaps of the self-employment pen-
slon plan and that has its limitations. And
in the treatment of the “little tax bills”
the efforts to separate justifiable correctlion
from unfair preference and deal with each in
appropriate fashion have yielded a high de-
gree of success.

In this matter of not taking backward steps
one can see the dangers ahead. Much could be
lost, for example, in pursuing the “will-of-
the-wisp” of value-added taxation in an effort
to improve our trade position, or in plunging
the tax structure into a maelstrom of tax in-
centives and tax credits.

STRUCTURAL ASPECTS AND ADMINISTRATIVE RULES

The tax structure is shaped by interpreta-
tions embodied in regulations, rulings, and
other administrative pronouncements as well
as by legislation. The last eight years have
produced a steady pace of activity designed to
improve the administrative interpretation of
the Internal Revenue Code. One facet of this

effort has involved the clarification and
deepening of administrative guidance in var-
lous fields. A few examples:

The depreciation guidelines earlier men-
tioned provided a uniform, consistent sys-
tem for the handling of the depreclation
deduction and replaced the inconsistencles,
discriminations, and arbitrariness under the
prior method of negotiation and haggling.

The consolidated return regulations revised
the rules in this area to accord with modern
accounting practices for consolidated bal-
ance sheets and profit and loss statements.

The regulations on the deduction for edu-
cational expenses continued the evolution of
the tax rules to match the changing patterns
in tralning.

The recent pension plan regulations mod-
ernized the rules governing integration with
Soclal Security benefits to keep pace with
the changes in Social SBecurity legislation and
the maturing of that system.

The Section 482 regulations faced the chal-
lenging task of articulating the guidelines,
drawn from modern accounting and manage-
ment practices, to govern the allocation of
income and deductions among related enter-
prises, especially in the international area.

The earnings and profits regulations under
Subpart F for the first time provided a sys-
tem for establishing the profits of foreign
enterprises, based here also on modern ac-
counting concepts.

Another facet of this administrative ac-
tivity has been the correction of earlier ad-
ministrative mistakes. The task of adminis-
trators is to make wise and proper decisions.
A part of that task is the responsibility and
duty of recognizing when that standard has
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not been achieved and errors have occurred.
Here also the effort has been to acknowledge
the errors and effect the correction. As
examples:

The regulations providing for the recogni-
tion of gain on the creation of swap funds,

The regulations on the treatment of adver-
tising of exempt organizations as an unre-
lated business (here no earlier error was in-
volved, but rather the culmination of a long
study pending which the contrary rule was
permitted to obtain).

The proposed regulations on the taxation
of industrial development bonds.

The recent ruling denying deduction gen-
erally for prepaid interest,

The correction of the ruling on split-
dollar life insurance.

The pending revision of the restricted stock
regulations.

In some of these instances the administra-
tive action was followed by legislative con-
sideration and efforts to undo the admin-
istrative interpretation. The outcome in each
case was, however, essentially favorable to
the position taken administratively and the
end result was a structural improvement in
the area involved. Thus, most recently, in
the matter of industrial development bonds
two legislative measures this year finally
ended in taxation of these bonds subject to
a $5 million exception for projects under
that size, As a matter of tax policy even a
#5 million industrial development bond issue
is Inappropriate and the proposed regula-
tions had contained no dollar amount ex-
ception—there are more efficlent non-tax
routes to assist industrial expansion—but a
$5 million issue is a long cry from the tax-
free issues of $150 million with which 1968
opened.

The formulation of proper tax policies at
the administrative level provides an espe-
clally difficult challenge. The great danger is
that of lethargy—a hidden lethargy amidst
the volume of day-to-day activity that char-
acterizes a large organization. Unless ex-
treme care is taken this great activity—essen-
tial as it is to the overall tasks of tax col-
lection—will obscure the unwillingness or
inability to perceive and face issues of tax
policy. In this regard I would here like to
repeat some earlier words on the importance
of administration to tax policy, which were
in the course of discussing certain financing
techniques (industrial development bonds,
tax-exempt organizations borrowing to ac-
quire businesses, and leasing of machinery
and equipment) :

“Congress enacts legislation intended to
provide a particular tax benefit or tax result
for a designated group in order to accom-
plish a rational purpose—a tax-exempt in-
terest status to municipal bonds to assist
localities financially and to achleve a Fed-
eral-local relationship which both levels of
government consider desirable for reasons
apart from strictly financial considerations;
a tax-exempt status to charitable organiza-
tions to encourage philanthropy in the
United States; depreclation deductions that
are as appropriate as possible to the measure
of taxable income; investment credits to
achieve an Increase in industrial moderniza-
tion and expansion. But there are those out-
side the group intended to be benefited walt-
ing to selze on every such tax benefit to see
how Its operative mechanics may be dis-
torted to achieve advantages wholly foreign
to the purpose behind the benefit.

“If not checked in time these distortions
begin to assert a legitimacy of their own—to
assert tax squatters’ rights against the
Treasury. It is then said that administrative
action cannot be taken to dislodge them,
and a legislative command is required. Some-
times the Revenue Service itself grants a
cloak of legitimacy through favorable rulings
in the early stages of the transactions before
their structure and scope have been clearly
analyzed and appreciated. Then when it has
become clear to all that the distortion has
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created a major problem, it is said that the
administrative error cannot be corrected by
the administrators who made it.

“Indeed, many of the tax preferences that
today create severe unfairness in our tax
system and permit many individuals and
corporations to escape their share of the tax
burden were never legislated at all by the
Congress. Instead, their beginnings lie in a
Treasury Regulations or administrative rul-
ing, ill-considered or {ill-concelved at the
time or—to be more charltable, because every
tax policy official wonders what mistakes his
successors will charge agailnst him—handed
down to meet a legitimate problem and then
in turn itself distorted. The fact that many
of these tax preferences carry this bar sinister
in their heritage does not, of course, make
their present beneficiaries any the less force-
ful in defending their tax advantages.

“And so another lesson emerges from these
illustrations—vigilance, skill and imagina-
tion in tax administration can be a power-
ful force in the maintenance of equity in the
tax system. It can llkewise be a powerful
force to protect legislators from having to
grapple years later with difficult legislative
issues which they had no hand in creat-
ing."1

RESEARCH CAPABILITY

The conduct of tax policy today demands
a high order of research capability. The prob-
lems are intricate and complicated, and the
search for the data and analysis needed to
help in their resolution must be avidly pur-
sued if the solutions are to meet the stand-
ards our tax system merits. Moreover, quite
an arsenal of material is required to answer
the problems and questions of the host of
businesses and individuals affected by any
new proposal, as well as to counter the in-
tense probing for possible weaknesses in a
proposal, in so many ways and from so many
angles, that inevitably accompanies its con-
sideration,

In the past eight years, the Treasury stafl
engaged in tax policy activities has doubled,
and that part occupied with international
tax matters has grown almost five fold, There
are now around fifty-five professionals (eco-
nomists, lawyers and accountants) in the
tax policy area. Their work is supplemented
by the activities of the Internal Revenue
Service, a large number of formal consult-
ants drawn from many quarters, and by the
assistance that 1s informally given over a
wide area by those willing to make their
expertise available to the Government.

Accompanying this enlargement of stafl
and consultants, there has been an increas-
ing use of the tools of modern economic re-
search—econometric models and analysis,
computer analysis, and the like. These tools
are being applied to the study of problems
and proposals and to the task of revenue
forecasting and estimating. The use of “tax
models” under the individual, corporate, and
estate and gift taxes—a representative statis-
tical sample of tax return data on tape for
computer use—has greatly enhanced the ca-
pability of the Treasury to estimate the
effects of proposals for change. Also, data
are being gathered to undertake for the first
time systematic studies of the tax position
of identical taxpayers over a period of time,
which will provide considerable insight into
the effects of the tax structure and income
fluctuations (or their absence) taken to-
gether. These efforts are supplemented by
programs that will add nontaxable receipts
to the taxable income data, and non-taxpay-
ers to the taxpayers in the models.

The Treasury has also engaged in large
scale studies designed to advance our knowl-
edge in a varlety of fields. For example, it
has financed work by several outstanding

1Tax Trends and Bond Financing, an ad-
dress before the Municipal Forum of New
York, June 13, 1968 (Treasury Release F-
1273).
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scholars on the effects of tax policy on in-
vestment; it has recently published a study
on Overseas Manufacturing Investment and
the Balance of Payments; it will publish
shortly a computer study and detailed analy-
sis of Tax Depreciation and the Need for the
Reserve Ratio Test; and it has studies under
way in a variety of areas, such as the effects
of tax policy on real estate. Throughout it
has maintained close liaison with other in-
stitutions and individuals engaged in tax re-
search and facilitated their studies by mak-
ing the needed data available,

But even though the research capabllity
and activity have been greatly expanded, the
proper development of our tax structure and
our tax policies in the years ahead will re-
quire still larger research resources. The
Government tax research base is still small
when compared to that existing in other
areas and in relation to the complexity and
importance of tax issues. Moreover, there
must be constant attention paid to the mix
of research—Treasury consideration of im-
mediate problems; Treasury research on the
likely issues a few years ahead, on matters
that should be pushed forward as issues, and
on analysis to provide a better basic under-
standing of the workings and effects of our
tax system; the obtaining of contract re-
search by outside organizations and individ-
uals in these areas; and the encouragement
of research activity generally in the tax field.

RELATIONSHIP OF TAX POLICIES TO BUDGET
EXPENDITURES

The imperative need to move forward in
the solution of our soclal problems has
brought to the Treasury a new dimension of
activity not usually associated with the De-
partment, This largely comes about because
for nearly every social problem that we face
we can be sure to find some groups that will
urge the use of the tax system as the path
to a solutlon, Such sclutions can be gen-
erally classified under the heading of tax in-
centives or tax credits—and the familiar
items here are incentives or credits for edu-
cation, manpower training, pollution, urban
and rural development, housing, and so on.
For the Treasury to stand idly by and watch
a processlon of tax incentives would be to
permit a rapid deterioration of our tax struc-
ture.

But disinclination to regard tax incen-
tives as the path to solution is not enough,
for it still leaves the problems unsolved.
Consequently the Treasury has had to en-
gage In research, on its own account and
in cooperation with other agencies, on the
problems themselves and on the possible
nontax solutions that should be explored or
advanced. This obviously expands the re-
search requirements of the Treasury, though
1t has the advantages of keeping it fully in-
volved in a great varlety of domestic mat-
ters not usually considered as Ialling under
tax policy.

This activity In turn has led to a fuller
exploration of those existing tax policies
which, through tax preferences and speclal
rules, depart from the normal concepts ap-
plicable to the determination of taxable in-
come and thereby provide within the tax
system an array of so-called “tax expendi-
tures.” These tax expenditures represent the
tax revenues being “spent” (through being
lost to the tax system) to achieve the speci-
fic nontax goals represented by the special
rules. In this regard the tax expenditures
stand as alternatives to the direct Govern-
ment expenditures, in the form of loans,
grants, guarantees, and the like, that could
have been utilized to achieve those same
specific goals.

This exploration of the tax expendlture
concept has Involved efforts to describe and
guantify the existing tax expenditures, in
much the same fashion as direct Govern-
ment expenditures are identified In the
Budget, It has also led Yo studies designed
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to compare, on a cost-benefit approach, the
efficiency of the tax expenditure route com-
pared with the direct expenditure route and
to identify the factors relevant to that com-
parison. Such studies relate both to exist-
ing preferences and proposed tax expendi-
tures through new tax incentives or credits.

These efforts Indicate that in some areas
of Government the tax expenditures are a
sizable amount, in absolute terms and in
relation to the amount of direct budgetary
expenditures. One would hope that other
agencles of Government having direct cog-
nizance over the activities involved would
also take an interest in these tax expendi-
tures. There is considerable basis for the
bellef that In some situations the amounts
involved in the tax expenditures could be
utilized more efliciently if they were spent
as direct expenditures.

CONTINUING REVISION

The task of structural revision of our tax
system should be regarded as an ever-con-
tinuing effort. Secretary Fowler earlier this
year stressed this need, in speaking of areas
of concern to the Treasury in which con-
tinuity of policy is essential. He used these
words:

“A third area for policy continuity in 1969
is tax reform. After the reforms of the Rev-
enue Acts of 1962 and 1964 and 1965, the
Treasury Department undertook a major ef-
fort to prepare tax reform proposals of a
comprehensive nature in 1966 and 1967. The
plan was to launch a major legislative ef-
fort on the heels of the enactment of the
temporary surcharge legislation. Because of
the delays in enacting the burcharge legis-
lation and the fact that substantial tax re-
form requires extensive legislative considera~
tion, there was no suitable opportunity to
push these proposals on to the legislative
calendar.

“Tt is clear that tax reform must be a mat-
ter of high priority as respects tax policy and
the work of the Congress. I and my associ-
ates in the Treasury have called attention to
some of the areas that we feel should be
given consideration. As one example, there is
the impact of our present tax system on
those in poverty. A country concerned about
the plight of the poor should certainly be
concerned about not imposing the 10 percent
surcharge on low Income taxpayers. At the
other end of the secale is the serious problem
of those taxpayers with very high annual in-
comes who make little or no contribution to
the Federal Government because of the use,
slngly or in combination, of many of the tax
preferences adopted for particular purposes.
There ls also need for an extensive, searching
review of the rules under the estate and gift
taxes and the assoclated question of the
treatment of transfers of appreciated assets
at death under the income tax,

“Two cardinal principles should guide us
in considering tax reform. One is that the
standards of equity and falrmness and de-
sirability must be applied in the context of
the world today. Tax provisions adopted to
serve certain needs in the past must con-
stantly be tested to see If they are still ap-
propriate. We must ask what is the net bene-
fit to the nation from such a provision in
terms of the present cost—what is the effi-
clency and effectiveness of the tax provision
as contrasted with other forms of Govern-
ment assistance that may not have the side-
effects of income tax liberality to individuals
or corporations that accompany the use of
the tax route?

*“The second principle is that change from
yesterday's rule to today's new need must
be orderly and fair, so that those who had
planned thelr businesses or lives on the basis
of the earlier provisions may have an orderly
transition to the mew standards. But it is
orderly transition that I am emphasizing and
not stagnation or indefinite postponement of
any change, for tax preferences should not be
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a hereditary matter handed down from one
generation to the next.”*

The reform that Secretary Fowler spoke of
involves change in the tax structure. As he
indicates, there is much to be done—there
always will be—in this area. In addition to
such structural reform, there are important
aspects of tax policy and expenditure policy
having a relationship to the tax system that
will, one can expect, be debated in the period
ahead. Just as illustrations, one can refer to
such matters as income maintenance or neg-
ative income tax progrems now the subject
of inquiry by a Presidential Commission; the
need for re-examination of the benefit struc-
ture of the Social Security system and its
financing, together with improvements in
the structure of the private pension plan
system; the worry over the efleci on Btate
and local interest costs and on individual
windfall benefits through the greatly ex-
panded use of State and local tax-exempt
bonds that looms just ahead and for which
solutions such as an Urban Development
Bank have been advanced; the wisdom of
revenue sharing and the feasibility of the
various alternatives suggested; procedures to
achieve the pace of action necessary to carry
out needed countercyclical tax action effec-
tively; procedures to achleve better coordi-
nation of Congressional consideration of
revenues and expenditures.

CONCLUSION

If the tax activity of the past is indeed
prologue, then the years ahead will continue
to be active ones. This is as it should be in
the tax field, for the appropriateness, equity,
and vitality of a tax system depend upon
constant attention. Proven fiscal tools are
not the exclusive property of any Adminis-
tration or political party. Neither are the
problems. There are the difficult problems
that accumulate over the years and yleld
only slowly to solution. There are the new
problems whose outlines are already appar-
ent. And there are the unforeseen problems
that come suddenly on the scene. All must
command our efforts If we are to achleve, not
perfection, but that high degree of effective-
ness and fairmess which can properly be
demanded of those who have chosen to make
tax matters their professional career.

DIRECT ELECTION OF THE PRESI-
DENT AND VICE PRESIDENT

(Mr. HAMILTON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include extra-
neous matter.)

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I be-
lieve the time has come to take the final
step in guaranteeing to each American
citizen the right to vote for the most im-
portant office in the land, the Presidency
of the United States.

While we are making every effort to
expand the franchise through removing
the roadblocks of religious prejudice,
race prejudice, and sex prejudice, we
continue to tolerate the electoral college
system. There are only two offices for
which we do not believe the people should
make the final choice, and those are the
Presidency and Vice Presidency of the
United States. In the United States, while
we claim with pride to be the world’s
greatest democracy, this is an anachro-
nism that can no longer be tolerated.

Facing the Constitutional Convention
of 1787 when it convened on May 25 was
the question whether the Chief Executive

® Address before the Natlonal Industrial

Conference Board, BSeptember 20,
(Treasury Release F-1354).
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should be chosen by direct popular elec-
tion, by the Congress, by State legisla-
tures, or by intermediate electors. The
direct popular election alternative was
opposed because it was generally felt
that the people lacked sufficient knowl-
edge of the character and qualifications
of possible presidential candidates to
make an intelligent choice. Many dele-
gates also feared that the people of the
various States would be unlikely to agree
on a single person, usually casting their
votes for a favorite-son candidate well
known to them. Delegates from the South
opposed the direct popular election of
the President for the additional reason
that suffrage was more widespread in
the North than in the South.

Giving Congress the power to choose
the President was rejected largely be-
cause of fear that it would jeopardize
the principle of executive independence.
To permit State legislatures to choose
the President was rejected because it was
feared the President might feel so in-
debted to the States as to allow them to
encroach on Federal authority. Unable
to agree on a plan, the convention on
August 31 appointed a “Committee of
Eleven” to propose a solution. On Sep-
tember 4 the Committee suggested a
compromise—today’s electoral college
system.

The electoral college system was cre-
ated by our Founding Fathers to meet
., ecertain very real 18th century problems
that no longer have relevance to Amer-
icans of today.

Of concern to our forefathers was
widespread illiteracy, large numbers of
slaves who could not vote, great dispar-
ity in voter qualifications and little com-
munication between regions of the coun-
try. All of these circumstances have been
altered. There has been change. Today,
there is mass media, both television and
press, making it possible for all to ex-
amine in detail the characteristics of
each presidential candidate.

From the outset the electoral college
has constituted little more than a delib-
erately vague political compromise.
Moreover, the reasons advanced for the
system at the time of its adoption are
totally irrelevant, if not directly repug-
nant, to our modern day concept of de-
mocracy.

The existing electoral college system
has long been a matter of controversy.
Major objections to the current system
are:

It has permitted the election of three
Presidents who trailed their opponents
in the national popular vote.

The Founding Fathers never intended
that the States would cast their electoral
votes en bloc.

The unit system offers no incentive for
a heavy voter turnout in supposedly
safe States.

In large States which are fairly even-
ly divided between the major parties, the
unit system inflates the bargaining pow-
er of splinter parties and pressure groups.

The electoral college system places a
premium on fraud because juggling of a
few votes can swing the electoral votes
of an entire State.

The electoral college system gives State
legislatures the power to direct any
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method they wish for selecting presi-
dential electors.

There is no legal way to force an elec-
tor to vote for the presidential candidate
to whom he pledged himself.

If an election is thrown into the House
because of the failure of a presidential
candidate to win a majority of the elec-
toral votes, an archaic and totally un-
representative system goes into opera-
tion.

The unit vote method of apportion-
ing each State's electoral votes, as it
developed in the 19th century and con-
tinues today, was clearly not the inten-
tion of the Founding Fathers. So in every
election, the unit vote system disen-
franchises millions of voters who hap-
pen to be in the minority in their par-
ticular States by taking the voting pow-
er they represent and awarding it in the
national electoral count to the candidate
whom they oppose. For example, in 1960
John F. Kennedy received 2,377,846 pop-
ular votes in Illinois while Richard M.
Nixon received 2,368,988 votes. The late
President received all the electoral vote
in Illinois. Mr. Nixon received the 13
electoral votes in Indiana where he ob-
tained 1,175,120 popular votes. Although
Mr. Kennedy received more than two-
thirds of the combined electoral votes of
the two States, Mr. Nixon actually re-
ceived a substantial majority of the pop-
ular votes cast.

Senator Thomas Hart Benton, of Mis-
souri, in commenting on the operation of
the unit vote system, said:

To lose their votes is the fate of all mi-
norities, and it is their duty to submit; but
this is not a case of votes lost, but of votes
taken away, added to those of the majority,
and given to a person to whom the minority
is opposed.

The present electoral college system
rests on an uneasy tension between op-
posing distortions of the popular will.
Smaller States receive a bonus for their
two Senators, Large, closely contested,
industrial States are the chief prizes in
the presidential contest because of the
magnified value of even the smallest
popular majority in the States. For ex-
ample, elections in which the national
outcome depended on a single large State
are numerous: a shift of 2,555 votes in
New York could have reversed the elec-
toral college outcome to make Henry Clay
President instead of James K. Polk in
1844, In 1880 Winfield S. Hancock would
have been made President instead of
James A. Garfield if there had been a
shift in New York of 10,5617 votes. A shift
of 575 votes in New York during the 1884
election would have made James G.
Blaine President instead of Grover Cleve-
land. In 1888 a shift of 7,189 votes in New
York would have changed the electoral
vote to favor Grover Cleveland instead of
Benjamin Harrison—Cleveland actually
won a popular vote plurality but lost in
the electoral college vote. A California
shift in the election of 1916 of 1,983 votes
would have made Charles Evans Hughes
President instead of Woodrow Wilson, al-
though President Wilson still would have
had a half million more popular votes.

The electoral college system is predi-
cated on the treatment of States as sepa-
rate voting blocs. But the essential fact
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about presidential politics in the United
States today is its nationalization. Tele-
vision, newspapers, and national maga-
zines all bring presidential politics di-
rectly to the people wherever they may
live. Dwight Eisenhower, Adlai Steven-
son, John F. EKennedy, Richard Nixon,
Lyndon Johnson, and HUBERT HUMPHREY
were all chosen as presidential candi-
dates because of their national stature—
not because they represented a certain
State.

Against this background of the na-
tionalization of American politics, the
electoral college system perpetuates the
ever-present danger that a man might be
elected President who had actually lost
the popular vote—which already has oc-
curred three times in our history: John
Quincy Adams, Rutherford B. Hayes, and
Benjamin Harrison.

The fact that a State's electoral votes
remain the same regardless of voter
turnout is significant. In the 1964 elec-
tion with the total popular vote cast in
New Jersey substantially greater than
that cast in Texas, the winning candidate
in Texas received 25 electoral votes while
the winning candidate in New Jersey re-
ceived only 17 electoral votes. In that
same election, the three electoral votes
of Alaska were decided by 67,259 votes at
a ratio of one electoral vote for every
22,419 voters. In the same election, New
York citizens voted at a ratio of one elec-
toral vote for every 166,657 votes with
7,166,275 people voting.

Today, the vast majority of the Amer-
ican people never stop to think that they
are not permitted to vote directly for the
President and Vice President of the
United States—yet they would be en-
raged if the system intervened to frus-
trate their choice.

A popular vote loser assuming the
Presidency could not be explained to the
people. A miscarriage of the popular will
in the days of “one man, one vote” would
be preposterous. The situation is all the
more serious when one considers the im-
mense power and responsibility, both at
home and abroad, of the American Presi-
dent at this time in history.

The real choice today is between two
alternatives. Either the country will con-
tinue with the existing electoral college
system, or it will shift to the direct popu-
lar election of the President and Vice
President of the United States.

The only reform which will meet all
the major problems presented by the
electoral college system in a realistic
manner is to institute the direct popular
election of the President and Vice Presi-
dent by all the people.

Direct popular election will eliminate
the undemocratic unit vote system, elim-
inate the problem of rebel electors, elimi-
nate the danger of a popular-vote loser
entering the White House, and would
place the choice of the President and
Vice President where it ought to be—
directly in the hands of the people.

A direct popular national vote for
President would result in the natural cul-
mination of the federal system—choos-
ing their Chief Executive on a national
one-man, one-vote basis. Any half-way
steps will retain some or all of the inade-
quacies of the existing electoral college
system, especially the danger of the pop-




CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

ular-vote loser becoming President of the

country.

Since January 6, 1797, when Repre-
sentative Willlam L. Smith, of South
Carolina, introduced the first proposed
constitutional amendment to reform the
electoral college system, hardly a session
of Congress has passed without introduc-
tion of similar resolutions. At least 109
such amendments were proposed between
1889 and 1946 and another 151 have been
proposed since that time.

The direct popular election alternative
for choosing the President and Vice Pres-
ident, considered at the Constitutional
Convention in 1787, was first introduced
in the Congress as a proposed constitu-
tional amendment by Representative
William McManus, of New York, in 1826.

Historically, proponents of the direct
popular election alternative have en-
dorsed halfway measures believing that
the direct popular election alternative
could not be ratified by the required
number of States. The time has now
come to make a concerted effort to con-
vince Members of Congress and State
legislators that the direct popular elec-
tion alternative not only harbors no
threat to anyone’s special powers or priv-
ileges within the American system, but
that it is the only decent democratic al-
ternative to the danger-prone electoral
college system of today.

The greatest proof of the need for re-
form of the electoral college system is
the fact that most Americans assume the
direct popular election alternative to be
in effect. When asked for whom they
voted, Americans do not reply for presi-
dential elector A or B or for no presi-
dential elector due to the application of
the unit rule. Rather, they reply that
they voted for the Democratic or Repub-
lican presidential candidate. Can it any
longer be pretended that this great
people requires presidential electors to
choose wisely for it?

Hearings in the other body on the elec-
tion of the President and Vice President
of the United States were most recently
begun on February 28, 1966. In May 1966,
Senator BAyH from Indiana, chairman of
the Senate Subcommittee on Constitu-
tional Amendments, introduced a pro-
posed constitutional amendment to pro-
vide for direct popular election of the
President and Vice President—Senate
Joint Resolution 163—89th Congress,
second session. On January 11, 1967, the
Senator from Indiana, for himself and
others, reintroduced the direct popular
vote alternative in the form of a pro-
posed constitutional amendment—Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 2—-90th Congress,
first session.

Mr. Speaker, I now wish to introduce
in the House of Representatives a pro-
posed constitutional amendment that
abolishes the electoral college and pro-
vides for direet popular election of the
President and Vice President.

The provisions of the joint resolution
are as follows:

H.J. Res.—Joint resolution to amend the
Constitution to provide for the direct elec-
tion of the President and the Vice Presi-
dent of the United States
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of Amer-

ica in Congress assembled (two-thirds of
each House concurring therein), That the

following article is proposed as an amend-
ment to the Constitution of the United
States, which shall be valid to all intents
and purposes as part of the Constitution
when ratified by the legislatures of three-
fourths of the several States within seven
years from the date of its submission by the
Congress:
“ARTICLE —

“SEcTiON 1. At a time determined by the
Congress there shall be held in each State
and in the District of Columbia an election
in which the people thereof shall vote for
President and for Vice President. In such
election, each voter shall cast a single bal-
lot for two persons who shall have consented
to the jolning of their names on the ballot
for the offices of President and Vice Presi-
dent.

“The legislature of each State shall pre-
scribe the places and manner of holding such
election thereof and shall include on the
ballot the names of all pairs of persons who
have consented to the joining of their names
on the ballot for the offices of President and
Vice President but the Congress may at any
time by law make or alter such regulations.
The voters in each State shall have the quali-
fications requisite for persons voting therein
for Members of the Congress, but nothing
in this article shall prohibit a State from
adopting a less restrictive residence require-
ment for voting for President and Vice Pres-
ident than for Members of the Congress, or
prohibit the Congress from adopting uni-
form residence and age requirements for vot-
ing in such election.

“The Congress shall prescribe the guali-
fications for voting and the places and man-
ner of holding such elections in the District
of Columbia,

“Within forty-five days after the election,
or at such time as the Congress may direct,
the official custodian of the election returns
of each State and the District of Columbia
shall prepare, slgn, certify and transmit
sealed to the seat of the Government of the
United States, directed to the President of
the Senate, a list of all persons for whom
votes were cast for President and for Vice
President, together with the number of votes
cast for each.

“Sec. 2. On the 6th day of January fol-
lowing the election, unless the Congress shall
by law appoint a different day not earlier
than the 4th day of January, the President
of the Senate shall, in the presence of the
Senate and the House of Representatives,
open all the certificates, and the votes shall
then be totaled. The persons joined as can-
didates for President and Vice Pesident, hav-
ing the greatest number of votes shall be
declared elected Presldent and Vice Presi-
dent, respectively, if such number be a
plurality amounting to at least 40 per cen-
tum of the total number of votes certi-
fied. If none of the pairs of persons joined
as candidates for President and Vice Presi-
dent shall have at least 40 per centum of
the total number of votes certified, then
Congress shall provide by law, uniform
throughout the United States, for a runoff
election to be held between the two pairs of
persons joined as candidates for President
and Vice President, respectively, who re-
celved the highest number of votes certi-
fled.

“Sec. 3. If, at the time fixed for the count-
ing of the certified vote totals from the re-
spective States, the presidential candidate
who would have been entltled to election as
President shall have died, the vice presi-
dential candidate entitled to election as Vice
President shall be declared elected Presi-
dent.

“The Congress may by law provide for the
case of the death or withdrawal, prior to the
election provided for in section 1, of a can-
didate for President or for Vice President and
for the case of the death of both the per-
son who, except for their death, would have
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been entitled to become Fresident and Vice
President.

“Sec. 4. The Congress shall have power to
enforce this article by appropriate legisla-
tion.”

Mr. Speaker, the proposed House joint
resolution is identical to Senate Joint
Resolution 2 introduced in the first ses-
sion of the 90th Congress. Under the
proposed joint resolution, a presidential
candidate must receive a 40-percent
plurality for election. If no presidential
candidate receives the necessary 40-per-
cent plurality, a runoff election would be
held between the two candidates receiv-
ing the largest number of popular votes.

The proposed constitutional amend-
ment has been endorsed by the American
Bar Association, the Federal Bar Associa-
tion, the Committee on Federal Legisla-
tion of the New York City Bar Associa-
tion, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the
National Federation of Independent
Businesses, the United Auto Workers,
and the NAACP.

A survey of State legislators, conduct-
ed by the junior Senator from North
Dakota, revealed that nearly 60 percent
of the 2,500 respondents favored direct
popular election of the President and
Vice President of the United States.

On November 23 a Gallup poll indi-
cated that 81 percent of the public fav-
ored basing the election of the President
on the popular vote throughout the Na-
tion rather than the present electoral .
college system where a presidential can-
didate can be elected President even
thought he runs behind his opponents
in the popular vote total.

Our entire national experience teaches
that there is no safer, no better way to
elect our public officials than by the
choice of the people with the man who
wins the most votes being awarded the
office. This is the essence of the “the
consent of the governed.” H. G. Wells
called voting ‘“democracy’s ceremonial.
It'’s feast. It's great funection.”

Neil R. Pierce, perhaps the foremost
authority on the electoral college sys-
tem has stated in “The People's Presi-
dent”:

The electoral college system of electing the
President is doubtless the most deficient—
and potentially dangerous—section of the
U.S. Constitution as it stands today.

The single constitutional reform that
removes the inequities and perils of the
present electoral college system without
substituting others is to eliminate the
electoral college altogether and give the
election of their President and Vice Pres-
ident directly to the American people.

The Presidency is the grand prize of
American politics—no effort is too great
to assure that the American President
will truly be a man for all seasons for
all Americans.

PROGRAM INFORMATION ACT

{(Mr, HAMILTON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, as a co-
sponsor of the proposed Program In-
formation Act, I emphasize that the act
directs the President to transmit to the
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Congress at the beginning of each
calendar year a catalog of Federal assist-
ance programs, together with a report
detailing the measures taken by the
President to simplify Federal program
assistance application forms and proce-
dures and to consolidate Federal assist-
ance programs.

The Program Information Act is de-
signed to serve the program informa-
tion needs of Congress, and the Execu-
tive, and the public. The Federal assist-
ance program catalog, being the only
compendium of Federal program assist-
ance information, would include a de-
seription of each program, the adminis-
tering office, the eligibility requirements,
funding information, application prereg-
uisites, Washington and regional con-
tacts, mechanics of application and re-
lated programs.

The catalog will be updated monthly to
reflect program termination, consolida-
tion, expansion or reorganization and
changes in government organization. The
monthly revisions would provide current
funding information as well as other in-
formation of direect, immediate relevance
to potential beneficiaries.

The Bureau of the Budget is designated
the sole agency to which the President’s
authority under the act may be dele-
gated. By locating the responsibility for
the catalog in the Bureau of the Budget,
it is intended to provide the executive
branch with meaningful information to
determine whether duplication, overlap,
or lack of coordination exist in Federal
assistance programs. Better unified and
coordinated Federal assistance should, in
turn, produce a more accurate planning,
programing, budgeting system.

The present comprehensive catalog
published by the Office of Economic Op-
portunity, the Catalog of Federal Assist-
ance Programs, lacks:

First, funding information—among
the most important kinds of information
for local officials, mayors, and county
executives is how much Federal program
assistance money is available;

Second, processing time estimates—
State and local officials must have such
information if they are to coordinate
Federal assistance programs with their
requirements; and

Third, periodic updating—printing a
Federal catalog without greater flexibil-
ity than annual updating forces State
and local officials to find other sources of
information or else make important de-
cisions based on information that is
months out of date. '

The Bureau of the Budget through cir-
cular A-89 establishes new catalog guide-
lines which contain no provisions for
cross-referencing of analogous pro-
grams, nor does it define what are
“programs,” Consequently, Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity instructions to Fed-
eral agencies currently request submis-
sion of limited information on approxi-
mately 600 of over 1,000 separately
identified Federal assistance programs.
Mr. Charles L. Schultze, former Direc-
tor of the Bureau of the Budget, states
on page 35 of “Agenda for the Nation":

There are currently more than 400 Fed-
eral grant-in-aild programs and a host of
special credit programs providing loans for
specifie purposes. A wide variety of pro-
grams are directly operated by the Federal
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Government—flood control projects, na-
tional parks, watershed protection projects,
and so on.

State and local officials, educators, and
private individuals have evidenced great
difficulty in obtaining concise informa-
tion about Federal assistance programs
in which they may desire to participate.
Specific Federal program assistance in-
formation in one compendium is required
to permit these officials and private in-
dividuals to comprehend all related pro-
grams and determine which programs
may be of particular assistance to them.

The information to be included in the
catalog is the information shown in a
federally sponsored Midwest Research
Institute study to be the kind most
needed by State and local officials to best
utilize Federal program assistance.

The best testimony for the need for
this proposed legislation is the unani-
mous endorsement of this bill by our
Nation’s State Governors, the National
Association of Counties’ Executives and
Supervisors and the National Legislative
Conference of State Representatives and
Senators.

Besides being of direct assistance to
potential beneficiaries, passage of this
legislation would give the Congress
meaningful information it needs to
better determine, first, the relative worth
of programs in order to establish prior-
ities in allocating funds, and second, the
desirability of proposed new programs.

ENABLING CITIZENS OF THE UNIT-
ED STATES WHO CHANGE THEIR
RESIDENCES TO VOTE IN PRESI-
DENTIAL ELECTIONS

(Mr. HAMILTON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, 5 years
ago President Kennedy’s Commission on
Registration and Voting Participation
declared:

No American should be deprived of the
right to vote for President and Vice President
because he changed his address before the
election and did not have time to meet State
residence requirements.

On May 25, 1967, President Johnson
declared in “The Political Process in
America,” a message to the Congress pro-
posing legislation to strengthen the po-
litical process:

This Natlon has already assured that no
man can legally be denied the right to vote
because of the color of his skin or his eco-
nomic condition. But we find that millions
of Americans are still disenfranchised—be=-
cause they have moved their residence from
one locality to another.

The President further declared:

The people’s right(s) to travel freely from
State to State is constitutionally protected.
The exercise of that right should not im-
peril the loss of another constitutionally pro=-
tected right—the right to vote.

An analysis of the voting results of the
1960 presidential election, the last elec-
tion for which studies are available,
shows that between 5 and 8 million
otherwise eligible voters were deprived
of their right to vote because of unneces-
sarily long residency requirements of
many States. Almost half of the States,

619

for example, through laws enacted a

century ago, require a citizen to be a res-

ident a full 12 months prior to qualify-
ing to vote for the only two nationwide
elective offices—the Presidency and Vice-

Presidency of the United States.

Public participation in the processes of
government is the essence of a democ-
racy. H. G. Wells called the voting proc-
ess, “democracy’s ceremonial, its feast,
its great function.”

No government can long survive that
does not heed the public will. The Ameri-
can system has endured for almost two
centuries because the people have be-
come more and more involved in the
process of governing. But government
itself has a continuing obligation—sec-
ond to no other—to keep the process of
public participation funetioning smooth-
ly therehy maintaining a vibrant de-
mocracys

Mr. Speaker, to enable citizens of the
United States who change their residen-
ces to vote in presidential elections, I
now introduce the Residgpey Voting Act
of 1969. The act provides as follows:

A bill to enable citizens of the United States
who change their residences to vote in
presidential elections, and for other pur-
poses
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of

American in Congress assembled, That this

Act may be cited as the “Residency Voting

Act of 1989,

Bec. 2. The Congress hereby declares that
to enhance the right under the fourteenth
amendment to the Constitution of citizens
who change their residences to enjoy equal
access to the right to vote in the election for
President and Vice President of the United
States, it is necessary to prohibit the States
from conditioning the right to vote on the
fulfillment of certain requirements of resi-
dence or registration,

Sec. 3. (a) No citizen of the United States
who is otherwise qualified to vote in any
State or political subdivision in any election
for President and Vice President of the
United States shall be denied the right to
vote in such election because of any require-
ment of residence or registration of such
State or political subdivision if such citizen
has resided in such State or political sub-
division since the first day of September next
preceding such election and has compled
with the requirements of registration to the
extent that such requirements provide for
registration after such date. If such citizen
has begun residence in a State or political
subdivision after the first day of September
next preceding an election referred to in the
preceding sentence and does not satisty the
residence requirements of such State or po-
litical subdivision, then he shall be allowed
to vote either in person or by absentee ballot
in the State or political subdivision from
which he most recently moved 1f, but for his
nonresident status, he has satisfled, as of
the date of such move, the requirements to
vote in the State or political subdivision from
which he most recently moved.

(b) No citizen of the United States who is
otherwise gqualified to vote by absentee bal-
lot in any State or political subdivision in
any electlon for President and Vice President
of the United States shall be denled the right
to vote in such election because of any re-
quirement of registration that does not in-
clude a provision for absentee registration.

Sec. 4. (a) In the exercise of the powers
of the Congress under section 5 of the four-
teenth amendment to the Constitution, the
Attorney General is authorized and directed
to institute in the name of the United States
actions, including actions against States or
political subdivisions, for declaratory judg-
ment or injunctive rellef to restrain the en~
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forcement or execution of any residence or
registration requirements which, in his judg-
ment, interfere with the provisions or pur-
poses of this Act.

(b) Proceedings instituted pursuant to
this section shall be heard and determined
by a three-judge district court in accordance
with the provisions of section 2284 of title
28 of the United States Code, and any ap-
peal shall lie directly to the Supreme Court.
It shall be the duty of the judges designated
to hear the case to assign the case for hear-
ing at the earliest practicable date and to
cause the case to be in every way expedited.

Sec. 5. (a) Whenever any person has en-
gaged, or there are reasonable grounds to
believe that any person is about to engage,
in any act or practice in violation of the
rights conferred by section 3, the Attorney
General is authorized to institute for the
United States, or in the name of the United
States, an action for preventive relief, in-
cluding an application for a temporary or
permanent injunction, restraining order, or
other order, and including an order directed
to the State and State or local election of-
ficials to require them to (1) permit persons
benefited by this Act to vote and (2) count
such votes.

(b) The district courts of the United
States shall have jurisdiction of proceedings
instituted pursuant to this section and shall
exercise the same without regard to whether
a person granted rights under the provisions
of this Act shall have exhausted any ad-
ministrative or other remedies that may be
provided by law.

SEc. 6. (a) Whoever knowingly or willfully
gives false information as to his name, ad-
dress, or period of residence in a State or
political subdivision for the purpose of es-
tablishing his eligibility to register or vote
under this Act, or conspires with another
individual for the purpose of encouraging
such individual's false registration or illegal
voting under this Act shall be fined not more
than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than
five years, or both.

(b) Whoever shall deprive or attempt to
deprive any person of any right secured by
this Act shall be fined not more than $5,000,
or imprisoned not more than five years, or
both.

Mr, Speaker, no citizen of the United
States who is otherwise qualified to vote
in any election for President and Vice
President of the United States should
lose the right to vote because of a change
in his residence.

The Residency Voting Act of 1969 pro-
vides that otherwise qualified voters re-
siding in a State or political subdivision
since the first day of September shall
be entitled to vote for President and Vice
President in that State or political sub-
division if the voter has complied with
requirements providing for registration
after the first day of September. The
proposed Residency Voting Act of 1969
further provides if such citizen has be-
gun residence in a State or political sub-
division after the first day of September
and does not satisfy the residence re-
quirements, then he shall be allowed to
vote either in person or by absentee bal-
lot in the State or political subdivision
from which he most recently moved if,
but for his nonresident status, he has
satisfied, as of the date of such move, the
requirements to vote in the State or
political subdivision from which he most
recently moved.

On May 25, 1967, the junior Senator
from Nevada introduced in the other
body a bill, 5. 1881—90th Congress, first
session—incorporating President John-
son's recommendations “that a citizen,
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otherwise qualified to vote under the
laws of a State, may not be denied his
vote in a presidential election if he be-
comes a resident of the State by the first
day of September preceding the elec-
tion.” Those provisions have been incor-
porated in the Residency Voting Act of
1969.

Legislation enabling citizens of the
United States who change their resi-
dences to vote in nationwide presidential
elections should minimally provide a
method of voting for otherwise qualified
voters who, because they have changed
their residences, have been denied the
right to vote.

The provisions of the Residency Voting
Act of 1969 recognize the need of the
States for a minimal period of time
prior to a nationwide presidential elec-
tion in which to check registrations to
insure that only qualified voters go to
the polls to vote. With the exception of
those States requiring 1 year’s residence
prior to voting in nationwide presidential
elections, most States require a minimal
period of residence—60 days or less. The
Residency Voting Act of 1969 adopts
that 60-day minimal residence period
as the approximate uniform standard for
voting in a new State of residence in the
succeeding nationwide presidential elec-
tion. State election laws providing for
periods of residence of 60 days or less
prior to voting in the nationwide presi-
dential election remain unaffected.

However, the provisions of the Resi-
dency Voting Act of 1969 also recognize
what should be the minimally acceptable
standard for all persons who have quali-
fied themselves to vote in nationwide
presidential elections—that they should
not be denied the right to vote because
of a change in their residence. By hav-
ing satisfied the voting requirements of
a State or political subdivision from
which he most recently moved, a citizen’s
voting registration remains current ex-
cept for his change of residence. The
Residency Voting Act of 1969 establishes
a uniform standard in that a registered
voter shall be allowed to vote either in
person or by absentee ballot for Presi-
dent and Vice President in the State or
political subdivision from which he most
recently moved if he has not taken up
residence in another State or political
subdivision until after the first day of
September preceding a presidential elec-
tion. The initiative remains with the
voter to act under the provisions of the
Residency Voting Act of 1969.

ASTRONAUTS

(Mr. CASEY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Speaker, a magnifi-
cent heroes welcome home was given to
our great Apollo 8 astronauts by the peo-
ple of Houston and Texas yesterday.

Scores of thousands of proud Ameri-
cans turned out to honor these brilliant,
courageous and yet, modest, men during
a gigantic parade through downtown
Houston. It was my privilege, along with
several of my colleagues, to be present at
this awe-inspiring and heart-warming
occasion and the ceremony following it—
for like all Americans, I have a deep sense
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of pride in the tremendous achievement
of these gallant astronauts.

To Col. Frank Borman, Capt. James
Lovell and Lt. Col. Bill Anders, I join with
your friends and fellow ecitizens in Hous-
ton and Harris County in expressing our
heartiest congratulations for a job well
done.

To Dr. Robert Gilruth, Director of the
Manned Spacecraft Center, and the
thousands of dedicated men and women
of MSC who worked around the clock to
make this flight a magnificent success—
I say your diligent and untiring efforts in
this great program have brought you the
thanks of a grateful and proud Nation.
Surely, if man’s destiny is among the
stars—you have charted the course and
truly helped us take the first giant steps.
Generations to come will mark the days
of Christmas, 1968, as being the finest in
mankind’s long history of achievement
in his quest for knowledge.

Frank Borman summed it up in his
speech to the joint session of Congress on
January 9:

Exploration is the essence of the human
spirit, and to pause, to falter, to turn our
back on the gquest for knowledge, is to per-
ish—and I hope that we never forget that.

It was heartwarming to me to be pres-
ent yesterday when 74 individuals in
NASA, Department of Defense, and pri-
vate industry who labored long and hard
to make Apollo 8 flight so spectacularly
successful were singled out for awards.
Twelve received the NASA Distinguished
Service Medal, and 62 others received Ex-
ceptional Service Medals, with group
awards going to others who contributed
so much to the success of this flight. To
each, on behalf of a grateful nation, I
again express my own personal con-
gratulations.

Soon, my colleagues in the House will
begin their deliberations on authorizing
and funding the programs considered
vital to the well-being and future of our
Nation. National defense, of course, must
have first priority. But in my considered
judgment, I know of no other program
which ranks higher in priority than our
space program. It is unfortunate that
too little attention is given to the tre-
mendous benefits this program has
brought to all Americans. Great achieve-
ments in medicine, electronics, metal-
lurgy, plasties, and a host of other fields
are directly related to the space pro-
gram. The list grows daily as our space-
age technology pours forth new inven-
tions and new techniques and they are
rapidly adopted by our competitive busi-
ness community, I consider the tax
money we have put into the space pro-
gram to be one of the wisest investments
of our Nation’s resources, and the bene-
fits we have received thus far are but a
token of the dividends yet to come.

The great feeling of national pride we
all felt at the successful conclusion of
the Apollo 8 moon flight was a far cry
from that grim day of October 4, 1957,
when Russia opened the “space age”
with the launching of Sputnik I, Because
of men like Borman, Lovell and Anders,
and the thousands who back them up
on the ground, we are no longer second
in the field of space. NASA has come far
in the decade of its existence—but we
have a long way to go. And I know I
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speak for many of my colleagues when
I say we do not intend to pause—to
falter—or to turn back.

STOPPING S0O-CALLED TRADE
SCHOOLS WHICH PREY ON UN-
EDUCATED AND DEPRIVED POPU-
LATION

(Mr. CABELL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CABELL. Mr. Speaker, on behalf
of those individuals in this country who,
in the hope of bettering themselves and
the financial conditions of their fam-
ilies, have left their homes and rative
States to enroll in a business or industrial
school that promises to prepare them
for a more productive career, and who
have discovered that promises made
them in regard to facilities, faculty, and
career opportunities are both false and
misleading, I hereby introduce a bill that
would make it a crime to induce, through
fraud or misrepresentation, any person
to travel in interstate commerce for ed-
ucational purposes.

The dire results of such inducements
have become increasingly evident within
the area of Dallas County, and within
the limits of my own district, the Fifth
District of Texas.

Many ambitious youngsters from hard
working but less privileged families, often
in neighboring States of Louisiana, Ar-
kansas, Mississippi and others, have been
persuaded, by promises of lucrative ca-
reers available upon completion of tech-
nical or industrial education, to leave
their homes and to journey to a larger
community and invest meager savings in
schooling which does not, by any meas-
ure, live up to the great hopes that have
been engendered.

In many instances the heartbreak of
these youngsters has been great, but even
more serious has been the resultant
financial tragedy. For often, the money
invested in a one-way ticket to the city,
in fees and tuition, in books and in liv-
ing quarters, has been exhausted, and
the student awakens to the cold realities
that the schooling is inadequate, that the
educational facilities and the living quar-
ters are not what had been promised,
and that his only courses remaining are
to either incur heavy new financial
burdens and to return home without
funds or education, or to remain in the
city as a public charge.

Many dedicated citizens of my com-
munity have contributed much of their
time and money out of their concern
for these youngsters. But it is far better
to prevent such a disease in advance than
to seek to bandage up a wound after the
damage has already occurred.

This bill which I am introducing today
is not a solitary effort, but joins the ef-
forts of both my community and my
State to solve this problem. The city of
Dallas has already adopted an ordinance
requiring salesmen for such educational
institutions to be bonded. But such an
ordinance is enforceable only within
Dallas city limits.

Legislation will be introduced in the
Texas Legislature during the coming
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session concerning this matter. However,
neither local nor State legislation can
cross State lines and prevent the grief
and the financial ruin that is the in-
evitable result in those areas of such
inducement.

To merely regulate this situation in
one community, or in one State, is not
enough. Federal legislation that will
coordinate with local and State laws
to snuff out such unscrupulous sales
activity is desperately needed now.

PROPOSED CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION CALLING FOR ABOLISHING
OF MANDATORY CONTROLS ON
FOREIGN DIRECT INVESTMENT

(Mr., TUNNEY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorb.)

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. Speaker, the resolu-
tion which I am reintroducing today calls
for the abolition of the mandatory con-
trols on foreign direct investment estab-
lished by Executive order of the Presi-
dent on January 1, 1968. The mandatory
controls came on the heels of 3 years of
voluntary controls in which American
investors cooperated admirably. These
controls had been described as ‘“tempo-
rary,” but there is more than a hint of
permanence in the policy of these con-
trols.

I have been amazed at the immediate
outpouring of support from all segments
of American business and industry for
this resolution. I have also received nu-
merous letters of support from prominent
international economists from some of
our best universities—Harvard and MIT
among them.

The controls were initially deseribed as
a short-term expedient during the inter-
national monetary crisis associated with
the devaluation of the pound and it was
said at the time of their imposition that
they could be justified only as a short-
term expedient.

Mr., Speaker, that short term has al-
ready expired and the controls still
remain.

The controls represent an extremely
shortsighted policy; foreign investments
have contributed materially to the U.S.
balance of payments as a result of the
return flow of earnings as well as through
the creation, preservation, and servicing
of export markets.

Far from worsening our balance of
payments, foreign investments have long
been a plus factor in our balance-of-pay-
ments position; between 1950 and 1966,
for example, our private foreign invest-
ments of $39 billion returned $58 billion
to the United States. A curtailment of
these investments, therefore, has the ef-
fect of killing the goose that lays the
golden egg.

Foreign investments have been a major
factor in the U.S. balance of trade, since
25 percent of our exports are to U.S.
overseas affiliates and subsidiaries.

Controls on free investment abroad
diminish the competitiveness of Amer-
ican companies in the international mar-
ketplace, and have the tragic effect of
depriving those developing countries
whose economies have been stimulated
by our private foreign investments.
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An extremely inequitable aspect of the
mandatory program, Mr. Speaker, is that
it hurts most those companies who
voluntarily cooperated with the Govern-
ment in 1965-66 during the voluntary
phase. The companies voluntarily sent
the vast majority of their overseas profits
home, often delaying or drastically cur-
tailing needed reinvestment in plant and
equipment for their foreign subsidiaries.
Under the present mandatory program,
1965-66 is used as a base period to cal-
culate allowable investment and repa-
triation rate of profit in the future. This
program hurts those who cooperated.

Mr. Speaker, this country has worked
hard to improve the conditions of com-
merce between nations of the world. Yet
these controls jeopardize the benefits of
worldwide trade and investment devel-
oped with such great difficulty by this
Nation over the past 40 years.

Furthermore, by forcing partly owned
American foreign subsidiaries to send a
large share of its profits to the United
States, we play into the hands of those
who are so quick to paint the picture of
American foreign enterprise as one of
exploitation of other people, in other
countries. I need not point out the ad-
verse effect this has on our foreign rela-
tions with these countries.

Furthermore, these controls were es-
tablished by Executive order with no di-
rect authorization of supervision of the
Congress—even though they are as
fundamentally important to our econ-
omy as are taxing policies, which re-
quire the express authorization of Con-
gress. I think it important that Con-
gress express its deep interest in the
control 1 rogram quickly before the con-
trols become a permanent part of our
international investment picture.

Now is one of those times for enlight-
ened self-interest, when a policy or a
plan becomes contraproductive—when
it works against itself—good sense dic-
tates a reappraisal at the very least.
That word “mandatory” works both
ways, when a program works to the det-
riment of the national interest then it
should be mandatory to take corrective
action.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, for both hu-
manitarian and economic reasons, I be-
lieve the mandatory controls on foreign
direct investments run counter to the
national interest of the United States
and through this resolution I hope my
colleagues will juin me in calling upon
the President to eliminate them at the
earliest possible moment.

CONGRESSMAN ANNUNZIO INTRO-
DUCES FULL OPPORTUNITY ACT

(Mr, ANNUNZIO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks and include exfraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, Abra-
ham Lincoln once advised the Congress,
“This Government cannot endure per-
manently half slave and half free,” and
recommended legislation looking to the
containment and elimination of slav-
ery. The powers controlling Congress at
the time did not heed the warning, did
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not follow the advice,
descended on the country.

When the Full Opportunity Act was
introduced in Oectober 1967, Dr. Martin
Luther King declared:

No nation can survive containing such
extremes of wealth and poverty within her
borders.

He recommended passage of the act,
with the object of lessening and ulti-
mately erasing poverty.

The powers controlling Congress at
the time did not heed the warning and
did not follow the advice. It cannot yet
be said that chaos has resulted, but I
fear that chaos is the logical ouftcome
of such shortsighted inaction. The riot-
ous results of 1968 cannot be regarded
as anything other than a forewarning of
chaotic times ahead, in the event that
we fail to follow the recommendations
of the late Dr. King.

My distinguished colleague, the gentle-
man from Michigan, the Honorable
Joan CONYERS, JR., spearheaded the
move during the 90th Congress to intro-
duce the Full Opportunity Act. It is a
pleasure fo join him today in cosponsor-
ing the reintroduction of this much-
needed legislation.

The Full Opportunity Act involves not
only employment of the so-called hard-
core unemployed, it also provides for
adequate housing in behalf of those ill-
housed, more effective schools in pov-
erty-stricken areas, family allowances
for the poor, a comprehensive minimum
wage, full post-secondary educational
opportunity, effective enforcement of
existing equal employment opportunity
legislation, and effective enforcement of
the recently enacted Fair Housing Law.

Under the terms of this legislation, 3
million subprofessional jobs would be
created in such areas as health, educa-
tion, recreation, and conservation, which
would allow even those individuals with
the lowest level of training to perform
useful and necessary work.

In the matter of housing, 1 million ad-
ditional federally assisted, low- and
moderate-income housing units would be
provided every year for the next 10
years.

So far as education is concerned, Fed-
eral grants would be authorized for
greater than average per-pupil expendi-
tures in ghetto schools to finance inten-
sive improvement of the regular school
programs. Grants would be used to lower
pupil-teacher ratios, develop superior
teacher-training, and provide programs
suited to the particular needs of the chil-
dren involved.

A program of family allowances in-
cluded in the act is modeled after a
Canadian program of 25 years standing
and similar programs instituted by every
other industrial nation on earth except
ours. Grants of $10 per month per
child would be provided every family in
the country. Being taxable, it would
mainly benefit low-income families who
would not have to pay it back at tax-
collection time.

Postsecondary education would be ex-
tended to thousands upon thousands of
the poor, under the act, through a mas-
sive increase of Federal assistance.

Equal opportunity would be advanced
by providing the Equal Opportunity

and chaos
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Commission with the full powers of a
standard Federal regulatory ageney.

Fair housing would be advanced by cre-
ation of a National Fair Housing Board
with the full powers of a Federal regu-
latory agency.

The purpose of the Full Opportunity
Act is self-evident—to provide opportu-
nity in the many vital areas of American
life which are today the exclusive play-
ground of a favored majority. Until we
remedy this state of affairs, we shall re-
main the objeet of ridicule and suspicion
throughout the world—the great demo-
cratic colossus of the West preaching
equal opportunity abroad while careful-
ly suppressing it at home,

Tomorrow, January 15, is the birthdate
of the late hero of demoeracy, Dr. Martin
Luther King. By reintroducing the Full
Opportunity Act today, we are secking to
honor his memory, for it was he who
described the Full Opportunity Act as
coming “closest to what we're after.” He
was referring, of course, to the goals of
the poor people's campaign. We also seek
to emphasize his view that:

The alternative to the passage of the Full
Opportunity Act may well be a generation of
social chaos, No nation can survive contain-
ing such extremes of wealth and poverty
within her borders.

It remains our compelling responsibil-
ity to close the gap between the haves
and the have-nots in our country. By
supporting the Full Opportunity Act, we
will go a long way toward eliminating
the long standing inequities which have
plagued the poor in our Nation. I urge
my colleagues to lend their support to
this worthy endeavor.

SAFETY PROTECTION NEEDED FOR
FARM TRACTORS TO END UN-
NECESSARY DEATHS

(Mr. STRATTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STRATTON, Mr. Speaker, in 1966
Congress adopted legislation reguiring
certain safety features on automobiles,
Public Law 89-563. Today that law is
generally hailed as one of the forward
accomplishments of the 89th Congress.

But while we have recognized the need
for protecting the lives and safety of
those who drive automobiles, we have so
far overlooked another major source of
fatal vehicle accidents, the farm tractor.
This is especially true in the case of
children and young people, who are
killed all too frequently on the farm
when tractors overturn and drivers are
pinned underneath.

In fact, over 600 lives annually, I am
advised, are lost in farm tractor acci-
dents. The National Safety Council's
Committee on Tractor Overturn Preven-
tion and Maintenance last year en-
dorsed the 1967 recommendation of the
American Society of Agricultural Engi-
neers for the installation of “protective
frames” on farm tractors as “basic
equipment.

Mr. Speaker, I have the honor to rep-
resent in this House one of the most im-
portant farming distriets in this Nation.
To protect the lives and health of these
individuals I introduced in this House on
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opening day legislation to require that
roll bars and seat belts be installed, as
safety devices, on all farm tractors. In
addition my bill, HR. 680, would pro-
vide for mandatory farmer representa-
tion on the National Motor Vehicle
Safety Advisory Council, created under
Public Law 89-563.

I know, of course, that farmers are
usually very hesitant about the prospect
of any additional Federal legislation af-
fecting them and their enterprises. But
I am confident that H.R. 680 will be a
help to farmers, not a hindrance, And
it will be a help, too, I believe, to thou-
sands of nonfarm rural residents who
use farm-type tractors for gardening,
cutting grass, plowing snow, and other
chores.

Already farmers and farm families are
paying very high prices for necessary
farm machinery. Surely the very least we
can do to help them is to require that
the manufacturers of farm vehicles pro-
vide these simple, basic safety features
to protect farm lives and reduce crip-
pling injuries from the most common
of farm tractor accidents.

AVERELL HARRIMAN: A GREAT
AMERICAN COMES TO THE CLOSE
OF HIS TOUR OF DUTY IN PARIS

(Mr., BINGHAM asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, a great
American is coming to the close of his
tour of duty in Paris. I refer to Averell

Harriman, In my judgment no man has
served his country over the years with
greater distinction, greater wisdom, and
greater courage. In Paris he has shown
that extraordinary combination of pa-
tience, firmness, resourcefulness, and
above all ability to understand the char-
acter of his opponents that has made
him America’s foremost peacemaker.

He put a fitting cap to his service in
Paris with his statement yesterday. I
hope the incoming administration will
give careful, indeed prayerful, considera-
tion to what Ambassador Harriman said
about the way we must proceed in the
future if this tragic war in Vietnam is
to be brought to a peaceful conclusion.
He pointed out that we cannot hope for
victory if we are to settle the war. This
was a wise and foresighted statement
and something that needed saying. Com-
ing from a man with Ambassador Harri-
man’s record, it should be taken very
much to heart by all of us.

I hope that the incoming administra-
tion will have the wisdom to continue
to make use of Ambassador Harriman’s
unique abilities, experience and dedica-
tion, and I am sure he will respond to
any request for future service to his
country with the patriotism which has
motivated his entire career.

THE FULL OPPORTUNITY ACT—
TOWARD A BRIGHTER FUTURE
FOR ALL: AMERICANS

(Mr. CONYERS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)




January 14, 1969

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to take this opportunity to speak to
you today about a bill I am reintroduc-
ing in the new Congress. This bill, the
Full Opportunity Act, is designed to
mount a full-seale offensive against the
causes of poverty in both urban and
rural America.

Twenty-four of my colleagues have
joined me in cosponsoring this legisla-
tion. They are: Mr. ANNUNZIO, Mr.
Brown of California, Mr. BurToN of Cali-
fornia, Mrs. CaisgoLM, Mr. Cray, Mr.
Epwarps of California, Mr. FARBSTEIN,
Mr. Fraser, Mr. GILBERT, Mr. GONZALEZ,
Mr. HALPERN, Mr. HELSTOSKI, Mr. Kas-
TENMEIER, Mr. LOWENSTEIN, Mr. MATSUN-
AGA, Mr. Mixva, Mr. MoORHEAD, Mr,
PopeLL, Mr. REUsSS, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr,
RoysaL, Mr. Ryan, Mr. Stoxes, and Mr.
CHARLES H, WILSON,

In the simplest terms, of course, peo-
ple are poor because they lack income.
We can all agree that the root causes of
a lack of income, and therefore poverty,
are lack of educational and employment
opportunities, and the consequent in-
ability of families to earn an adequate
income. Along with these basic causes of
poverty, there are also other factors that
are intimately related to the state of be-
ing poor, including inadequate housing,
insufficient medical care, and inadequate
police protection. It is against the three
interrelated aspects of poverty—jobs,
housing, and education—that my bill,
the Full Opportunity Act, is basically
addressed.

Most of us have come to believe the
effort to insure that every American has
a decent job is going to require massive
Federal assistance. If we are to make
any sort of headway in the short run in
alleviating the poverty caused by a lack
of employment opportunities, we must
provide a full range of well paying jobs
that are available to everyone willing
and able to work. It seems likely that
this will require more than just Federal
incentives to private employers to induce
them to make employment opportunities
available. It will necessitate that jobs—
good jobs—be made available in the
public sector, at the Federal, State, and
local levels, as well as in the private
sector.

We must insure that the employment
opportunities that are created in both the
public and private sectors are available
to everyone. I feel very strongly about
this. There is, it seems to me, little point
in creating additional jobs if they are
not made available to those who need
them most. One way to accomplish this
is to expand and strengthen the powers
of the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission. The EEOC appears to have
been doing a reasonably effective job of
indicating situations where discrimina-
tion in hiring and promotion policies
exist. What is now needed is for the
powers of the EEOC tfo be significantly
expanded, so that the Commission can
take action against the discriminatory
practices that are uncovered. My bil] is
designed to create not only the needed
number of new jobs, but to strengthen
EEOC as well. This should help insure
that the job opportunities that are
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created are in fact made available to
those who are presently unemployed.

Another important fact we must recog-
nize is that the new jobs that are created,
as well as those that already exist, must
pay a sufficiently high wage to enable the
jobholder to support himself and his
family. The Full Opportunity Act at-
tempts to get at this problem by provid-
ing for a comprehensive minimum wage,
designed to apply to virtually all wage
earners, both industrial and agricultural.
Minimum wage laws tend to result in the
substitution of machines for unskilled
labor, and therefore cause a reduction in
employment opportunities. It is expected
that the provisions in the Full Opportu-
nity Act for the creation of a large num-
ber of new jobs will overcome the possible
adverse effects of the proposed new mini-
mum wage.

The provisions discussed above are de-
signed to improve the lot of those who
are presently working at low paying jobs,
and those who are potentially employ-
able. It is well recognized, however, that
a large proportion of the poor are poor
because they are unable to work, regard-
less of whether or not employment oppor-
tunities are available. It is also well rec-
ognized that the welfare system as it is
presently administered is far from ade-
quate tc relieve the plight of the unem-
ployable poor. I am not suggesting by this
that the present welfare system be dis-
mantled and nothing provided to take its
place. Rather, I would say that the pres-
ent system must be supplemented as well
as reformed.

My Full Opportunity Act is designed
to supplement the present welfare system
with a monthly family allowance. A num-
ber of well-known authorities have advo-
cated a family allowance plan for the
United States for some time; and a num-
ber of other countries have successfully
employed this technique as a way of pro-
viding income supplements. The major
advantage of such a plan over the pres-
ent welfare system is that it avoids the
stigma of a means, or needs test. Almost
everyone who is familiar with the present
welfare setup agrees that the means test
should be eliminated. The family allow-
ance plan is one proven method for ac-
complishing this objective. I therefore
feel that the establishment of a family
allowance plan in this country, as pro-
vided in my bill, should receive the high-
est priority in the new Congress.

Housing is another problem of grave
concern to those living in poverty. The
residential construction industry appears
simply incapable of providing shelter
within the ability of a substantial pro-
portion of the American population to
pay. It is becoming increasingly apparent
that massive Federal assistance will be
required if we are to meet our housing
goal of providing “a decent home and a
suitable living environment for every
American family.” The Full Opportunity
Act is designed to provide this necessary
Federal assistance. Such assistance is to
be provided for both the construction of
new housing units, and for the rehabili-
tation of sound but deteriorated housing.

It is well known that a large part of
the housing problem of the black mi-

623

nority is caused by a lack of access to
decent housing located in de facto seg-
regated neighborhoods, It is likewise
obvious that in order to improve the
housing choices of poor minority groups,
housing constructed or rehabilitated with
Federal assistance must be available
everywhere to all on an equal basis. In
order to insure that this will be the case,
the Full Opportunity Act includes a titie
strengthening the fair housing provisions
of the Civil Rights Act of 1968. Under
his title all housing without exception
must be rented or sold without regard
to the race, creed, or national origin of
the prospective renter or purchaser, This
title provides a necessary strengthening
of the fair housing provisions of the Civil
Rights Act, and is in line with the recent
Supreme Court decision outlawing all
forms of discrimination in housing.

A third, and in some ways most signifi-
cant part of the vicious circle of poverty
is lack of educational opportunity. It
should be obvious that no matter what
is done to alleviate poverty through the
provision of jobs, income supplements,
and housing in the short run, the long
run key to the solution of the poverty
problem lies with improvement of our
slum school systems. The Full Opportu-
nity Act is designed to tackle this prob-
lem of improving education on two
fronts—the public school system, and
postsecondary institutions.

It is universally recognized that slum
public schools are in bad shape and are
getting worse. This trend must be re-
versed and the quality of the education
provided by our central city schools must
at least meet, and hopefully exceed, that
of the best of the white suburban schools
systems. This may sound like a far
fetched dream, and perhaps it is—but
unless we make a start to improve the
quality of our slum area schools, and
make it immediately, the poverty prob-
lem will continue to corrode the core of
American society.

I cannot stress too heavily my concern
with the problems of education. If no
other titles of the Full Opportunity Act
are acted upon in this session of the
new Congress, I would hope that serious
consideration be given to the titles de-
signed to provide more effective central
city schools, and to provide true equality
of opportunity for obtaining postsecon-
dary education.

The Full Opportunity Act, in addition
to providing massive assistance to the
publie school systems in central cities, is
also designed to help improve the access
of minority groups to the Nation’s col-
leges and universities. In today’s com-
plex and technologically oriented so-
ciety it is becoming increasingly impera-
tive for the individual to obtain a college
education. A college degree is more and
more frequently an indispensible pass-
port to rewarding employment. Post-
secondary education is also, of course, an
extremely valuable investment for a na-
tion to make for the sake of its future
citizens and their well-being. The in-
creasing complexity of modern society
makes it imperative that a continuing
flow of highly educated men and women
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be produced to administer and operate
our increasingly complex institutions.

These factors make it imperative that
no qualified American be denied a col-
lege education for ethnic or financial
reasons. The Full Opportunity Act is de-
signed to provide Federal assistance to
both prospeetive university students, and
to the institutions of higher learning
needed to accommodate them, in order
that all who may benefit from higher
education may obtain it regardless of
race or income level.

This discussion has indicated some of
the things that my bill, the Full Oppor-
tunity Act, is designed to accomplish,
and why I consider their achievement
essential., T should just like to note in
conclusion that Dr. King before his
death, indicated that this bill repre-
sented a large step in the direction neces-
sary to help achieve the elimination of
poverty, and the achievement of eco-
nomiec justice for all Americans, regard-
less of race, creed, or national origin. I
promise to do all I can to see that this
legislation receives full consideration
during this session of the new Congress.
Your help in this effort, in the form of
letters and telegrams of support to your
Congressmen, can be helpful and will
be deeply appreciated. If we all work to-
gether there is hope that we can begin,
during this Congress, to take this needed
step toward insuring a brighter future
for all Americans.

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

Mr, CONYERS. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from New York.

Mr. RYAN. I thank the distinguished
gentleman from Michigan for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to join again
with my colleague in cosponsoring the
Equal Opportunity Act. It is certainly
fitting and proper that it should be re-
introduced at the time of Dr. Martin
Luther King's birthday. No one fought
with greater passion or determination
for the poor than he.

Tomorrow, January 15, the Reverend
Dr. Martin Luther King would have
celebrated his 40th birthday, and I
and many of my colleagues would have
risen in this Chamber to pay tribute to
Dr. King's devotion to the ideals of
equality, brotherhood, and nonviolence.
Today I rise to honor the slain Dr. Mar-
tin Luther King by joining in the intro-
duction of legislation whiech, if enacted,
would bring a full and deserved measure
of equality and opportunity to those poor
Americans for whom Dr. King fought so
passionately all his life.

The Full Opportunity Act, which I was
pleased to cosponsor in the last Congress
with my colleague from Michigan (Mr.
ConYERs), proposes a comprehensive
program for insuring that all Americans
regardless of color, religion, or national
origin have full opportunity for adequate
employment, housing, and education.
The recommendations urged by the Na-
tional Advisory Commission on Civil
Disorders parallel the goals of this legis-
lation.

The bill authorizes $30 billion a year
for the next 10 years, which would be
used to carry out innovative programs in
Jjobs, education, and housing.
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It provides for the employment of 3
million hard-core unemployed persons,
as well as job training and education
which would allow the hard-core unem-
ployed to move into more highly skilled
positions.

It increases the minimum wage to $2
per hour for every working American, a
figure that would yield an annual income
of approximately $4,000 per year, re-
ducing the burdens of poverty for those
most severely affected by long-term job-
lessness and underemployment.

The Full Opportunity Act extends the
coverage of title VII of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 to protect all American work-
ing men and women against discrimina-
tion in employment and provides strong
enforcement powers to the Equal Em-
ployment Opportunity Commission, in-
cluding the power to issue cease and de-
sist orders.

The act would also require that every
housing unit be sold or rented on a non-
diseriminatory basis.

The act also provides for expanded
housing programs for low- and moder-
ate-income families—public housing,
rent supplements, rehabilitation, section
221(d) (3), and homeownership assist-
ance—designed to yield 1 million addi-
tional low- and moderate-income hous-
ing units each year for the next 10 years.

In addition, the bill would raise the
quality of elementary and secondary
education for low-income children

through direct Federal grants to schools
and a program of loans which would en-
able low-income students to borrow up

to $15,000 over a 5-year period, with re-
payment spread over a 40-year period,

Mr. Speaker, this omnibus bill deserves
the prompt consideration of this Con-
gress. I have introduced a number of leg-
islative proposals which deal separately
with the problems which the FPull Oppor-
tunity Act seeks to solve in its eight titles.
The scope of this bill reflects the scope
and seriousness of the underlying causes
of poverty.

It is significant and at the same time
symbolic that the estimated annual cost
of the programs envisioned—$30 bil-
lion—is the equivalent of the cost of the
war in Vietnam, which has diverted our
Nation’s energies from the task of social
reconstruction at home. It is essential
to reorder our national priorities if the
tragic events of the past few years are
not to be repeated on a wider and more
convulsive scale.

The passage of the Full Opportunity
Act would alleviate much of the injustice
and deprivation that have plagued mil-
lions of our fellow citizens. I can quote
no more eloquent champion of this bill
than the late Dr. Martin Luther King,
who less than 5 months before his as-
sassination wrote:

The alternative to the passage of the Full
Opportunity Act may well be a generation of
soclal chaos. No nation can survive contain-
ing such exitremes of wealth and poverty
within her borders. The sands of time are
replete with bleached bones of -civiliza-
tions which have neglected to include the
masses of their citizenry into full participa-
tion in the natlon’s social and economie
opportunities. The Full Opportunity Act is
an excellent approach to the long-standing
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inequities and historic deprivation which
have plagued the poor of this nation for
more than a century.

I would only add that the need pie-
tured in Dr. Eing’s statement is, if any-
thing, more desperate today than it was
a year ago.

Mr. CONYERS. I thank the gentle-
man.

THE PERMITS FOR ASSEMBLIES,
MARCHES, OR DEMONSTRATIONS
DURING INAUGURATION SHOULD
BE DENIED

(Mr. WYMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Speaker, permits for
assemblies, marches, or demonstrations
here in the District of Columbia to those
whose announced intention is to disrupt
the National Capital during the forth-
coming inauguration should be denied.
Those seeking such permits make no
bones about their intention to ereate un-
rest, civil disobedience, and further dis-
ruption of law and order. They have been
trained in schools for the disruption of
law and order.

There is no constitutional requirement
for the issuance of a permit to assemble
or march to such persons and such per-
mits should be denied in the interest of
protecting the public peace and safety.
The allowance of a permit in these eir-
cumstances would make a mockery of the
constitutional right to peaceable free as-
sembly.

We in the Congress do not want this
to happen and I have today wired the
Attorney General and the Secretary of
the Interior as follows:

Request denlal of any permits for mass
demonstrations or assemblies other than
duly constituted inaugural committees in
the District of Columbia during Inaugural
period. To grant permit to those whose an-
nounced intentions are to break the law if
necessary to attract attention is to make a
mockery of the constitutional right to peace-
able free assembly. There 15 no constitutional
requirement for the issuance of a permit to
assemble and march in such circumstances
and we urge in the interest of the publie
peace, dignity and safety that all such ap-
plications be denied without exception.

Louis C. WYMAN,
WiLLiAM CRAMER,
Members of Congress.

If need be the Congress by joint reso-
lution should call on the executive
branch to deny permits under these con-
ditions.

PUBLIC SAFETY DURING THE
INAUGURAL PERIOD

(Mr. WYMAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Speaker, not with-
out significance Is the fact that law en-
forcement precautions during the in-
augural period are under the control
of officials of the outgoing administra-
tion. This becomes materially important
when it is considered that the failure
of the outgoing Attorney General to de-
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mand firm law enforcement—reflected
by a substantial inerease in crime—was
one of the major issues in the recent
presidential campaign.

It is fervently hoped by almost all
Americans that a policy of a new and
needed firmness in Federal law enforce-
ment will be the rule for at least the next
4 years, in which law and order with
equal justice for all will be maintained
throughout the Nation.

At this time I believe the outgoing At-
torney General owes the incoming ad-
ministration at least the establishment
of a definition of policy in advance of
January 20 that demonstrators conduct-
ing themselves within the law will be left
alone but that any who deliberately
break the law, either on or off the streets,
will be arrested and prosecuted. This
policy should be maintained by adequate
law-enforcement personnel in sufficient
numbers, with an available-on-call
backup of Federal forces, all prepared to
arrest without brutality deliberate law-
breakers without exception. Courfs and
prosecutors should be on a standby basis
throughout whatever period is deter-
mined to be critical,

There appears to be no need nor would
it be advisable to put tanks or troops on
the streets in advance. A show of over-
force of this type would be a provocation.
But they must be ready if needed, and on
a moment’s notice.

Public patience with deliberate trou-
blemongers and rioters is justifiably
wearing thin. The people are entitled
to observe the inauguration of President-
elect Richard Nixon in peace and safety.
The basic obligation of those responsi-
ble for law enforcement is to maintain
and defend our citizens as they come and
go upon the public thoroughfare. This
obligation has never been more apparent
than in the National Capital at this hour
faced with the announced intention of a
small minority to disrupt the inaugura-
tion and violate the law.

PERMITS FOR ASSEMBLIES, MARCH-~
ES, OR DEMONSTRATIONS DUR-
ING INAUGURATION SHOULD BE
DENIED

(Mr. CRAMER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp.)

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I join with
the gentleman from New Hampshire
(Mr. Wyman). If ever there was a time
in the history of this country when the
dignity of the inauguration should be
manifest and should be preserved, it is
this inauguration, when our Nation and
the world are faced with such great
crises.

‘We have been served notice that there
is an intention on the part of certain
groups to debauch this inauguration, to
despoil it, to defile it, to not even give
the new President-elect of the United
States the opportunity to set the stage
for his program and for peace and pros-
perity in this Nation and peace in the
world.

We have been served notice in an
underground newspaper called the
‘Washington Free Press. If is a disgusfing
publication.

In this publication it is set out In detail
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what is being planned. It is a “counter-
inaungural.” Why, they are even asking
for a permit to have their own ball on
publicly owned property on the grounds
of the Washington Monument. They are
even asking to have a counterparade
marching in the wrong direction the day
before the right direction parade is held
in commemoration of the inauguration
of the President of the United States.

Regardless of party, Richard M. Nixon
is the duly elected President of the United
States of America. Are we going to per-
mit Mr. Dellinger and his crowd to dese-
crate the high office of the Presidency?
To do to this Nation’s Capital and to the
image of America and the world what
they did outside the Pentagon not too
long ago? Are we going to permit them to
create a Chicago riot fiasco right here in
the Nation’s Capital?

We have been served notice. These rev-
olutionaries are now “negotiating” with
the Secretary of the Interior, the District
of Columbia authorities, and the Attor-
ney General, and members of the com-
mittee which I helped to negotiate with
on behalf of the House to try to get the
demonstrators out of “Resurrection
City,” and at the time I introduced a bill
to make sure that such an occurrence
would not happen again. I have reintro-
duced this bill. I hope that it will pass
this session.

I join with the gentleman from New
Hampshire in saying that such permits
cannot be and should not be granted to
permit this or any other organization in
the name of any group or purpose to de-
bauch this inauguration. I would hope
that my colleagues will join us in this
effort.

A copy of the press release announcing
my opposition and that of my distin-
guished colleague, the gentleman from
New Hampshire, Louvis C. WYMAN, is
herewith ineluded in these remarks for
the information of my colleagues:
ConcrEssMEN CALL FoR DENYING PErRMITS
10 DEMONSTRATORS DURING INAUGURAL PERIOD

Two Republican Congressmen today called
upon Interior Secretary Udall, Mayor Walter
Washington and Attorney General Ramsey
Clark, to deny the issuance of permits to
“counter Inauguration” protestors who are
planning to erect a large tent on the grounds
of the Washington Monument as well as
march down Pennsylvania Avenue a day
before the Inauguration.

In & speech on the House Floor, U.S. Reps.
William. €. Cramer, R-Fla., and Louis C.
Wyman, R-N.H., read the text of a wire they
sent to Udall, Clark and Washington in
which they sald that “there is no constitu-
tional requirement for the issuance of a per-
mit to assemble or march in such circum-
stances . .."

The wire urged the denial of any permiis
“in the interest of the public peace, dignity
and safety.” To grant permits to those whose
announced intentions are to break the law if
necessary to attract attention is to make a
mockery of the constitutional right to peace-
able free assembly.”

Cramer and Wyman also disclosed that an
article in the Washington Pree Press, an
underground hipple newspaper, laid out
plans for the eounter inaugural which re-
veals that substantial planning and fore-
thought has gone into the demonstration.
“The article clearly anticipates acts of vie-
lence by discussing the possibility of ‘police
charges,’ ‘gassing,"” and the ‘overall military
situation’ during the Imaugural week, and
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how this activity can be used against the
‘friends of Nizxon,”” Cramer and Wyman said.

The paper also calls for Communist victory
in Vietnam and extension of Castro
communism on the North and South Ameri-
can continents.

The following is the text of the message
sent to Udall, Washington and Clark:

“We request denial of any permits for mass
demonstrations or assemblies in the Nation’s
Capitol during Inaugural period. To grant
permit to those whose announced intentions
are to ‘Break the law If necessary to attract
attention’ is to make a mockery of the con-
stitutional right to peaceable free assembly.
There is no constitutional requirement for
the issuance of a permit to assemble or
march in such circumstances and we urge in
the interest of the Public Peace, Dignity and
Bafety that all such permits be denied with-
out exception.

“Lovuts C., WYMAN,
“WiriaMm C. CRAMER,
Members of Congress.”

WAR IN THE MIDDLE EAST

(Mr. KUYKENDALL asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. KUYKEENDALL, Mr. Speaker, once
again we are threatened with war in the
Middle East. The best guarantee of keep-
ing the peace in that area is to main-
tain the balance of power. The surest
way to increase hostilities and pave the
way for the resumption of a hot war
is to give a decided military advantage
to one side or the other.

The action by French President de
Gaulle in stopping the sale of planes to
Israel and his negotiations with the
Arabs with the view of supplying them
planes and arms, is a serious threat to
peace. The only way we can bring about
& return to the status quo is by furnish-
ing Israel the necessary planes it needs
to restore the balance of power.

It is up to the United States to fill
the void created by the action of France
and see to it that Israel has the neces-
sary means to defend its borders.

The situation has been worsened by
indications that the Soviet Union is ac-
celerating its shipment of arms to the
Arab nations and making no effort to
curtail them.

TERMINATION OF CONTROLS ON
FOREIGN INVESTMENTS DUE

(Mr. MIZE asked and was given per-
mission fo extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous mafter.)

Mr. MIZE., Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to cosponsor the concurrent resolution
infroduced today by the gentleman from
California (Mr. TuNNEY). Our resolution
calls for termination, as soon as prudent-
1y possible, of the controls imposed last
year upon direct foreign investment.

These controls, announced January I,
1968, and contained in President John-
son’s Executive Order No. 11387, are of
questionable legality. The President, in
issuing his order, was forced to cite the
Trading With the Enemy Aet of 1917, and
a declaration of national emergency
dating to the Korean war as authority.
Congress was not sufficiently consulted
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before the investment restrictions were
imposed, and I think it is sufficient to say
that the legislative history of the Trading
With the Enemy Act of 1917, did not di-
rectly address itself to the interna-
tional monetary crises of the middle
1960’s.

Mr. Speaker, as recently as yesterday
my staff requested material from the
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Office of Direct Foreign Investment,
Department of Commerce, for documen-
tation of the effect these controls have
had on the outflow of capital. We were
informed the most recent collated data
was published in the September 1968
issue of Survey of Current Business,
page 22, table F, which is reproduced as
follows:

TABLE F.—DIRECT INVESTMENT CAPITAL OUTFLOWS SUBJECT TO RESTRICTIONS BY THE FOREIGN DIRECT INVESTMENT
PROGRAM

IMillions o

f dollars]

1967 1968

Year
1965 1966

2d

1st 1st s 1st
quarter quarter half quarter quarter half

Capital outflows for direct |nmlmen!s.,

table 1, line 33, signs reversed). . ____ 3,623

899 423 1,322 836 1,425

Less transactions not subject to OFDI regulations:
a. Investments in Canada
b. Other nonprogram transactions !

Capital outflows subject to OFDI regulations

962
8

1,135
1 107
2,425

2,381

52
19
352

116
36
1,170

214

Schedule A countries
Schedule Beountries_____________ . __
Schedule C countries

321
677
1,384

527
744
o 154

—52
139
265

73
535
562

Less utilization of funds obtained abroad thmugh

Bond fssues. ke 445
Increases in other long-term liabilities *..___
Net capital outflows subject to OFDI reg

ulations 2,345 1,743

138 62 202
94 194

61
-23

123

! Includes transactions by financial enterprises, securities of U.

S.-owned foreign companies sold to nonaffiliated U.S. residents

and other nnn program transactions with countries other than Canada.

2 Under

in long-term liabilities of U.S. corporations (tables 1

2, and 8, line 54 for all countriss

tion that net
except Canada} reflect net proceeds of loans obtained abroad which are immediately transferred to foreign affiliates.

This table shows net capital outflows
subject to OFDI regulations—that is,
subject to the controls imposed by the
Executive order. While third quarter
data is not yet fully available, I am in-
formed that there was no significant de-
parture from trends established during
the first half of the year.

Perhaps the most significant effect
these controls have had was the corpo-
rate shift to foreign sources for funding.
Funds obtained abroad by U.S. corpora-
tions through the issue of new securities
increased about 350 to 400 percent dur-
ing 1968—bringing the total to over
$2,000 million. Increased foreign borrow-
ing, then, must be considered in as-
sessing the effect of the controls on U.S.
capital.

Mr. Speaker, it would be foolhardy to
sugegest the controls have had no effect
at all. When full data on 1968 is avail-
able, in about 6 months, the impact can
be known. Perhaps as much as one bil-
lion in direct US. investment abroad
will have been denied U.S. businessmen.

But the crucial question before the
Congress and the Nation is simply this:
Is the price for this so-called savings
too steep to pay? Are our controls con-
traproductive? Are we damaging irrep-
arably our future balance-of-payments
position through shortsighted action for
shortrun gain?

RETURN ON INVESTMENTS ABROAD

Mr. Speaker, in 1966 the United States
realized $4,045 billion in dividends on its
U.S. investments abroad. In 1967, the fig-
ure was $4.5 billion. This past year will
similarly show a healthy surplus for U.S.
businessmen who have had the courage
and imagination for overseas speculation
and investment.

But if U.S. investment is curtailed for
a period of years, as it has been in 1968,

American businessmen will be denied
the ongoing opportunity to build a solid
basis for return and profit in the 1970's.
No one can say the U.S. balance-of-pay-
ments position will be so strong in 10
yvears that dividends on private foreign
investment will be unnecesary to protect
the dollar.

One simple statistic will dramatize
my point. From 1946-66, our private
sector realized a net gain in balance of
payments of some $84 billion, while the
Government showed a deficit of some
$115 billion for the same 21-year period.
The Nation could not have survived
financially without that return on U.S.
private investment abroad during that
period. In my opinion, the 1970's will
be no different.

The President's controls must be re-
scinded, and our balance-of-payments
deficit must be remedied where the
damage has been done—in the public
sector. The public sector has shown the
loss, and private U.S. businessmen
should not be forced to pay for public
fiscal folly.

FREE WORLD MERCHANT VESSELS
IN NORTH VIETNAMESE TRADE

(Mr. CHAMBERLAIN asked and was
given permission to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend his
remarks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN, Mr. Speaker, as
the 91st Congress begins its deliberations
and the Nation, under fresh leadership,
looks ahead with new hope at the prob-
lems that have troubled us and the world
so long there is still no question that our
first concern continues to be the pro-
longed war in Vietnam.

No one, of course, can predict how long
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it will take to successfully and honorably
extricate ourselves from this, the longest
war in the history of our country. It ap-
pears certain, however, that the debate
over the many facets of this war will oc-
cupy historians for decades to come and
that it will probably be a number of years
before all the relevant information will
become available in order to permit a
comprehensive judgment about it.

As my colleagues know, one aspect of
this complex and frustrating conflict,
that has particularly concerned me for
some time, not only demonstrates the
failure of past policy, but continues to
demand our active attention and greater
efforts. I speak of the longstanding and
growing problem of the use of free world
merchant vessels in North Vietnamese
trade and I take this occasion to give my
colleagues and the citizens of our country
a report of this traffic to North Vietnam
for the year just ended.

During 1968, according to information
provided me by the Department of De-
fense, there were a total of 149 arrivals
in North Vietnam of ships flying the flags
of nine different free world countries;
namely, the United Kingdom, Cyprus,
Somalia, Singapore, Lebanon, Italy,
Japan, Malta, and Kuwait. This repre-
sents an alarming increase in this traffic
over the 78 arrivals during 1967. Further-
more, I am advised that the cargo capa-
bility of these vessels helping to supply
the enemy in 1968 amounted to more
than 1 million tons as compared to some
560,000 tons for 1967. In addition, last
vear af least 11 of these arrivals involved
tankers which by their very inherent
characteristics indicate the transport of
strategic goods.

During this past month of December
there were a total of 14 free world ship
arrivals, and recently I am advised a free
world ship carried cargo from Haiphong
to a key supply area far to the south and
close to the demilitarized zone. This,
then, is the incredible record of the past
12 months. During this same period of
time 14,536 U.S. servicemen gave their
lives in support of our efforts in South
Vietnam, a number which is approxi-
mately half of all the American fatalities
for this entire war.

Now we have heard time and again the
rationalizations and excuses for the con-
tinued existence of this traffic with the
enemy. These vessels for the most part,
so far as we know, are under charter to
Communist interests to carry Communist
goods to help supply Communist North
Vietnam.

Supplies are vital to the enemy—and
they are becoming more important with
every passing day. The current report of
the Special Subcommittee on National
Defense Posture of the House Armed
Services Committee, dated December 31,
1968, confirms this fact. It states that
since November 1, 1968, there has been
a fivefold increase in the southward flow
of supplies in North Vietnam, and fur-
ther:

All major roads in North Vietnam are now
open and rall and water crossings leading to
Laos and toward the DMZ are being repaired
and expanded at a rapid rate. Bince Novem-
ber 4, massive quantities of POL, ammuni-
tion and anti-alrcraft weapons have been




January 14, 1969

moving south. In the first 15 days of Novem-
ber, despite weather and seeing limitations,
more POL drums were photographed than
had been seen collectively in the past 12
months. Large numbers of personnel have
been photographed moving south. Traffic on
major routes is now moving south in large
convoys on & bumper-to-bumper basis. The
level of supply far exceeds replenishment
needs of troops and the civilian populace
and it appears that the North Vietnamese are
establishing a massive logistic system which
could be used as a foundation for future ex-
panded operations.

The war cannot continue without sup-
plies and the wherewithal to fight. It
is just that simple. This source of supply
is helping to prolong the war. This should
be obvious to anyone—and I fail to see
how making excuses for it contributes to
our cause or defangs the enemy’s ability
to strike from ifs ambushes in South
Vietnam.

Although I realize this traffic is in part
accomplished by people on both sides of
the bamboo curtain who know how to
take full advantage of loopholes in the
maritime laws of the nations of the
world, I shall never be able to accept any
justification for the continuance of this
immoral trade. No matter how difficult it
may be, ways should and must be found
to shut off this added source of supply
for the enemy.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I would like to
express the hope that this problem will
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receive the urgent attention of the new
administration, for I feel that more must
be done than has heen done if we are to
stem this flow of goods that is adding fo
the strength of North Vietnam, contrib-
uting to our casualties, prolenging the
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conflict and impeding the progress of the
talks in Paris.

At this point in the Recorp I include
charts indicating free world flag ship
trade in North Vietnam during 1967 and
1968:

FREE WORLD SHIP ARRIVALS IN NORTH VIETNAM
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SURPLUS AGRICULTURAL
COMMODITIES

(Mr. PICKLE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr, PICKLE. Mr., Speaker, I am
pleased fo reintroduce a bill I initially
submitted last year to permit the dona-
tion of surplus agricultural commodities
to certain nonprofit organizations serv-
ing American servicemen.

In connection with this bill, which will
be referred to the Committee on Agri-
culture, I am proud to say that I have
received favorable reactions to this bill
both from the chairman, the gentleman
from Texas, Boe PoAGE, and the ranking
minority member, the gentleman from
Oklahoma, PAGE BELCHER.

Also, the gentleman from South Caro-
lina, Chairman MEenpEL Raivers of the
Armed Services Committee, and the
genfleman from Texas, Chairman OLiv
TeAcUE of the Veterans' Affairs Commit-

tee, have responded that they feel the bill
will greatly benefit our servicemen.

Under the terms of the bill, the orga-
nizations to benefit from the measure in-
clude such groups as the USO, the Red
Cross, and other such agencies as the
Department of Defense may select.

But in the larger sense, the real bene-
ficiaries of the bill are the American
servicemen all around the world. We owe
this to our servicemen.

These organizations daily give our
servicemen & place to spend leisure hours,
to get oriented in a strange town, to meet
friends in a hospitalble and cordial
atmosphere. In addition, they provide
valuable contact between the service-
man and his family.

One of the greatly appreciated serv-
ices of these groups is that of providing
snacks and meals. As with all volunteer
donation groups, however, the budgets
under which they must operate is tight,
and the dollar otherwise spent on food
could go a long way in providing other
services.

Unfortunately, present laws dealing
with the disposition of surplus foods are
not broad enough to include groups pro-
viding aid to our servicemen. I feel this
bill will improve the lives of our men in
uniform, as well as benefit the overall
operation of the food program.

Many of the surplus foods not of par-
ticular suitability fo one of the programs
already established could well be used to
help the USO, the Red Cross, the Salva-
tion Army and other groups.

I am hopeful, Mr. Speaker, that this
move will be endorsed both by the De-
partment of Defense, and the Depart-
of Agriculture, and it is my strong hope
that the Congress can move to give this
question its closest consideration.

Currently, 16 commodities are being
made available through the commaodity
distribution program. They include, dried
beans, butter and margarine, cheese, corn
grits, instant potatoes, cornmeal, flour,
chopped meaf, nonfat dry milk, peanut
butter, dried split peas, ralsins, shorten~
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ing and lard, rolled wheat and oats and
rice.

CURRENT ISSUE OF NAVY REPLETE
WITH ARTICLES THAT SHOULD BE
OF INTEREST TO MEMBERS OF
THIS BODY

(Mr. GERALD R. FORD asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude an article.)

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
the current issue of Navy, the official
magazine of the Navy League of the
United States, is replete with articles
that should be of interest to Members
of this body and particularly to former
members of the Navy such as myself. It
includes interesting articles concerning
the naval careers of our President-elect
and his Secretary of Defense designate,
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr,
Lamp) but I would particularly com-
mend to my colleagues a thought-pro-
voking message from the national presi-
dent of the Navy League, Mr. Charles
F. Duchein, who emphasizes the continu-
ing importance to the United States of
& maritime strategy which includes not
only naval forces second to none but also
a viable merchant marine and a long-
range seaward orientation of national
policy both for considerations of security
and economic prosperity. Mr. Duchein’s
editorial from the January issue of Navy
follows:

STRENGTH, REALISM, AND THE GRAND STRATEGY
OF THE OCEANS

(By Charles F. Duchein)

Pausing in silent prayer on December 7
at the National Directors’ Meeting in Phoe-
nix, Arizona, in a tribute to those who died
27 years ago at Pearl Harbor, one's thoughts
turned naturally to the lessons to be learned
from the swiftly moving history of our times.

Though events move with unprecedented
rapidity, strateglc factors of realism and
strength punctuate the progression. Pearl
Harbor will remind us forever of the deadly
cost of their neglect. Largely ignored by the
peace loving American people, the oversight
invited the attack.

Today history unfolds dally on the TV
screens in our homes. A ring side seat is
afforded for everyone to witness the day to
day battles of our tension filled world. Peo-
ple are kept abreast of world developments
with hour by hour coverage of the constant
conflict that attends our times. Perhaps
world events move too swiftly, for to this day
the strategic dialogue needed in the pre-
Pearl Harbor day remains a crucial deficiency.

Those who witnessed what happened at
Pearl Harbor share a common conviction
that our weakness was the cause of the at-
tack. Unpreparedness made possible the in-
famy of Pearl Harbor.

War came to America from across the seas,
and only when we severed the sea lines of
communications to the Japanese islands were
the seeds of surrender sown. The “lights
came on again all over the world” when the
Imperial Japanese Fleet was destroyed and
the Japanese isolated from their vital re-
sources by American naval strength. Bomb-
ing, both atomic and conventional, was but
the frosting on the strategic cake. From start
to finish, the strategic constant of the oceans
was In the forefront. But the bulld-up of
Japanese maritime might was in evidence
long before the carrler launched blitzkrieg.
Well in advance of Pearl Harbor, strategic
danger signals flew with discernible clarity
but they were unheeded then, just as they
are today.
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Time and time again In subsequent years,
we have been reminded that the image of a
great power must be backed by substance. A
world power cannot be kicked around for very
long by small powers and still remaln a great
power. But have we learned this geo-political
lesson? Can we counter the piratical seizure,
and the final humiliation, of the PUEBLO
with the cruise of the two U.S. destroyers in
the Black Sea? Perhaps with the develop-
ment of a full pattern of maritime strength
the image will ultimately be repaired.

GLOBAL STRATEGY NEEDED

Though manifestations of a desire to learn
are in evidence, the nation, lacking direction
and a purposeful program to preserve the Re-
publie, remains In a strategic doldrums of
indecision. How strange! For never in history
have the national security processes recelved
such universal attention and study. Never has
war gaming been conducted with such great
vigor. Yet, to this day, we have failed to
develop the strategic doctrine called for by
an explosive world. As the New York Times
pointed out on December 19th the President
must “choose a coherent global strategy.”

Happily, with the 1968 presidential elec-
tion, strategic change can be expected. A
change of policy to seaward called for by a
platform plank can be the most significant in
our century. The new President gives every
evidence of grasping the import of this new
strategy projection. He proposes to provide
for “a Navy second to none’; he intends to
“revitalize the merchant marine as a highest
priority economic task', he has called for the
ship construction and maritime policy to
meet the commitments under the ocean strat-
egy so essential to the national welfare.

The primary purposes and policies of the
Navy League are formulated with the focus
of one fundamental factor—sustained mari-
time strength. The mushrooming of Soviet
maritime power—and the seaward turn of
Kremlin defense policy similar to that ob-
served in pre-Pearl Harbor days, should serve
as a warning. It should also serve as a re-
minder that our strategic strength at sea is
slipping—our supremacy is in jeopardy. Nor
can this fact be sloughed off with specious
superficialities, for reality reminds us of the
dynamism of the Soviet bulld-up. Our pre-
eminence on the oceans of the world is chal-
lenged by expanding Soviet maritime power
that can wrest our control of the seas, unless
this trend is reversed.

LAIRD'S BLUEWATER BLUEPRINT

Secretary of Defense select, Melvin R.
Laird, in his discerning “America’s Strategy
Gap—A House Divided,” provides a blueprint
for the initiatives needed to retain a position
of preeminent world leadership. His selection
by the new Commander-in-Chief to be the
civilian defense leader is fortuitous, for out
of the presidential election of 1068 and be-
yond Viet Nam, the United States must
adopt a new grand strategy that will assure
our supremacy for the century ahead. Obvi-
ously, the central direction of maritime doc-
trine and policy is needed to undergird the
new ocean strategy, to build the maritime
posture for prosperity.

Evident from his statements, his record,
his writings, is the fact that the new Secre-
tary of Defense understands the true sig-
nificance of strength. His constant reminder
of the need for strategic Initiative bears out
this thesis. He unquestionably grasps the
factors of leadership that largely have been
lacking In what will shortly be his Secre-
tary’'s office in the Pentagon. He can well be
the first Secretary In recent years who per-
forms his task in the context of the defense
mission for which his office was created. His
expected decentralization of his depart-
ment—Dby providing incentives for defense
posture through true civilian policy control
rather than inhibiting civilian command
control in detail—will give the nation a
greater measure of security.
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Though largely unheeded to date, the
lesson of Pearl Harbor is one of strategic
realism, The new President’s platform con=
tains a promise to implement the ocean
strategy. With his selection of a Secretary
of Defense who by both experience and in-
stinet understands the implications, both
economic and military, of an oceanic over=
view, he has reinforced the portent of his
promises.

We wish both the new Commander-in-
Chief and his Deputy for Defense well in the
gargantuan responsibilities they now assume.
But beyond the ruffles and flourishes of pip-
ing a new Commander-in-Chief aboard, the
Navy League stands ready, as always, to serve
and to support the maritime program needed
in the national interest. Committed by
policy, purpose and tradition to the na-
tlonal strength at sea, the Navy League en-
courages the orientation of strateglc purposes
seaward to reinforce the strength, the de-
termination and the will of this great na-
tion—the maritime leader of the free world
today, and with vision, for the foreseeable
future.

CHAIRMAN PATMAN TO NAME
BANKING AND CURRENCY AD HOC
SUBCOMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE
SLUM SPECULATORS' RAIDS ON
SAVINGS AND LOAN ASSETS AS
EXPOSED IN WASHINGTON POST
SERIES, “MORTGAGING THE
GHETTO"

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or-
der of the House the gentlewoman from
Missouri (Mrs. SurLLivan) is recognized
for 10 minutes.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, the
Washington Post has once again per-
formed a notable public service in the
field of consumer and real estate credit
by assigning two able reporters to a com-
prehensive investigation into mortgage
financing practices in slum housing and
in inner city housing generally for Ne-
groes in the District of Columbia. The
articles, written by Leonard Downie, Jr.,
and Jim Hoagland, have revealed in en-
cyclopedic detail the manner in which
certain federally insured savings and
loans, and even some national banks
here, had been milked of assets through
insider loans, made at inflated values to
real estate speculators and promoters
preying on poor people desiring to buy
homes in the central area of the city of
Washington.

I was glad to learn from these articles
that the Federal Home Loan Bank Board
had been in the process of investigating
some of these practices as they involved
a now defunect savings and loan company
in the Nation's Capital. But until the
Washington Post series appeared, I do
not think any of us realized the extent
of these practices and the threat they
pose to public confidence in our thrift
institutions, not only in Washington, but
throughout the country. The investors
who have placed their money in savings
accounts in these institutions, the Gov-
ernment which insures those deposits up
to $15,000 each, and the whole system of
home mortgage financing are entitled to
assurance that our national housing pol-
icy—intended to open homeownership
to lower income families—is not under-
mined and destroyed by “fast buck” oper-
ators interested only in unconscionable
profits from rapid turnover of slum prop-
erty at ever-rising prices.
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AD HOC SUBCOMMITTEE TO BE NAMED

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, when these
articles began to appear in the Washing-
ton Post describing how certain individ-
uals were able to borrow heavily from a
few savings and loans, on their own ac-
count and in the names of numerous rel-
atives or associations acting as “straws,”
and overvalued residential properties in
the so-called ghetto areas of the city, I
immediately took up this matter with
the gentleman from Texas, Chairman
WRIGHT PAaTMAN, of the House Committee
on Banking and Currency, and asked for
an immediate investigation into the facts.
Chairman Parman has designated me as
chairman of an ad hoc subcommittee he
intends to appoint to make such a study
nationally, and I am sure this step will
have the full approval of our committee.

In the meantime, however, I have di-
rected a series of questions to the heads
of the four regulatory agencies which
have supervisory powers over federally
insured or chartered thrift institutions:
the Federal Home Loan Bank Board, the
Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve System, the Federal Deposit Insur-
ance Corporation, and to the Comptroller
of the Currency. The letter to the Acting
Chairman of the Federal Home Loan
Bank Board last Friday, similar to letters
which went also to the heads of the other
three agencies, was as follows:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY,
Washington, D.C., January 10, 1969.
Hon. RoBerT L. RAND,
Acting Chairman, Federal Home Loan Bank
Board, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Congressman Wright
Patman, Chairman of the House Committee
on Banking and Currency, has appointed me
as Chairman of an Ad Hoc Committee to in-
vestigate, among other matters, the role of
financial institutions in financing housing
for low and moderate income people in gen-
eral, and specifically the role of these institu-
tions in financing housing in inner city areas.

A recent series of articles in the Washing-
ton Post, of which you are aware, exposed
some rather serious abuses in this area.
Coples of the articles are enclosed.

It has always been my understanding that
an important, if not central, purpose of the
legislation creating the home loan bank
system and the FSLIC is to permit aggre-
gation of individual and family savings which
could be lent at the lowest possible rates for
the purchase by individual familles of ade-
quate housing. The Congress, in enacting the
original legislation and subsequent amend-
ments always intended that federal support
of these institutions was in the:public in-
terest. The practices of speculators and “con
artists” in using funds obtained from the
savings and loan in a manner which inflates
prices, interest charges, and encourages dis-
repair makes a mockery of the Congressional
purpose and amounts to the unconscionable
exploitation of low and moderate income peo-
ple, most of whom are Negroes or some other
minority group.

I also suspect that the kind of chicanery
covered by these articles is not limited to the
Washington, D.C. area. I have often admired
and commended the Federal Home Loan
Bank Board in their dedication to fulfilling
the purposes of the aforementioned legisla-
tion and have always felt that the Board has
adequate authority to prevent these situa-
tions. Now, I am beginning to wonder
whether additional legislation is called for.

In anticipation of investigatory hearings
within the very mear future on this subject,
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it would be greatly appreciated If by Janu-
ary 31 you could provide me with scome gen-
eral background material on these abuses,
and more specifically provide answers to the
following questions:

1. How prevalent in the savings and loan
institutions over which the Home Loan Bank
Board and/or the FSLIC has jurisdiction are
there cases like the actions involving the now
defunct Republic Savings and Loan Asso-
clation?

2. Within the examination and supervisory
procedure of the Home Loan Bank Board,
what standards are set, and what instrue-
tions are given to the examiners to detect
such abuses and when discovered what re-
medial or punitive measures are taken?

3. What are the existing laws or regula-
tions which authorize the Home Loan Bank
Board and the FSLIC to prevent these situa-
tlons from oeccurring and what are the penal-
ties?

4, Please provide me with a detalled analy-
sis of all instances in the last five years where
your examiners have found abuses similar
to those uncovered here in Washington.

5. If there is other lack of adequate legal
authority to cope with this problem as far
as your agency is concerned, what recom-
mendations would you make to prevent these
situations from reoccurring?

6. Provide me with a copy of all instruc-
tions to your examiners and supervisors
which direct them to make inquiry into the
books and records of the savings and loan
under examination that would determine
when situations such as described in the en-
closed articles exist.

Sincerely yours,
Leonor K. SULLIVAN.

PROMPT REPLY FROM ACTING CHAIRMAN RAND

Mr. Speaker, the response from the
Acting Chairman of the Home Loan
Bank Board, Mr. Robert L. Rand, was
immediate. I received the following reply:

FEDERAL HOME LoAN BANK BOARD,
Washington, D.C., January 13, 1969.
Hon, LeoNor K. SULLIVAN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mgs. SvnrLivan: The Federal Home
Loan Bank Board welcomes the decision of
the House Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency to inguire into the role of financial
institutions in financing housing in inner
city areas for low and moderate income fami-
lies. It also welcomes the specific objectives
of the Ad Hoc Committee, which you head,
to determine (1) the nature and extent of
abuses in inner city housing transactions
financed by Institutions under the super-
vision of the Board, and (2) whether addi-
tional legislation is needed to correct them.

The Board has long been aware of the
types of abuses you refer to and has taken
steps within its authority to correct them.

With regard to the second objective of
your inguiry, Congress did enact legislation
in 1966 giving the Board authority to order
institutions it supervises to discontinue
practices of an unsafe and unsound nature.
This new authority has alded the Board's
supervisors in correcting such practices as
they have come to light in the examination
process, and this is an additional reason for
making this legislation permanent.

Financlal institutions under the jurisdic-
tion of the Board are by far the largest
single source of residentlal mortgage financ-
ing in the nation. Continued public confi-
dence in them, both as residential mortgage
lenders and as repositorlies of individuals’
savings, is vital to the national commitment
to improve the quantity and quality of inner
city housing. The vast bulk of industry
members conduct their affairs in the public
interest and merit this confidence.

It is essential to the industry as well as
the public that illegal or unethical practices
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in housing sales and financing be examined
and placed in perspective. The Board is con-
fident that your inquiry will accomplish
this objective and is ready to cooperate In
any way to assist you in achleving it.
Bincerely,
RoOBERT L. RAND.

NO DESIRE TO SENSATIONALIZE PAST MISTAKES

In any investigation undertaken by
the committee, it will be my intention
not to try to sensationalize or dramatize
past mistakes. Instead, I will seek to make
sure that the conditions or regulations
or omissions which made possible these
practices in Washington—and no doubt
elsewhere—have been or are being rem-
edied. We must maintain public con-
fidence in the thrift institutions of this
Nation, and in order to do that we must
make sure at all times that the un-
scrupulous operators do not have open to
them loopholes which encourage them
to circumvent good practice and simple
honesty.

Several years ago, as the acting head
of the Pederal Home Loan Bank Board
points out in his letter to me, the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency and the
Congress enacted legislation to give the
supervisory agencies the power to issue
cease and desist orders to halt improper
activities in institutions over which they
have regulatory jurisdiction. We want to
find out if this authority is being used
with sufficient vigor. If additional legal
safeguards are indicated, and can be
justified, I will certainly want to seek
their adoption.

PREVIQOUS OUTSTANDING SERIES COAUTHORED

BY LEONARD DOWNIE

As I said, Mr. Speaker, the Washing-
ton Post has again performed a notable
public service in the consumer credit
fleld through this series of articles. One
of the coauthors of this series, Mr.
Downie, was coauthor nearly 2 years ago
of another series of articles in the same
newspaper, with David Jewell, on the
home improvement rackets preying on
homeowners in the low-income areas of
Washington, particularly Negroes. That
series provided me, as the principal spon-
sor of the Consumer Credit Protection
Act, with invaluable ammunition in my
successful effort to retain jurisdiction in
that legislation over first mortgages,
after the Senate had unanimously voted
to exempt any and all first mortgages
from the disclosure requirements of a
Federal truth-in-lending law. I had long
maintained that because an instrument
was a first mortgage it was not neces-
sarily a good and honest mortgage, and
the Downie-Jewell series in 1967 cer-
tainly documented that fact in the
racket-ridden home improvement field in
the District of Columbia.

TEXT OF ARTICLES IN WASHINGTON POST

“MORTGAGING THE GHETTO' SERIES

Mr. Speaker, because of their impor-
tance to the investigation Chairman
Patman desires to have me undertake as
chairman of an ad hoc subcommittee of
the House Committee on Banking and
Currency, and because of their un-
doubted application to slum area mort-
gage practices which have occurred in
many cities—not just in Washington—I
am inecluding as part of my remarks the
complete text of the series of articles by
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Mr. Downie and Mr. Hoagland, which
began on Sunday, January 5, and ended
this morning.

I have not had an opportunify to check
any of the facts and statements in these
articles, but I am deeply impressed by
the tremendous amount of painstaking
research which obviously went into their
preparation—the culling of Iliterally
thousands of official documents and the
interviews or attempted interviews with
the principals involved or their associates
or others knowledgeable about the prac-
tices described. So far as I can tell from
my reading of the articles without per-
sonally checking any of the facts, I be-
lieve they reflect extreme care and a
determination to be accurate in the best
traditions of journalism.

However, I do want to make one cau-
tionary statement based on the impres-
sion the articles give, or that might be
taken from them, that FHA and the Vet-
erans’ Administration, as a general
policy, do not insure mortgages for Ne-
groes or that Negroes do not qualify for
federally insured mortgages. I think what
the authors meant by their references to
FHA and the VA is that until 1966, when
my amendment was adopted to provide
special financing to nonprofit organiza-
tions to purchase and rehabilitate older
housing and sell it to low-income fami-
lies at subsidized mortgage rates, such
families just could not demonstrate that
they had the financial ability to meetf the
mortgage payments on an FHA-insured
loan. They particularly were unable to
undertake the heavy financial obliga-
tions of taking over badly rundown hous-
ing requiring extensive remodeling to
make it usable.

As this series of articles establishes,
these same people, however, were easy
prey for real estate speculators who sold
them houses unconscionably overpriced,
with a pyramid of mortgages at who-
knows-what interest rates, and with no
concern over whether the family could
meet the payments and hold the prop-
erty. This practice, in addition to milk-
ing the assets of those savings and loans
which participated in the scheme, often
led to the tragedy of foreclosure, recovery
of the property by the speculator or an
agent, and its resale again and again to
other victims.

The Washington Post articles referred
to are as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Sunday,
Jan. 5, 1069]
MORTGAGING THE GHETTO—I—SLUM HOMES
EXPLOITED BY SPECULATION SYSTEM
(By Leonard Downie Jr. and Jim Hoagland)

A sick savings and loan assoclation in
Washington has been merged out of exlst-
ence because it lent millions of dollars to
slum housing speculators, many of whom
could not or would not repay the loans,

Within the last six months, the presidents
of three area banks have submitted resigna-
tions. All three are banks that made a num-
ber of loans to slum speculators, and also
had to make frequent trips to court to sue
the speculators for the money.

Evidence uncovered in a year-long investi-
gation by The Washington Post shows that
certain inner-city speculators—with cooper-
ation and financial support from a handful
of savings and loans—have charged huge
markups to thousands of Negro home buy-
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ers, who had no place else to go because they
were black.

Some of the city’s most active slum land-
lords have built their empires on dollars
poured into some savings and loans by un-
suspecting depositors and poured out to the
speculator-landlords by the associations’
officers.

SYSTEM'S LEGACY

Abandoned, unsalable houses and unfin-
ished apartment buildings now dot Wash-
ington’s streets. They are the legacy for the
Nation’s Capital of a system that turned
with a vengeance on some of the financial
institutions and speculators who fathered it.
Some others escaped with large profit.

Republic Savings and Loan is the one
merged out of existence. It and other savings
and loan associations and banks involved
comprise a minority of the finanecial institu-
tions doing business in the city.

At the same time, however, the savings
and loan-speculator system flourished be-
cause Negro buyers generally were unable to
obtain home loans from or through any
sources other than speculators.

The only exception has been Washington's
largest savings and loan, Perpetual, which
does have a record of making loans to Negro
home buyers.

The newspaper's investigation reveals a
steady, abundant flow to speculators of tens
of millions of dollars in mortgage loans.

Reporters who examined some 15,000 land
records, 900 court suits and wvarlous other
financial records found numerous loan
transactions that appear to be illegal under
Federal or District law, or in violation of the
regulations of the Federal Home Loan Bank
Board.

Many others were clearly imprudent trans-
actions for financial institutions, where
prudence counts above all.

What made the system work was the ease
with which favored speculators could get
large numbers of loans from some savings
and loans, and the inability of Negroes to
get home loans on thelr own.

Until very recently, most Negroes were un-
able to quallfy for home mortgages Insured
by the Federal Housing Administration or
the Veterans Administration. While the sav-
ings and loans, FHA and VA were financing
profitable home ownership for whites, Ne-
groes have had almost nobody to turn to but
speculators,

The commodity being sold by the specu-
lators, thus, is inancing, not just the bricks
and mortar of houses. The speculators have
filled a vacuum left by other segments of the
real estate finance industry In all but the
most affluent Negro neighborhoods.

Some speculators—for the trouble of do-
ing this—jacked up the price of thousands
of heavily mortgaged houses and sold them
at large profit to Negro families.

Often, a speculator would buy a house for
$10,000, mortgage it for $10,000, and sell it
for #15,000.

‘The home buyer would be charged a low
down payment, often as little as $250 to
$1000. The buyer would sign a second, and
sometimes a third, mortgage note for the rest
of the money owed to the speculator. That
became the speculator's profit.

The speculation system has three basic
twista:

One, for speculators who buy at one price
and then try to sell far higher, it is high
credit selllng much like the system that
permeates much of buying of goods in the
ghetto.

BLUM LORDS REIGN

Two, for many of the speculators who hold
on to their highly mortgaged rental prop-
ertles, It is classic slumlordism, charging
high rents to cover mortgage payments and
skimming off profit without diluting the
gravy by repalring adequately the crumbling
propertles.
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Three, for some of those speculators who
got high loans to erect new apartment houses,
the system evolved into simple arithmetic.
Get more money from the loan than you put
into construction, and pocket the difference,
If necessary, let the lender foreclose on the
unfinished building.

Other, more esoteric devices are used, but
they are variations of the main theme. Some
speculators have, for instance, shuffied build-
ing titles and mortgages among themselves,
their friends and corporations they con-
trolled, progressively inflating the prices,
with the result that they got much higher
mortgage loans and sold the buildings at
higher, but seemingly reasonable, prices.

The transactions in these cases are not
related to the Maryland savings and loan
scandal of several years ago.

The investigation by this mewspaper has
uncovered wide use of questionable practices.
Many of them are mentloned in a confiden-
tial bank examiner's report obtained by re-
porters.

DISCREET MERGER

The report, written in the spring of 1967,
led to Republic Federal Savings and Loan
Assoclation’s being discreetly merged in mid-
1968—at the Insistence of Federal officlals—
with a healthy association.

The merger came when Federal officials
found that Republic had “little likelihood of
surviving,” unable to get its money back
from hundreds of loans made to speculators.

Republie, like many other Washington fi-
nancial institutions, flourished during the
boom days of the real estate market here In
the mid-1960's. Real estate, in many ways, is
Washington’s chief private industry. Dealing
in it is how struggling young men have be-
come pillars of the community.

The system, primed by general easy credit
policies, and primed by economic buoyancy of
the metropolitan area and insolvency of
ghetto blacks—was working well then. It
was working well, that is, for the speculators.

There seemed to be little disposition at
that point, on the part of Federal banking
officials, the District of Columbia government
or the established financial community here,
to tinker with something that appeared to
be working so well.

But then came the crash: “tight money.”
The economy was sailing along too nicely,
and the Federal Government ralsed borrow-
ing rates to try to curtall inflation, Mortgage
money started becoming scarce,

SPECULATORS HARD HIT

In Washington, D.C,, the squeeze hit many
landlord-speculators doubly hard, for the
city's new government started moving in on
noncompliance with housing codes. You
couldn't just sall along any more and leave
housing violations unrepaired.

Tight money, the houslng code crackdown
and other elements came together to topple
the paper empires of a number of big specu~
lators,

In addition to merging Republic out of
business, they demanded that those other
savings and loans that had been deallng ex-
tensively with the speculators to curb their
questionable practices. They have asked the
Justice Department to investigate practices
of some of the principals involved.

They have purposely kept these actions
from public view to prevent “runs"—mass
withdrawals by depositors—on savings and
loans and banks involved. Accounts up to
$15,000 are insured by the Govermment,

Since the beginning of 1967, savings and
loans associations have foreclosed on nearly
#5 million worth of mortgaged properties in
Washington's ghettos.

Many of them are the abandoned houses
and unfinished apartment bulldings men-
tioned above. When auctioned off, they
turned out to be worth far less than the
mortgages on them, and have been unsalable.
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REPUBLIC LOANS

Many of these bulldings were financed by
Republic mortgages. Up to $1T million worth
of them will wind up in the hands of the
Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Corp., a
Government agency financed by premiums
from the Nation's savings and loans.

The Insurance Corporation agreed to take
up to this amount of bad risks off the hands
of Home Federal, the healthy association
that took over Republic's assets and liabil-
ities.

Republic’s rise and fall was only one part
of the speculation story in Washington's in-
ner city. The pattern of questionable trans-
actions covers a much broader spectrum.

In the most flagrant transactions uncov-
ered by the newspaper’s investigation, some
savings and loans frequently provided some
speculators with loans that exceeded what
they pald for properties. Such mortgages
would put the speculators in a position to
pocket the excess. Federal regulations limit
a mortgage to 80 per cent of a property’s
value, purchase price being a main deter-
minant of that value.

In any event, such loans enabled specula-
tors to buy thousands of houses and apart-
ment buildings in Negro neighborhoods with
little or no cash investment of their own.

Floating along on a stream of borrowed
dollars, the speculators could move with the
migration of low-income white and Negro
families. The speculators were looking for
the easy low purchase from somebody who
wanted to get out and the easy high sale
to somebody who wanted to get in, and who
was willing to pay high credit rates for what
appeared to be easy terms,

REASON FOR FALL

In this, certain savings and loans put out
more money to certain speculators than Fed-
eral officials felt was prudent, This concen-
tration to single borrowers, all of whom hap-
pened to be speculators or investors, was one
of the chief criticisms the examiners made of
Republic and was one of the chief reasons for
Republie’s fall.

The official examination of Republic in
1967 by the Federal Home Loan Bank Board,
which regulates the nation’s Federally char-
tered savings and loan assoclations, showed
five speculators as holding about 200 loans.
They were:

George Basiliko, who owed more than $1.5
million on more than 100 mortgage loans
from Republic. During the past seven years,
Basiliko also borrowed nearly $1 million in
more than 60 loans from Guardian Federal
Bavings and Loan Association, and had a
large number of loans from Perpetual Build-
ing Association in the past.

Burton Dorfman, who formed syndicates
of doctors and professional men to buy
apartment buildings. Dorfman's syndicates
subsequently defaulted on four mortgages to
Republie, totaling $1.1 million.

Peter Laganas, who owed #1.4 million to
Republic, largely In construction loans on
four apartment bulldings, One of the build-
ings was never finished.

Angelina and Dino Formant, sister and
brother-in-law of Pete C. Kalavritinos, who
was president of Republic. They owed nearly
$1 million on 30 mortgages from Republic.
Many of these mortgages have since been
foreclosed.

The Formants also received nearly 30 loans
totaling more than §500,000 from Uptown
Federal of Baltimore,

George Ealavritinos, brother of Pete, owed
Republic $900,000, mostly on construction
loans for apartment buildings.

Other speculators who owed Republic more
than $500,000 each at the time of the Bank
Board examination were landlord Nathan
Habib, John Swagart (Basiliko's brother-in-
law) and Hymen Alpert.

OTHER LENDERS

Republic was not the only savings and
loan in the District that provided large and
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frequent loans to speculators during the past
decade. Land records show that major slum
speculators procured the majority of their
most favorable mortgage loans during the
past decade from Republic and these others:

Guardlan Federal of Silver Spring and the
District; Lincoln Federal of Hyattsville and
Uptown Federal of Baltimore.

Other savings and loan associations that
have provided large amounts of mortgage
money for speculators include Jeflerson Fed-
eral, Enterprise Federal, Franklin Federal
and the Perpetual Building Association, all
in the District, and Montgomery Federal In
Kensington.

All of these (except Perpetual) are char-
tered by the Federal Government and super-
vised by the Federal Home Loan Bank Board.
Perpetual is locally chartered.

The Federal Government charters savings
and loans for the primary purpose of pro-
moting thrift and encouraging economical
home ownership by as many people as pos-
sible.

This is one of the reasons Home Loan Bank
Board officlals have been upset by the pat-
terns of savings and loans concentrating
loans to speculators. The other is the risk of
a savings and loan having too much of its
cash tied up in a few borrowers.

BUPPLY OF MONEY

Speculators were able to supplement their
supply of borrowed dollars with loans from
a few banks in the city and the suburbs.

One bank that made a number of loans
to speculators, and then had to scurry to
court frequently to get its money back, is
Public National Bank, Although it was ex-
pected to be merged with D.C. National Bank,
a new bid for control of the bank by a group
of lawyers was announced today.

Pete Kalavritinos was a director of both
Republic Federal and Public National at the
same time, as was Russell D, Miller. Miller, a
central figure in Washington banking, was
also general counsel of both institutions.

Depositions in a bitter court suit involving
Public and Miller state that Ealavritinos was
able to write about 50 overdrawn checks at
Public National.

The three other banks that lent to some
large speculators were D.C. National, City
Bank and Trust of Alexandria and Old Line
National of Rockville. The presidents of the
last two have left in the last six months.

The entire system worked like a well-oiled
machine for the speculator, until some of
the main gears, such as easy money and lax
housing code enforcement, failed. Then the
gears stripped the machine failed.

“When the speculators were flying high
and wide in Washington,” says Alvin Snyder,
president of Baltimore's Uptown Federal,
“everything they touched turned to gold.
Now, it's turning to bronze.”

[From the Washington Post, Jan. 6, 1969]

MoRTGAGING THE GHETTO—II—THE SPECULA-
TORS' PACKAGE EAsy TermsS, Bic MARKUPS

(By Leonard Downle, Jr., and Jim Hoagland)

Ghetto speculation often is Negroes' pay-
ing mink prices for dyed rabbit houses, be-
cause they have no place to get the money
except through white speculators.

It is credit buying, and the credit comes
high. Month in, month out, the payments
have to be made on the first, second or, may-
be even third mortgages.

If a home buyer can keep up the payments,
frequently there is mnothing left over for
keeping up the new home.

For many home owners, the price is
thought of only in the month-to-month time
framework of much of the ghetto.

“I wish I could've gotten just one mort-
gage, without having to run all over town to
make these payments.” Mrs. George E. Banks
told a reporter.

She was unconcerned that Sol Lehrman
had sold her and her husband a house at 764
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Harvard st. nw. for $14,600 two months after
he paid $9500 for it.

Her only problem with the $4256 second
mortgage that Lehrman took as his markup
was that she had to make payments at an-
other office.

But Mrs. Banks is a rarity among home
owners contacted by reporters of The Wash-
ington Post. She knew what the speculator
had paid.

Most poor Negro home buyers don't. They
don't have a real estate broker to trace the
sale history of a property. They don't
have the expertise to go through land records
to find out what the slum speculator paid,
and when.,

But even if the home buyer did go through
land records, he might have a tough time.
Some speculators walt until they have resold
a house before they file their purchase deed,
which carries the recorded purchase price.

In effect, the prospective black home buyer
is merely a plum ripe for the picking,

The slum speculator middle-man system
inflates prices on these homes by an average
of $5000 (on homes that sell for $10,000 to
$20,000).

When it works, the middleman system pits
the speculator’s expertise and a constant
stream of borrowed savings and loan dollars
agalnst the home buyer's naivete and inabil-
ity to get those same dollars.

NO CONTEST

It is no contest.

Most real estate agents do not use the sys-
tem. And nearly all the speculators selling
houses to Negroes clalm that they do not
either, or at least that they do not misuse
it.

But land records indicate clearly that the
system abounds in the inner city, with the
markups consistent.

Here are six cases, for instance, involving
slx actlve speculators:

Sol Lehrman bought the house at 1822 H
st. ne. for $10,600. Three months later, he
sold it to Archie Hargett, a carpenter, for
$15,500.

Murray Levine's secretary, who frequently
acts for him as a front (known in the trade
as a "straw”) bought the house at 1311
Queen st. ne. for $12,000. Seventeen days
later, 1t was sold to Julia B. Murphy for
$16,500.

Jeffrey-Martin Co., run by Hymen Alpert
and Lawrence Diamond, bought the house at
4619 EKane pl. ne. for $5600 and two years
later, sold it to Clifton Butler for $14,500.

Joseph Ealmus pald $17,400 in January,
1966, for the five-bedroom house at 1329
Gallatin st. nw. He sold it five months later
to Oscar Webb, a maintenance englineer, for
$22,950.

Melvyn PFriedman paid $18500 for the
house at 5321 Colorado ave. nw, He sold it to
Jackie L. Hunter for $22,950 a month later.

Chris Collier and Co., through an agent,
bought the house at 6924 9th st. nw. for $15,-
570. A year later, Collier sold it to Earl Ash-
ton for $21,950.

NOT EXTRAORDINARY

These six cases are not extraordinary. They
fit into the usual pattern of buying and sell-
ing houses to black people in Washington.

These six cases also have common elements
that are indicative of the whole spectrum
of the speculation system. These elements
are:

1. The black home buyer pays from $4450
to $9000 more than the slum speculator has
pald. Examination by reporters of 15,000 land
records shows an average of $4000 to $B000
markup on inner city sales. Most slum specu-
lators maintain that repair costs account for
much of the markup,

2. The slum speculator gets the mortgage,
for himself or for the purchaser, from a
savings and loan assoclation. The home
owner has been unable to get the mortgage
himself, or did not bother to try.
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3. The mortgage the slum speculator has
arranged covers or nearly covers all the slum
speculator’'s original investment.

4. The slum speculator has also arranged
all details of title search, settlement and
mortgage application, according to the home
buyers. Most home owners contacted by re-
porters had no idea what these transactions
involved, and were surprised when at settle-
ment they found out the costs.

Julia Murphy, of the second example
above, never thought of golng to Liberty
Loan where she had been paying off a mort-
gage for nine years, when she needed a new
house.

“Mr. Levine arranged 1t all for me at En-
terprise. I didn't go down to make the
application.”

NEVER BOTHERED

Archie Hargett and Oscar Webb of the first
and fourth examples above mever bothered
going to a savings and loan.

And Melvyn Friedman helped Jackie L.
Hunter of the fifth example above, to get
a $16,000 mortgage from Jefferson Federal
Savings and Loan after the Veferans Admin-
istration refused to grant Hunter a loan on
the house because it was priced too high.

Earl Ashton, of the sixth example above,
who bought his house from Chris Collier
and Co. sald he was reluctant to go to a
savings and loan because he had fallen be-
hind on payments he was making on another
home earlier.

“I wish I had tried,” Ashton says now. ¢I
didn't because Mr. Colller's agent said they
had everything worked out at Guardlan.”

All of the Negroes cited above fell prey
to the system because they, as black people,
were outside the generally white-only sys-
tem for financing home buying.

A group of white and black businessmen,
headed by Willilam B. Fitzgerald, who is
Negro, presented the Federal Home Loan
Bank Board extensive testimony in 1967 to
show that Negroes have it tough getting
loans here.

They pointed out that nmot one of the
city’s then 24 Federally insured associations
had an officer, director or even an appraiser
who was Negro.

They cited examples upon examples of
Negro families having been refused loans,
despite impeccable credit records.

Only Perpetual Building Association placed
any sizable, number of mortgages in Negro
areas, the group sald.

The testimony they presented led to a
successful bid for their getting a charter for
a new, predominantly Negro savings and loan
association here.

Even Perpetual was not happy with the
testimony presented.

Its president, Thornton W, Owen, sent the
Bank Board a list of all 466 loans granted by
the city's savings and loans in June and
July, 1067, arguing that many of them were
in Negro areas.

He offered no further analysis.

LIST CHECKED

Reporters who checked that list against
land records found, however, that two of
every three of the new mortgages in ghetto
areas, granted by associations other than
Perpetual went to or through slum specula-
tors, the markup middlemen,

In these loans, for every dollar advanced to
home buyers in Negro areas, four more were
advanced to or through the slum speculators.

Although savings and loan associations are
chartered specifically to promote thrift and
economical home buying by the largest pos-
sible number of people, The Post's investiga-
tion shows a pattern holds of most loans in
the inner city going to about half a hundred
speculators.

The slum speculators say the savings and
loans often prefer to work through them.

As long as a speculator holds a second
mortgage, he has a financial interest and
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often will take the p back—to protect
that second trust—if the home owner falls
behind on payments.

Slum speculators also are frequently will-
ing to agree to higher interest rates on loans
than the average loan-shopper,

These speculators will pay more to “buy”
money, since by paying higher interest, they
usually can get larger loans to recover money
spent from their own pockets to invest in
a house.

Then the speculator merely passes on the
high mortgage—and higher interest rates—
to the home buyer.

“If a speculator goes in and applies for
$7000, and they say they'll give him $8000
and charge him . . . more in interest, the
speculator will take it,"” says George Basiliko,
the largest single owner of property in Wash-
ington's slums.

INTEREST IS IMPOETANT

“Sure, the speculator doesn't pay the in-
terest anyway,” says Leonard Collins, Ba-
siliko’s lawyer. “He doesn't keep the mort-
gage.”

Interest, of course, can be a make-or-break
proposition with a new home owner. It makes
up most of his payment on his two or three
mortgages for the early years of the loans.
Which frequently means that the new ghetto
home buyer is so strapped from making pay-
ments that he has little or no money left to
repair his house.

This in turn creates a market for those
unscrupulous home-improvement contrac-
tors who make a lving off of bilking poor
home owners.

They offer to make repalrs in return of the
home owner’'s signature on still another mort-
gage.

Often, court suits show, the amount owed
by the home owner on this mortgage will be
twice or more the value of the repairs made.

Three officers of one such firm, Custom
House Construction Co., were convicted re-
cently of defrauding home owners this way.

Speculator Kalmus acknowledged to a re-
porter that “as soon as the title goes on
record” when a home 1is sold by a specula-
tor, “everybody and their brother is out at
the house trying to sell something, as long
as they can get a mortgage.”

Then, as the sad story goes, if he falls
even further behind on money, he might
find someone to “refinance™ his debts with a
new set of mortgages.

The long succession of misfortune usually
separates the poorer home buyer further and
further from the day when he will have
bulilt appreciable equity in his house.

In case after case, court and land records
document, the predicament is the product of
a housing deal first made with a slum specu-
lator.

“Don't blacken the speculator,” says Leo
M. Bernsteln, himself a legendary figure in
Washington real estate speculation before
setting up Guardian Federal Savings and
Loan Association. He retired as Guardian's
president in 1968 and his son, Richard, be-
came president.

“They did perform In their day a service
for the underprivileged,” Bernstein told re-
porters. "Maybe they charged a lot for it,
but at least they house people.”

COREAL THE HOUSES

“The speculators gave the people an op-
portunity to buy houses at small down pay-
ments, . . . It was the speculator's business
to corral the houses . . . Even if the Negro
home buyer had the down payment needed,
he still wouldn't have the expertise to get a
loan.” Which is why they went through the
speculator, Bernstein says,

Says Ealmus: “It's the only way a colored
person could become a home owner. They
couldn't get loans from the savings and loans;
they didn't have a big down payment; and
they couldn’t get FHA or VA financing,
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*You'll find that the average colored man,
no matter how much education he has, tends
to look to the white real estate man like a
father. He'll take care of them if they're
short.”

Ealmus was specifically referring to his
practice of advancing $500 to #1000 to a
home buyer if the buyer lacked enough cash
to cover settlement costs. “I hate to see the
deal fall through, so we try to work it out,”
Ealmus says.

Of course this adds another monthly pay-
ment, with interest, to the buyer's outgo.

STICKING POINTS

One of the blg sticking points between
speculators and their buyers is whether the
houses are all they've been represented to
be.

Earl Ashton, for Instance, who bought the
house at 69024 0th st. nw. from Chrls Colller,
maintains the house wasn't what he'd
thought.

"The house was patched up when I moved
in. When I first looked at 1t, 1t looked pretty
good, But then I found all the putty over the
cracks in the wall. I was green at this and I
got what you might call a bad deal.”

Collier disputes this: “We had $4000 worth
of work done on the house, and I have the
bills to prove it. We had to carry that house
for 14 months, and redecorated it several
times. But these are old houses. You can't
make them new, even though some home
owners want you to.”

A Washington man named Carrington L.
Epps was so enraged with one house that he
sued the sellers, Hymen Alpert and Lawrence
Diamond after his family had moved into
and then out of the house at 4619 Kane pl.
ne,

Epps's sult, for return of his deposit on the
house, claims that although the sellers had
maintained that it was In excellent condi-
tion, a dozen violations of the housing code
exlsted, despite the asking price of $13,950.
{The slum speculators had pald $5500 for it
a month earller.) Epps moved out before
signing mortgage papers.

(This house, by the by, 1s the same one
mentioned in the third example at the top
of this story, that sold for $14,5600 to Clifton
Butler.

(Butler missed payments and so the house
was foreclosed on and bought back by mort-
gage-holder Guardian Federal Savings and
Loan. Guardian later sold it to a small in-
vestor for $4500.)

Another interesting suit concerning the
soundness of a speculation-handled house
was against Levine,

Levine has told reporters that "I deal
only in better houses. I've passed the stage
of being a speculator. When a person buys
my house, they domn't have to put a
nickel into fixing it up.”

HOUSE “MISREPRESENTED"

The Joseph F. Duals would disagree.
Their suit against Levine maintains that
the house at 1412 Geranlum st. nw. they
bought from him *“was milsrepresented as
custom-built, water-tight, sound and in
good repair.

“In fact,” the suit sald, “the house was
in poor repalr . . . the roof leaked . .. the
plumbing was in a bad state of repair.

“The wallpaper hid cracks and breaks
in the plaster beneath it. Water regularly
seeped in through these cracks. There were
many housing code violations.”

This house, by the way, was bought by
Levine for $24,000, mortgaged by Enterprise
Federal Savings and Loan Association for
$24,000, and sold to the Duals for $32450
three months later,

(Federal Home Loan Bank Board regu-
lations limit mortgage loans to B0 per cent
of a property's walue, of which purchase
price is a maln determinant.)
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A jury In U.S. District Court awarded the
Duals $3,000 in the case. The judge ruled
that the couple still had to pay a $3680
mortgage note they had disputed in the
deal.

Lawyers for both sides then agreed with
the judge to set aside both judgments and
settle the case outside court.

Peter T. Stathes, president of Montgomery
Federal Savings and Loan, was asked by a
reporter why his firm lent $8,000 to Alpert
on a house at 603 G st. ne. that Alpert pald
$8,000 for in September, 1967.

“Mr. Alpert remodeled that house, in-
side and out,” said Stathes. “He put a new
roof on it, new paper and paint, he put new
sinks in the kitchen and fixed the floors. We
held back £3,000. After we reinspected, and
found he had done the work, he got the
total $8,000.”

That's not the way Paul H. Simmons re-
members it. He bought the house from Alpert
& month after Alpert's §8000 purchase.

The price to Simmons, a Negro who works
as a guard for the General Services Adminis-
tration, was $13,500.

“He never put a new roof on,” Simmons de-
clared angrily to a reporter as he pointed to
recent patches in a peeling second-story
ceiling, Tke patching job was paid for by
him last month, he said.

Simmons’ 3-year-old daughter, Delphia,
scampered about the kitchen floors Stathes
sald were redone.

At one point, the floor nearly gave way in
a deeply worn spot. No work had apparently
been done on it in years. The only improve-
ment visible was a new kitchen sink unit.

“I'm worse off than I was before, when
I was renting,” Simmons said. “I can’t af-
ford to fix the place up, and Alpert's not
responsible any more.”

Simmons had been renting the house for
$1256 a month when Alpert bought it.

Simmons says that Alpert explained he
could buy it for only §7 additional a month
(the $8000 mortgage, plus a $5922 second
mortgage to Alpert) plus a $250 down pay-
ment.

Simmons and his wife have two children
and should be prime candidates to prove Leo
Bernstein’s assertion that “a home owner
is a much better citizen than a tenant,”
which is why speculators perform a valued
service,

Paul Simmons does not feel his deal
worked out quite that way:

“I keep telling my wife that I wish we
could move out of this miserable house and
neighborhood and find something decent.
But it's the damn financing.”

FACELESS PEOPLE BEHIND THE SPECULATORS

The money the slum speculator siphons
from black ghettos often flows out to the
white suburbs. Behind the highly visible
speculators stand the faceless people, who
buy the financial paper the speculator cre-
ates,

The people are as varled as are their moti-
vations for buying second or third mortgages.
They are secretaries to Congressmen, den-
tists, lawyers, other slum speculators. They
are sometimes small, one-shot investors;
sometimes speculators who make much of
their living by buying second mortgages.

They all have one thing in common: they
make the system work by supplying the
slum speculator with eash. The only contact
the home buyer has with them, often, is the
monthly mailing of a check.

Even if the checks stop going out, and the
second mortage holder takes the house, there
are trustees of the note to take care of the
detalls of foreclosing and auctioning off the
house.

The system works like this: some slum
speculators charge home buyers an average
of $5000 for packaging a house and mortgage.
The first trust held by the savings and loan
is transferred to the home buyer. The slum
speculator then tries to get a downpayment
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from the home buyer to recover the cash he
has put into the house, and takes the $5000
markup in a second mortgage, payable to
him, usually at 6 per cent interest a year for
perhaps seven years.

If the slum speculator is patient, his profit
on the deal comes out of the payments on
that note over the seven years.

But most cannot afford to be patient. “You
need cash right away to start another trans-
action,” one slum speculator told reporters.
“You can't afford to hold the second mort-
gage. You sell it for a discount, anywhere
from 25 to 60 per cent."” Thus, a $5000 trust
may be sold for $2000.

The second mortgage buyer takes the
chance that he will be able to get his money
over the long-run. On the surface, it would
appear that the larger discount he can get,
the better the deal is for him.

This is' usually not true. If a speculator
inflates the price of a house well beyond its
true value, the home buyer is likely to be
strapped with payments he cannot meet and
the second trust buyer will stop getting
payments.

Then, if he forecloses, he finds he has to
pay off the heavy first mortgage and has a
house that he will not be able to sell even
for the money he has in it.

That's why, in legal circles, notes that are
discounted more than 40 per cent are con-
sidered of dubious value. They are hot pota-
toes the speculator wants to get rid of.

A second mortgage can be doubly danger-
ous if both the first and second trust pay-
ments are not being made.

Under law, the first trust holder has first
priority at calling a foreclosure and the first
trust holder is liable to foreclose and sell
the property at auction with the second
trust holder left with nothing,

That is why most second trust holders
will pay on the first trust if a home buyer
misses payments. This gives the holder of
the second trust time to arrange his own
foreclosure, and get the house, and then hope
1o get a good price on a resale that would
recoup some of his investment In that second
trust.

To get rid of their second trust paper—
to make their money—some slum speculators
follow a middle course. They “season” a
note—that is, they keep it for a year to es-
tablish that a home owner can make his
payments. Then, with that good record of
payment, they shop around to find the high-
est bidder, and the discount will likely be
lower than on an immediate sale.

One possible corruption of the “seasoning
system,” as described to reporters by a knowl-
edgeable real estate man, is for the slum
speculator to falsify his books, making 1t
appear that regular payments have been
made although the trust is actually de-
linquent. The speculator takes a loss for a
while, but gets a betier price for the trust
when he finds an unsuspecting buyer. No
specific instances of this practice were un-
covered in this investigation.

Whatever the method, the result is the
same. The slum speculator creates paper that
he trades in for the dollars that will buy
the next house that will enable him to create
more paper to trade for dollars.

Each time, of course, some of the dollars
stay in the slum speculator's pockets or bank
accounts.

As long as the black home buyer pours
cash In at one end and the white second
trust buyer is there at the other, the system
flourishes.

[From the Washington Post, Jan. 7, 1969]
MORTGAGING THE GHETTO—III—THE RAPID
Ri1sE AND FALL OF A REALTY SPECULATOR
(By Leonard Downie, Jr., and Jim Hoagland)

Roscoe Jones got $30,000 when he sold the
house at 1810 Kalorama rd. nw. to Basil
Gogos.
Basil Gogos then got $38,000 from Guard-
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ian Federal Savings and Loan Association in
a mortgage loan on the house, according to
land records. Curiously, the same land rec-
ords show a tax fee based on a $60,000 pur-
chase price by Gogos.

Eight months later, the city condemned
the three-story house as uninhabitable. It
is now abandoned and boarded up. Where
there are no boards, winter wind slashes by
ragged edges of broken window panes.

It is a house nobody wants.

“I wouldn't pay $10,000 for the house,”
Harry Batalin told a reporter, "It was beyond
redemption.” The house was Batalin’s for the
asking, if he would agree to pick up Gogos'
mortgage payments. He wouldn't.

Abandoned houses carrylng high mortgages
that make them unsalable are springing up
throughout the overcrowded ghettoes of
Washington. Like the house at 1810 Ea-
lorama, they are the remnants of an Inner-
city real estate speculation bubble that has
burst.

The bursting was more like an explosion
for the 29-year-old Gogos, who in four years
had become the owner of half-a-hundred
houses and who had bought and quickly re-
sold many others.

“He's out of the business and doesn't
want to talk about real estate,” callers to
Gogos' home are told. Adds former associate
Bimon F. McHugh Jr., “That’s all over, We
took a real bath.”

McHugh was there at the beginning of
the comparatively brief rise of Gogos in real
estate, but managed to sidestep the debris
of the fall. He got out of inner-city real
estate in 1966, before the market collapsed
and shortly after he married Victorla Mec-
Cammon, a tall, attractive secretary to Lyn-
don B. Johnson,

McHugh doesn't have to get involved any-
more with such trivia as clogged drains in
slum houses, foreclosures, and tenants break-
ing windows. He works for the Government
Now.

Battling the vagaries of Washington real
estate with Gogos must be good training for
bigger things. President Johnson apparent-
1y decided in 1967.

NAMED TO SACB

That was when he plucked McHugh from
the real estate world and, after 15 weeks’ ex-
perience in a $17,500-a-year job in the Small
Business Administration, named McHugh to
one of the cushiest jobs in Washington—the
moribund Subversive Activities Control
Board. McHugh has three years more to serve,
at $26,000 per.

From this lofty perch, McHugh looks back
on his real estate career with less than fond-
ness.

“If I had it to do all over,” says McHugh,
who has been a guest with his wife at the
Johnsons' Texas ranch, “I wouldn't go into
real estate In Washington. Dealing with ten-
ants and speculators is not the kind of thing
I like to do.

“We were dealing with people buying out
in these neighborhoods who didn*t have any
money. There was no other way for them to
get the house. They couldn’t go to the FHA
(Federal Housing Administration) or the sav-
ings and loans,

“But these people have no respect for any-
thing because they never had anything of
their own, We couldn’t get them to pay
rents,” and second mortgage notes, he sald.

“But I never really was a speculator. I was
interested in investment. The real specula-
tors—and this was another reason I wouldn’t
be in the business today—these guys are not
the type you would want to take home to
dinner. I wouldn't, anyway. My wife would
kick them out of the house.”

ROLE OF B. & L.

The story of these real estate days ls an
important one, however disconcerting 1t may
be to McHugh these days. It is basically the
story of Gogos, and it provides one view of
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how some savings and loans have helped slum
speculators operate.

Gogos tied his borrowing career closely to
certain savings and loans. Guardian Federal
advanced him at least 34 mortgages, totaling
more than half-a-million dollars. Some went
through his companies and agents.

(Guardian Federal is one of several sav-
ings and loans here that have been warned by
Federal examiners to curb loans to specula-
tors. Savings and loans are chartered by the
Federal Government to promote thrift and
encourage economical homebuying. Concen-
trating loans to speculators does neither,
Federal officials feel.)

For example, Gogos frequently engaged in
“straw deals,” that ls, using someone else’s
name to buy or sell property. McHugh asserts
that he acted as a straw to get loans that
really went to Gogos.

Gogos was also involved in the delicate
matter of inflating purchase prices to get
larger loans, according to a court deposition
glven by Ralph V. Guglielmi, a former foot-
ball player.

Guglielml, who once sold a house to Gogos,
testified that Gogos persuaded him to agree
to state that the purchase price was higher
than Gogos actually paid, so Gogos could get
a larger loan.

GOGOS UNREACHABLE

Reporters have been unable to determine
what Gogos thinks about all this. Repeated
phone messages left at his residence over
several months have gone unanswered. Dur-
ing the last call, a man who refused to iden-
tify himself yelled, “To hell with you,"” and
slammed down the phone,

It was different in 1961, when McHugh and
Gogos graduated from Georgetown Univer-
sity, with lots of ambition, small bankrolls,
and the conviction that real estate was the
best way to satisfy one and increase the
other,

“We were going to get five people to put
up $20 each a month for a fund to buy
stocks and then real estate. But we couldn't
find five people we could trust, so we went

ahead with it ourselves,” McHugh recalled
during an interview in his Board office.

Gogos described the beginning this way in
two court depositions:

Toward 1963, he inherited some money and
decided to step up his real estate activity,
with help from his sister, Georgia, and ad-
vice from his father, who was a real estate
salesman.

Soon, brokers were calling him ten to 15
times a day, telling him about great houses
he should buy. He was looking at 500 houses
a year, mostly for speculation. He also per-
used 50 in a year as possible Gogos homesites.

STUDY IN SPECULATION

One of the houses he looked at in 1963 was
1208 Jefferson st. nw., a case study of specu-
lation here. It is a study of a speculator sell-
ing to a black family who had no one else
to deal with.

The house was auctioned off after a mort-
gage foreclosure on July 1, 1963, for $12,700.
The purchaser was B, C. Gogos Investments
Inc., an enterprise that Gogos once sald in a
court deposition he owned with his sister
and their father, Constantine.

On Aug. 28, McHugh, then working for
IBM, bought the property from Gogos In-
vestments for a stated purchase price of
$15,860.

McHugh then received $11,000 from Guar-
dian Federal as a mortgage on the house.

The mortgage is 68 per cent of the $15,950
price McHugh sald he paild. (Sales prices are
important indlcators of the market value of
a house, and 68 per cent is in line with the
680-to-T0-per-cent limit most savings and
loans use. And it is well within the 80 per
cent maximum generally allowed by Federal
regulations.)

The $11,000 mortgage, is, however, 86.7 per
cent of the $12,7700 Gogos originally paid.
And McHugh asserts the property never left
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Gogos’ control—he says he passed it back to
Gogos within a month for no payment.
Land records confirms this.

“I was a straw on that one. Bill (Gogos’
nickname) asked me to do it as a favor.
I didn’t get any money."”

PRACTICE SAID ''WIDESPREAD"

McHugh also noted that “using straws"
is a widespread practice in Washington, and
then added that the basic purpose of straws
in cases such as 1208 Jefferson st. was to mask
the number of loans that went to one bor-
rower. Federal bank examiners frown on
concentrations of loans.

When a savings and loan assoclation is
chartered by the Federal Home Loan Bank
Board, its every action is subject to audit by
the Bank Board and, to retain its charter,
it must operate within the Bank Board's
regulations. .

“The loan goes in in another's name,” Mc-
Hugh sald. As a general rule, “the bankers
know who is actually getting the loan. But
they don't want to see his name come in 35
times, and have all those loans to the same
person. This is to protect the savings and
loan from the examiners."

He explained that speculators had to keep
the loans flowing through their names, or
someone else’s. When tight money came, a
few speculators had too many properties,
they had bought but not yet resold, on which
they had to make the mortgage payments.
The system was to get a new loan to pay off
an old one until you could sell some notes
or something for cash. But at the end, the
new loans weren't coming in” as credit
tightened.

McHugh stoutly maintained that many of
the savings and loans assoclations that lend
heavily to speculators are well aware of the
system.

There are speculators’ savings and loans,
run by men who were speculators. And there
are bankers' savings and loans, run by bank-
ers. If you're a speculator, you want to deal
with somebody who knows what the game is
about.”

The $11,000 mortgage meant that all but
$1,750 of Gogos' purchase price of $12,750
was covered, And Gogos already had a pur-
chaser for the house.

SOLD FOR $17,950

He was Clinton Pitts, a stocky man with
a touch of grey along his hairline and a
pleasantly rumbling voice. The price to Pltts
on Oct. 20, 1963, was $17,960. The house’s
price had jumped almost 50 per cent in four
months.

Pitts, a Negro, says he gave Gogos about
$1000 down, meaning that Gogos’ “exposure”
was about $750. “Exposure” 15 a speculator's
term for the amount of cash that a specu-
lator leaves exposed, above the combined
down payment and mortgage money, to be
collected in a second mortgage.

Pitts says he assumed the $11,000 mort-
gage, and a new, second mortgage for $6200
to Gogos went on file at the Recorder of
Deeds. Pitts sald Gogos sold the second trust
at once.

During the time he had it, Gogos did no
repair work on the house, Pitts asserts. "I
know, because I talked to the woman who
was here before.”

“It wasn't this way when we moved in”
he said last month when a reporter paid an
unexpected visit to his house.

Pitts had just finished sanding his dining
room floor, which gave off a warm brown
glow. The house was spotlcis.

REPAIR LACK CITED

“The nelghbors will tell you it was the
worst house on the block when we moved in.
There were no front doorsteps. I had to build
them. There was no hot water. The furnace
was no good.” Pitts, a correctional officer for
the D.C. Government, catalogued other ills of
the house in a cost-conscious voice.

“I knew that I was paying more than I
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should,” said Pitts, who was nonetheless
surprised when a reporter told him how
much Gogos had pald. “But I had to have
a house. I had to keep my family together.”

And then he told his story, which comes
to the nub of the symbiotic relationship be-
tween speculator and prospective home-
owner. That nub is that the speculator pro-
vides the financing that the homebuyer
can't get elsewhere. That 1s the speculator's
raison d’'etre.

“I didn't have much money, and my credit
wasn't the best. I had to go through a spec-
ulator,” Pitts said.

He had bought what he considered a fairly
pricad house on Somerset Place nw. With
the help of a real estate agent, he had ob-
tained a mortgage from Perpetual Bullding
Assoclation, Washington’s biggest and the
only one that grants many loans directly to
Nezroes,

“But I had misfortune in the family, fell
behind in my payments, and lost the house.
Even though I've got a good steady job and
take care of all my bills now, I didn't think
about going to a savings and loan directly.

“Being able to get the financing through
the speculator was as important as being
able to get the house. I thought I was getting
taken on the price. But what could I do?”

GUGLIELMI DEAL

To Clinton Pitts, Gogos was & necessity.

Ralph Guglielmi, the one-time all-Ameri-
can for Notre Dame and later a quarterback
for the Washington Redskins, found Gogos
to be a shrewd bhargainer.

Now an Insurance executive here, Gugliel-
mi purchased 2008 R st. nw, for $55,600 on
Feb. 26, 1964, with an eye to selling it for a
small profit if he had the chance.

He got that chance in April when Gogos
heard about the house, Guglielmi asked $62,-
500. Gogos offered less, and they compro-
mised on $58,000, according to Guglielmi’s
deposition in a sult involving a disputed bro-
ker’s fee on the sale,

At the settlement at District Realty Title
Company, the contract was signed for $58,-
000, but another sheet was signed showing
a $69,000 sales price, Guglielml testified. The
D.C. Recordation tax pald reflects a $69,500
price.) The ex-footballer was asked why In
his deposition:

His answer:

“Mr, Gogos had called me . . . He sald that
he was going fto put this contract in for
$690,500 and I asked him why and he said,
‘Well, I am going to try to get as much of a
loan as I possibly can.'

(District law requires buyer and seller to
swear under oath to the purchase price and
to file the statement. This 1s to determine
recordation taxes. Reporters who asked to see
the sworn statements have been told by the
Recorder of Deeds, Peter S. Ridley, that they
are confidential.

(The public recordation is also important
to prospective homeowners who want to de-
termine what has been pald for the house
in the past.)

PRICE ACENOWLEDGED

Gogos, in his deposition In the Guglielmi
case, acknowledged that the sales price had
actually been #58,000. He got a $45,000 mort-
gage.

In his deposition, Gogos also gave an indi-
cation of why speculators rarely worry about
taking on a heavy mortgage. They don't ex-
pect to keep it.

“I was looking for . , . upper Northwest
type property ... that I could sell, turn over
and take back a second trust on,” Gogos said.

Another Iinteresting Gogos transaction
came in the case of Marle W. Carroll, a re-
tired widow who once almost sold a house
to Gogos. But the deal fell through, and
Gogos sued the widow to force her to sell
him the house, at 2810 Rhode Island ave. ne.,
where her sister llved.

They signed a contract on June 13, 1963,
for $14,000, But Mrs. Oarroll refused to hand
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over the deed at the settlement In August,
thereby costing him #3550, Gogos alleged
in his complaint,

The $3950 is the amount a purchaser Gogos
had already found was willing to pay him
over the $14,000 Gogos would have to pay,
the complaint stated.

The profit would have come In the form
of $3050 second trust. “I do not sell prop-
erties for cash,” Gogos noted in his deposi-
tion in the case.

COUNTERCLAIM FILED

Mrs. Carroll’s answer sald that she would
have gone through with the deal in August,
but Gogos didn’t have the money to pay her
at settlement. While waiting for the money
to arrive, she discovered that Gogos was a
speculator and, as she stated in her counter-
claim, he was “. . . ephemeral and nebulous
in his dealings.”

Mrs. Carroll deduced this from Gogos’
conduct between the June contract and the
August settlement. She described it this way
in her counterclaim:

“He brought carloads of people to the
property many times . . . and represented to
these prospective purchasers that he owned
the property and was offering it for sale .. .”

Gogos also placed a For Sale sign on the
property while her sister was still living there,
advertised the house in newspapers, and be-
rated her when she protested, according to
the counterclaim.

That made him a speculator, one who
“enters into contracts for the purchase of
real property and attempts to resell the
property before . . . he settles with the
owner . .."” she alleged.

Gogos denled all the charges In his deposi-
tlon and said that he was ready to complete
the deal. He acknowledged there had been a
mixup at the settlement office because Enter-
prise Savings and Loan had committed to me
over the phone a loan,” but it had not been
confirmed to the title company on time be-
cause I was still shopping to get a larger
loan.”

But he got that ironed out, and got the
mortgage from Enterprise that would have
made the deal possible, he said.

District Court Judge Willlam B. Jones dis-
missed Gogos' complaint on Feb. 16, 19686.
Mrs. Carroll’s counterclaim was denied Feb.
17 by a jury.

The court land records show that Gogos
continued turning over properties at a rapid
clip through late 1968,

MONEY MARKET TIGHTENS

Then, suddenly tight money came. The
flow of savings and loan dollars turned to a
trickle and, court records indicate, Gogos’
financial condition began wobbling.

He was able to obtain $45,000 in new loan
money on 16 houses that were already heav-
1ly mortgaged, land and court records show.

He sold the 16 properties to First Mortgage
Corp., a firm he had set up earller. In re-
turn for the 16 houses, First Mortgage gave
Gogos two notes for 30,000 each, His com-
pany now owed him £60,000,

He used the $60,000 debt as collateral to
get a 845,000 loan to his company from
Harry Batalin of Arlington and Howard
Investments of Silver Spring. In effect, he
promised Batalin and Paige to pay them
the $45,000, or they could foreclose on the
18 properties that were now held by First
Mortgage Corp.

That's just what they did when Gogos
didn't pay up, the suit states, and at an
auction sale, they won the properties—and
the $227,000 in existing mortgages on them—
for a $12,5600 bid.

But they ended up taking title to only
14 of the 16 properties, “The houses were in
very poor condition,” Batalin told a reporter.
“We had to give two of them back to the
bank.”

Thelr suit against Gogos alleges Gogos
transferred 14 other propertles he had owned
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to his parents to try to hide his assets from
his creditors.
CHARGES DENIED

Gogos, In hils reply, denled this and
claimed that the two had charged him
usurious interest on the note.

The suit is still pending in District Court
here.

Meanwhile, there are those two houses
that Batalin and Howard Paige, who fore-
closed on them with Batalin, sald were
s0 “poor” they wouldn't keep them.

One of the two is none other than that
house at 1810 Ealorama, the one Guardian
gave Gogos $38,000 on in a mortgage, and
the one that had a $60,000 purchase price,
according to the recordation tax paild.

Roscoe Jones, himself no stranger to
real estate buying and selling in Washing-
ton's slums, remembers selling the house to
Gogos.

But he doesn't remember anything about
$60,000. “All I got was $30,000,” Jones said.
A copy of the District Realty Title Company
settlement sheet on the transaction states
the sales price was $30,000.

A spokesman for Guardian Federal termed
the $38,000 mortgage “a mistake.” He also
acknowledged that Gogos has been behind
in the past on mortgage payments, but says
that Gogos has resumed payments under
pressure from the assoclation. “We will not
take a loss on the property,” the spokesman
sald.

Guardlan will not take losses on any of
the large number of loans 1t has made to
slum speculators, the spokesman asserted.
The speculators were required to sign per-
sonally for the loans, making them liable to
court suilts if they defaulted, he sald.

The $38,000 loan was partially based, he
explained to reporters, on Gogos' promise to
remodel and rehabilitate the house, and be-
cause It is next door to 1808 Kalorama.

That's & house owned by George Basiliko,
one of the largest speculators In Washington.
Basiliko pald $45,000 for it and also got a
$33,000 Guardian mortgage, according to land
records. *Having the two next door to each
other improved the security” for the Gogos
loan, the Guardian spokesman said.

Basiliko's house was condemned by the
city one month after Gogos’ house was con-
demned. It too is now abandoned.

A reporter asked Basiliko what he intended
to do with 1808 Ealorama,

“I'd like to bomb it,” he replied. “But I'm
going to fix it up. I really got taken on that
one."

[From the Washington Post, Jan. B, 1969]

MORTGAGING THE GHETTO—IV—BASILIEO

WanTs OUT oF SLums

(By Leonard Downle, Jr., and Jim Hoagland)

George Basiliko says he is getting out of
the slum business. The little round man who
has been the biggest single owner of slum
properties In Washington says it wearlly,
defensively.

His exit ls being watched apprehensively
by officials of some of Washington's largest
savings and loan assoclations. They have a
multi-million dollar stake in how well
Basiliko extricates himself,

He sold 108 houses in one deal last week.
Another 72 will go in the next 45 days. Last
summer, 51 were sold. He is selling them all
to a non-profit housing corporation spon-
sored by the Catholic Archdlocese of Wash-
ington.

The Catholic group will pay off mortgage
loans on nearly all of these houses. Basiliko
got the loans from three local savings and
loans: Republic Federal (merged last year
into Home Federal), Guardian Federal and
Perpetual Building Assoclation.

From 1962 through 1966, Basiliko borrowed
more thin $3.5 million from these savings
and loans. They were essential to his opera-
tion,

635

Since then, tight money has hurt his
operation, Basiliko told a reporter during a
recent interview. Basiliko requested it be
held in the office of his lawyer, Leonard
Collins.

Basiliko continued. “"With black power and
what's going on in the District Building, the
business isn't worth it anymore,” he said.

“Don't say anything about the District
Building, George,” Collins sald. “Don’t say
anything about the District Building.”

“Yeah, well, business has really gone bad,”
Basiliko continued. "“If 1t wasn’t for the non-
profit groups, I would have been looking for
a bridge to jump off.”

Beneath Basiliko’s words lies the important
tale of how a slum landlord builds an empire
on millions of borrowed dollars, and, when
the supply of dollars is cut off, scrambles to
get off a very large hook.

It is not the story just of Basiliko, but also
of a cluster of smaller slum landlords who
have used the system. It 1s also the story of
how the system needles rents upward and
causes dilapidated buildings to go unre-
paired.

LARGEST LOAN POSSIBLE

Like speculators who buy and sell ghetto
houses at high profits, the slum speculator-
landlord pulls in the largest loan he can get
from savings and loan associations, which are
chartered and protected by the Government
for the primary purpose of promoting thrift
and widespread individual home buying.

If he works it right, the landlord gets a
loan large enough to cover or exceed his pur-
chase price. He can roll along, buying houses
with little or no money of his own, as long
as he keeps the mortgage money flowing in.

The speculator pegs rents he takes in to
cover what he must pay out on the mortgages,
If he makes as few repairs as posslble, most
of the rest, if not all, is profit.

Eventually, he hopes to unload the build-
ing at a higher price for more profit which
is taxed as a capital gain, rather than at
higher personal income tax rates. Meanwhile,
he is able to deduct depreciation of the build-
ing from his income tax.

A tax expert’s report to the National Com-
mission on Urban Problems contends that
the landlord’s tax beneflts grow with the size
of the mortgage loans he can pull in for his
property.

Commission Chalrman Paul H. Douglas, the
former Senator, also concludes, in the report’s
forward, that the tax system "not only pro-
vides little encouragement for repair (of the
slum property), but actually may tend to
discourage improvements.”

THE SYSTEM WORKS

An examination of more than 15,000 land
records, 900 court sults, District housing vio-
lation notices and a confidential bank exam-
iner’s report shows that the system has
worked Just that way for several major Wash-
ington slum landlords.

This research, which included examination
of a 2900-page District Government report on
all housing code violations filed from Janu-
ary, 1966, to March, 1967, suggests that there
are basically two categories of landlords with
large holdings in Washington’s ghettos.

One sinks his own cash Into buylng his
properties and generally takes care of needed
repairs promptly. The other is less likely to
do either.

In Shaw, for example, landlords like the
Ruppert family or the Gattls, who have put
up substantial downpayments or pald cash
for their properties, nearly always repaired
code violations within the Inspectors dead-
line (usually 80 days).

The other landlord fraternity is composed
of those who depend largely on loans for their
purchasing money (thus investing little of
their own capital) and who are often slow—
reluctant even—to repalr their houses.

The 2900-page report on all District land-
lords, which was prepared by Gerald F.
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Daggle, the computer systems officer of the
Department of Licenses and Inspections, in-
dicates that the following large borrowers
also scored high on the number of violations
written, complaints made by tenants and the
length of time involved in repairs:

Basliliko, his brother-in-law, John Swagart,
Diamond Housing Corporation, Nathan Habib
and Melvyn Friedman.

Partial lodge brothers are Sylvan Mazo,
who promptly repaired some of his proper-
ties, but who had 13 legal actions initiated
by L&I against him on others, and Morton
Frank and Mort Yadin (who control proper-
ties through their companies, N. W. Stewart
Inc. and M and M Shops Inc.)

SERIOUS DEFICIENCIES CITED

Frank and Yadin had few outstanding
housing code violations against their proper-
ties, but the Inspectors’ reports indicate that
the deficiencies not covered by the code in a
few of their buildings are serious.

Baslliko, who started his own real estate
buying in 1958 after working for his brother,
Nick, as a salesman, is by all standards the
chief grand high potentate of the speculator
fraternity.

It's all a result, Basiliko told a reporter,
of his sharp business acumen (“I get a house
below market value or I'm not interested in
buying it") and a lalssez-faire attitude of
savings and loan associations during the
easy money days of the early and mid-1960s.

“Then, the B & Ls (referring to local sav-
ings and loans, once known as building and
loans) had to put money out and they put it
out. If they came out with a loan of $15,000
on a property you pald $16,000 for, why
shouldn't you take it? If there's any fault, it
lies with the B & L, not the speculator . . .
If they offered it, we took it.”

In fact Basiliko took enough from Republic
Federal Savings and Loan to provoke stern
criticism from bank examiners of the Federal
Home Loan Bank Board, which regulates

Federally chartered institutions, and which
merged Republic out of business last year.
“On March 18, 1966,” the confidential bank
examiner's report reads, “the total balance of
outstanding loans to George Basiliko ($1,427,-
4856) was equal to 1004 per cent of the
association's net worth ($1,422,379).

VIOLATED THE LIMIT

This, the report noted, violated Federal
regulations that limit the amount a savings
and loan can give to a single borrower. By
Feb. 10, 1967, Basiliko's indebtedness to Re-
public alone had climbed to $1,5650,622, which
equaled 3.2 per cent of all money Republic
then had lent out, the report said.

Baslliko also was able to get large numbers
of loans from Guardian Federal and Perpet-
ual during this time. From 1963 through
1968, he received at least 62 loans frm Guard-
jan totaling $989,200, and at least 32 loans
from Perpetual for $1,092,950. Basiliko him-
self says that he has had at least 50 other
loans from Perpetual in the past.

Examination of land records shows that
many of the Guardian Federal and Republic
Federal loans nearly equaled or even exceed-
ed the amount Basiliko originally paid for the
property. The Perpetual loans were almost al-
ways below 80 per cent of the purchase price.

Federal regulations generally prohibit sav-
ings and loans from lending amounts greater
than 80 per cent of the appraised value of
the property in mortgages on landlord-owned
property. It is illegal to lend more intention-
ally.

The purchase price is one indicator of the
property’s value, along with rental income
and the sales prices of comparable property in
the area. A savings and loan uses these indi-
cators in appraising a property for a loan.

A Federal Home Loan Bank Board exam-
iner, in the confidential report on Republic
Federal, cited “excessive loans resulting from
appraisals in excess of purchase prices” as
having an “adverse effect” on the savings and
loang’ financial strength.
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“I always try to buy at a bargain,” Baslliko
told a reporter., “That's what speculation
means. We're willing to take a chance. I buy
houses in dire need of repair, and I'm will-
ing to spend a couple of thousand to fix them
up. We might borrow more than we pay so
we can fix it up.”

That, Basiliko sald, was why savings and
loans gave him many loans that topped pur-
chase prices he paid.

He was then asked about transactions be-
tween himself and Eebir Investments, a cor=-
poration he heads and says he formed. Two
examples were discussed in detail:

2917 Sherman ave. nw. Baslliko bought it
in August, 1965, for $11,000, sold it immedi-
ately to Eebir for $14,000 and then bought
it back two years later for $11,000. After Ke-
bir paid $14,000, Guardian advanced a $10,500
loan.

825 Euclid st. nw. The pattern was the
same. Basillko pald $7,050 in October, 1865,
sold it to Eebir for $10,000 and bought it
back for $7,800 in September, 1967. Guardian
gave Kebir a $7,300 mortgage after the $10,000
deal.

Distriet law prohibits simulated sales “ex-
ecuted for the purpose and with the intent
of misleading others as to the value” of
property.

Federal banking regulations also prohibit
the use of simulated or “straw"” sales to in-
flate purchase prices for leverages in getting
more than B0 per cent of market value in
mortgages from savings and loans,

Baslllko sald that Kebir had been set up
as a holding corporation for some of his
properties and that the paper deals were “for
a tax reason. We were trying to work out
some gimmick. But it didn't work, and we
shifted them back later.”

He explained that the price he paid his
company, Kebir, “would include the cost of
repairs. We wanted to get a more accurate
picture of the true value on the record.”

By the time he repurchased the houses, the
inner-city housing market was declining, he
said, and the sales prices reflected this de-
cline. Funds were actually transferred in both
deals, he sald.

UNAWARE OF PRICE

A spokesman for Guardian Federal sald
the association’s loan officers were unaware
of what price Basiliko originally paid for the
two properties. He said they were told then
only about the higher prices Eebir paid
Basiliko.

The spokesman added that Basillko was
charged a cash fee for the approval of the
loans to Kebir. The percentage fee, known
as “points” in the trade, was $210 for the
Bherman Avenue property and $146 for the
one on Euclid Street.

Such fees were charged Basiliko and other
speculators often “whenever there was a
worry about the size of the loan,"” the spokes-
man sald.

The Pederal Home Loan Bank Board has
ordered Guardian Federal to stop the prac-
tice of charging points on a loan based on
an appraisal exceeding the price a speculator
pays for a property.

Basiliko was also asked about another
Guardian loan he received, this one on 804
K st. ne.

The building was purchased by Baslliko's
secretary, Betty Gates, in December, 1963, for
$8000. She immediately sold it to her boss for
$10,250, and he got a #7500 loan from
Guardlan.

Basiliko said that Mrs. Gates was acting
as his “straw” (that is, he used her name
for a purchase he actually made), but does
not remember why he asked her to do so.
Again, repairs were made and the price rise
reflected this, the landlord sald.

He emphasized that “I damn seldom use a
straw. I always put my name cGown and stood
behind it. That was a big mistake I made.”

Court documents show that besides Mrs.
Gates, Basiliko has used another employe,
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Holton Wolfe, and a District fireman, Arnold
Graves, as straws.

“When I did use a straw, maybe I didn't
want people to know that I was buying.
They would say, 'Basilliko’s buying 1t, so it
must be worth more.' That's one reason. Or
maybe I was trylng to assemble packages of
property,” he said.

Diamond Housing Corporation, landlord
to hundreds of ghetto residents, also makes
extensive use of straws to purchase prop-
erty, which is then deeded to Diamond.
Diamond’s president, David G. Kirsch, ex-
plained to a reporter:

“Other people’s names are used at the
time the loaning agency comes into the plec-
ture. In some cases, the corporation is
loaned up at the bank or the savings and
loan.

So you use somebody else’s name, It's like
having a charge account at Hecht's that is
at its limits. You send somebody else down
there to buy something on their account and
you pay them.”

Other interviews with slum speculators and
examination of land records indicates that
this practice is o common one in Washington,

It also is one that is frowned on by the
Federal Home Loan Bank Board, because it
subverts the limits placed on the amount a
savings and loan can lend to one borrower,

These limitations are placed, Board officials
say, because savings and loans by their na-
ture should diversify loans and because “put-
ting too many eggs in one basket” puts the
savings and loan in danger of the basket
breaks,

Diamond’'s loans—many of which went
through Meyer Levine, a former Diamond em-
ploye, and Anne Furasch, Kirsch's slster—
came most frequently from Franklin Federal
between 1963 and 1966.

Jerry D, Whitlock, executive vice president
of Franklin, sald the loans were made before
he took over the association and he could
not explaln the concentration of loans.

“We haven't made any loans to Diamond
for at least two years,” Whitlock sald. “We
aren't lending to anybody, speculators or
otherwise. We haven't made a loan in the
last 14 months. We ran out of loan money.

Whitlock added that loans to speculators
did not play a part in the financial squeeze
now on Franklin Federal.

For landlords Sylvan Mazo and Melvyn
Friedman, a primary source of loan money
was Guardian.

It was not unusual for Mazo to buy a
property such as 140 Uhland ter, ne. for $8500
and get a $8500 loan from Guardian. “I put
an awful lot of work into the properties™
Mazo told a reporter. “I made improvements.”
He declined to comment further,

And Friedman, who could not be reached
for comment, bought 2223 1st st. nw, for
#8750 and get a $10,000 loan from Guardian.

In each case, the association charged both
men two percentage points of the loan to
provide some protection, according to a
spokesman for Guardian. This is one of the
practices that the Home Loan Bank Board
has ordered Guardian to stop.

Landlords Morton Frank, Nathan Habib
and John Swagart borrowed heavily from
Republic. Many of their loans hovered near
or floated past 80 per cent of the purchase
price.

On Feb. 10, 1967, Habib had 80 loans from
Republic for a half million dollars. Frank’s
30 loans totaled slightly more, and Swagart
had 53 for $730,920.

These figures come from the bank exam-
iners' report that preceded the merging of
Republic out of business. The examiners were
interested In these landlords because thsy
were among the 40 borrowers who held $21,.-
850,656 of Republic’s money on that day.

The major reciplent of Republic’s largesse,
was, of course, George Basillko. And what
happened in Basiliko's case 1s a good exam-
ple of why bank examiners get upset about
concentration of loans.
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It also 1s a good example of the close rela-
tionship between mortgage payments and
rents.

On Nov. 8, 1967, Republic agreed to let
Basiliko suspend repayment of the principal
he had borrowed (in 117 loans) for two years.
In a modification agreement, Basiliko agreed
to a slight interest rise on some loans in
return for having only to pay interest.

This meant that Basiliko's monthly pay-
ments would be shaved sharply. Republic of-
ficials felt that it was the best way they
could get their money back.

A spokesman for Guardian Federal told
reporters that Basiliko had also fallen behind
on payments on the mortgages he owned
there. The spokesman said it was expected,
however, that Basillko would sell most, if
not all, of his Guardian-mortgaged proper-
ties to the Urban Rehabilitation Corporation.

Thornton Owen, president of Perpetual
Building Association said that there were no
problems with Basiliko's mortgages there.
He declined to discuss PBA's loans to Basil-
iko further.

Basiliko told a reporter that the agreement
with Republic was made because his rental
incomes were dropping and operating ex-
penses were rising squeezing his income.

“WAITING AND PRAYING"

He was revising the mortgage payment
schedule, he sald, to match it to rents “while
I was walting and praying that I could work
out something.

“You wouldn't believe the tenant vandal-
ism and destruction that I've had to pay for.
And the riots have ruined business. It's the
condition of the times.”

This is, of course, a standard slum landlord
complaint: tenants tear up buildings, so it
is no use to make repalirs, or, if repairs are
made, they are immediately destroyed. The
speculator-landlord is just the fall guy.

To be sure, there is truth in this in many
cases. There is evidence, however, that ten-
ants will not damage a building that is well
maintained.

Consider the case of the apartment bulld-
ing development at 23rd Street and Savannah
Terrace se,

The buildings were constructed in 1948
and 1949 by a company headed by Leo and
Norman Bernsteln. In January, 1966, they
were sold for $616,000 to the Terrace Limited
Partnership, a syndicate of doctors and other
professional men formed by speculator Bur-
ton Dorfman.

Dorfman, who was given full authority to
mortgage and manage the apartment build-
ings by the syndicate agreement, obtained
$772,600 in mortgage loans from Republic
Federal of the District and Uptown Federal
Savings and Loan of Baltimore.

The deal became a financial disaster. The
syndicate fell far behind on the payments
due on the big mortgages. Both savings and
loans foreclosed and the buildings were put
up for auction.

Nobody would buy the 11 buildings with
the Republic Federal mortgages, which
totaled $570,600. They were picked up by the
Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Cor-
poration, a Government agency that had
agreed to take up to $17 million worth of
Republic mortgages.

When the Insurance Corporation became
“proud owner” of 756 apartments in 11 build-
ings at Savannah Terrace, they were badly
deteriorated and vandalized. Only 10 apart-
ments were occupied.

OPERATION SHAPE-UP

At this point, the Waggaman-Brawner
management firm was brought in, in the per-
son of resident manager Louls Kinard, to
shape up the complex while a buyer was
sought, Kinard arrived In the twilight of the
Dorfman regime, in March, 1967.

"“The place was broken down badly,” Kin-
ard recalled. “In 16 apartments, there were
no windows, no doors, no tollets and no
flooring.
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“All kinds of trash—beds, mattresses, old
appliances, garbage—was everywhere. The
TV people came out and took films of the
filth when we began to clean it out.

“The ten families still living here were
using stoves for heat.

“No money was going into the place. We
didn't even get paid at first.”

Now, EKinard sald, the Federal agency is
pumping money into the 23d and Savannah
complex faster than he ever believed possible,

“We couldn't get money for rakes before,”
he sald, “Now, we get whole bulldings com-
pletely repaired and redecorated.”

Like others that reporters saw, Kinard's
own apartment is in excellent condition,
with fresh paint over solid walls and ceil-
ings. The floors shine.

“When I came,” Kinard said, "there was
a radiator in the middle of the living floor
and there were no cellings in the bathroom
or kitchen."

As the bulldings were rehabilitated,
Kinard began renting them out—at lower
rents than were charged before ($75 for one-
bedroom apartments and $110 for two-bed-
room units now, compared with $05 and $120
before, according to Kinard).

Fifty tenants live in the complex now.
And there is a long walting list for the apart-
ments now being renovated.

Most important to EKinard, however, is
that “there has been absolutely no damage
done, no tenant vandalism” since he took
over.

“The people just appreciate the place,”
he said, “They are coming here from high-
rise bulldings where they paid high rents
but got no maintenance. And nobody wants
to spoil it here.”

[From the Washington Post, Jan., 9, 1969]

MORTGAGING THE GHETTO—V—A GAME WITH
REeAL BUILDINGS

(By Leonard Downie, Jr. and Jim Hoagland)

Walk into the five-story old red brick
apartment building at 2025 Fendall st. se,
and go to the manager's office in the base-
ment, where Eulanders Taylor is. He often
wears Army fatigues, a brown leather jacket
and a cowboy hat.

Ask who owns the apartment building and
Taylor says that it is all his, at least right
now.

He has not paid a penny for it. He has no
deed. He is making no payments on the $262,-
000 mortgage owed on the bullding.

Taylor just happened to be the first per-
son to come along and clean out the aban-
doned building, make some repairs and put
it back on its feet again.

“I live nearby,” says Taylor, who was dis-
charged a year ago after 21 years’ Army
service and now makes a living doing re-
modeling work.

“I walked by it every day. It was a mess,
with all the windows broken out and trash
everywhere, The fire department wanted to
board it up. If I hadn't come in here, it
would have been condemned.”

Taylor has been allowed to keep control of
the building so far because nobody else
wants to own it. And the bullding has been
available, no money down, to anyone who
merely agrees to make the payments on its
mortgage.

The only catch is that the rental income
will not cover the mortgage payments and
other ordinary expenses, such as mainte-
nance.

One experienced real estate investor who
was offered the building has estimated that
if it were fully rented to ideal tenants and
expertly managed, It would still lose at least
$4000 a year because of the big mortgage.

But it appears that the building was once
a profitable investment for slum real estate
speculator Burton G. Dorfman.

Land records show that Dorfman bought
the apartment house in April, 1965, for $250,-
000. That same day, he immediately got back
most of that money in a $247,5600 mortgage
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loan from Republic Federal Savings and
Loan.

Then, in November, 1966, Dorfman formed
a syndicate of doctors and professional men
and sold the bullding for $274,966—nearly
$25,000 more than what he originally pald.

The syndicate was unable to meet the pay-
ments on the big mortgage. Its members 1ost
the money they invested when Republic Fed-
eral foreclosed.

Republic Federal also was unable to get
back the money it loaned to Doriman. At
the foreclosure auction, nobody was willing
to buy the bullding and pay the mortgage
loan.

MORTGAGE NOW $262,000

The Federal agency that has guaranteed to
assume Republic Federal's losses in its forced
merger with a healthy savings and loan, is
looking for someone willing to make pay-
ments on the big mortgage—which has now
grown to $262,000, including accumulated
interest due,

When Eulanders Taylor came along, he
found just six families living in the ne-
glected, vandalized, 33-unit building.

“All the iceboxes, stoves, telephones, door-
knobs and a lot of the doors were gone." Tay-
lor says. “I had to replace 356 windows, I
hauled nine truckloads of trash out of the
building.”

Most of the elements in the story of 2025
Fendall st. se. have appeared in scores of
other transactions that reporters of The
Washington Post have found involving
buildings in Negro neighborhoods:

A speculator who makes a big markup in
buying mortgaging and selling an aging
apartment bullding.

A savings and loan willing to give the
speculator a mortgage loan big enough to
cover his original investment and make the
building available to a buyer for a relatively
low cash down payment.

An often unsuspecting buyer lured by the
small initial cash investment necessary into
taking on a building so heavily mortgaged
that he cannot make the mortgage payments
and pay for maintenance out of the rents
he collects.

An already deterlorating building that
often winds up in much worse shape as re-
pairs go unmade, or is put on the auction
block and sometimes abandoned when the
big mortgage goes unpald,

FEDERAL REGULATIONS CITED

A mortgage loan made by a Federally
chartered savings and loan is generally in
violation of Federal regulations when it ex-
ceeds 80 percent or more of the true value
of the apartment building. In many of the
cases reviewed by The Washington Post, the
loans often equalled or exceeded the pur-
chase prices,

Often, the value of a bullding 1s distorted
when the speculator succeeds in using the
mortgage as balt to sell the building at an
inflated price. But when the mortgage goes
unpaid and nobody wants to pick up the
auctioned building, i1t becomes apparent that
the building actually is worth less than the
amount of money loaned on it by the sav-
ings and loan.

In some cases, the person sold the build-
ing by the speculator is not an unsuspect-
ing buyer at all, but another speculator
who is not even concerned about making
the payments on the big mortgage.

He just collects rents and pays little or
nothing out for repairs or mortgage pay-
ments, until either the mortgage is fore-
closed (which costs him nothing since he
had no cash on the line) or he succeeds in
peddling the building to still another specu-
lator.

PASSED LIKE PAPER

The Washington Post's Investigation
found no speculators in this category being
sued, even though the speculators In most
cases remained liable for repaying the loan.

In the speculators’ trade, collecting rents
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and not making payments or repairs is
¥known as “milking” the property. Some
heavily mortgaged buildings are passed from
speculator t0 speculator several tlmes, for
little or mo cash payment, llke negotiable
paper.

In some cases, the speculators do not even
take title to the building in their own
names. They set up secretaries or other peo-
ple as “straw” owners or buy only a con-
tract to purchase the building rather than
a deed.

Thus housing inspectors often have diffi-
culty tracking down owners of deterlorating
buildings. You can’t serve notice of a law
violation on an owner when you can't de-
termine who the owner is.

All of the elements of this “now you see
it, now you don't" shell game, played with
real buildings in Washington's black ghet-
tos, is found in land records dealing with a
three-story apartment bullding at 1320 Har-
vard Street nw.

The half-century-old building was bought
in 1962 by David Resnick, a local bail bonds-
man and real estate investor, for $61,500.
He obtained a $40,000 mortgage loan from
Perpetual Building Assoclation on the build-
ing.

Two years later, Resnick sold the build-
ing to Jeffrey Martin Investments Inc. for
$68,000. Blum real estate speculators Hymen
Alpert and Leonard Diamond, own Jeffrey
Martin (Jeffrey is the first name of Dia-
mond’s son and Martin is the first name of
Alpert's son, according to a court deposition
of Diamond’s).

MORTGAGE LOAN $75,000

Alpert and Diamond procured a §75,000
mortgage loan on the apartment bullding
from Lincoln Federal Savings and Loan of
Hyattsville. This loan money they received
amounted to $7000 more than they paid and
$35,000 more than Perpetual Building Asso-
clation (pald off by the new mortgage)
loaned on the same bullding two years
earlier.

A few months later, Diamond and Alpert
sold 1320 Harvard to Clarence and Margaret
Baker. The price was $115,000, but the Bakers
put up only $10,000 cash. To cover the rest,
they agreed to make the payments on the
$75,000 Lincoln Federal loan and then signed
a second mortgage to Jeffrey Martin Invest-
ments for the $30,000 balance.

A year and a half later, the Bakers had
fallen far behind on the mortgage payments
and the apartment building was foreclosed
and auctioned for just $77,000 to a Ben
Hersh.

Baker, who had invested in real estate
before, had died in the interim. Mrs. Baker
and her attorney for Baker's estate, Charles
B. E. Freeman, told a reporter that the build-
ing’s rental income did not cover mainte-
nance expenses and mortgage payments.

The apartment bullding next went to
speculator Willlam Whitted, who bought it
from Hersh in the name of a “straw,”
Barbara E. Smith, for a recorded price of
$86,000. But Whitted made no substantial
cash down payment. He agreed to make pay-
ments on the Lincoln Federal mortgage
($72,000 was now owed) and signed a $14,000
second mortgage to Hersh for the balance.

Last March, Whitted was sentenced to ten
days in jall by a Court of General Sessions
Jjudge when tenants at 1320 Harvard went
through two months of the winter without
heat, hot water or electricity. He has ap-
pealed the conviction.

In court, Whitted sald that he had sold a
contract to buy the building to a Floyd
Patterson. It was Patterson, Whitted said,
who had falled to pay utility bills, and mort-
gage payments totaling $5900. The deed was
still in Barbara Smith's name, however. Re-
porters have been unable to contact Whitted
or Patterson for comment.

NOBODY ELSE BID

Finally, last summer, Lincoln Federal fore-
closed on its mortgage on 1320 Harvard,
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which was months behind in payments. No-

body else bid for the apartment bullding

with $60,000 of the Lincoln mortgage still

owed on it, and Lincoln took over the bulld-
itself.

Leonard Snyder, Lincoln Federal's chair-
man, sald the savings and loan is currently
stuck with the bullding and its still unpaid
mortgage because 1320 Harvard is “in the
section of Washington that is being raped.”

“We made a mistake, true,” Snyder told
a reporter. “But how could we be expected to
know what would happen there, with the
riots and everything.”

Snyder sald that he did not know how
much Diamond and Alpert had paid for 1320
Harvard (868,000) when Lincoln Federal
made the $75,000 mortgage loan to them.

“We were presented a contract,” Snyder
said, "for a transaction at a sales price of
$115,000" (what Recordation Tax Records
show the Bakers paid for the building five
months after the loan was made.)

Diamond told a reporter that he and Alpert
spent several thousand dollars repairing the
building and expanding it from 15 to 20
units. He sald the Lincoln Federal loan fi-
nanced this work.

Diamond also blamed conditions in the
inner city for the fact that 1320 Harvard
wound up in Lincoln Federal's hands with
the mortgage unpaid.

In another transaction, land records show,
Diamond and Alpert bought a house at 4406
Lee st. ne. in 1966 in the name of Jeffrey
Martin Investments for §4800. They then put
the property in the name of another com-
pany they own, L and H Mortgage Funding
Ine. (the-initials of their first names), and
got $7250 in mortgage loan money on the
building from Guardian Federal Savings and
Loan.

They collected rent from tenants of the
house for a time and then sold it to a woman
who states she was acting as a straw party
for Willlam Whitted. The building remained
in Whitted’s control for just six months be-
for Guardian Federal was forced to foreclose
because the mortgage payments had fallen
far behind.

Nobody else bid for the bullding at the
auction and Guardian Federal was forced to
buy it itself for $4000. This meant that the
savings and loan faced a possible loss of at
least $3000 on the money it loaned Diamond
and Alpert.

But Guardian had required Alpert and
Diamond to sign personally for the original
loan and was ready to sue them for any loss
that might occur, a Guardian spokesman
sald later. The two speculators bought the
building back from Guardian for $7600 and
got a new mortgage loan from Guardian for
$6000.

Although a loss was averted for the savings
and loan in this case, it was still warned by
the Federal Home Loan Bank Board to stop
making this kind of loan, the Guardian
spokesman sald.

If Diamond and Alpert had gone bankrupt,
for instance, it would have done the savings
and loan little good to threaten to sue them.
The savings and loan would then have to
rely only on the mortgaged house as security
for the loan and would have lost much of
the money loaned.

This is why, Bank Board officlals have ex-
plained to reporters, that Federal regula-
tions generally require that savings and loans
lend omly up to 80 per cent of the value of
a bullding in these cases. Then, even if the
property deteriorates, the savings and loan
can expect to get its money back if it has
to auction the property in the event of a
foreclosure.

Land records reveal two dozen more cases
in which Diamond and Alpert received mort-
gage loans from Guardian Federal and Re-
public Federal Savings and Loan for amounts
equal to or greater than what they had just
paid for properties.

In each case, Diamond says he and Alpert
spent money of their own to repair and re-
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decorate the bulldings before selling them to
other speculators or small investors at sub-
stantially higher prices than Diamond and
Alpert originally paid.

HAD SEVEN CORPORATIONS

Land records show that similar transae-
tions being carried out by two speculators,
Ervin Unger and Herman Rosenfield who
were officers of at least seven corporations
housed in a small basement office at 1000
Vermont ave. nw.

These corporations bought slum houses
and buildings, and switched them from one
corporation to another, at progressively
higher prices. They then got mortgage loan
money in amounts larger than what they had
just paid for the properties. And they then
passed the bulldings, and the big mortgages
owed on them along to somebody else.

Among the corporations involved are Col-
leen Inc., Eansas Investment Corp., Jaffar
Investment Corp., Natlonal Homes Mortgage
Corp., Parllament Investors Inec., General
Properties Investment Corp. and the Fair-
lawn Mortgage and Investment Corp.

All were located in the basement office of
1000 Vermont at one time or another. Dis-
trict records show that all had among their
principal officers Ervin Unger, or his wife, or
Herman Rosenfield, or his wife, or various
combinations of the four of them.

In one transaction, land records show, Na-
tional Home Mortgage (Herman Rosenfield,
president and treasurer; Irene Rosenfield, his
wife, secretary) bought a house at 903 C st.
nw. for §T075.

A month later, the property was trans-
ferred to Parllament Investors (Herman
Rosenfield president; Ervin Unger, secretary)
for a publicly recorded price of $13,950.

On the same day, Parliament got $8500 in
mortgage loan money from Republic Federal
Savings and Loan. This is $500 more than
the amount National Home paid for the prop-
erty, but appears to be far less than the
“value” of the property reflected by the sale
to Parliament.

On another occaslon, land records show,
Fairlavn pald $6800 for a house at 700 19th
gt. ne,, transferred it immediately to Jaffar
for a publicly stated price of $11,760. Jaflar
immediately gathered in $7200 in mortgage
loan money from Republic Federal.

And on still another occasion, Colleen
bought a house at 1314 R st. nw. for $11,700,
transferred it right away to Jaffar for a pubiie
stated price of $16,600. Jaffar immediately
took in 12,000 in mortgage loan money from
Republic Federal.

The general counsel for the Federal Home
Loan Bank Board has ruled that generally it
is a violation of Federal law to artificially in-
flate the price of a piece of property and then
put the inflated price down on a loan applica-
tion in order to get too large a mortgage loan
from a savings and loan association.

““WE ALL LOST,” SAYS SPECULATOR'S BACKER

Dr. Arthur J. Wilets, of Chevy Chase, met
Burton J. Dorfman, a Washington real estate
speculator, at a party a few years back.

Wilets and some of his friends told re-
porters that Dorfman persuaded them to in-
vest in some apartment bulldings in inner
city Negro neighborhoods. Dorfman formed
partnerships of the doctors and businessmen
to buy and manage buildings.

“We went into a smaller one first,"” Wilets
told a reporter, “and it paid off nicely. When
more came up, we declded to go into them,
too.

“And we lost money on them."

“I lost money, all right,” sald Dr. Herbert H.
Diamond of Silver Spring.

‘“Sure, we all lost,” said Joseph Orgel, a
wholesale jeweler who lives In Stlver Spring.

Dorfman has refused to talk to reporters

about the partn he formed to buy
the apartment bulldings at 2025 Fendell st.
se., 23d and Savannah Streets, se., 1941
Naylor rd. se. and 1401 Fairmont st. nw.
Dorfman and the businessmen were part-
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ners in these syndicates. The businessmen
put up a total of $256,000 to buy these build-
ings. Dorfman contributed no money to three
of the partnerships and $3000 to a fourth,
according to records filed with the Recorder
of Deeds.

Dorfman was, however, the only general
partner in these ventures, and was per-
sonally liable for claims against the part-
nerships. He also had the sole authority to
make management decisions,

In each case, Dorfman obtained so large
a mortgage loan on each property from a
saving and loan that the rental incomes ap-
parently did not cover the mortgage pay-
ments and maintenance costs.

One savings and loan, Republic Federal,
foreclosed on the mortgages in three of the
deals. When the buildings were put up for
auction, nobody (since the mortgages were
50 high), bid for them and Republic Federal
wound up owning the bulldings.

All of the members of Dorfman’s partner-
ships interviewed by reporters said they did
not know about any of the details of the
mortgaging or management of the buildings.

“It is difficult for any of us to tell what
happened.” Dr. Wilets said: “Evidently, the
mortgages were very high . . . a very tight

squeeze. The break-even point for the build-
ings was then very high. And apparently the
cost of running them went up, too high.”

[From the Washington Post, Jan. 10, 1969]

MORTGAGING THE GHETTO—VI—BUILDER-
SPECULATORS ALso Usep SYSTEM

(By Leonard Downing, Jr., and Jim Hoag-
land)

Paul G. Washington Jr. sat in the den of
his new two-story home in North Portal Es-
tates and remembered that he had “always
tended to trust people.”

He was trusting when he signed the con-
tract to pay $55,000 for the white brick house
at 1043 Tulip st. nw. as soon as construction
was complete.

Washington and his wife, Jeanette, had
spent two years looking for a comfortable
new home in a quiet neighborhood like North
Portal Estates (located just east of Rock
Creek Park and south of the District line)
where Negroes would be welcome in & pleas-
ant integrated area,

The Washingtons were still trusting when
they gave in to the builder's urgings and
went to settlement a month later, even
though the house was still not finished. They
signed and began payments to Republic Fed-
eral Savings and Loan, which was financing
construction.

Both the builder, Pearl G. Kelly, and the
president of Republic Federal, Pete C, Kalav-
ritinos, personally promised the house “would
be finished soon,” according to a court com-
plaint the Washingtons later filed against
Eelly, Ealavritinos and Republic.

But no more work was done, the Wash-
ingtons said in the suit.

In the end, they wound up paying $58,000,
plus another $2,000 In settlement costs, for
an unfinished house. And, so far, they have
spent $1,500 more on materials, with the
Washingtons supplying the labor, trying to
complete the house themselves, their court
complaint says.

An identical designed house next door to
the Washingtons at 1939 Tulip st. nw, is
still unfinished and unoccupied. It, too, was
started more than three years ago by Mrs.
Kelly, a local real estate speculator, with a
construction loan from Republic Federal.

But by the time Mrs. Kelly had collected
from Republic $81,700 of the construction
money earmarked for the two houses, the
value of the work done was only $65,000,
according to a confidential Federal Home
Loan Bank Board examiner's report.

Savings and loans are supposed to pay out
construction money only as the building is
completed, in accordance with a schedule
set forth in the loan agreement.

The savings and loan may not be able to

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

get back all the money it lent if the build-
ing is never finished and must be foreclosed
on,

ABANDONED TO VANDALS

This is what happened with the house at
1939 Tulip, next door to the Washingtons.
Abandoned amid weeds in a sea of mud and
wide open to the elements and vandals, it is
missing a garage door, windows, trim and
fixtures.

When Republic foreclosed on the con-
struction loan and put the house up for auc-
tion, nobody bid for the house and the big
construction debt owed on it. Republic
wound up with the house. A buyer is still
being sought.

But Republic got out from the overdrawn
construction loan on 1943 Tulip when the
Washingtons signed the papers to buy it and
pay a new $45,000 mortgage on it owed to
Republic. The savings and loan also received
$535, listed as loan and appraisal fees, in
cash out of the settlement costs paid by the
Washingtons,

All of this may have accounted for the
concern Republic president Pete Ealavritinos
showed for the Washingtons' worries about
their unfinished house, and their reluctance
at times to go through with the deal.

“Imagine, the president of a big savings
and loan himself,” Mrs. Washington remem-
bers, “first calling up on the telephone and
then coming out personally to tell us that
everything would be completed to our satis-
faction.

“For a while I was on cloud nine,” said
Mrs. Washington, who is a reading specialist
for the District of Columbia schools.

DEFECTS ABOUND

But the Washingtons were left facing a
continually flooded basement, clogged plumb-
ing (clogged by nails and a metal chain,
among other debris), unfinished floors, de-
fective appliances, missing fixtures and insu-
lation insuficient to meet electric company
standards for all-electric home rate dis-
counts.

For three months before they could make
the house habitable, the Washingtons had to
rent an apartment, while also making mort-
gage and utility payments on the new house,
according to their court complaint.

Reporters have been unable to reach Mrs.
Kelly or Kalavritinos for comment on the
Tulip Street houses. Both have been found in
default by the U.S, Distriet Court for failure
to answer the Washington’s suit.

Pearl Kelly, a middle-aged woman who
lives in an apartment in the plush 12-story
Hampshire Towers on New Hampshire Ave-
nue in Langley Park, dealt primarily in the
buying, mortgaging and selling of old inner-
city buildings before getting construction
loans from Republie.

PRODUCTS OF BOOM

Several other slum speculators also sue-
ceeded in getting construction loans from
Republic during the construction hoom,
which ended in Washington two years ago.
Overdrawn loans, unfinished bulldings and
foreclosures have been the products of sev-
eral of these loans.

One is an abandoned, weather-beaten shell
of what was planned as a three-story apart-
ment building in the 800 block of Jefferson
Street nw, It is all that is left of a $90,000
construction loan made by Republic to An-
gelina and Dino Formant.

A secret Bank Board examiner’'s report
shows that the Formants drew nearly $72,000
of the construction money out of Republic,
but that the value of the work done was only
$60,000. Mrs. Formant is the sister of former
Republic president Kalavritinos.

Another half-finished apartment building,
this one planned to hold 50 rental units,
stands on the corner of Georgia Avenue and
Aspen Streets nw. across the street from
Walter Reed Hospital. Behind the four-story
hulk of concrete lie stacks of bricks and
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other building materials dropped on the site
months ago.
A $475,000 MORTGAGE

No work has been done on the bullding
for more than a year, although it was origin-
ally scheduled to be completed in December,
1966. Real estate speculator Peter Laganas
signed for a $475,000 Republic Federal con-
struction mortgage for the project in late
1965.

Home Federal Savings and Loan, which
absorbed Republic when Federal officials
wanted it merged out of existence, is now
searching for someone to finish both the
Formant and Leganas bulldings. The Federal
Government, for the time being, has title to
both buildings.

Another property that Home Federal has
been trying to find a buyer for is a rundown,
three-story, 26-unit apartment building at
2435 Ainger pl. se. Although it was put up
just four years ago, the building's condition
is shocking.

HALF-OCCUPIED EBUILDING

Moisture has eaten away chunks of its
cinderblock walls. The wind rushes through
holes where warped window frames separated
from the cinderblock. Separations between
the walls and ceiling have been patched with
blotches of cement. Plywood covers what had
been windows to basement apartments. Door
locks and mall boxes are vandalized or miss-
ing. The bulilding is less than half-occupled.

Two speculators long active in the inner
city, Hymen Alpert and Leonard Diamond,
put the building up with a §208,000 mortgage
loan from Republic Federal in 1964. An ex-
pert real estate appralser has estimated the
building's value at no more than $145,000
today.

Shortly after completing the building, Al-
pert and Diamond tried to sell it to landlord
Willlam T. Cofer for $258,000. Cofer put
down a $3000 deposit before backing out of
the deal.

In a civil suit that followed, Cofer charged
that Diamond and Alpert “made misrepre-
sentations” about the bullding's rental
income.

“FOR SPECULATIVE SALE"

Diamond admitted in a court deposition
that units had been leased to tenants at
lower rentals than stated to Cofer “to achieve
100 per cent occupancy"” prior to the pro-
spective sale. He stated that the building was
put up for “speculative purposes of imme-
diate sale."

Shortly after the suit was settled (with
Alpert and Diamond paying Cofer $6000, ac-
cording to the court record), the building
was successfully sold to Phillp and Letita
Randall for a stated price of $291,5600, most
of it in mortgages they signed to repay.

Randall is a former Post Office employe
who now works at Freedmen's Hospital. Mrs.
Randall is a counselor in the District school
system. They had been making small invest-
ments in inner ecity real estate for many
years.

The Randalls quickly found this invest-
ment to be unprofitable and fell far behind
on their mortgage payments. Within a year,
they were foreclosed on and a speculator
bought the building at auction for $207,000.

He, too, falled to keep up the mortgage
payments and Republic Federal was forced
to take over the building itself when nobody
else would buy it at another foreclosure
auction. This property, too, is now legally the
property of the Federal Government.

LOSSES INEVITABLE

Builder and real estate investor Edgar
Welsman, adviser to the Catholic Archdio-
cese's nonprofit Urban Redevelopment Corp.,
was offered the building by Republic shortly
before the merger. He described it as “very
poorly designed and constructed" and esti-
mated that any landlord would lose at least
$3500 every year trying to pay off its large
mortgage, even with every unit rented.
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Besldes the two houses on Tulip Street,
Pearl Kelly has also left behind other rem-
nants of the fling that she, financed by Re-
public Federal, took in building construc-
tion.

At 3609 Georgla ave, nw., Mrs. Kelly began
to convert a two-story brick row house into
8 three-story office building with a modern
glass and brick facade. Republic extended a
$60,000 construction loan for this project.

The job has been half-completed. The dirt
floors behind the tinted glass front window
are fllled with holes and debris. Walls and
stairways are unfinished and splattered with
cement. A hole in one window pane allows
vandals easy access.

Two more houses Mrs, Eelly started, at 1707
and 1709 Tamarack st. nw., near Tulip Street,
have been finished, though not by her.

NEW MORTGAGES

After using up the construction financing
provided by Republic Federal for the two
houses, Mrs. Kelly had them further mort-
gaged for money she borrowed from investor
Leo P. McCann.

When this mortgage went unpaid and Mc-
Cann went to foreclose, he found that con-
struction was Incomplete and that buyers
had already put up their old homes as down
payments on the Eelly houses.

Instead of having the houses auctioned off,
MecCann got eontractors to finish the houses
and, in effect, foreclosed on the houses and
sold them to their new owners.

Each home buyer wound up owing more
than $50,000 in mortgages and each lost the
proceeds from the sale of each of their old
homes. But they finally had eclear title to
their new homes.

PRAISE FORE MRS. KELLY

This, apparently, is all right with Dallas C.
Clark, who now lives at 1707 Tamarack. After
he signed to sell his old home and buy the
new one, both through Mrs. Eelly, construc-
tion stopped on the new one. He wound up
paying rent at the old house and never saw
the $11,000 proceeds from its sale.

But now that he is finally settled in the
new house, he told a reporter that he vowed
he would “not say anything against Pearl
Eelly.”

He sald that because he fs Negro and a
cab driver, he had been unable to buy a high-
priced house In a *“guiet neighborhood” al-
though he believed he could afford it (and
can afford now to make the large mortgage
payments on 1709 Tamarack).

“If it had not been for Pearl Kelly,” he
sald, “I never would have gotten into a good
neighborhood Hke this. No one would have
approved me for a mortgage on a house like
this without Pearl Kelly to help out the way
she did at Republic Federal.”

[From the Washington Post, Jan. 11, 1969]

MORTGAGING THE GHETTO—VII—SPECULATORS
GamneED CoNTROL OF SoME S, & L.'s

(By Leonard Downie, Jr. and Jim Hoagland)

What steel means to Pittsburgh, cars to
Detroit, tobaceo to Durham, eattle to Kansas
City, oll to Houston—that's what real estate
means to Washington.

“It's our Industry. This 1s a real estate
town,” says a close associate of Leo M. Bern-
stein, the hero of one of Washington real
estate’s many Horatio Alger legends.

Real estate speculation, even in the old
houses and apartments of the inner city,
has often provided a fast Inside track to fi-
nancial success for the son of a penniless
immigrant or a bright young man with just
a few dollars to invest.

As this serfes of articles on inner-city
speculation has shown, some local savings
and loan associations have been the prinet-
pal arteries for the Aow of mortgage money
that is the lifeblood of the speculators’
system.

So it was natural thai some successful
speculators eventually took control of some
of these savings and loans themselves. And
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that other speculators would be among their
best customers.

In some cases, this meant that a small sav-
ings and loan taken over by a speculator grew
rapidly into a much larger institution, thanks
principally to the booming business it did
with other speculators.

But for one savings and loan—Republie
Federal—a startingly rapid rise in assets led
only to a great financial crash last year. Re-
ported assets of the savings and loan dropped
$17 million in one year.

Although the Republic story has been kept
secret from the public until now, its explo-
sion behind the scenes of Washington’s inner-
city real estate Industry sent out shock waves
that are still rocking the industry's founda-
tions.

MERGER EFFECTED

Republic was merged out of existence last
year by the Federal Home Loan Bank Board.
If its doors had remained open just a month
or two longer, Board examiners feared, Re-
public would not have had enough money
to cover withdrawals.

A confldential report by a Board examiner
concluded that Republic’s president, Pete C.
Kalavritinos, placed “undue emphasis™ on
quick growth of the savings and loan through
loans to speculators.

The savings and loan's huge portfolio of
mortgage loans to speculators promised big
returns in Interest if the loans were repaid.

But scores of them were not being repaid
on time, And Republic was unable to get its
money back by foreclosing and auctioning off
the mortgaged properties, because these slum
houses and buildings could not be sold for
the amount of money lent on them.

Specifically, the Bank Board examiner criti-
elzed Republic in his secret report for:

Making too many loans to speculators.

Violating a Federal regulation by land-
ing too much money to a single speculator.

Making excessively large mortgage loans
to speculators. (The Washington Post's in-
vestigation has turned up hundreds of cases
in which Republic lent as much or more
money than speculators paid for properties.)

Violating Federal regulations in the way
the value of properties was appraised for
mortgage loans.

Making too many loans to “favored bor-
rowers and relatives” of Kalavritinos.

Violating Federal regulations covering ap-
plication for, approval of and paying out of
mortgage loans.

Paying out consfruction locan money not
justified by progress of construction.

Paying expenses to Kalavritinos and two
other directors (including $270 a month each
for the rental and parking of Cadillacs) that
ran four times higher than the average
locally.

WARNINGS CITED

The examiner eald in his 1967 report that
Republic had failed to correct these prac-
tices, even though the savings and loan had
been cautioned “repeatedly” about many of
them sinece 1862, two years after Kalavritinos
became Republic's president,

The rise and fall of Republic under
Kalavritinos is of more than passing inter-
est to the operators of a handful of other
local savings and loans. They have also been
warned by Federal officials to stop some of
the same practices engaged in by Republic.

What was to become Republic Federal Sav-
ings and Loan Association was once the tiny
Kenilworth Building and Loan Association.
Eenllworth had 830,000 in assets when insur-
ance broker Woodrow W. Miller became its
president in 1952,

Miller got a Federal charfer and a new
name for the association and moved it from
Northeast Washington to 1012 Vermont ave.
nw, near K Street. This is the hub of the
city’'s real-estate speculation industry.

Many speculators worked out of offices
near Republic including Pete, John, Louis
and James Ealavritinos, whose Kalavritinos
Investments was next door to the savings
and loan.
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Woodrow Miller brought Pete and John
Kalavritinos onfo Republic's board in 1957
and, by 1960, {ts assets had risen to $10 mil-
Lion. Much of its rapld growth was the re-
sult of heavy lending to speculators.

“Republic had loaned Pete money before
we took him on the board,” Miller told re-
porters. “And then Pete brought a lot of
his friends and speculators he did business
with into our office for lIoans.”

By the end of 1960, Pete Kalavritinos had
become president and his brother John had
become vice president of Republic. Woodrow
Miller had left the savings and loan busi-
ness to take over the struggling WMA Tran-
sit Co. In Prince George’s County.

Af the time, ascension to the presidency of
a fast-growing savings and loan was merely
the latest in a serles of business successes for
Pete Kalavritinos, the son of Greek immi-
grants who settled in Washington's down-
town slums.

Pete and his four brothers and two sisters
helped their parents sell fruits and vege-
tables in stores and on street corners. Pete
had a stand on 7th Street nw., near Massa-
chusetts Avenue.

Later, the Ealavritinos children turned to
real estate speculation—buying, renting and
selling old houses in the neighborhoods they
grew up in. They prospered.

By the time Pete and John moved to Re-
public as full-time officers, they left broth-
ers Louls and James next door to run Kalav-
ritinos Investments. Another brother,
George, went Into business by himself, And
their two married sisters, Angelina Formant
and Helen Tsintolas, also wound up in slum
real estate speculation,

The success story of the Kalavritinos fam-
fly In slum speculation was not unprece-
dented here. Nor was the entry of Pete and
John into the savings and loan field.

Kalavritinos's cousin, Willlam Calomiris,
another Greek Immigrant's son, accumulated
vast holdings in real estate, mostly in the
inner city, with hls brothers, James, Peter
and Donald. And, in 1957, he became a di-
rector of Jefferson Federal Savings and Loan,
where his close business associate, Fred A.
Smith, was president.

Smith had risen from a rent collector's
Job to wealthy status in real estate specula-
tion himself. He converted a small building
and loan association into Jefferson Federal
and presided over its steady growth for many
years before his death. His son, Fred W.
Smith, is now Jefferson Federal's president.
And Colomiris is still an influential director,
as he Is of the Metropolitan Washington
Board of Trade (he 1s its past president).

Over the years and up until recently, Jef-
ferson Federal has made many loans to or
through speculators, land records show.

Meanwhile, Leo Bernstein, who had become
Washington's most successful inner-city real
estate speculator, was presiding over one
of the city’s fastest growing savings and
loans,

His relationships from his years of specula-
tion obviously did the association no harm.
A Bernstein press release once described
“over 350 active Washington real estate
agents (who) consider themselves graduates
of . . . the 'Leo Bernstein Unofiicial School
of Brokerage'.” Dozens of today's speculators
once worked for Bernstein.

Bernstein became a director of what was
then the Guardian Building and Loan of
Silver Spring in 1850. He eventually took
over as president and got a Federal charter,
pushing Guardian's loan-making territory
out to a 50-mile limit, which gave Guardian
the right to make loans in the District of
Columbia as well as Maryland. Guardian's
branch on Pupont Circle scon became the
heart of its loan-making operations.

From 1962 to the end of 1967, Guardian's
mssets grew from $22 million to $41 million.
During this time, the majority of its mort-
gage loans were made to or through inner-
city real estate speculators.
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But growth at Republic under Pete Kalav-
ritinos appeared to be even more impressive:
Its stated assets shot from $10 million in 1960
(when Kalavritinos became president) to $20
million in 1962, to a high of $57 million in
the middle of 1967.

(When the imminent collapse came at Re-
public, its stated $57 million in assets fell
to $40 million in less than a year before it
was quietly merged with Home Federal Sav-
ings and Loan Assoclation last June.)

The great bulk of Republic’s outstanding
mortgage loans had been made to real estate
speculators, according to the Federal Home
Loan Bank Board examination of Republic
just before its slide.

Three of every four dollars handed out by
Republiec in mortgage loans went directly
to speculators, the confidential examiner’s
report shows. And the examiner added that
nearly all of the applications for loans made
to other borrowers—home owners and build-
ers, primarily—were made through specula-
tors.

Just 40 “real estate or Investment specula-
tors™” owed Republic a total of $21.8 million—
45 per cent of its outstanding mortgage loan
money—in 1967, the examiner’s report shows.

The examiner listed the following 17 specu-
lators (who owed a total of $13.3 million)
as the largest of these 40 borrowers:

William, James and Peter Calomiris—who
owed a total of $2.4 million on 22 mortgage
loans made to them by Republic.

Peter Laganas—a speculator who built
apartment buildings in Negro neighborhoods
and who owed Republic $1.4 milllon. He
failed to keep up payments on most of his
mortgages.,

George Basiliko—Washington's single larg-
est slum landlord, who owed Republic $1.5
million on 117 mortgage loans. He made an
agreement with Republic to postpone re-
paying the principal on these loans.

Burton Dorfman—a speculator who formed
syndicates of businessmen to buy and man-
age heavily mortgaged bulldings, and who
owed Republic 1 million on nine mortgages.
Most of these mortgages have been fore-
closed because of nonpayment.

George Kalavritinos—Pete's brother, who
owed $800,000 on four construction loans,
which were later foreclosed.

Angelina and Dino Formant—Pete's sister
and brother-in-law, who owed $960,000 on
33 loans, the majority of which were fore-
closed.

Willlam Cohen—a bullder and investment
speculator who owed $300,000.

John Swagart—George Basiliko's brother-
in-law, and a slum landlord, who owed
$730,000.

Frank Marzullo—a building maintenance
contractor and speculator who owed $690,000,

Leo Bernstein—Guardian’s president until
last year, and now president of D.C. National
Bank, who owed $600,000 on 11 mortgages,
mostly on Georgetown property.

Morton Frank—a slum speculator and
landlord who owed $560,000 on 30 mortgages.

Nathan Habib—a slum landlord who owed
$550,000 on 60 mortgages.

Stuart Bernstein—Leo Bernstein's son, who
is now president of Guardian, who owed
$530,000 on ten mortgages.

Hymen Alpert—a partner with Leonard
Diamond in slum speculation firms, who
owed $520,000 on 30 mortgages.

As an officer of Republie, Pete Ealavritinos
was forbidden by law to obtaln any mort-
gage loans for property he owned himself.
So he went to other people’s savings and
loans and got money there.

These loans went to the Sturbridge Invest-
ment Corp., which operated out of 1820
Plymouth st. nw., the address of Pete Ka-
lavritinos's three-story brick home. Stur-
bridge's president is Nicholas G. Juvelis,
Pete's father-in-law. Its secretary-treasurer
is Angelina Ealavritinos, Pete's wife. And its
vice president is Allen Lewis Kay, who was an
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appraiser for Republic while Ealavritinos
was president.

Sturbridge bought 24 inner-city Washing-
ton properties, nearly all old houses, between
1963, when the corporation was organized,
and 1967.

Sturbridge received a total of $520,400 in
mortgage loans on 19 of these properties from
Guardian Federal Savings and Loan where
Leo Bernstein was presiding. And land rec-
ords show that 13 of these mortgage loans
ranged in amount from just a little less to
somewhat more than what Sturbridge paid
for the properties.

The biggest difference between the amount
Sturbridge paid and the amount it got in
mortgage loans from QGuardian occurred in
transactions involving houses at 1603 Mas-
sachusetts ave. s.e., 313 10th st. ne. and 727
bth st. ne.

Sturbridge paid $34,000 to buy these three
houses in 1966, land records show. Within a
month of the sale, Sturbridge received a
total of $39,500 in three mortgage loans made
on the houses by Guardian,

In the confidential Federal Home Loan
Bank Board report on Republic Federal, the
examiner had criticized the practice of grant-
ing loans as large or larger than the prices

ald.

¥ A spokesman for Guardian said the savings
and loan required that large amounts of cash
be deposited in “escrow” accounts at Guard-
ian every time “there was any worry about
the size of a loan” made to Sturbridge. This
money—#§1,000 or more for each loan—would
be returned to Sturbridge when the loans
were paid down to a reasonable level, the
spokesman said.

The Federal Home Loan Bank Board or-
dered Guardian to stop this practice, the
spokesman sald.

The spokesman also sald that Guardian did
not know what Sturbridge paid for the houses
at 1603 Massachusetts ave. s.e,, 313 10th st.
ne. and 727 5th st. ne. He said a separate
application was presented for each loan and
separate appraisals were made. (Sturbridge
had bought the three properties in a single
package.)

The savings and loan appraised the house
at 1603 Massachusetts ave. se. as being worth
810,500 before lending Sturbridge 9,500 on it,
the spokesman sald. This would mean that
the amount lent was more than 80 per cent
of the appraised value of the property.

Federal regulations prohibit lending more
than 80 per cent of appraised value of a
house, unless the owner lives in it. Nelther
Pete Kalavritinos nor any of the officers of
his Sturbridge Investment Corp. lived at 1603
Massachusetts ave. se.

When asked about the loans that Guardian
made to Sturbridge, Leo Bernstein, Guard-
fan’s president at the time, said:

“We always llked Pete Kalavritinos, He
was a very charming fellow. He always pald
his bills to us and he was pleasant to deal
with.”

Sturbridge also succeeded in getting a
total of $141,000 in five mortgage loans from
Uptown Federal Savings and Loan of Balti-
more. Interestingly, Sturbridge paid only a
total of 126,850 to buy the five properties
mortgaged for the $141,000.

LOANS FROM TUPTOWN

Pete Ealavritinos's sister, Angelina For-
mant, was & much more frequent customer
at Uptown In recent years. Angelina and
her husband, Dino, received $475,350 in 20
mortgage loans from Uptown on properties
that the Formants or their representatives
had bought for a total of $439,152 in various
transactions.

Two houses that the Formants bought in
the 1500 block of Meridian Place nw, for
$31,000 each were mortgaged for loans of
£35,000 each from Uptown. Two houses on
U Street nw. bought by the Formants for
$30,000, brought them a total of $33,300 cash
in two mortgage loans from Uptown.
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An apartment building at 1840-42 Call-
fornia st. nw., bought by the Formants for
$155,000, was used as security for a $165,000
mortgage loan from Uptown.

Uptown’s president, Alvin Snyder, told a
reporter that It was misleading to compare
the sales prices and amounts of loans in
these and other loan transactions between
the Formants and Uptown. He said the spec-
ulator can often buy at a bargain price,

The Formants fell behind on the payments
of many of the mortgage loans they received
from Uptown, court records show. In May,
1967, the savings and loan and the Formants
negotiated an agreement to bring the pay-
ments up to date.

But in the end, Snyder sald, Uptown fore-
closed on *“all the large loans made to the
Formants.,” This was at the same time that
the Formants lost many other properties
through foreclosures by Republic Federal
Savings and Loan in the District.

“You've got a lot of what we call ‘Wash-
ington paper millionaires,’” Snyder said.
“They build all this up on paper, but don't
really have the money to stand behind it.”

Control of most savings and loans here
rests in the hands of a very small group of
each assoclation’'s shareholders, despite the
fact that everyone with a savings account
in one theoretically has a vote in the man-
agement of a savings and loan.

But at many local savings and loans, a
person opening a savings account also signs
a “proxy card” giving his vote to one or two
of the association’s directors. Usually, the de-
positor does not realize the significance of
doing this.

The few people who hold the most proxy
votes signed to them then control the savings
and loan. And they can perpetuate that con-
trol, and pass it along to their relatives or
friends, by getting all new depositors’ proxy
cards signed to them.

Those few directors left with voting power
gained through the signed proxies then elect
the savings and loan's officers, declde its
loan policies and authorize the payment of
fees and expenses to themselves. Since the
depositors who signed proxy cards do not
take a voice in running the association, the
principal check on the directors’ activities is
regulation by the Federal Home Loan Bank
Board.

When Woodrow Miller brought Pete and
John Kalavritinos onto the board of Repub-~
lic (and brought with them the deposits and
mortgage-loan business of their speculator
friends), he gave them a powerful voice in
the running of the assoclation.

For a time, the executive committee of the
assoclation, which acts on all mortgage loans
and holds most other important powers, was
evenly divided between Pete and John Eala-
vritinos and Miller and his wife. It became
the battleground of a struggle for control of
the savings and loan, Miller says now.

It was about this time, early in 1960,
that a real estate speculator filed a suit
against Miller and his insurance agency.

The speculator’s suit said he obtained a
mortgage loan from Republic on a building
he owned and got fire insurance coverage
from Miller's agency. The building was owned
by a straw party who was acting for the
speculator, according to the complaint.

Later, when the building was transferred
to the speculator's name and there was a fire
in it, the insurance company refused to pay
because the policy was made out to the straw,
not the speculator. The suit complained that
Republic and Miller knew that the straw was
merely a straw and that the insurance should
have been transferred to the speculator's
name,

In an official court document, Miller denied
that he knew that the straw was acting for
the speculator.

Pete Kalavritinos, however, Milller's vice
president, contradicted Miller in a deposition
taken by the speculator’s lawyer, “Miller knew
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about and agreed to" the use of the straw,
Ealavritinos testified.

Ealavritinos also swore in the deposition
that, contrary to previous denials by Miller,
Republic to Pete and John Ealavritinos, and

The suit, after these depositions, never
made it to trial. It was settled privately. At
the same time, Miller relinquished control of
Republie to Pete and John Ealavritinos, and
the proxies he controlled were transferred to
them,

Miller told reporters recently that he left
Republic principally to take control of the
WMA bus company. He already had a large
financial interest in the bus company, he
said, and he wanted to supervise a strength-
ening of the company’s financial position,
which was then shaky.

He also admitted that the in-fighting over
control of the savings and loan, and the court
struggle with the speculator figured in his
decision to leave Republic Federal.

Later, after Kalavritinos took full control
of Republic, the speculator who sued Miller
arranged for several mortgage loans from Re-
public. The speculator's deposition in a later
court sult shows that he received thousands
of dollars in proceeds from these loans, which
actually were made to other speculators.
[From The Washington Post, Jan, 12, 1969]
MORTGAGING THE GHETTO—VIII—WHEN BUB-

BLE BURST, SPECULATORS LANDED IN COURT

(By Leonard Downle, Jr. and Jim Hoagland)

“We were strangled to death with land,”
Dino Formant explained sadly.

He was telling Harold H. Greene, chief
judge of the Court of General Sessions, re-
cently how hard times had hit him and his
wife, in explaining why they had not dis-
played occupancy permits in their apart-
ment bulldings in Washington's slums,

“We were involved In construction deals
and buying ground to bulld on,” Formant
told the Judge. But the riots and tight money
came along, he said, and the whole thing
collapsed.

Formant, and his wife, Angelina, were ex-
plaining to Judge Greene the top of their
pyramid of woe. The base of that pyramid
had been crushed into pebbles, an event
symptomatic of the crunch that has hit
much of Washington's speculation industry.

Court records show that the Formant hus-
band and wife speculation team plunged
heavily into debt.

When the bust came, contractors they had
hired, firms that managed their rental prop-
erties, banks and individuals that had lent
them money, and others sued them for un-
paid bills and notes.

These court records indicate that the
Formants tried to dip into the rental income
from their properties to try to pay various
personal bills ahead of their mortgage debts.

When the Formants sued their rental
agent, Joseph Bruno, in one case, Bruno
stated in his answer that Angelina Formant,
before mortgage payments were made, had
channeled rent collection proceeds to car
payments, “Angelina Formant’'s account at
the Elizabeth Arden beauty shop,” and the
“payment of bills accumulated by Dino For-
mant at the Hellegh Club in Atlantic City.”
Mrs, Formant sald in another suit that her
husband had gone to Atlantic City on doc-
tor’'s orders to recover from a heart attack.

Back in General Sessions, Formant testified
that as their financial condition worsened,
they had to borrow ‘‘considerable amounts of
money” from his parents.

“They endorsed to us a couple hundred
thousand dollars worth of notes,” Formant
testified. Finally, they transferred property
they owned to his parents, he told Judge
Greene.

About this same time that the Formants
were running into deep troubles (from early
1967 on), some of their other relatives were
speeding there with them.

It was at this time that Mrs., Formant's
brother—Pete C. Kalavritinos—started com-
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ing under heavy fire from the Federal Home
Loan Bank Board. Kalavritinos was president
of what had been the city's fastest growing
savings and loan association, Republic Fed-
eral, which was then facing a financial crisis.

At this time a Bank Board examiner was
visiting Republic and was finding things he
did not like in the loans that Republic was
making to its president’s sister and her hus-
band, and to George Basiliko, Burton Dorf-
man, Hymen Alpert and other slum specu-
lators.

REPUBLIC IN TROUBLE

In fact, the Formants' financial collapse,
and the weakening of other slum specula-
tors, was taking Republic down with them.

What the examiner found at Republic in
his lengthy 1967 report were practices that
Republic had been warned about by Bank
Board examiners since 1962,

For instance, the examiners found Federal
regulations requiring that applications for
mortgage loans be completely filled out were
being violated.

Forms for appraisal of properties also were
not filled out completely, the examiner
found. Often, the forms showed insufficient
evidence for the appraisers’ estimates of
properties’ market values,

The examiner, in a spot check of Republic
appralsals, pointed out that appralsals made
by Ealavritinos himself, by Willie Peckover
and by Kalavritinos’ brother, James, were
incomplete.

The examiner went further.

Republic's system for acting on loan ap-
plications “defies definition,” his report said.

The examiner sald that individual officers
of Republic would give a verbal promise to
a speculator to make him a loan, without
consulting other members of the executive
committee as required by Bank Board regu-
lations, “Approval of loans by the executive
committee was a mere formality,” the exam-
iner wrote.

The examiner sald that verbal commit-
ments were given for hundreds of thousands
of dollars of loans at one time. Sometimes,
the examiner sald, commitments were for-
gotten or, for some other reason, were not
reported, as they should have been, to the
Bank Board.

DIRECTOR'S EXPENSES

The examiner’s report also complained
that the auto, restaurant and other credit
card expenses charged to Republic by its di-
rectors were four times higher than the
average for other savings and loan assocla-
tions here.

Directors whose expenses were charged di-
rectly to Republic included Ealavritinos, his
brother John (Republic’s executive vice
president) and Russell Miller, the firm’'s
general counsel.

Each rented a Cadillac, for $232 a month,
each paid $35 a month to park it, all charged
to Republic.

These three directors composed the power-
ful executive committee of Republic. Two of
them, the examiner's report shows, also had
close ties with local banks.

The tie between the Formants and Kalav-
ritinos helped undo Republic. The tle be-
tween Pete EKalavritinos and Miller in turn,
helped to create problems for Public Na-
tional Bank.

Pete Ealavritinos was a director and a
member of the executive committee of Pub-
lic National Bank. Russell Miller was a direc-
tor, executive committee member and gen-
eral counsel of Public National.

Public National, like Republic, made num-
bers of loans to speculators that it had had
difficulty collecting.

Miller also was attorney for, and past vice
chairman of, Metropolitan National Bank of
Wheaton, which, court and land records
show, has made some loans to speculators in
inner-city Washington housing.

The examiner's report showed a further tie
between Republic and those two banks. Re-
public had put money in demand deposit

January 14, 1969

accounts in Public National and Metropoli-
tan, as well as in a third bank,

The interrelationships between Republic
and relatives of Pete Kalavritinos and the
kind of loan that worried the Bank Board,
are visible in the half-finished construction
project begun by the Formants at 811 Jeffer-
son st. nw.

What is left there is the weathering hulk
of a three-story apartment building, shoe-
horned into a line of neat rowhouses.

Construction on 811 Jefferson stopped two
years ago. The unsightly shell of concrete
and unfinished brickwork is pocketed by
window frames that don’t fit, by broken glass,
by holes where windows and air-conditioning
units should be, rotting boards that fall to
keep out adventurous children.

By the time work on the building had
stopped, Angelina and Dino Formant had
drawn $72,000 in loans from her brother’s
savings and loan.

But, as the examiner's report shows, the
work done on 811 Jefferson st. nw. was worth
only $60,000.

SUIT IS BROUGHT

That unfinished apartment bullding, at
811 Jefferson, became the nub of a court suit
brought against the Formants in 1966 by
another of Mrs. Formant's brothers, George
Kalavritinos.

At one point, according to the depositions
in this case, George was going to step in and
ball out his sister and her husband, take over
their notes and finish the building. But he
later backed out, and the suit was brought
over one of the notes.

“My only interest in this,"” George Kalay~
ritinos said in his deposition, “was not to
help my sister, but to help my brother, Pete,
who loaned her the money from Republic
Savings and Loan.”

He testified in the deposition that Angelina
“took over $70,000" of the construction
money . . .

He testified in the deposition that Angelina
“took over $T70,000" of the construction
money “and never paid over half of that
money” for construction work on the build-
ing.

“I don't know where it (the money) went
to,” George testified. “She never pald the
bills, and the job was being vandalized.

“The Formants were supposed to turn over
to me four, five or six pieces of property” in
the deal, he said.

In return, he testified in his deposition,
“I would . . . go in there and finish it, even
though I knew I was going to lose, . .. to
help my brother Pete but, because the
examiners were coming in, and he was going
to get criticized.”

“My only purpose,” George said In his
deposition, "was to try to protect my family’s
name."”

George sald that his brother Pete called
him from Republic to propose the deal.

“He wanted me to go In there as a favor
and finish it,” he said. “I told him in plain
language that I needed a job like that like
a hole in the head.”

In another deposition in the suit, Dino
Formant testified that he and his wife
“wanted to dispose of the building” and that
Pete Kalavritinos “said that George was in-
terested.

“Whatever Pete said to do, we did,” For-
mant testified.

George sald in his court deposition that
he finally agreed to help out the Formants
at the urging of Pete. But, later, he testified,
he changed his mind after discovering that
the unpaid mortgage construction debts on
811 Jefferson st. were much higher than he
first thought.

“It would have taken another $35,000 in
my estimation to finish" the building, George
sald, And, with another note (the depositions
showed that the Formants had borrowed yet
another $15,000 for the project from City
Bank and Trust Co. of Alexandria) to be
pald, it would have cost him $50,000, he
figured,
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In any case, this sult 1s still pending.
The mortgage on the property at 811 Jeffer-
son was foreclosed, and the savings and loan
had to buy it when no buyer could be found.

REAL ESTATE SLUMP

That building, and others like it, are the
bricks and mortar evidence of the shatter-
ing slump in the city's real-estate specula-
tion industry.

The Formants had accumulated $2 million
worth of heavily mortgaged inner-city lots,
land records show, and planned to replace
many of the old houses and apartment
houses with new buildings.

Republic Federal gave the Formants sev-
eral mortgage loans that equalled or ex-
ceeded what the Formantis pald for the prop-
erties mortgaged. This was one of Repub-
lic's practices that the Federal Home Bank
Board examiner sharply criticized. It is il-
legal for a savings and loan to lend an
amount greater than 80 per cent of the
value of the property mortgaged.

By the time the Bank Board examiner
made his report in February, 1967, the
Formants owed nearly 1 million to Repub-
lic, the savings and loan controlled by An-
gelina’'s brothers, Pete and John Kalavritinos.

Of that sum, $155,000 was owed on a single
mortgage loan the Formants recelved from
Republic on a half-century-old apartment
building at 2415 20th st. nw.

The Formants bought the building for
$140,000 from heirs to the previous owner's
estate, land records show, and transferred it
two months later to a corporation named
2416 Inc. Its officers happened to be An-
gelina Formant, president, and Dino Form-
ant, vice president. According to the recorda-
tion tax paid on this transaction the Form-
ants' corporation, 2415 Inc., pald the Form-
ants $225,000 for the apartment building.

The day after that transaction, Republic
gave the Formants $155,000 in a mortgage
loan on the building. This {s $15,000 more
than the Formants originally paid for the
apartment house.

The Formants fell behind on the payments
on this mortgage and Republic later fore-
closed. The bullding was sold at auction for
$152,800—a little more than the amount still
owed on the mortgage.

MORTGAGE SOLD

A court suit involving the Formants' fail-
ure to keep up payments revealed that Re-
public actually sold this mortgage to the
Colonial Mortgage Service Corp. of Philadel-
phia. Other suits and Bank Board records
show that Republic sold other large mort-
gages to Colonial.

(Colonial is a wholly owned subsidiary of
Sunasco, Inc. of Philadelphia. Another
Sunasco subsidiary, the Atlas Financial
Corp. was a heavy buyer of second mort-
gages generated by some unscrupulous home
improvement contractors here, court suiis
an land records have shown. The officers of
one home improvement firm who sold some
mortgage notes to Atlas were recently con-
victed of fraud.)

The apartment building at 2415 20th st.
nw. and the unfinished apartment building
at 811 Jeflerson st. nw. were among 15
Formant properties, mortgaged for a total
of $720,000 at Republic, that were foreclosed
on by the savings and loan.

Republic was unable to sell many of these
buildings at foreclosure auctions. The Fed-
eral Government wound up with the mort-
gages on these properties when it finally
merged Republic out of existence,

Some people in real estate circles here
dismiss Republic's virtual collapse as typi-
cal of savings and loan assc:ziations gener-
ally. It is a freak, they say, due largely to
financial overreaching by the Formants with
Republic money.

But in fact, lending to the Formants was
only one oi many things criticized in the
examiner's report on Republic.

And some other savings and loan asso-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

clations here engaged in many practices
similar to Republic's. Some other savings
and loans also were particularly liberal in
lending their mortgage money to slum spec-
ulators.

Republic undoubtedly was the most over-
extended. But others have shared their ten-
dency to want to grow too fast, by lending
toc often and too much and too easily to
speculators.

Despite a meeting between Federal offi-
cials and Republic’s directors, and despite
a letter from the Kalavritinos brothers and
Miller to the Bank Board promising to make
changes, financial reports showed that Re-
public's condition worsened rapidly during
the last half of 1967.

Payments on hundreds of loans were over-
due. Some payments were as much as a year
or more behind.

Brother George Ealavritinos volunteered
to help persuade laggards to catch up on
their payments. But George himself lost two
new builldings when Republic had to fore-
close on his loans, land records show.

So, the Bank Board ordered Republic to
bring in an outside management expert to
try to salvage the firm. A Virginia savings
and loan executive, Robert H. Rush, was
hired by Republic, and the Bank Board ap-
proved the selection.

But after several months with Republie,
Rush decided that no matter what he did, he
couldn't improve Republic’s position enough.

Republic had taken over dozens of heavily
mortgaged buildings. But although these
mortgages went unpaid, Republic had not
been showing them as losses before Rush
came. The Bank Board examiners felt that
this gave a distorted picture of Republic's
assets,

Finally, the Bank Board ordered Republic
to cut the rate on dividends it paid on de-
posits. The Bank Board has ordered some
other savings and loan to tighten their belts
in this way also. Many depositors responded
to the lowered dividends by withdrawing their
money from Republic. And, as word got out
about the unpaid mortgages and unsalable
buildings, more depositors fled Republic.

By the spring of 1968, Republic's stated
assets, had fallen from a high of more than
$57 million in 1967 to just $40 million, ac-
cording to Its financlal statements. The firm’s
net worth and Teserve funds had both
dropped below Federally required minimums.

The Bank Board examiners soon estimated
that Republic might not have enough cash
left to pay dividends or cover withdrawals,
and had “little likelihood of surviving."”

The Bank Board decided to get Republic
quietly merged with a healthy saving and
loan association.

Word got out in some circles familiar with
Washington real estate that Republic was in
trouble. One group of local officials and busi-
nessmen—headed by Jullan R. Dugas, the
city's chief of Licenses and Inspections—of-
fered to take over Republic and put it back
on its feet. But they could not raise the $3
million In cash that the Bank Board insisted
be put up.

OFFERS MERGER

Then Home Federal Saving and Loan, a
72-year-old conservative association of me-
dium size came forward and asked to take
over Republic.

Home's president, John U. Raymond, told
reporters recently that he knew Republic
would be merged with somebody and he did
not want that somebody to be any other
savings and loan but his, since Republic's
old office, at 1012 Vermont ave, nw., 1s just
a block away from Home's office at 15th and
K streets, and he did not want the compe-
tition.

The Federal Savings and Loan Insurance
Corp., a Federal agency, gave Home its guar-
antee that it would absorb up to $17 million
in mortgage loan losses If Home merged with
Republic.
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Raymond pointed out later that this would
cover all loans made by Republic that might
be problems.

The Insurance Corporation is now hold-
ing, and Home is managing, foreclosed prop-
erties which will be renovated and offered
for sale. The Insurance Corporation will ab-
sorb any losses incurred.

Importantly, Republic’s depositors and
Home's depositors have suffered no losses.
Raymond stressed, In talking with reporters,
that there was no danger to their funds.

Seven months ago, in June, the merger
was quietly consummated. As publicly an-
nounced, the merger appeared to be no dif-
ferent from the normal, voluntary merger of
two happy, thriving corporations.

For Republic's directors, it wasn't so
happy. They were given the latest report of
Republic’s deterioration by Federal officials
at an April meeting. They were then urged
strongly to sign the merger papers.

Most signed without argument. But a wit-
ness says that Pete Kalavritinos, inslsting to
the end that Republican could make its way
back, had to be persuaded with some strong
talk by another officer of Republic. He finally
signed, too.

Weeks later, the headquarters office of
Republic, which had been the speculators’
capital in the Nation’s capital, was vacated.

Next to the “For Rent” sign in its window
was placed another sign that says: “We had
the urge to merge."”

[From the Washington Post, Jan. 12, 1969]
CoHEN Hovrpmngs INCLUDE No SLoMs

The Federal Home Loan Bank Board ex-
aminer's report on Republic Federal Bavings
and Loan, published in yesterday's editions
of The Washington Post, listed William
Cohen as one of Republic’s 17 major borrow-
ers. For the record, the newspaper's investi-
gation of slum ownership and speculation
shows no indication that Cohen has slum
holdings. He is a director of the Madison
National Bank and a downtown bullder.

Yesterday's article Incorrectly identified
Stuart Bernstein, who the examiner's report
sald owed $530,000 to Republic, as the cur-
rent president of Guardian Federal Savings
and Loan. Stuart Bernstein's brother, Rich-
ard, is the president of Guardian.

[From the Washington Post, Jan. 13, 1969]

MORTGAGING THE GHETTO—IX—FOUR BANES
FLIRTED WITH SPECULATORS

(By Leonard Downle, Jr., and Jim Hoagland)

William M., O'Neill sat in the president’s
office of the Public National Bank and spoke
softly, so softly that he could hardly be
heard, Outside, snowflakes were wafting
against the bank’'s diamond-shaped con-
crete window frames.

It was the last day of 1968; the last day
that O'Neill, Public’s president, would work
there, and one of the last days of Public's
existence under its current ownership. Pub-
lic was on its way to belng merged with
D.C. National Bank when a group of busi-
nessmen began buying up Public's stock last
week.

O’'Neill had little to say about Public's
difficult past year, in which it suffered losses
from unpaid loans and a drop in the amount
of money deposited in the bank.

*I don't want to get involved in any suits
with these people,” he told a reporter who
asked about loans the bank made to local
slum speculators. “They have no money left.
They have nothing to lose.”

The money that slum speculators no
longer have, in many cases, is money owed
to local banks like Public National which
flirted with the attractive real estate boom
of the mid-1960's, only to wake up in 1967
and find that the tempting mistress had
turned into an overpainted harlot.

The Washington Post's examination of
land and court records has established that




644

the slum speculators turned to four local
banks for a number of loans to supplement
the supply of dollars they siphoned from
some savings and loan assoclations.

The management of three of the banks
has been changed within the last four
months.

The four that made loans to slum specu-
lators are:

D.C. National established in 1962, and
which is headed by Leo M. Bernstein, for-
mer real estate magnate, and, until last year,
president of Guardian Federal Savings and
Loan Assoclation,

Public National, established in 1863 by a
group of businessmen headed by real estate
man Sol C. Snider and Walter Ogus. Ogus,
an insurance executive, is chalrman of the
board of directors. For a time, Public shared
two directors with Republic Savings and
Loan.

City Bank and Trust Co. of Arlington,
which opened in 1864. William A. Bryarly
was the bank's president until November.
James M. Thompson is chairman of the
board.

Old Line National Bank of Rockville,
which opened in 1965 and which was orga-
nized by Alan I. Eay, construction million-
aire, Howard Bernstein (no relation to Leo),
a former real estate title company executive,
and John P. Moore, an attorney then and a
Montgomery Clrcult Court judge now. John
P. Dalton resigned as president of the bank
Sept. 30.

Each of the four banks has had to go
to court or foreclose on loans in an effort to
get back money it lent to some of the
slum speculators identified by The Wash-
ington Post in this series.

ALL NEW BANKS

Each of the four is a new bank. The three
national banks—Publie, D.C. and Old Line—
were chartered during the stormy regime of
former U.S. Comptroller of the Currency

James J. Saxon.

Saxon, now In private law practice in
Washington, drew blasts from Congress for
chartering too many banks too fast. Sax-
on's reply was that the banking business
needed new blood.

Approval by Saxon of D.C. National's
charter in 1962—the first granted here in
29 years—set off a chain of approvals over
the next few years. Public National's was
second,

“It can be tough on a new bank fighting
for business,” O'Neill recalled. “We don’t
get the Cafritzes.” Established wealth, such
as that of the Morris Cafritz family, tends to
stay with established banks, he said.

This is true throughout the country. But
Washington, a city virtually without in-
dustry, poses a unique problem for bankers.
Bays a close associate of Leo Bernstein:

“Real estate is our industry. Big realtors
and speculators can go to banks here and
get unsecured loans based on their personal
worth. In almost any other city, the big
industrialists are the big borrowers, and
there's nothing left for the real estate man.
Here, he is the big borrower.”

When the industry turned sour under the
tight money market days of 1966 and after,
the crunch came with a vengeance for those
slum speculators and landlords who oper-
ated with slim equity and those who had
bankrolled them,

“In 1963, some of these people came in
with very fine personal financial statements,
in excess of $2 million to $3 million. Their
credit reports were all in order. There was
no reason not to make the loans,” O'Neill
sald of Public National's opening days.

“But when the market tightened up, they
had a hard time finishing their projects, and
we had problems.”

WRITE OFF UNPAID LOANS
Public National will write off $250,000 in

unpaid loans for 1968, Ogus told a reporter.
He said he could mot estimate how much of
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this amount involved loans to slum specu-
lators. But he sald the bank hopes eventually
to get 50 to 60 per cent of the thus far uncol-
lectable debts.

“When we opened, some got more than
they should have,” he said. “We got hit by a
few . .. But this is really a minor thing, con-
sidering our assets.” Public's assets have fluc-
tuated between $24 million and 25 million in
the past two years.

Court records show loans made by Public
to slum speculators here include:

$69,605 advanced to Harry Isard's 1st
United Mortgage Co. Inc. The bank got a de-
fault judgment against Isard, a slum specu-
lator. But Ogus says the bank has given up
on getting the money.

$24,500 to Burton Dorfman, When the bank
sued Dorfman, it got a stipulation judgment
for the balance owed, $19,362. Ogus says this
loan also is uncollectable.

$29,549 was the balance due to the bank
on a series of loans that were made to Ange-
lina and Dino Formant when the bank sued
them. The Formants, brother-in-law and sis-
ter of former Republic Federal Savings and
Loan president Pete C. Kalavritinos, owed
the bank $123,803 in 1964. Public won its suit
against the Formants, and Ogus sald the bill
had been paid.

Other slum speculators ldentified in this
investigation who got loans from Public and
then had to be sued for the outstanding bal-
ance include Willlam Whitted, Basil Gogos
and George Panagos.

Kalavritinos’ brother, George, has been
sued by the bank over a $38,000 loan. Public
National obtained a default judgment for
more than $4,000, plus interest, it claimed
was still owed.

Republic Federal itself once recelved a
$135,000 loan from Public National. Ogus said
this has been repald.

Republic Federal was merged out of busi-
ness last year by the Federal Home Loan
Bank Board after Board examiners uncov-
ered widespread irregularities there.

There were strong links between Republic
and Public. Pete Kalavritinos was president
of Republic and a director of both Republic
and Public. Also on both boards was Russell
D. Miller, a little known but central figure
in Washington banking.

Miller, former counsel and treasurer of the
Federal Deposit Insurance Corp. (the gov-
ernment agency that insures all national
banks) also was general counsel for both
Public and Republic.

Miller was the lawyer who handled the
charter applications for Public, Madison Na-
tional and D.C. National and he is named in a
sult as the controlling stockholder in Metro-
politan National Bank of Wheaton.

Depositions in that suit state that Kalavri-
tinos was ousted as a director of Public after
a secret comptroller's report criticized the
bank for allowing Ealavritinos to overdraw
50 checks on his account there.

The depositions also state that Miller was
not rehired as general counsel and was re-
moved from his post on the bank's executive
committee at the same time Ealavritinos was
dropped. (Miller refused to discuss this suit
with reporters.)

Several Public directors state in their dep-
ositions that they were upset over Miller's
ownership of stock in Metropolitan, and his
role in helping Madison National get a char-
ter so soon after he performed the same
service for D.C. National and Public National.

SUIT 15 SETTLED

The bitterness of this dispute spilled over
into the court suit, which was filed by Miller
when the bank rejected his bill for $26,295
for legal fees.

The suit was settled out of court last week,
but the depositions taken put om public
record an extraordinary account of the for-
mation and problems of a young bank.

The 1175 pages of transcribed testimony
come from Ogus, Snider, O'Nelll, two other
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bank employes and these other Public Na-
tional directors:

Meyer Mazor, owner of one of Washington's
largest furniture stores; Jack Blank, auto-
mobile dealer; Oscar Dodek, president of D.
J. KEaufman clothing store; Allen Baer, head
of a large accounting firm; Willlam Farris,
a plastering contractor; and Joel Kline, a
38-year-old real estate man who, according
to O'Neill’s deposition, was once refused a
loan by Public National, only to buy up
later enough shares to be able to elect him-
self to the board.

The depositions agree in all essential de-
tails, and outline this story of Public Na-
tional:

The key organizers were Ogus and Snider,
who are neighbors in the luxurious Shoreham
apartment bullding at 2500 Calvert st. nw.,
and their accountant, Baer.

Miller heard of their plans to form a bank
and offered to represent them in getting the
charter, for a $25,000 fee. Miller also asked
to be made chairman of the board's execu-
tive committee, the nerve center of most
banks,

They added Dodek, EKalavritinos, Blank
(also a Shoreham resident) and Jack Pry,
another auto dealer, as the organizing direc-
tors, and obtained the charter from Saxon's
agency. O'Neill, then the head of a New
York bank, became Public's president.

INVOLVEMENT GROWS

The bank opened its doors in July, 1963,
two doors away from Ogus’'s insurance agen-
cy, at 1420 K st. nw,, and a block from
Snider’s real estate firm.

As business grew, so did the involvement
of some of the directors with their new bank.

Ogus, for example, got the bank's general
liability and group hospitalization accounts.
(He told a reporter that the premiums for
this were about $20,000 a year, with $3,000
golng to his agency in commissions.)

Baer's accounting firm did an annual
audit of the bank, for an average fee of
$4200. The bank also was audited, of course,
by the U.S. Comptroller's office.

Miller usually charged the bank about $50
an hour for his legal services, which often
involved trying to get money back from slum
speculators. He billed the bank £6200 for his
services in the purchase of the land on which
the bank stands. Ealavritinos and Snider
also received a commission of 25,000 on the
sale.

Directors are encouraged in any bank to
bring in new business, and this was true for
Publie. For example, Muscoe Garnett, a Vir-
ginia oil executive who was elected to the
board after its organization, was considered
an asset by the board because he might bring
large deposits to the bank from the Ameri-
can Oil Co.

Other directors brought in new loan busl-
ness. Appliance dealer George Wasserman
(another addition to the hoard) and two
business partners borrowed $175,000 from
the bank for a business venture, for example.

Snider's real estate corporation borrowed
$50,000, and his son-in-law, Earl M. Forman,
borrowed at least $50,000 in a loan secured
by a deed of trust on property owned by
Snider.

DENIES LOAN TO WOLMAN

Forman, part owner of the Philadelphia
Eagles along with financier Jerry Wolman,
approached the bank with Wolman and
Howard Bernstein for a large loan, and got
the bank to participate in a loan that even-
tually went to Wolman, according to deposi-
tions. (Ogus denied to a reporter that Public
National has ever had a loan with Wolman,)

Forman, in fact, was proposed for a direc-
torship on the bank in 1967, but, according
to Ogus’s deposition, was blocked by Miller.
Forman is an attorney and Miller “said that
no lawyer would ever be on the board as
long as he was on the board,” Ogus stated.

Miller came off the board in the fall of
1967, as did Pete Kalavritinos.

Republic Federal had been ripped by Fed-
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eral Home Loan Bank Board examiners in
the spring because of its loans to specula-
tors. Shortly after, the Comptroller's exam-
iners moved in on Ealavritinos's chronic bad
checks.

By October, 1967, the men who had in-
vited Ealavritinos to help organize Public
National had invited him to resign. When he
refused, they dropped him from the direc-
tors' slate that management presented to
stockholders at the next election.

(Eight months later, Ealavritinos's savings
and loan was merged out of business. Re-
porters who have visited his home at 1820
Plymouth st. nw. have been unable to con-
tact him.)

Miller could have stayed on the board of
Publie, but resigned after the directors told
him he would no longer be general counsel.

BELLS 5,500 SHARES

At this point, the depositions state, Eala-
vritinos sold 5500 to 6000 shares of the bank’'s
stock to Joel Kline and an assoclate, Eric
Baer (no kin to Allen Baer). Kline is iden-
tified in O'Neill's deposition as a real estate
speculator and money lender. He has an of-
fice in Silver Spring.

Kline testified that he is on the advisory
board of Fidelity National Bank in Arling-
ton, and, with his friends and family, con-
trols the stock of Colonial Bank and Trust,
which opened last year in Annapolis.

(Kline described himself to a reporter last
week as a real estate investor. Although he
once had real estate holdings in the District
of Columbia, he has sold much of them, he
said.)

O'Neill, under questioning by Miller's law-
yer, James F. Fitz Gerald, said that Kline
previously had borrowed from Publie, but
once had been turned down when he asked
for a $20,000 loan because of the purpose of
the loan. O'Neill did not amplify on this
statement.

Throughout the summer of 1967, Kline and
Eric Baer quietly bought up 20,000 shares
of Public’s stock at $18 a share and soon had
enough to elect themselves to the board of
directors. The then board members suggested
that only one of them should take a seat
on the board, and Kline suggested that Baer
was the man,

But the board decided to put Kline into
the directorship. Ogus was asked in his dep-
osition why they had not picked Eric Baer.
Ogus: “Actually, at that time, there was an
article in the paper, and they had some sort
of . . . something to do with second trust
notes and his name appeared in the paper
at that time."

Fitz Gerald: “In other words, he (Eric
Baer) was objected to because he was a
money lender?”

Ogus: “No. No, it wasn't the fact that he
was a money lender; that wasn't brought up.
It was because of the fact of the publicity
in one of the newspapers.”

Eric Baser and his partner, Meyer Morse,
were identified in a series of articles in The
Washington Post last year as purchasers of
second mortgages signed by Negro home
owners in exchange for cash loans.

Angry home owners complained in court
suits and interviews with reporters that they
were persuaded to slgn mortgages for twice
the amount they actually received in these
transactions, some of which involved Eric
Baer and Morse.

Kline confirmed to reporters that he has
sold almost all of the stock he had bought
in Public to a North Carolina builder. He
and Baer no longer have a substantial in-
terest in the bank.

But, for a while at least the classic pattern
of successful speculators’ getting into the
ownership of an institution that lends to
speculators was repeated.

Soon after Miller resigned, the suit shows,
the bank demanded that he pay off four per-
sonal loans that Public had made to him,
totaling $40,263.52.

Miller sent the bank $13,970 and clalmed
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$26,295 in back legal fees that would cancel
the debt. The bank rejected his bill as “un-
reasonably high” and Miller sued over the
disputed amount.

He also asked the court to order Public not
to sue him because, he asserted, that would
damage his professional reputation.

Miller was not retained as general counsel
or as a member of the board when Republic
was merged with Home Federal. In addition
to being listed as a major stockholder of
Metropolitan National Bank in the depo-
sitlons cited above, Miller also 1s ldentified
as vice chairman of the board and attorney
for Metropolitan in the bank examiners' re-
port on Republic Federal.

Meanwhile, Public National's directors
agreed to merge the bank with D.C. National.
Under the terms of the agreement, report-
ers learned, none of Publie’s directors would
be on the board of the merged institution.

The merger had been accepted as a com-
pleted deal by several members of both
boards who discussed it with reporters. All
that remained was for the stockholders to
approve the directors' decision.

OFFER OF $32 PER SHARE

Then, nine days ago, a group of investors
headed by two lawyers and an advertising
executive announced an offer to buy any or
all shares of common stock in Public National
for $32 a share. Public’s stock was being
gquoted at $25 to $27 a share at the time. The
investors' offer to buy the stock ends today.

At the end of last week, the businessmen
announced that they had purchased 75 per
cent of Public's stock.

The investors' group, known as the PTZ
Investment Co., is headed by lawyers David
L. Tennent of Washington and Donald H.
Parsons of Detrolt and advertising executive
Herbert Fisher of Detroit.

A spokesman for PTZ, attorney sald that
PTZ's investors saw Public as providing them
with an unususal opportunity to become own-
ers of a bank,

“Washington, D.C., has a tremendous po-
tential for banking,” said Zeldman, a law
partner of Parsons, “and is a great oppor-
tunity for someone with social vision like
that of Parsons.”

Zeldman added that PTZ does not know
what it would do about the proposed merger
with D.C. National. “We do not intend to
liguidate (Public) or to sell its assets,” PTZ's
formal offer to purchase stock stated.

It is ironie that D.C. National came close
to absorbing Public National, Four years ago,
Public was eagerly eyelng taking over a be-
leagured D.C. National,

That was immediately after Comptroller
Saxon told Senate investigators that D.C.
National should be “merged out of existence”
because of the furor over a loan made by the
bank to Robert G. (Bobby) Baker.

Baker, the former Senate wheeler-dealer
who is currently appealing a conviction for
income tax evasion, obtalned from D.C, Na-
tional a $125,000 loan, allegedly unsecured,
to buy a home in Spring Valley here.

The loan was made after the then execu-
tive vice president of D.C. National, Willlam
F. Collins, recommended the loan because of
Baker's “innumerable friendships and con-
nections.” The Senate investigation also re-
vealed that Baker owned 1500 shares of stock
in the bank.

BAXON DEFENDED LOAN

Saxon, who defended the loan and denled
that any political influence had been exerted
in the granting of the charter to the or-
ganizing group represented by Russell D.
Miller, nonetheless sald that “innuendos"”
surrounding the Baker loan made a quick
merger necessary.

Instead Collins and the chairman of the
board, Dr. Irving 8. Lichtman, resigned, with
Lichtman selling his stock to Leo M. Bern-
stein. Soon after Bernstein and his attorney,
Leonard 8. Melrod, were named to the board,
Bernstein became the bank’'s major stock-
holder and president.
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Like Public, D.C. National has made loans
to ghetto speculators. But it seldom had to
go to court to collect them.

In several Instances, D.C. National used
one of its employes, Dorothy Wakeham, to
make speculators loans secured by a second
trust. The bank advanced the money, and she
got the secured note, which she then signed
over to the bank.

One such loan, for $16,000, went to the
Formants. Another, for $56000, went to Louis
Bressler Inc. Dorothy Wakeham is the lender
of record, although she is lending her bank's
money.

Bernstein told reporters that this was not
an unusual practice for his bank. ‘“We take
second trusts" (created or purchased by the
speculator) “as side collateral on the loan.
Dorothy Wakeham endorses it and holds it
for the bank.”

Banks are not allowed to use second trusts
as primary collateral on loans, They may take
them into consideration in determining a
potential borrower’'s personal worth—thus
meaking them “side collateral.”

City Bank & Trust of Alexander has been
pained by loans to Washington speculators.
A discernible pattern exists of speculators,
as soon as money started to tighten, jour-
neying across the Potomac and coming back
with City Bank & Trust dollars,

City Bank often has had to come across the
river to Washington courtrooms to get its
dollars back.

SOME OF CLIENTS

A few of its clients of the boom days, who
turned into its targets for successful legal
action in the bust days, include:

Sturbridge Investment Corporation, which
is located in Pete Kalavritinos’'s houses; the
Dorfman brothers, Richard, Arnold and Bur-
ton; bullder Pearl Kelly; Ervin Unger; the
Formants, and Basil Gogos.

James M. Thompson, Chairman of City
Bank, refused to comment to reporters on
his bank's lending practices.

The fourth new bank that put up dollars
for the speculator’s game was Old Line Na-
tional of Maryland.

All of the officers of the bank have been
changed in the past six weeks, Old Line's
new executive vice president, Patrick J.
Moses, told reporters.

“We're financially sound and have no prob-
lems,” Moses said. He minimized court suits
that have resulted in judgments against slum
speculators like Pearl Kelly ($14,800), Gen-
eral Property Investment Corp., headed by
Ervin Unger ($16,400), and a pending sult
against George Kalavritinos for $4,499 due on
a $12,499 loan,

Moses also sald Old Line had advanced
large loans to Burton Dorfman with varying
results. Two went well, but the bank had to
foreclose on 1420 Clifton st. nw. after Dorf-
man had drawn all of a $365,000 construction
loan, made by Old Line and another bank
and had falled to complete the bullding.

“We will spend $100,000 to put the building
in sellable shape,” Moses sald. “We already
have a buyer.”

He could offer no explanation for the bank’s
involvement with slum speculators. “That
was before I came ... The directors have
made serious and important changes here.
We're trying very hard here.”

His words reflect a realization on the part
of many members of Washington's money
lending world that things have not been all
they should be. Some banks and savings and
loan organizations are groping about in the
twilight of an incredible decade in housing
speculation in the Nation’s Capital.

[From the Washington Post, Jan. 14, 1969]
MORTGAGING THE GHETTO—X—SLUM SPECULA~
TIOoN SEEMS DeAp, BUT IT CouLp REVIVE
(By Leonard Downie, Jr. and Jim Hoagland)

Slum speculation in Washington is dead,
say many of the speculators themselves and
some of the savings and loan operators who
helped finance them.
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Don’t believe it, says a lawyer who has rep-
resented many speculators in court over the

years,

“This is just a phase in a cycle that has
repeated itself several times in this town,”
he says. “A credit squeeze or some action by
the Federal regulatory agencies can slow
things down for a while. But then it will
all start up again. It's happened that way
before."”

Land records show that some of the city’s
savings and loans that stay away from specu-
lator dealings now built up their loan busi-
ness a decade or two or three ago with loans
to speculators. Later, sometimes after warn-
ings about their loan practices from Federal
authorities, these associations sought other
customers, and the speculators turned to a
new group of ambitious young savings and
loans,

Generations of speculators have fed on the
migrations of low-income white and Negro
families from one part of Washington to
another.

They moved from the old Southwest and
Georgetown slums to what are now the near
Northwest and Northeast wurban renewal
areas, then to the Shaw area, and, most
recently, to more distant, qulet neighbor-
hoods like Brightwood and Petworth in the
Northwest, Woodbridge and Brookland in the
Northeast, and Fort Stanton in the South-
east.

Right now, some speculators say, the cur-
rent tight money market and a crackdown
on code enforcement by the city housing in-
spectors are driving them out of business.

Reporters have found, however, that some
of the speculators who have lost or are giv-
ing up much of their holdings, or are being
sued in court for unpaid debts, are still
driving luxury cars and taking trips to dis-
tant vacation spas.

Many other speculators are still buying
and selling properties, they say, financed by
8 new group of savings and loans and by
loans guaranteed by the Federal Housing
Administration. FHA-insured loans have
only recently become widely available to
black home buyers here.

REASONS CITED

People involved in or close to the specu-
lator-savings and loan system cite these rea-
sons for the flourishing, year-in and year-
out, of the practices uncovered by The
Washington Post in its year-long investiga-
tion:

Fallure of authorities to prosecute savings
and loan operators or speculators for ap-
parent violations of Federal savings and loan
regulations, and Federal and D.C. criminal
laws.

Loopholes In D.C. regulations covering the
buying and selling of property.

Fallure of the D.C. Real Estate Commis-
slon or any other arm of the city govern-
ment, except the housing inspectors, to take
any actlon to correct slum-speculation prac-
tices despite city officlals acknowledging
readily that slum speculation is generally
harmiful to the city.

Encouragement that present income and
real estate tax laws give real estate investors
to buy and sell property, to mortgage their
property heavily, and to do little to maintain
it.

Lack of regulation of local title settlement
firms that help make possible the manip-
ulation of real estate transactions by some
savings and loan operators and speculators
to their advantage, and to the disadvantage
of Negro customers.

Involvement of respected professional men
in the system, especially lawyers, some of
whom closely advise slum speculators on how
to take advantage of the system, who help
finance speculators, or who speculate them-
selves.

Inaction of the local bar to do anything
about a few attorneys charged in court suits
and grievance complaints with highly ques-
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tionable practices in slum speculation
dealings.

Fallure of the savings and loan industry,
real estate brokers and the Federal Housing
Administration to provide for Negroes the
same opportunity to make safe, economical
investments in home buying that have been
avallable since the Depression to white
families.

The resulting dearth of any viable alter-
natives to the speculators’ system for tens of
thousands of Negro families seeking a home
to buy or an apartment to rent.

SPFECULATORS PROSPER

For decades, the slum speculator has pros-
pered free of competition from established
real estate investors, free of the theoretical
constraint of regulations and free from pros-
ecution when laws are broken.

It is illegal under District of Columbia
law, for instance, to use straw parties, simu-
lated sales or other means to inflate prices
“for the purpose . . . of misleading others as
to the value" of property.

Last year a Neighborhood Legal Services
lawyer wrote D.C. Corporation Counsel
Charles Duncan to ask him to Investigate the
“ecommeon suspicion” that speculators are vio-
lating this D.C. law by artificially inflating
property values in Negro nelghborhoods.

Duncan answered the attorney with a let-
ter stating that without evidence of specific
transactions, “there is little we can do at
this time to correct the evils which you cite.”

DUNCAN'S STAND

His office was “not in the practice of con-
ducting general investigations” of the kind
needed to gather such evidence, Duncan add-
ed. He advised the attorney to write to the
District Real Estate Commission.

But the Real Estate Commission, even
though armed with an arsenal of regulations
governing mortgage brokers, does not check
up on much of what the slum speculators
are doing.

It seems that once a speculator buys a
property (as they usually do before mortgag-
ing and reselling it), he becomes, in the eyes
of the law, a “home owner.”

The speculator is not technically acting as
a real estate broker in this kind of transac-
tion, the Real Estate Commission has said,
and therefore can not be regulated by the
Commission under the law, as now written.
The Real Estate Commission, composed of
real estate investors, has not sought a change
in the regulations from the city government.

Federal Home Loan Bank officials have
acknowledged that a number of practices un-
covered In The Washington Post investiga-
tion do appear to violate Loan Bank Board
regulations and the Federal law that au-
thorizes the regulations.

They refused to discuss with reporters
cases of any specific individuals or savings
and loans, or to explain why there have
been no prosecutions.

Generally, sald Paul Bowman, supervisor
for this region, the Bank Board's interest is
to put troubled savings and loans back on
& sound footing.

5. & L. FIRMS MERGED

They are now golng about this gquletly
in Washington, Bowman and other officials
acknowledged. They have merged Republic
Savings and Loan out of existence and
warned a handful of other savings and loans,
which they would not name, to cease certain
practices, mostly in connection with loans
to speculators.

For years, the Bank Board officials told
reporters, they had warned savings and loans
about some of these practices. But the sav-
ings and loans have always answered by
saying that their loans to speculators were
being repaid on time.

Tight money changed much of that re-
cently. And the troubles of Republic have
shocked and chastened the operators of a
few other savings and loans who came under
fire from the Home Loan Bank Board.
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Reglonal supervisor Bowman also Insists
that new regulatory powers spelled out un-
der a 1966 law, will help the Bank Board lean
more heavily on recalcitrant savings and
loans. Among the new powers is authority
to obtain a court order for a savings and
:;mn to “cease and desist” dangerous prac-

ces.

When Republic careened into financial
trouble, its dividend rate was cut by the
Bank Board in an attempt to force the as-
sociation to tighten its belt. Republic's
depositors received smaller dividends on
their deposits.

Then, to merge Republic with a healthy
savings and loan, the Federal Savings and
Loan Insurance Corporation guaranteed to
absorb up to $17 million in possible losses
of Republic assets. The Insurancs Corpora-
tion funds come from required premiums
from member savings and loans across the
country. Those premiums come from sav-
ings and loans “income, not from deposl-
tors"” accounts or dividends.

Court suits and interviews have shown
that the slum speculation system has de-
pended heavily on one part of the industry
that goes completely unregulated: the title
settlement offices.

In the majority of property sales and mort-
gage loan deals, the paperwork and the
transfers of money, mortgages and deeds are
handled by clerks of title firms in transac-
tions called “settlements.”

TITLE CLERK'S ROLE

‘When a person is buying a house from a
speculator, he often is under the impression
that the settlement is a protective, official
dealing in which his interests, as well as
those of the seller, are protected by an im-
partial title clerk.

But lawsuits filed here clalm that this is
often not so. Some title clerks, whose livell-
hood depends largely on the fees from busi-
ness brought to them by speculators, per-
form many services, the sults say, that favor
the speculator:

When the speculator signs a contract to
purchase a house for, say, $10,000, the title
clerk will hold up settlement on the deal
(sometimes for months, court suits show)
until the speculator is able to arrange to
borrow, say, $10,000 from a savings and loan
and avold making any cash investment him-
self.

When the speculator them turns around
and immediately sells that house (with some
repairs made on it, the speculator says) for,
say, 15,000 to & new home buyer, the title
clerk does not volunteer to the buyer infor-
mation that the speculator had just bought
the same house for $5000 less than what he
is now charging for it.

The clerk may even hold up public fililng of
the papers in the $10,000 sale to the specula-
tor until the $15,000 sale to the home buyer
is made.

Title clerks have sometimes held up pay-
ment of checks signed by speculators to other
people, while giving the speculators signed
but uncompleted title company checks to fill
in, court suits say.

SETTLEMENT COSTS

Suits show that many home buyers are
surprised by the large amount of settlement
costs charged them by the title clerk. Some-
times, sults show, they total nearly $1000
for a $15,000 to $20,000 sale, much higher
than the average claimed by large title firms
for their transactions.

Bettlement sheets filed with some sults re-
semble sleves, with the home buyer’s money
falling through a dozen or more holes ltem-
ized on the sheet: title search fees, settle-
ment costs, insurance, fees for drawing up
and filing papers, loan fees pald to the sav-
ings and loan and, sometimes, additional
fees paid directly to the speculator (above
the price of the house) or others,

Land records and lawsuits show that each
major slum speculator here has dealt reg-
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ularly with just one or two title settlement
clerks.

For years, most of the few clerks favored
by speculators worked at the District-Realty
Title Insurance Corp. and antecedent firms
headquartered at 1424 K st. nw. and 1413 I
st. nw.

Shortly after the ownership of District-
Realty changed hands in 1964, these clerks
left the big title firm. Some of them estab-
lished small title offices of their own. Most
of them performed only title settlements in
these offices, and title searches and title in-
surance business was farmed out to the
large, established title companies,

Among these title clerks are:

Francis Craven, Brady Higgins, and J. A.
Rushing—all now at Metropolitan BSettle-
ments, Inc.,, headquartered at 411 Kennedy
st. nw.

Charles and Lawrence Mitchell—now at
Berks Title Insurance Co., 1413 I st. nw.

Lawrence Sinclitico—who now runs Dis-
trict Settlements, Inc., 1622 K st. nw.

Richard Sugarman and William Carter—
who now run City Title and Escrow at T06
Kennedy st. nw.

Another title clerk who has many transac-
tions for slum speculators, land records
show, is Charlotte L. Horan of Lyon, Roache
and Horan, 1012 17th st. nw.

LICENSED AS NOTARIES

All of these clerks are also licensed as
notary publics in the District of Columbia.

Court suits show that some of them also
arrange loans to speculators and home buy-
ers and buy second mortgages generated by
speculators.

Richard Sugarman is also an officer of the
Falrlawn Mortgage and Investment Corp.,
now located in City Title's office at 706 Ken-
nedy st. nw. He is named as defendant in
some court suits charging that second mort-
gages arranged or bought by Fairlawn or
Sugarman himself were for considerably more
than home owners believed they had bor-
rowed. Land records show that Fairlawn has
also bought, mortgaged and sold slum houses.

No D.C. laws regulate actions of title
clerks, or anyone else, in the settlement of
sales and mortgage transactions. The clerks
are not required to be impartial or to pro-
tect the interests of inexperienced home
buyers.

Title settlements are just one phase of the
system that may work to favor speculators.
Another is the tax structure.

The National Commission on Urban Prob-
lems, headed by former Sen. Paul Douglas
of Illinoils, is concluding, based on a year's
study, that Federal tax laws actually encour-
age deterioration of inner-city property and
greatly benefit those who buy and sell it.

The speculator’s profits on buying and
selling property held over six months are not
taxed as ordinary income, but are lower than
ordinary personal rates in the higher tax
brackets.

If the speculator can borrow more money
from a savings and loan in mortgaging a
property than he originally paid for it, he
can spend the excess, and it is not taxable.

DEPRECIATION SCALE

Depreciation is really the raison d'etre for
much apartment building speculation. Fre-
quently speculators have cash incomes in
the hundreds of thousands of dollars, but
their tax paid is lower than that of many of
their poor tenants.

The reason is that the owner of a bullding
can depreciate that bullding at a very high
rate during the first years he owns it. When
in later years the allowable depreciation goes
down, he can sell that building to another
landlord who, in turn, starts depreciating
the bullding all over again, while the original
landlord has bought another to start depre-
ciating.

A building does not have to be “new"” to be
depreciated, although new bulldings can be
depreciated at a higher rate. Sometimes, busi-
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nessmen swap comparable properties to de-
fer paying capital gains taxes.

To illustrate: A speculator pays $200,000
for a ten-year-old apartment building. The
money left over from rents at the end of the
year, after making interest and mortgage
payments and paying for necessary repairs,
may amount to $15,000. The speculator’s in-
come, subject to tax, however, may be
nothing.

To begin with, he uses what the Internal
Revenue Service calls “the 160 per cent de-
clining balance formula" for depreclating the
property.

If the building has what IRS calls a “life”
of 25 years, even though he may not have put
a cent of his own money into the building,
he can deduct $12,000 from his taxable in-
come, plus his expenses of maintaining the
investment.

To add to that, he also deducts the inter-
est payments on his loan, which would run
into many thousands of dollars.

All of this means that he is taxed little or
nothing on this investment. Many business-
men wind up with a minus tax balance on
particular investments and, in the example
above, not only is the $15,000 cash flow pro-
tected, the businessmen probably would have
deductions in excess of that to lessen taxes
on other income.

These investments are usually referred to
as “‘tax shelters.”

There is evidence that what happens in
Washington apparently is typical for the
Nation's big cities.

CHICAGO STUDY

A group of Jesult seminarians and college
students who have spent the last two
years in Chicago’s west side ghetto made a
study of the buying and selling by slum
speculators there of hundreds of houses and
buildings.

The pattern they found of the speculator
buying for one price, getting a favorable
mortgage and selling at a much higher price,
with an attractively low down payment,
matches the pattern here, In a typical case
cited by the study team, a family wound up
indebted to pay £22,000 interest on the mort-
gages they owed on a $25,000 home purchase
in the ghetto (the speculator had paid $14,-
000 for the house).

The study team also blamed savings and
loans and banks that would not lend direct-
ly to Negroes, the FHA, established real estate
brokers, and the legal system for allowing the
speculators to fiourish there.

The students organized ghetto residents
into picket and other protest groups that
succeeded in forcing some speculators to re-
negotiate sales contracts to many home
buyers and cut sharply the buyers' indebted-
ness.

The need seems to be apparent for both
local and national agencies, revolutionary in
scope and power, to finance economical home-
buying for Negro families, regulate specu-
lators and others in innercity real estate deal-
ings and come up with new ideas for housing
low-income families.

Overpriced and overmortgaged inner-city
houses and apartment buildings, many of
them already abandoned by their owners,
are now available, here and in other cities,
for someone to do something with. But there
are problems with removing the mortgages on
them, finding the money to renovate them
and still making them available at reasonable
cost to low-income families,

The city's public housing authority could
move in on the city’s now-decaying build-
ings, condemn them, take them over by as-
suming the mortgages, renovate them and
use them for badly needed, scattered-site
public housing.

NEW HOUSING LAWS

But this would not solve the problem of
those many builldings that have not been
abandoned.

Recently passed Federal law provides a
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broad variety of new ways to provide low-in-
come housing, including low interest loans
to buyers and renovation financing. But Con-
gress appropriated very little money for this
use, and there is still much confusion over
administration of the grants.

Already there is internecine warfare be-
tween two nonprofit housing groups in Wash-
ington over just what and how to do some-
thing here. Both the Urban Rehabilitation
Corporation, financed by the Catholic Arch-
diocese here, and the Housing Development
Corporation, headed by the city’s Democratic
National Committeeman, the Rev. Channing
E. Phillips, are well motivated, but are snip-
ing at each other.

There is no agency to coordinate their ef-
forts, or to guide them through the machina-
tions of bureaucracies, Two other, smaller
nonprofit housing groups have had to hire
slum speculators, likke Nathan Habib and at-
torney Kurt Berlin, to show them where prop-
ertles are and how to get them.

Just as the burned-out buildings on 14th
Btreet nw. are grim reminders of Washing-
ton's 1968 riots, the abandoned moldering
houses and shabby apartment bulldings,
those financial institutions in turmoll, and
the Negro familles faced with seemingly im-
possible debts are the grim reminders of the
last whirlwind decade of speculation in the
growing ghetto here.

RECESS

The SPEAKER. The Chair declares a
recess until approximately 8:40 o’clock
p.m. this evening, subject to the call of
the Chair. The bells will be rung.

Accordingly (at 12 o'clock and 21 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess sub-
ject to the call of the Chair.

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker at 8
o’clock and 48 minutes p.m.

JOINT SESSION OF THE HOUSE AND
SENATE HELD PURSUANT TO THE
PROVISIONS OF HOUSE CONCUR-
RENT RESOLUTION NO. 77 TO
HEAR AN ADDRESS BY THE PRESI-
DENT OF THE UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER of the House presided.

The Doorkeeper, Hon. William M,
Miller, announced the Vice President and
Members of the U.S. Senate who entered
the Hall of the House of Representatives,
the Vice President taking the chair at
the right of the Speaker, and the Mem-
bers of the Senate the seats reserved for
them.

The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints as
members of the committee on the part
of the House to escort the President of
the United States into the Chamber the
gentleman from Oklahoma, Mr. ALBERT;
the gentleman from Louisiana, Mr.
Boees; the gentleman from New York,
Mr. CELLER; the gentleman from Texas,
Mr. Patman; the gentleman from Texas,
Mr. MauON; the gentleman from Michi-
gan, Mr. GeraLp R. Forp; the gentleman
from Illinois, Mr. ARENDS; the gentleman
from Texas, Mr. BusH; and the gentle-
man from Texas, Mr. PRICE.

The VICE PRESIDENT. On the part
of the Senate the Chair appoints as mem-
bers of the committee of escort the Sena-
tor from Georgia, Mr. RusseLL; the Sena-
tor from Montana, Mr. MansrFIELD; the
Senator from Massachusetts, Mr. KEN-
NEpY; the Senator from West Virginia,
Mr. Byrp; the Senator from Louisiana,
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Mr. ELLenpER; the Senator from Illinois,
Mr. DirgseN; the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania, Mr, Scort; the Senator from Ver-
mont, Mr. Amken; the Senator from
North Dakota, Mr. YouNeg; and the Sena-
tor from Colorado, Mr. ALLOTT.

The Doorkeeper announced the am-
bassadors, ministers, and chargés d'af-
faires of foreign governments.

The ambassadors, ministers, and
chargés d’affaires of foreign govern-
ments entered the Hall of the House of
Representatives and took the seats re-
served for them.

The Doorkeeper announced the Chief
Justice of the United States and the As-
sociate Justices of the Supreme Court.

The Chief Justice of the United States
and the Associate Justices of the Su-
preme Court entered the Hall of the
House of Representatives and took the
seats reserved for them in front of the
Speaker’'s rostrum.

The Doorkeeper announced the Cabi-
net of the President of the United States.

The members of the Cabinet of the
President of the United States entered
the Hall of the House of Representatives
and took the seats reserved for them in
front of the Speaker’s rostrum.

At 9 o'clock and 2 minutes p.m., the
Doorkeeper announced the President of
the United States.

The President of the United States, es-
corted by the committee of Senators and
Representatives, entered the Hall of the
House of Representatives, and stood at
the Clerk’s desk.

[Applause, the Members rising.]

The SPEAKER. My distinguished col-

leagues in the Congress, I have the high
privilege and the distinet honor not only
officially but personally to me of present-
ing to you the President of the United
States.

[Applause, the Members rising.]

THE STATE OF THE UNION—AD-
DRESS BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO. 91-1)

The PRESIDENT. Thank you very
much. Mr, Speaker, Mr, President, Mem-
bers of the Congress and my fellow
Americans, for the sixth and the last
time, I present to the Congress my assess-
ment of the State of the Union.

I shall speak to you tonight about
challenge and opportunity, about the
commitments that all of us have made
together that will, if we carry them out,
give America our best chance to achieve
the kind of a great society that we all
want.

Every President lives, not only with
what is, but with what has been, and
what could be.

Most of the great events in his Presi-
dency are parts of a larger sequence ex-
tending back through several years and
extending back through several other
administrations.

Urban unrest, poverty, pressures on
welfare, education of our people, law
enforcement and law and order, the con-
tinuing crisis in the Middle East, the con-
flict in Vietnam, the dangers of nuclear
war, the great difficulties of dealing with
the Communist powers, all have this
much in common.

They and their causes, the causes that
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gave rise to them, all of these have existed
with us for many years. Several Presi-
dents have already sought to try to deal
with them. One or more Presidents will
try to resolve them or try to contain
them in the years that are ahead of us.

But if the Nation’s problems are con-
tinuing, so are this great Nation's assets:
our economy, the democratic system, our
sense of exploration, symbolized most re-
cently by the wonderful flight of the
Apollo 8 in which all Americans took
great pride, and the good common sense
and sound judgment of the American
people and their essential love of justice.

‘We must not ignore our problems. But
neither should we ignore our strengths.
Those strengths are available to sustain
a President of either party, to support
his progressive efforts, both at home and
overseas.

Unfortunately, the departure of an
administration does not mean the end of
the problems that this administration
has faced. The effort to meet the prob-
lems must go on, year after year, if the
momentum that we have all mounted
together in these past years is not to be
lost.

Although the struggle for progressive
change is continuous, there are times
when a watershed is reached—when
there is—if not really a break with the
past—at least the fulfillment of many
of its oldest hopes, and a stepping forth
into a new environment to seek new
goals.

And I think the past five years have
been such a time. We have finished a
major part of the old agenda. Some of
the laws we wrote have already, in front
of our eyes, taken on the flesh of achieve-
ment.

Medicare, that we were unable to pass
for so many years, is now a part of Amer-
ican life. Voting rights, and the voting
booth, that we debated so long back in
the '50s—and the doors to public serv-
ice—are open at last to all Americans,
regardless of their color. Schools and
school children all over America tonight
are receiving Federal assistance to go to
good schools, and pre-school education
Head Start is already here to stay, and I
think so are the Federal programs that
tonight are keeping more than a million
and a half of our cream of our young
people in the colleges and universities
of this country.

Part of the American earth—not only
In a description on a map, but in the
reality of our shores and our hills and
our parks and our forests and our moun-
tains—has been permanently set aside
for the American public and for their
benefit, and there is more that is going
to be set aside before this administration
ends.

Five million Americans have been
trained for jobs in new Federal pro-
grams—and I think it is most important
that we all realize tonight that this na-
tion is close to full employment, with less
unemployment than we have had at any
time in almost 20 years—and that is not
in theory—that is in fact. Tonight the
unemployment rate is down to 3.3%. The
number of jobs has grown by more than
812 million in the last five years—and
that is more than in all the preceding
twelve years.
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These achievements completed the full
cycle—from idea to enactment, and
finally to a place In the lives of citizens
all across this country.

I wish it were possible to say that
everything that this Congress and the
Administration achieved during this
period had already completed that eycle,
but a great deal of what we have com-
mitted needs additional funding to be-
come a tangible realization.

Yet, the very existence of those com-
mitments—those promises to the Amer-
ican people made by this Congress and
by the Executive Branch of the govern-
ment are achievements in themselves
and the failure to carry through on our
commitments would be tragedy for this
nation.

This much is certain: no one man or
group of men made these commitments
alone. Congress and the Executive
Branch with their checks and balances
reasoned together and finally wrote them
into the law of the land. They now have
all the moral force that the American
political system can summon when it
acts as one.

They express America’s common de-
termination to achieve goals. They imply
action.

In most cases, you have already begun
that action but it is not fully completed,
of course.

Let me speak for a moment about
these commitments, and I am going to
speak in the language that the Congress
itself spoke when it passed these meas-
ures. I am going to quote from your
words.

IMPROVING THE QUALITY OF LIFE

—In 1966 Congress declared that “im-
proving the quality of urban life is the
most eritical domestic problem facing the
United States.” Two years later, it af-
firmed the historic goal of “a decent
home . . . for every American family.”
That is your language,

Now to meet these commitments, we
must increase our support for the Model
Cities program, where blueprints of
change are already being prepared in 150
American cities.

To achieve the goals of the Housing
Act of 1968, which was just passed, we
should begin this year more than 500,000
homes for needy families in the coming
fiscal year. Funds are provided in the
new budget to do this, And this is al-
most ten times, ten times the average
rate of the past ten years.

Our cities and our towns are being
pressed for funds to meet the needs of
their growing populations. I believe an
Urban Development Bank should be
created by the Congress. This Bank could
obtain resources through the issuance of
taxable bonds, and it could lend these
resources at reduced rates to communi-
ties throughout the land for schools,
?ospita.ls, parks, and other public facili-
ies.

INSURING A LIFE OF DIGNITY

—Since the enactment of the Social
Security Act in 1935, Congress has recog-
nized the necessity to “make more ade-
quate provision for aged persons ., . .
maternal and child welfare ... and
public health.”

And that is the words of Congress.
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The time has come, I think, to make it
more adequate and I think we should in-
crease social security benefits, and I am
so recommending.

I am suggesting that there should be
an overall increase in the benefits of at
least 13%. Those who receive only the
minimum of $55 should get $80 a month.

Our nation is rightly proud of its
medical advances, But we should remem-
ber that our country ranks 15th among
the nations of the world in its infant
mortality rate.

I think we should assure decent medi-
cal care for every expectant mother, and
for their children during the first year of
their life in the United States of America.

I think we should protect our children
and their families from the costs of
catastrophic illness.

I think nothing is clearer than the
commitment that Congress made to end
poverty. Congress expressed it well, I
think, in 1964 when they said:

“It is the policy of the United States to
eliminate the paradox of poverty in the
midst of plenty in this nation,” this, the
richest nation in the world.

The anti-poverty program has had
many achievements, and it also has some
failures. But we must not cripple it after
only three years of trying to solve the
human problems that have been with us
and have been building up among us for
generations. I believe the Congress this
year will want to improve the adminis-
tration of the poverty program by re-
organizing portions of it and transferring
them to other agencies. I believe, though,
it will want to continue until we have
broken the back of poverty with the ef-
forts we are now making throughout this
land.

I believe and I hope the next admin-
istration, I believe they believe, is that
the key to suceess in this effort is jobs,
is work for people who want to work. In
the budget for fiscal 1970, I shall recom-
mend a total of $3.5 billion for our job
training programs, and that is five times
as much as we spent in 1964, trying to
prepare Americans so they can work to
earn their own living.

The nation’s commitments in the field
of civil rights began with the Declaration
of Independence. They were extended by
the Thirteenth, and Fourteenth, and
Fifteenth Amendments, and they have
been powerfully strengthened by the en-
actment of three far-reaching civil rights
laws within the past five years that this
Congress in its wisdom passed.

On January the first of this year, the
Fair Housing Act of 1968 covered over
twenty million American homes and
apartments. The prohibition against ra-
cial discrimination in that Act should be
remembered and it should be vigorously
enforced throughout this land.

I believe we should also extend the vital
provisions of the Voting Rights Act for
another five years.

PROTECTING LIFE

In the Safe Streets Act of 1968, Con-
gress determined ““To assist state and
local governments in reducing the inci-
dence of crime.”

This year I am proposing that the Con-
gress provide the full $300 million that
the Congress authorized to do just that.
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And I hope the Congress will put the
money where the authorization is.

I believe this is an essential contribu-
tion to justice and to public order in the
United States. And I hope these grants
can he made to the states and they can be
used effectively to reduce the crime rate
in this country.

But all of this is only a small part of
the total effort that must be made, I
think chiefly by the local governments
throughout the nation, if we expect to
reduce the toll of erime that we all defest.

Frankly, as I leave the office of the
Presidency, one of my greatest disap-
pointments is our failure to secure pas-
sage of a licensing and registration act
for firearms. I think if we had passed
that act, it would have reduced the in-
cidence of crime, and I believe that the
Congress should adopt such a law, and
I hope that it will at a not too distant
date.

IMPROVING GOVERNMENT

In order to meet our long-standing
commitment to make government as effi-
cient as possible, I believe we should re-
organize our postal system along the
lines of the EKappel Report. I hope we
can all agree that public service should
never impose an unreasonable financial
sacrifice on able men and women who
want to serve their country.

So I believe that the recommendations
of the Commission on Executive, Legis-
lative and Judicial Salaries are generally
sound. Later this week I shall submit a
special message which I reviewed with
the leadership this evening containing
a proposal that has been reduced and
has modified the Commission’s recom-
mendation to some extent on the Con-
gressional salaries. For Members of Con-
gress I will recommend a basic com-
pensation not at the $50,000 unanimously
recommended by the Kappel Commission
and the other distinguished Members,
but I shall reduce that $50,000 to $42,500.
And I will suggest that Congress appro-
priate a very small additional allowance
for official expenses so that Members
will not be required to use their salary
increase for essential official business.

I would have submitted the Commis-
sion’s recommendations except that the
advice that I received from the leader-
ship—and you usually are consulted
about matters that affect the Congress—
was that the Congress would not accept
the $50,000 recommendation and if I
expected my recommendation to be seri-
ously considered I should make substan-
tial reductions. That is the only reason
I did not go along with the Kappel report.

In 1967 I recommended to Congress a
fair and impartial random selection sys-
tem for the draft. I submit it again to-
night for your most respectful considera-
tion.

THE MEANS TO MEET OUR COMMITMENTS

I know that all of us recognize that
most of the things we do to meet all of
these commitments I talk about will cost
money. And if we maintain the strong
rate of growth that we have had in this
country in the past eight years, I think we
shall generate the resources that we need
to meet these commitments.

‘We have already been able to increase
our support of major social programs. Al-
though we have heard a lot about not
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being able to do anything on the home
front because of Vietnam, we have been
able in the last five years to increase our
commitments for such things as health
and education from $30 billion in 1964 to
$68 billion in the coming fiscal year. That
is more than double. And that is more
than it has ever been increased in the
188 years of this Republic, notwithstand-
ing Vietnam.

We must continue to budget our re-
sources and budget them responsibly in a
way that will preserve our prosperity and
will strengthen our dollar.

Greater revenues and the reduced Fed-
eral spending required by Congress last
year have changed the budgetary pie-
ture dramatically since last January,
when we made our estimates. At that
time you will remember that we esti-
mated would have a deficit of $8 billion.
Well, I am glad to report to you tonight
that for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1969, this June, we are going to have not
a deficit, but we are going to have a $2.4
billion surplus.

You will receive the budget fomorrow,
that is the budget for the next fiscal year
that begins next July the 1st, which you
will want to examine very carefully in
the days ahead. It will provide a $3.4 bil-
lion surplus.

This budget anticipates the extension
of the surtax that Congress enacted last
year. I have communicated with Presi-
dent-elect Nixon in connection with this
policy and continuing the surtax for the
time being. I want to tell you that both of
us want to see it removed just as soon as
circumstances will permit, but the Presi-
dent-elect has told me that he has con-
cluded that until his Administration and
this Congress can examine the appro-
priation bills and each item in the budget
and can ascertain that the facts justify
permitting the surtax to expire or be re-
duced, he, Mr. Nixon, will support my
recommendation that the surtax be con-
tinued.

Americans, I believe, are united in the
hope that the Paris talks will bring an
early peace to Vietnam. And if our hopes
for an early settlement of the war are
realized, then our military expenditures
can be reduced, and very substantial sav-
ings can be made, to be used for other
desirable purposes as the Congress may
determine.

In any event, I think it is imperative
that we do all we responsibly can to resist
inflation, while maintaining our pros-
perity.

I think all Americans know that our
prosperity is broad and it is deep—that it
has brought record profits—the highest
in our history—record wages—our gross
national product has grown more in the
last five years than in any other period
in our nation's history—our wages have
been the highest, our profits have been
the best—and this prosperity has enabled
millions to escape the poverty that they
would have otherwise had the last few
years.

And I think also you will be very glad
to hear that the Secretary of the Treas-
ury informs me tonight that in 1968 in
our balance of payments we have
achieved a surplus. It appears that we
have, in fact, done better this year than




650

we have done in any year in this re-
gard since the year 1957.
THE QUEST FOR FEACE

The quest for a durable peace has, I
think, absorbed every Administration
since the end of World War II.

It has required us to seek a limitation
of arms races, not only among the
super-powers, but among the smaller
nations as well. We have joined in the
Test Ban Treaty of 1963, the Outer
Space Treaty of 1967, the treaty against
the spread of nuclear weapons in 1968.

And this latter agreement—the Non-
Proliferation Treaty—is now pending in
the Senate and it has been pending
there since last July. In my opinion, de-
lay in ratifying it is not going to be help-
ful to the cause of peace. America took
the lead in negotiating this treaty, and
America should now take steps to have
it approved at the earliest possible date.

And until a way can be found to
scale down the level of arms among the
superpowers, mankind cannot view the
future without fear and great appre-
hension. So I believe that we should re-
sume talks with the Soviet Union about
limiting offensive and defensive missile
systems. And I think they would have
already been resumed except for Czech-
oslovakia and our election this year.

It was more than 20 years ago that
we embarked on a program of trying to
aid the developing nations. We knew
then that we could not live in good con-
science as a rich enclave on an earth
that was seething in misery. And during
these years there have been great ad-
vances made under our program, par-
ticularly against want and hunger. And
although we were disappointed at the
appropriations last year—we thought
they were awfully inadequate—this
year I am asking for adequate funds
for economic assistance in the hope that
we can further peace throughout the
world.

I think we must continue to support
efforts in regional cooperation. Among
those efforts, that of Western Europe
has a very special place in America's
concern.

The only course that is going to per-
mit Europe to play the great role, the
world role that its resources permit, is
to go forward to unity. I think America
remains ready to work with a united
Europe, work as a partner, on the basis
of equality.

For the future, the quest for peace I
believe requires that we maintain the
liberal trade policies that have helped
us become the leading nation in world
trade; that we strengthen the interna-
tional monetary system as an instrument
of world prosperity; and that we seek
areas of agreement with the Soviet Union
where the interests of both nations, and
the interests of world peace, are prop-
erly served.

The strained relationship between us
and the world’s leading Communist
power has not ended, especially in the
light of the brutal invasion of Czecho-
slovakia. The totalitarianism is no less
odious to us, because we are able to
reach scme accommodation that re-
duces the danger of world catastrophe.
What we do, we do in the interest of
peace in the world and we earnestly
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hope that time will bring a Russia that
is less afraid of diversity and individual
freedom.

VIETNAM AND THE MIDDLE EAST

The quest for peace tonight continues
in Vietnam, and in the Paris talks.

I regret more than any of you know
it has not been possible to restore peace
to South Vietnam. The prospects I think
for peace are better today than at any
time since North Vietnam began its in-
vasion into its regular forces more than
four years ago. And, the free nations
of Asia know what they were not sure
of at that time, that America cares
about their freedom, and it also cares
about America’s own vital interests in
Asia and throughout the Pacific.

The North Vietnamese know that
they cannot achieve their aggressive pur-
poses by force, There may be hard fight-
ing before a settlement is reached; but
I can assure you it will yield no victory to
the Communist cause.

I cannot speak to you tonight about
Vietnam without paying a very personal
tribute to the men who have carried the
battle out there for all of us, and I have
been honored to be their Commander-
in-Chief. The Nation owes them its un-
stinting support while the battle con-
tinues, and its enduring gratitude when
their service is done.

Finally, the quest for stable peace in
the Middle East goes on in many capi-
tals tonight. America fully supports the
unanimous resolution of the U.N. Se-
curity Council which points the way.
There must be a settlement of the armed
hostility that exists in that region of
the world today. It is a threat not only
to Israel and to all the Arab states, but
it is a threat to every one of us and to
the entire world as well.

A MESSAGE TO CONGRESS

Now, my friends in Congress, I want
to conclude with a few very personal
words to you.

I rejected and rejected and then
finally accepted the congressional leader-
ship’s invitation to come here to speak
this farewell to you in person tonight. I
did that for two reasons. One was philo-
sophical. I wanted to give you my judg-
ment as I saw it on some of the issues
before our nation as I view them before
Ileave.

The other was just pure sentimental.
[ Applause, Members rising.] Most all of
my life as a public official has been spent
here in this building. For thirty-eight
yvears—since I worked on that gallery as
a doorkeeper in the House of Repre-
sentatives—I have known these halls
and I have known most of the men pretty
well who walked them. I know the ques-
tions that you face, I know the con-
flicts that you endure, I know the ideals
that you seek to serve.

I left here first to become Vice Presi-
dent, and then to become—in a moment
of tragedy—the President of the United
States. My term of office has been
marked by a series of challenges both at
home and throughout the world. In
meeting some of these challenges, the
nation has found a new confidence. In
meeting others, it knew turbulence and
doubt, and fear and hate.

Throughout this time, I have been
sustained by my faith in representative
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democracy—a faith that I had learned
here in this Capitol Building as an em-
ployee and as a Congressman, and as a
Senator. I believe deeply in the ultimate
purposes of this nation—described by the
Constitution, tempered by history, em-
bodied in progressive laws, and given
life by men and women who have been
elected to serve their fellow citizens.

For five most demanding years in the
‘White House, I have been strengthened
by the counsel and the cooperation of
two great former Presidents, Harry S.
Truman and Dwight David Eisenhower.
I have been guided by the memory of my
pleasant and close association with the
beloved John F. Kennedy, and with our
greatest modern legislator, Speaker Sam
Rayburn. I have been assisted by my
friend every step of the way, Vice Presi-
dent HuBerT HUMPHREY. I am s0 grateful
that I have been supported daily by the
loyalty of Speaker McCormacKk and
Majority Leader AreerT. I have bene-
fited from the wisdom of Senator MIKE
MANSFIELD, and I am sure I have avoided
many dangerous pitfalls by the good
common sense counsel of the President
Pro Tempore of the Senate, Senator
Ricaarp B. Russern of the State of
Georgia. I have received the most gen-
erous cooperation from the leaders of the
Republican Party in the Congress of the
United States, Senator Dirrsen and
Congressman GEerALD R. Forp, the mi-
nority leader.

No President should ask for more, al-
though I did upon occasion. But few
Presidents have ever been blessed with
so much.

President-elect Nixon in the days
ahead is going to need your understand-
ing, just as I did. He is entitled to have it.
I hope every Member will remember that
the burdens he will bear as our President
will be borne for all of us. Each of us
should try not to increase these burdens
for the sake of narrow personal or parti-
san advantage.

And now it is time to leave.

I hope it may be said, a hundred years
from now, that by working together we
helped to make our country more just,
more just for all of its people—as well as
to insure and guarantee the blessings of
liberty for all of our posterity. That is
what I hope, but I believe that it will be
said that we tried.

Thank you.

[Applause, the Members rising.]

At 9 o'clock and 50 minutes p.m., the
President of the United States, accom-
panied by the commitiee of escort, re-
tired from the Hall of the House of
Representatives.

The Doorkeeper escorted the invited
guests from the Chamber in the follow-
ing order:

The members
Cabinet.

The Chief Justice of the United States
and the Associate Justices of the Su-
preme Court.

The ambassadors, ministers, and
chargés d'affaires of foreign govern-
ments.

of the President's

JOINT SESSION DISSOLVED

The SPEAEKER. The Chair declares
the joint session of the two Houses now
dissolved.
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Accordingly, at 9 o’clock and 56 min-
utes p.m., the joint session of the two
Houses was dissolved.

The Members of the Senate retired to
their Chamber.

The SPEAKER. The House will be
in order.

RESIGNATION FROM THE COM-
MITTEE ON HOUSE ADMINISTRA-
TION

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following resignation from a com-
mittee:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

HousE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., January 14, 1969,
Hon, JoaN W, McCORMACE,
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg. SpEakER: I herewith submit my
resignation from the House Administra-
tion Committee of the House of Representa=-
tives.

Respectfuly,
Sam M. GIBBONS,
U.S. Congressman,

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the
resignation will be accepted.
There was no objection.

MESSAGE OF THE PRESIDENT

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the message of the President of the
United States be referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union and ordered printed.

The motion was agreed to.

SPECIAL: ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. ALBerT, on Thursday, January 16,
for 1 hour; and to revise and extend his
remarks.

Mrs, Svrrivaw, for 10 minutes, today;
to revise and extend her remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter.

Mr. PickLE (at the request of Mr.
CarFerY), for 30 minutes, on January
16; to revise and extend his remarks and
to include extraneous matter. R

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks was granted to:

Mr, DuLskr and to include extraneous
matter in three instances.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Arenps) to extend their
remarks and include extraneous matter:)

Mr. DErwINSKI in three instances.

Mr. Burton of Utah in 10 instances.

Mr, M1zE.

Mr. HUNT.

Mr, FRELINGHUYSEN.

Mr, NELSEN,

Mr. MORSE.

Mr, ScHERLE in two instances.

Mr, ZwacH in two instances.

Mr. McCLORY.

Mr, UTT.

Mr. BroyHILL of Virginia.

(The following Members (at the.re-
quest of Mr. CarFery) and to include
additional matter in that section of the
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Recorp entitled “Extensions of Re-
marks’:)

Mr. OrTinger in two instances.

Mr. RopINO.

Mr. Wirriam D. FORD.

Mr. Danier of Virginia.

Mr. Epwarps of Louisiana.

Mr. RoseNTHAL in three instances.

Mr. O’NEeAL of Georgia in two instances

Mr. BINGHAM.

Mr. MarsH in two instances.

Mr, FLOWERS.

Mr. Tavror in two instances.

Mr. FasceLL in two instances.

Mr, PickLE in two instances.

Mr. PucIinskl in six instances.

Mr. CELLER.

Mr. GonzarLez in three instances.

Mr, Rarick in four instances.

Mr. BRown of California.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr, MonTGOMERY) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. Froop,

Mr. MurprHY of New York.

Mr. FEIGHAN.

Mr. GownzALEZ in three instances.

Mr. DULSKI.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, 1
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 58 minutes p.m.)
the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, January 15, 1969, at 12
o'clock noon.,

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clauses 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as
follows:

215. A letter from the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, transmitting the
findings of the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare with respect to the cov-
erage of drugs under part B of title XVIII
of the Social Security Act, pursuant to the
provisions of section 4056 of the Social Se-
curity Amendments of 1967 (H. Doe. No.
91-43); to the Committee on Ways and
Means and ordered to be printed.

216. A letter from the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, transmitting the
findings of the Department of Health, Edu-
catlon, and Welfare with respect to the es-
tablishment of gquality and cost standards
for drugs for which payments are made un-
der the Soclal Security Amendments of 1967,
pursuant to the provisions of section 405 of
the Social Security Amendments of 1967
(H. Doc. No. 91-44); to the Committee on
Ways and Means and ordered to be printed.

2117. A letter from the president, Gorgas Me-
morial Institute of Tropical and Preventive
Medicine, Inc., transmitting the 40th annual
report of the work and operations of the
Gorgas Memorial Laboratory for fiscal year
1968, pursuant to the provisions of 45 Stat.
491 (22 U.S.C. 278a) (H. Doc. No. 91-10); to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs and or-
dered to be printed.

218. A letter from the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, transmitting a re-
port on the demand for personnel and train-
ing in the field of aging, pursuant to the pro-
visions of Public Law 90-42; to the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor.

219. A letter from the Secretary, Export-
Import Bank of the United States, trans-
mitting a report of the amount of Export-
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Import Bank insurance and guarantees is-
sued in November 1968, in connection with
U.S. exports to Yugoslavia, pursuant to the
provisions of the Export-Import Bank Act of
1945, as amended, and the applicable Presi-
dential determination thereunder, dated May
7. 1968; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

220. A letter from the Comptroller General
of the United States, transmitting the an-
nual report on the activities of the U.S. Gen~
eral Accounting Office during the fiscal year
ended June 30, 1968, pursuant to the provi-
sions of section 312(a) of the Budget and
Accounting Act of 1821; to the Committee on
Government Operations.

221. A letter from the Acting Deputy As-
sistant Secretary of the Interlor, transmitting
a copy of a proposed concession contract
under which ‘Canyon Tours, Inc., will be
authorized to continue to provide concession
facilities and services for the public in Glen
Canyon National Recreation Area, Ariz. and
Utah, for a 30-year period from January 1,
1969, through December 31, 1998, pursuant
to the provisions of 67 Stat. 271, as amended
by 70 Stat. 543; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

222. A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting a certified copy of the
amendments to the regulations governing the
numbering of undocumented vessels (pri-
marily recreational craft), promulgated by
the Commandant, U.S. Coast Guard, and sub-
mitted for publication in the Federal Reg-
ister, pursuant to the provisions of 46 U.S.C.
527d; to the Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisherles.

223. A letter from the Naturalization Serv-
ice, U.8. Department of Justice, transmitting
a report on positions in the Immigration and
Naturalization Service in grades GS-16, GS-
17, and GS-18 during the 1968 calendar year,
pursuant to the provisions of 5 US.C.
6114(a); to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

224. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a draft of proposed legls-
lation to amend section 313 of the act ap-
proved October 27, 1965, as amended (82 Stat.
735); to the Committee on Public Works,

225. A letter from the Secretary of the
Treasury, transmitting the statement of lia-
bilities and other financial commitments of
the U.8. Government as of June 30, 1068,
pursuant to the provisions of section 402,
Public Law 89-800 (80 Stat. 1500); to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXI, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ANNUNZIO:

H.R.3236. A bill to require all insured
banks to clear checks at par; to the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency.

H.R.3237. A bill to guarantee productive
employment opportunities for those who are
unemployed or underemployed; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

H.R.3238. A bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

H.R.3239. A bill to amend the Immigra~
tion and Nationality Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.3240. A bill to provide for improved
employee-management relations in the Fed-
eral service, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

H.R.3241. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to provide that no re-
duction shall be made in old-age benefit
amounts to which a woman is entitled if she
has 120 quarters of coverage; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

H.R.3242. A bill to provide for orderly
trade in iron ore, iron and steel mill prod-
ucts; to the Committee on Ways and Means,
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H.R. 3243. A bill to regulate imports of
milk and dairy products, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

H.R. 3244. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of a mint of the United States at
Chicago, Ill; to the Committee on Public
Works.

H.R. 3245. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a deduction,
for income tax purposes, based on expenses
incurred by the taxpayer for the higher edu-
cation of his children; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

H.R. 3246. A bill to amend the Tariff Sched-
ules of the United States with respect to the
rate of duty on whole skins of mink; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BERRY:

H.R. 3247. A bill to amend the act of De-
cember 11, 1963 (77 Stat. 349); to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. BROOMFIELD:

H.R. 3248. A bill to amend title 10 of the
United States Code to prohibit the assign-
ment of a member of an armed force to
combat area duty if certain relatives of such
member died while serving in the Armed
Forces in Vietnam; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

H.R. 3249. A bill to provide for a national
cemetery at Fort Custer, Mich.; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. BROWN of California:

H.R.3250. A bill to appropriate funds for
the construction of a multilevel parking
facility in connection with the Federal build-
ing, 300 North Los Angeles Street, Los
Angeles, Calif.; to the Committee on Appro-
priations,

H.R.3251. A bill to provide for the issuance
of a special postage stamp to commemorate
the 200th anniversary of the San Gabriel
Mission; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

H.R. 3252. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to assure avallability of rent
supplement payments and food coupons for
certain seriously disabled veterans; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 3253. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of a national cemetery in Los
Angeles County in the State of California;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R.3254. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to establish a Court of Veterans'
Appeals and to prescribe its jurisdiction and
functions; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs.

HR. 3265. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to increase from $600
to $1,200 the personal income tax exemptions
of a taxpayer (including the exemption for a
spouse, the exemptions for a dependent, and
the additional exemptions for old age and
blindness); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 3256. A bill to expand the definition
of deductible moying expenses incurred by
an employee; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. CORMAN:

H.R. 3257. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act to apply an acceptable credit risk
standard for loans to small business con-
cerns in certain high-risk areas; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr, DENNEY :

H.R. 32538. A bill to amend the Consolidated
Farmers Home Administration Act of 1961,
as amended, to provide for insured operating
loans, including loans to low-income farmers
and ranchers, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

H.R.8259. A bill providing for the addi-
tion of the Freeman School to the Homestead
National Monument of America in the State
of Nebraska, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,

HR.3260. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to include a
definition of food supplements, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce,
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By Mr. DENNEY (for himself, Mr.
HunT, and Mr. BROTZMAN) :

H.R.3261. A bill to require the Bureau of
the Budget to submit to the Congress certain
monthly estimates concerning national in-
come and expenditures; to the Committee on
Government Operations.

By Mr. DERWINSKI:

H.R.3262. A bill to provide for the transfer
of income taxes to the States for use for edu-
cational and other purposes without Federal
direction, control, or interference; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

H.ER.3263. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow an incentive
tax credit for a part of the cost of construct-
ing or otherwise providing facilities for the
control of water or air pollution, and to per-
mit the amortization of such cost within a
period of from 1 to 5 years; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FRIEDEL (for himself and Mr.
FALLON) :

H.R. 3264. A bill to amend title II of the
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, to create an in-
dependent Federal Maritime Administration,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. GARMATZ:

H.R. 3265. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to permit the recomputation of
retired pay of certain members and former
members of the Armed Forces; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

Ey Mr. GILBERT:

H.R. 3266. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to permit payment
thereunder, in the case of an individual
otherwise eligible for home health services of
the type which may be provided away from
his home, for the costs of transportation to
and from the place where such services are
provided; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 3267. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to grant an additional
income tax exemption to a taxpayer support-
ing a dependent who is permanently handi-
capped; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 3268. A bill to provide a deduction for
income tax purposes, In the case of a dis-
abled individual, for expenses for transporta-
tion to and from work, and to provide an
additional exemption for income tax purposes
for a taxpayer or spouse who is disabled; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 3269. A bill to amend title IT of the
Soclal Security Act so as to remove the lim-
itation upon the amount of outside income
which an individual may earn while receiving
benefits thereunder, and to provide that full
benefits thereunder, when based upon the
attainment of retirement age, will be payable
to men at age 60 and to women at age 55; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R.38270. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide an addi-
tional income tax exemption to certain
physically handicapped individuals; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 3271. A bill to amend title IV of the
Social Security Act to eliminate the manda-
tory work incentive program for recipients
of ald to families with dependent children
which was added by the Social Security
Amendments of 1967; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

H.R. 3272. A bill to amend the Social Secu-
rity Act to remove the provisions (added in
1967) which limit the number of children
who may receive ald to families with de-
pendent children under title IV and the
families who may be eligible for medical
assistance under title XIX; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

H.R.3273. A bill to exempt inner tubes
from Federal excise tax when used in certain
toys; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GONZALEZ:

H.R. 3274. A bill to amend the Civil Service

Retirement Act, as amended, to provide that
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accumulated sick leave be credited to the
retirement fund or that the Individual be
reimbursed; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

By Mr. JOELSON:

HR.3275. A bill to establish a commis-
slon to plan a permanent memorial to the
Reverend Martin Luther King, Jr.; to the
Committee cn House Administration,

HR.3276. A bill to amend the Communi-
catlons Act of 1934 in order to impose a li-
cense fee on radio and television broadcast-
ing licensees in an amount equal to 1 per-
centum of their gross receipts; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. JOHNSON of California:

H.R. 3277. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to construct, operate, and
maintain the Cosumnes River division, Cen-
tral Valley project, California, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. KYROS:

H.R.3278. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to increase from $600
to $1,200 the personal income tax exemptions
of a taxpayer (including the exemption for
a spouse, the exemptions for a dependent,
and the additional exemptions for old age
and blindess); to the Commmittee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. McFALL:

H.R.3279. A bill to amend section 2(3),
section B8e(2), and section Bc(6) (I) of the
Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of
1937, as amended; to the Committee on Agri-
culture,

By Mr. NATCHER :

H.R.3280. A bill to provide for orderly
trade in iron ore, iron and steel mill pro-
ducts; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr, NICHOLS:

H.R.3281. A bill to modify the reporting
requirement and establish additional income
exclusions relating to pension for veterans
and their widows, to liberalize the bar to
payment of benefits to remarried widows of
veterans, to liberalize the oath requirement
for hospitalization of veterans, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs.

H.R,3282. A bill to provide for orderly
trade in textile articles; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr, OTTINGER:

H.R.3283. A bill to amend the act of Oc-
tober 3, 1965; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.R. 3284. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.3285. A bill to facllitate the entry into
the United States of allens who are brothers
or sisters of U.S. citizens, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.3286. A bill to provide for posting in-
formation in post offices with respect to reg-
istration and voting, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service,

By Mr. PERKINS:

H.R.3287. A bill to amend title IT of the
Boclal Security Act to increase all benefits
thereunder by 20 percent, and to provide that
full benefits (when based on attainment of
retirement age) will be payable to both men
and women at age 60; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

H.R.3288. A bill to provide for orderly trade
in iron and steel mill products; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 3289. A bill to provide for orderly trade
in iron ore, iron and steel mill products;
to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. PERKINS (for himself, Mrs,
GreEN of Oregon, Mr THoMPSON of
New Jersey, Mr. DeEnT, Mr, PUCINSKI,
Mr. Dawiers of New Jersey, Mr.
BrapEMAS, Mr. O'Hara, Mr. CAReY,
Mr. HawkginNs, Mr. WiLriam D. Forb,
Mr., HATHAWAY, Mrs, MINg, Mr.
SCHEUER, Mr. MEgeps, Mr. BuRToN of
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California, and Mr. ReEm of New
York) :

H.R.3280. A bill to promote health and
safety in the bullding trades and construc-
tion industry in all Federal and federally fi-
nanced or federally assisted construction
projects; to the Committee on Education and
Labor,

By Mr. PICKLE:

H.R.3291. A bill to permit the donation of
surplus agricultural commodities to certain
nonprofit organizations serving American
servicemen; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. REID of New York:

H.R.3292. A bill to extend the executive
reorganization provisions of title 5, United
States Code, for an additional 2 years, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Government Operations.

By Mr. REUSS:

HR. 3293. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to make additional im-
migrant visas available for immigrants from
certain foreign countries, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judieciary.

By Mr. RIVERS:

H.R.3204. A bill to incorporate the Fleet
Reserve Association; to the Committee on the
Judleiary.

By Mr. SCHEUEER (for himself, Mr,
AppaBBo, Mr, BincHAaM, Mr. BUrTON,
of California, Mrs, CHisHOLM, Mr.
CoHELAN, Mr. Epwarps of California,
Mr. FARBSTEIN, Mr. FRIEDEL, Mr.
GILBERT, Mr. HALPERN, Mr. HatH-
AWAY, and Mr. HAWKINS) :

H.R. 3295. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of a Commission on Afro-American
History and Culture; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. SCHEUER (for himself, Mr.
KocH, Mr. McCARTHY, Mr., MIigva,
Mr, MOORHEAD, Mr, Morse, Mr. Nix,
Mr. PopeLy, Mr. REmp of New York,
Mr. Reuss, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr.
Ryan, Mr. TIERNAN, and Mr.
WHALEN) :

H.R. 3296. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of a Commission on Afro-American
History and Culture; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr, SIKES:

H.R.3297. A bill to assist the State of
Florida and certain property owners in re-
solving problems of land ownership and use
of the former Naval Live Oak Reservation
property in Gulf Breeze, Fla., and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. TAYLOR:

H.R.3298. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide for the inclusion in
the computation of accredited service of cer-
tain periods of service rendered States or
Instrumentalities of States, for the purpose
of computing a civil service annuity, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr, TEAGUE of Texas:

H.R.3299. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code in order to provide pen-
slons for children of Mexican War veterans;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R.3300. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code in order to clarify the
duties of the Administrator of Veterans' Af-
fairs with respect to the training of health
service personnel; to the Committee on Vet-
erans' Affairs.

H.R.3301. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to provide increased de-
pendency and indemnity compensation to
widows in need of the regular aid and at-
tendance of another person; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R.3302. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to provide that amounts
inherited from bank accounts jointly or sep-
arately owned shall not count as income for
death or disability pension or for depend-
ency and indemnity compensation; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.
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H.R.3303. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to provide that progres-
sive muscular atrophy developing a 10 per-
cent or more degree of disability within 7
years after separation from actlve service
during a period of war shall be presumed to
be service connected; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 3304. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to restore entitlement to
benefits on termination of a widow's remar-
riage; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 3305. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to increase the amount payable
on burial and funeral expenses; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 3306. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to permit the furnishing
of benefits to certain veterans conditionally
discharged or released from active military,
naval, or alr service; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 3307. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to provide a monthly
clothing allowance to certaln veterans who,
because of a service-connected disabllity,
regularly wear a prosthetic appliance or ap-
pliances which causes exceptional wear or
tear of clothing; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

H.R. 3308. A bill to amend section 4001 of
title 38, United States Code, to prescribe
qualifications for members of the Board of
Veterans' Appeals, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R.3309. A bill to amend chapter 61 of
title 38 of the United States Code in order
to prohibit abuses in the solicitation of
contributions in the name of veterans, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas (by request) :

H.R. 3310. A bill to amend section 3203 of
title 38, United States Code, to provide that
veterans entitled to pension who are being
maintained in State homes shall receive pen-
slon at the rate of $30 per month; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R.3311. A bill to amend title 38 of the
Unilted States Code to limit the authority of
the Veterans' Administration and the Bu-
reau of the Budget with respect to construc-
tion, acquisition, or alteration of veterans’
hospitals and the closing of such hospitals;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 3312. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to provide legal defense
for employees of the Veterans' Administra-
tion who are sued for acts or omissions with-
in the scope of their employment; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 3313. A bill to prohibit the processing
of stale claims for special dividends by the
Veterans' Administration; to the Committee
on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 3314. A bill to liberalize the provisions
of title 38, United States Code, relating to
the reinstatement and renewal of term poli-
cies of national service and U.S. Government
life insurance; to the Committee on Veter-
ans' Affalrs.

H.R. 3315. A bill to authorize the use by
policyholders of the cash surrender value or
the proceeds of a matured endowment policy
of U.S. Government or national service life
insurance to purchase annuities; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 3316, A bill to limit the Administra-
tor's authority to adjust premium rates on
insurance issued under section T25(b) of
title 38, United States Code, and to author-
ize the payment of dividends on such in-
surance after 5 years; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 3317. A bill to amend chapter 39 of
title 38, United States Code, to increase the
assistance payable by the Administrator of
Veterans' Affairs toward the purchase price
of specially equipped automobiles for dis-
abled veterans; to the Committee on Veter-
ans' Affairs.

H.R.3318. A bill to amend title 38, United
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SBtates Code, to provide that certain special
hand or foot controls for automobiles shall
be considered to be prosthetic appliances;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 3319. A bill to amend chapter 73 of
title 38, United States Code, to credit physi-
cians and dentists in the Department of
Medicine and Surgery of the Veterans' Ad-
ministration with certain service for retire-
ment purposes; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

H.R.3320. A bill to amend title 38, United
Btates Code, In order to credit physicians
and dentists with 20 or more years of service
in the Veterans' Administration with certain
service for retirement purposes, to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R.3321. A bill to amend chapter 73 of
title 38, United States Code, to make a
career in the Department of Medicine and
Surgery more attractive; to the Committee
on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 3322. A bill to liberalize the provisions
of title 38, United States Code, relating to
the reinstatement and renewal of term poli-
cles of national service and U.S. Govern-
ment life insurance; to authorize policy-
holders to purchase annuities with the cash
surrender value or the proceeds of a matured
endowment policy of such insurance; and
to prohibit the payment of certaln stale
claims by the Veterans' Administration; to
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R.3323. A bill to amend chapter 18 of
title 38 of the United States Code to permit
the Ineclusion of provislons providing for
double indemnity for accidental death in
national service life insurance policies, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs.

H.R. 3324. A bill to amend section 111(a)
of title 38, United States Code, to increase
the rate of reimbursement of travel author-
ized Veterans' Administration beneficlaries,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas (for himself
and Mr. Brown of California) (by
request) :

H.R.3325. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to relieve certain persons from
filing the annual income questionnaire in
connection with non-service-connected
pensions; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs.

H.R. 3326. A bill to liberalize certain eli-
gibility requirements for payment of bene-
fits to widows of veterans under title 38,
United States Code; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. TUNNEY:

H.R.3327. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to permit the recomputation of
retired pay of certaln members and former
members of the Armed Forces; to the Com=-
mittee on Armed Services.

H.R. 3328. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to approve an agreement
entered into by the Soboba Band of Mission
Indians releasing a claim against the Metro-
politan Water District of Southern Call-
fornia and Eastern Municipal Water Dis-
trict, California, and to provide for con-
struction of a water distribution system and
a water supply for the Soboba Indian Res=-
ervation; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

H.R. 3329. A bill to create in the Executive
Office of the President a Council of Eco-
logical Advisers; to the Commitiee on Science
and Astronautics.

By Mr. VANIK (for himself, Mr. BeTTsS,
Mr. Morcan, Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr. AsH-
BROOK, Mr. Bow, Mr. BrownN of Ohio,
Mr. BUCHANAN, Mr. Crancy, Mr.
CouGHLIN, Mr. Forton of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. Harsza, Mr. Hays, Mr.
LaTTa, Mr. LuxEns, Mr. McCuLLOCH,
Mr, MinNsHALL, Mr, Mmrer of Ohlo,
Mr. MooRHEAD, Mr. MosHER, Mr. NIx,
Mr. RooNEY of Pennsylvania, Mr.
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Ruepe, Mr. Savior, and Mr. StaN-
TON) 2

H.R. 28330. A bill to provide for orderly
trade in iron ore, iron and steel mill prod-
ucts; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. VANIE (for himself, Mr.
Sroxes, and Mr. WILLIAMS) :

HR. 8331. A bill to provide for orderly
trade in iron ore, iron and steel mill prod-
ucts; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WYATT:

H.R. 3332. A bill to provide for orderly
trade in iron and steel mill products; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ZWACH:

H.R. 3333. A bill to Increase the efficiency
of, and eliminate political activity In, the
Post Office Department by revising the terms
of office of the Postmaster General and other
top officers thereof, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

By Mr. BERRY:

H.R.3334. A Dbill to place In trust status
certain lands on the Standing Rock Siloux
Indian Reservation in North Dekota and
Bouth Dakota; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. CABELL:

H.R.3335. A bill o make it a crime to in-
duce, through fraud or misrepresentation,
any person to travel in interstate commerce
for educational purposes; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CARTER:

HR.8336. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide for the estab-
lishment of & National Lung Institute; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. CLARK :

HR.3337. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to include a
definition of food supplements, and for other

; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. CONYERS (for himself, Mr.
AnnumzIo, Mr. BRoww of California,
Mr. BusroN of California, Mrs.
CHisHOLM, Mr. Cray, Mr. Eb-
warps of California, Mr. FARBSTEIN,
Mr, Fraser, Mr. GiLeerT, Mr. GoN-
ZALEZ, Mr. HaLPERN, Mr. HELSTOSKI,
Mr. EAsTENMETER, Mr. LOWENSTEIN,
Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr., Mmxva, Mr,
MooRHEAD, Mr. Popenn, Mr. REUSS,
Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr., RoOYBAL, Mr,
Ryawn, Mr. SToxEes, and Mr. CHARLES
H. Wisow) :

H.R.3338. A bill to assure to every Ameri-
can a full opportunity to have adequate em-
ployment, housing, and education, free from
any discrimination on account of race, color,
religion, or national origin, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

By Mr. CONYERS (for himself, Mr.
EckHARDT, Mr. O'NemL of Massachu-
setts, Mr. OTTINGER, Mr. REm of New
York, and Mr. THOMPsON of New
Jersey) :

H.R. 3339. A bill to assure to every Amerl-
can a full opportunity o have adequate em-
ployment, housing, and education, free from
any discrimination on account of race, color,
religion, or mational origin, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

By Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin:

H.R. 3340. A bill to provide for a device for
recording and counting votes in the House of
Representatives; to the Committee on House
Administration.

By Mr. GILBERT:

H.R. 3341. A bill to authorize withholding,
for purposes of the ineome tax imposed by
certain cities, on the compensation of Fed-
eral employees; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. HEBERT:

H.R. 3342, A bill to amend titles 10 and 32,
United States Code, to authorize additional
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medical and dental care and other related
benefits for reservists and members of the
National Guard, under certain conditions,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Armed Bervices.

By Mr. LEGGETT:

H.R.3343. A bill to amend chapter 55 of
title 10 to provide additional dental care for
dependents of active duty members of the
uniformed services; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

HR.3344. A blll to amend the Public
Health Service Act to establish the position
of chief veterinary officer of the service and
provide for the rank of Assistant Surgeon
General for said position; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. LEGGETT (for himself, Mr.
Hocan, and Mr, HUNGATE) &

H.R. 3345. A bill to promote fair competi~
tion amoeng prime contractors and subcon-
tractors and to prevent bid peddling on pub-
lic waorks contracits by requiring persons sub-
mitting bids on those contracts to specify
certain subcontractors who will assist in
carrying them out; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. TAYLOR:

H.R. 3346. A Dill to amend chapter 44 of
title 18, United States Code, to exempt am-
munition from Federal regulation under the
Gun Control Act of 1968; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. VANIK :

HR.3347. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit
against the individual income tax for ex-
penses incurred in providing education and
training for mentally retarded or physically
handicapped chlldren; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. ANNUNZIO:

‘H.J.Res. 245. Joint resolution to provide
for the designation of the second week of
May of each year as “National School SBafety
Patrol Week™; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.J. Res. 246. Joint resolution authorizing
the President to proclaim annually the week
including February 14 (the birthday of
Frederick Douglass) as “Afro-American His-
tory Week™; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. ASPINALL (for himself, Mr.
Sayror, Mr. Harxy, NMr. Sxuerrz, Mr,
EpmonpsoN, Mr. Bourron of Utah,
Mr, Tavror, Mr., MorTOoN, Mr. JoHN-
son of California, Mr. Ky, Mr. Fo-
1Yy, Mr. StTEIGER 0of Arizona, Mr,
WarTE, Mr. McCLure, Mr. Keg, and
Mr. EKazZEN) :

H.J. Res. 247. Joint resclution relating to
the administration of the national park sys-
tem; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

By Mr. UTT:

H.J. Res. 248. Joint resolution to provide
for the resumption of trade with Rhodesia;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs

By Mr. ANNUNZIO:

H.Con. Res. 80. Concurrent resolution to
express the sense of Congress against the
persecution of persons by Soviet Russia be-
cause of their religion; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

H. Con. Res. Bl1. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress with re-
spect to the incorporation of Latvia, Lithu-
ania, and Estonia into the Unlon of Soviet
Socialist Republics; to the Commiitee on
Foreign Affairs,

By Mr. CABELL:

H. Con. Res. 82. Concurrent resolution des-
ignating October 6 of each year as “German-
American Day"; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr: DENNEY:

H. Con. Res. 83. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress with re-
spect to certain proposed regulations of the
Food and Drug Administration relating to
the labeling and content of diet foods and
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diet supplements; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Forelgn Commerce.
By Mr, DERWINSEI:

H. Con. Res. 84. Concurrent resolution to
express the sense of Congress with respect
to an investigation and study to determine
the potential of railroad passenger and mail
transportation In the United States; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. TUNNEY (for himself, Mr. Ap-
AMs, Mr. BiesTer, Mr. Brock, Mr.
Brown of Michigan, Mr. CLEVELAND,
Mr. EcksarpT, Mr. Epwarps of Call-
fornia, Mr. FurToNn of Pennsylvania,
Mr, Giammo, Mr. HALFERN, Mr, Han-
NA, Mr. HarEAwAY, Mr. Hicks, Mr,
HorToN, Mr. Jornson of California,
Mr, LEGGETT, Mr. LUEENS, Mr. MAIL-
LIARD, Mr, McFarLr, Mr. Mixva, Mr.
Mrze, Mr. Morsg, and Mr, Moss) :

H. Con. Res. 85. Concurrent resolution call-
ing upon the President to terminate foreign
direct investment controls; to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. TUNNEY (for himself, Mr.
OTTINGER, Mr. PaTTEN, Mr. PERKINS,
Mr. Pryor of Arkansas, Mr. ROSEN-
THAL, Mr. RorH, Mr, Sr. OngE, Mr.
TeAGUE of California, Mr. THOMPSON
of New Jersey, Mr. Urr, Mr. WHALEN,
and Mr. WinLiams) :

H. Con. Res. B6. Concurrent resolution
calling upon the President to terminate for-
eign direct Investment controls; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. ANNUNZIO:

H. Res. 125. Resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives with
respect to the establishment of permanent
peace in the Middle East; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs,

By Mr. DENNEY (for himself,
HunT, and Mr. BROTZMAN) :

H. Res, 126. Resolution amending the
Rules of the House of Representatives to
provide that each public bill or resolution
introduced in the House of Representatives
shall contain an estimate of the cost to the
Federal Government, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Rules,

By Mr. POAGE:

H., Res. 127. Resolution to authorize in-
vestigations by the Committee on Agricul-
ture; to the Committee on Rules.

Mr.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ABBITT:

H.R.8348. A hill for the relief of the estate
of Pierre Samuel du Pont Darden; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. ADDABBO:

HR.3349. A bill for the relief of Maria Con-
chita R. Agcaoili; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.33850. A bill for the relief of Guiseppe
Birardi; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R. 3351. A bill for the relief of Luigl
Pedrotti; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

HR. 8352. A bill for the relief of Nicola
QGagliardi; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R. 3353. A bill for the relief of Theofanis
Eoutsiaftis: to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

HR. 3354. A bill for the relief of Calogero,
Maria, and minor child, Fabio Lauria; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R. 3355. A bill for the relief of Dr. Shama
Sunder Rao; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 3356. A bill for the reliel of Marla Ann
Margarete Schupp; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. ANNUNZIO:

HR. 3357. A billl for the relief of Gluseppe

Pileggl; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. BARING:

H.R. 3358. A bill for the relief of the
McCarran Ranch; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. BATES:

H.R. 3359. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Maria De Simone; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. BINGHAM:

H.R. 3360. A bill for the relief of Dr. Olga
J. Agbayani Asar and Dr. Sedat All Asar; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.3361. A bill for the relief of Shyrill
Burton; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.3362. A bill for the relief of Rita
Elizabeth Clarke; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

H.R.3363. A bill for the relief of Zorah
Veronica Clarke; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

H.R.3364. A bill for the relief of John
Faughnan; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.R. 3365. A blll for the relief of Wei Lian
Lee; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 3366. A Lill for the relief of Melba
Nunez; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 3367. A bill for the rellef of Richard
Joseph O'Callahan; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.3368. A bill for the relief of Sara Par-
obkiewitz; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

H.R. 3369. A bill for the relief of Dr. Golla-
mudi Ramachander, Mrs, Devasena Ramach-
ander and Subbarao Ramachander; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.3370. A bill for the relief of Eftihia
Tsavalou; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.38371. A bill for the relief of Ruby S.
Woodley; to the Committee on the Judiciary,

By Mr. BOLAND:

H.R. 3372. A bill for the relief of Genowefa
Libersa Budzyna; to the Committee on Judi-
clary.

HR. 3373. A bill for the relief of Giuseppe
Delina; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R. 3374. A bill for the relief of Lesvia
M. Doukellis; to the Committee on the Ju-
diclary.

H.R. 3375. A bill for the relief of Dr. Esmat
M. El-Maayergy; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 3376. A bill for the rellef of Maria da
Conceicao Evaristo; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 3377. A bill for the relief of Frank
Kleinerman; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.R. 3378. A bill for the relief of Donald P.
Lariviere; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.3379. A bill for the relief of Sfc. Pat-
rick Marratto, U.S. Army (retired); to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R. 3380. A bill for the relief of Joseph J.
Morris; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.3381. A bill for the relief of Ahuva
Ovadia; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.3382. A bill for the relief of Anlello
Peluso; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R. 3383. A bill for the relief of Alberigo
Romeo; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BRAY:

H.R.3384. A bill for the relief of Chun-
Ying Sa; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. BROWN of California:

HR.3385. A bill for the relief of Lauro
Alfonso Ochoa Gonzalez; to the Committee
on the Judiclary.

H.R. 3386. A bill for the relief of Hyung
Sook Lee; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts:

H.R,. 3387. A bill for the relief of Manuel
Vieira Andrade, Jr., to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.R.3388. A bill for the relief of Elsa T.
Arce and Esther T, Arce; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

H.R. 3389. A bill for the relief of Domenico
Calderone and Carmela Magazzu Calderone;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

HR.3390. A bill for the relief of Dong
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Ping Chin; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

H.R.3391. A bill for the relief of Giuseppe
A, Cicoria; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.R. 3392. A bill for the relief of Manlio
DeGrandis; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

H.R. 3393. A bill for the relief of Catherine
A. Gallagher and Annie E. Gallagher; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 3394. A bill for the relief of Antonlo
Giacobbe; to the Committee on the Judici-

ary.

H.R. 3395. A bill for the relief of Vincenzo
Guarino; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 3396. A bill for the relief of Jose Men-
doza Lalinde; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

H.R. 3397. A bill for the rellef of Hernan
Lalinde Mendoza; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

H.R. 3398. A bill for the relief of Sebastiano
Patti, Maria Rita Repici Patti, and Frances-
co Patti; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

HR.33089. A bill for the relief of Antonino
Venuto; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. BURTON of California:

H.R. 3400. A bill for the relief of Alezandros
Goumas; to the Committee on the Judicliary.

HR.3401. A bill for the relief of Ada G.
Morco; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R.3402. A bill for the rellef of Aida
Santos Reyes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

H.R. 3403. A bill for the relief of Ruth Dela
Cruz Sloson; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

H.R. 3404. A bill for the relief of Luis Al-
berto Solarl; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. CABELL:

H.R.3405. A bill for the relief of certain

aliens; to the Committee on the Judicliary.
By Mrs. CHISHOLM:

H.R. 3406. A bill for the relief of Angelina
Elida Matthews; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. CONTE:

H.R. 3407. A bill for the rellef of George
Fouad Akrouche; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 3408.
Samir SBemaan;
Judiciary.

By Mr. DANIEL of Virginia:

H.R. 3409. A bill for the relief of Miss I.

Pang Ho; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. DELANEY:

H.R.3410. A bill for the relief of Elda
Ananyan; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 3411. A bill for the relief of Salvatore
Barone, Domitilla Barone, and Josephine
Barone; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 2412. A bill for the rellef of Liya
Hirina Bernaht; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 3413. A bill for the relief of Salvatore
Colco, Vincenza Colco, Francesca Colce, and
Luigl Coico; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

H.R.3414. A bill for the relief of George
Filipopoulos; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

H.R.3415. A bill for the relief of Carmela
Pitruzzella; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

H.R.3416. A bill for the relief of Helen
Tziminadls; to the Committee on the Ju-
diclary.

By Mr. DELLENBACK:

HR.3417. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Gracla Trias Digal; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. DOWNING::

H.R.3418. A bill for the rellef of Francis
M. Rogallo and Gertrude S. Rogallo; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DULSKI (by request):

H.R. 3419. A Dbill for the relief of Saad All
Mohamed Ahmed; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

H.R. 3420. A bill for the relief of Barbara
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I. Erzewicka; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 3421. A bill for the relief of Dr. Oscar
H. Piedad; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. FALLON:

HR. 3422. A bill for the relief of Dr.
Ebhrain Barzaga; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 3423. A bill for the rellef of Dr. Adolf
Stafl, his wife, Jaroslava BuManova Stafl,
and their minor children, Jan Stafli and
Zdenek Stafl; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. FRASER:

H.R. 3424, A bill for the relief of Alberto
Aranibar-Zerpa; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 3425. A bill for the relief of Pablo and
Magdalena Paragas; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. GILBERT:

H.R. 3426. A bill for the rellef of Vito Bar-
resi; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 3427. A bill for the relief of Gluseppe
Rocco; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. HALPERN:

H.R. 3428. A bill for the relief of Jadwiga
Adamkiewlcz; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

H.R. 3429. A bill for the relief of Luis Bar-
bato Alvarado; to the Committee on the Ju-
diclary.

H.R. 3430. A bill for the relief of Daniela
Auerbach; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.R. 3431. A bill for the relief of Pauline
Bujnovska; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

H.R. 3432. A bill for the rellief of Falicitas
B. Burgonio; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

H.R.3433. A bill for the relief of Antonio
Demonte; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

H.R.3434. A bill for the relief of Emerita
Dinglas; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R.3435. A bill for the relief of Amelia
Garcia; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 3436. A bill for the relief of Matyas
Hunyadi; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 3437, A bill for the relief of Hee Sook
Eim; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 3438. A hill for the relief of Salvatore
Micell and Santa Maria Rita Miceli; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R. 3439. A bill for the relief of Virginia O.
Olympia; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 3440. A bill for the relief of Muammer
Onguner, her son, Erol Onguner, and her
granddaughter, Yasemin Onguner; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

HR. 3441. A bill for the rellef of Raquel
Maria Pellegrini; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 3442. A blll for the rellef of Juan
Peral; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 3443. A bill for the rellef of Evanthia
Psichopedas; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.R. 3444. A bill for the relief of Dr. Pacif-
ico C. Ramon, Jr., and his wife, Marla Luisa
Ramon; to the Committee on the Judiciary,

H.R. 3445. A Dbill for the rellef of Mrs,
Rosario Rodriguez; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 3446. A bill for the rellef of Dr, Jose
Sarabia, his wife, Maria Teresa Sarabia, and
their son, Jose S. Sarabla; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

H.R. 3447. A bill for the relief of Francesco
Scatigno; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

HR. 3448. A bill for the rellef of Mary
Seferian; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 3449. A bill for the rellef of Vassiliki
Vacalopoulou; to the Committee on the
Judiciary,

HR.3450. A bill for the relief of Leonor
Valmores; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

H.R. 3451. A bill for the rellef of Bernar-
dino Ventura, to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.
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HR.3452. A blll for the relief of Rosa
Vexelman; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

H.R. 3453, A Dbill for the relief of Zofia
Wojcik; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R,34564. A bill for the relief of Mario"

Michele Zito;
Judiciary.
By Mr. HANLEY :

H.R.3455. A billl for the relief of Gaetano
Di Marco, Benedetta Di Marco, and Gustavo
D1l Marco, husband and wife, and minor
child; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.3456. A bill for the relief of SBerglo
Petrucci; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.R.3457. A bill for the relief of Alice
Pua; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 3458. A bill for the Telief of Saverio
Tassone; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 3459, A bill for the rellef of Lorenzo
Vittore; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

HR.3460. A bill for the relief of Wen-
Yuan-Yu; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. HAWKINS:

H.R.3461. A bill for the relief of Ber-
nardine McSweaney Cannon; fto the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mrs. HECELER of Massachusetis:

H.R.3462. A bill for the relief of Royden P.
Goodwin and family; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. HUNT:

H.R.3463. A bill for the relief of Nicholas
J. Battiste and George F. Whelan; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

HR.3464. A bill for the relief of Maria
Balluardo Frasca; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. JOELSON:

H.R. 3465. A bill for the relief of Joagquina
Januario; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.3466. A bill for the relief of Emanuela
Trovato; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. EEE:

HR.34687. A bill for the relief of Miss
Blanca Maria Brazzola; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.R.3468. A bill for the relief of Giovanni
Paolinl and his wife, Malfada Cipriani Pao-
lini; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

HR.B8460. A bill for the rellef of Dr.
Manuel Nate Roco, his wife, Nellie Marcelo
Roco, and two children, Jonas Marcelo Roco,
and Manuel Marcelo Roco; to the Committee
on the Judiclary.

HR.8470. A bill for the relief of Dr, Se-
gundo Sanchez, his wife, Graciela Sanchez,
and four children, SBegundo Humberto San-
chez, Oscar Sanchez, Fernando Sanchez, and
Orlando Sanchez; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. KEITH:

H.R.3471. A bill for the relief of Maria
Anunciacao; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

HR.3472. A bill Tor the relief of Alberto
Gomes DePina; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

H.R. 3473. A bill for the relief of Franklin
Areias Duarte; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.R. 3474. A bill for the relief of Branca da
Gloria Franco Freitas; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.R. 3475. A bill for the relief of Francisco
Arguilo Alves da Rocha Gomes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

H.R.8476. A bill for the relief of the estate
of Patrick H. Harrington, deceased; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

HR. 8477. A bill for the relief of Margrethe
KEristensen; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.R, 3478. A bill for the relief of Luiz Per-
elra Moco; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.R.3479. A bill for the rellef of Raymond
P. Murphy, to the Committee on the Judi-

to the Committee on the
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Bedford Storage Warehouse Co.; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

HR.3481. A bill for the relief of Dr. Rag-
huram Pothapt Reddy; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

HR.3482. A bill for the rellef of Maria
Ascencao Reis; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

HR. 2483. A bill for the relief of Jane Velsa
Smith; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MAHON:

HR. 3484. A bill for the relief of Szeto EKit
Hang, to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 3485. A bill for the relief of Eugene L.
Monagin; to the Committee on the Judieiary.

By Mr, MESEILL:

H.R. 3486. A bill for the relief of Ivo Lopes
Mendes Brandao and Jose Mendes Brandao,
Jr.; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

HR.3487. A bill for the relief of Paoclo
Cassarino; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.R.38488. A bill for the relief of Slavko
Firman; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

HE.3488. A bill for the relief of Houmer
C. Godje; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.3490. A bill for the relief of Frederico
Guercio; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

HR.3491. A bill for the relief of Ilona
Hiermann; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

H.R. 8492, A bill for the relief of Edmund
Eaminski; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

H.R. 3493. A bill for the relief of Michelino
Miano; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

HR. 3494. A bill for the relief of Benito Mir-
mina, his wife, Nunziata Mirmina, and their
children, Franca Mirmina, Guiseppina Mir-
mina, and Francesco Mirmina; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 3495. A bill for the relief of Salvatore
Pappalardo; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

H.R.3496. A bill for the relief of Pasquale
Pizzimenti; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

H.R. 3497. A bill for the relief of Luis Elkin
Echavarria Quintero; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr, MILLER of California:

H.R. 3498. A bill for the relief of Illuminada
Macasieb; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. MORSE:

H.R.3499. A bill for the relief of Fllippo
Butera; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.3500. A bill for the relief of Guiseppe
Calva,; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H R. 3501. A bill for the rellef of Marcelo F.
Gregorio, Beatriz Ozan deGregorio, and Mar-
celo F. Gregorio; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. MURPHY of New York:

HR. 3502. A bill for the relief of Giovanni
and Terrana Grottadauria; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiclary.

H.R.8503. A bill for the relief of Maria
Fanzarella; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.R.3504. A bill for the relief of Juana
Reyes; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. OTTINGER:

H.R.3505. A bill for the relief of Timothy
J. B. Clarke; to the Committee on the Ju-
diclary.

HR.3506. A bill for the relief of Miss
Zenaida Carreon Aleasid; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

HR.3507. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Carmen Figuerca-Fernandez de Santana; to
the Committee on the Judictary.

H.R.3508. A bill for the rellef of Joseph
Paul Lucien Fontaine; to the Commitiee on
the Judiciary.

HR.3509. A bill for the relief of Francesco
Frasca; to the Jommittee on the Judiclary.

H.R.3510. A bill for the relief of Miss Fe
Enerlan Galindo; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

HR.38511. A bill for the rellef of Nobuyo-
shi Higashi; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.
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H.R.3512. A bill for the relief of Lapaz
Mercado Ibea; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 3513. A bill for the relief of Bernar-
dine Geertrude Jackson; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

HR. 8514. A Dbill for the relief of Gelina
Jean-Louis; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

H.R. 3515. A bill for the relief of Miss Flor-
ence Logan; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

HR, 385616. A bill for the relief of Vicenta
Aida Manjon; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

H.R. 8517. A bill for the relief of Celestina
Martorana; to the Committee on the Judiei-
ary.

H.R. 3518. A bill for the relief of Maria
Carmen Valente Pereira; to the Committee
on the Judiclary.

H.R. 3519. A bill for the relief of Attilio
Praino and his wife, Malena Carmen Garcla
Pralno; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 35620. A bill for the relief of Franco
Praino; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 8521. A bill for the relief of Giuseppe
Praino; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 8522. A bill for the relief of Luigl
Praino and his wife, Sara Lillian Praino; to
the Committee on the Judictary.

H.R. 3523. A bill for the relief of Antonio
Scopino; to the Committee on the Judiciary,

HR. 3624, A bill for the relief of Dr. Ray-
mundo 8. Sison; to the Commitiee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 35625. A bill for the relief of Imeon
Magdalene Soberanis; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

H.R. 3526. A bill for the relief of Nikolaos
Thanos; to the Committee on the Judicliary.

H.R.3527. A bill for the relief of Anastasis
Tsimpidis; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.R.3528. A bill for the rellef of Waimir
Turolla; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 8529. A bill for the relief of Enrica
Undelac; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.3530. A bill for the relief of Janis
Zalecmanis, Gertrude Jansons, Lorena Jamn-
sons Murphy, and Asja Jansons Liders; to
the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. PEPPER:

H.R.3531. A bill for the relief of Dr. Mi-
guel Miari Alvarez; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 3532. A bill for the relief of Bernardo
Benes; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R.3533. A bill for the relief of Dr. Isaac
Cohen; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

HR.3534. A bill for the relief of Luis A.
de 1a Vega; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

H.R.3535. A bill for the relief of Jorge E.
De Moya; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

HR.3536. A bill for the relief of Nicolas
Duarte; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

HR.3537. A bill for the relief of Dr, Dario
Dugue; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R. 3538. A bill for the relief of Dr. Jose
Esquenazi; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.R. 3539, A bill for the rellef ef Dr, Angela
Zabarte Fandino; to the Commitiee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 3540. A bill for the rellef of Salustiano
Gareia-Diaz; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.R. 3541. A bill for the rellef of Joseph
Giardina; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 3542, A bill for the reliaf of Dr. Arthur
Gosselin; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R. 85438. A bill for the rellef of Dr. Juliet
Helmkin; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 3544. A bill for the relief of Dr. Carlos
Modesto Hernandez; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

H.R.3545. A bill for the relief of Jose H.
Kates; to the Commitiee on the Judiclary.

HR. 3546. A bill for the relief of Dr. Gus-
tavo Leon Lemus; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
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H.R.3547. A bill for the relief of Dr. Julio
C, Mena; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.3548, A bill for the relief of Dr.
Roberto de la Caridad Miquel; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

H.R.3549. A hill for the relief of Dr. Moises
Mitrani, MD; 4o the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 3550. A bill for the relief of William
H. Nickerson; te the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 8551. A bill for the relief of Alberto
Vadra; to the Committee on the Judieciary.

H.R. 85562. A bill for the relief of Jean M.
Vorbe; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 8553. A bill for the relief of World
Mart, Inc.; to the Committee on the Judi-

clary,

H.R. 8554. A bill for the relief of Dr. Jose
R, Zayas-Bazan; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 3555. A hill for the relief of Mrs. Rosa
Zimmerman; to the Committee on the Ju-
dictary.
By Mr. PODELL:

H.R.3566. A bill for the relief of Daisy
Olivia A. Caponong; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 3567. A bill for the relief of Chan Pui
Chang; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. RODINO:

H.R. 35568. A bill for the relief of Thomas A.

Smith; to the Committee on the Judicliary,
By Mr. ROGERS of Colorado:

H.R. 3569. A bill for the relef of Alkiviadis
Peter Bouras; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.R. 38560, A Dill for the relief of Harry
Bush; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

HR.856l. A bill for the relief of Marta
Bru Gilusto; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

HR.3562. A bill for the relisf of Con-
stantin Koumantakis; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

HR. 8563. A bill for the relief of Melunka
Erunic; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

HR.3564. A bill Tor the relief of Pasquale
(Pat) LaValle; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

HR.3565. A bill for the rellef of Licia
Marchi; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

HR. 3666. A bill for the relief of Antonlo
E. Martl; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H'R.3567. A bill for the relief of Faustina
Pereda; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.3568. A bill for the rellef of Motek
Rodzynek; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.R.35689. A bill for the relief of Dr. Juan
G. Roederer; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

H.R. 8570. A bill Tor the relief of Bgt. John
E. SBcott, U.B. Air Foree (retired); to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 8571. A bill for the relief of Miloye M.
Sokitch; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

HR.3572. A bill for the relief of Sangwoo
Suh and Yeong-Yull Suh; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

H.R.8573. A bill for the rellef of Apostolos
Todis; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 3674. A bill for the relief of Demetrios
Verdos; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.3575. A bill for the rellef of Carl F.
Yee: to the Committee on the Judiciary,

By Mr. ROGERS of Florida (by re-
gQuest) :

HR.8576. A bill for the relief of Carlo
Crinto; 10 the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.3b77. A bill for the relief of Gluseppe
Deslderio; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.3578. A bill for the relief of Gabriele
Fioritl, to the Committee on the Judiciary.

HR.3b79. A bill for the relief of Ronald C.
Mullin; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.3580. A bill for the relief of Michele
Puclllo, his wife, Glagina Ragorzino Pucillo,
and their minor daughter, Geraldina Pucillo;
to lhe Committee on the Judiciary.

FLR.3581. A bill for the relief of Jayarama
Reddi Perumareddi; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.
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H.R. 3582. A bill for the relief of Valerio

Bossi; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania:

H.R. 3583. A bill for the relief of Emanuele
Catanzariti; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

HER.3584. A bill for the relief of Rosina
Cervini; to the Commitiee on the Judiciary.

H.R.385685. A bill for the rellef of Nehme-
tallah Youssef Khouri; to the Committee on
the Judieciary.

H.R.3586. A bill for the relief of Andonios
Merkouris; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

HR.3587. A Dbill for the relief of Marina
Merkouris; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

H.R. 8588. A bill for the relief of Giovanni
Rampulla; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. SCHEUER:

HR.8580. A bill for the relief of Erodita
Agard; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.8580. A bill for the relief of Timothy
L. Ancrum (also known as Timmie Rogers);
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

HR.3591. A bill for the relief of Gisele
Berjonneau; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

HR.8592. A bill for the rellef of Sylvia
Jean Bound; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

H.R.8598. A bill for the relief of Sammel
Oastro and his wife, Sarah; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

HR.3594. A bil for the rellef of Edith
Cohen; to the Commitiee on the Judiciary.

H.R.3595. A bill for the relief of Arie and
Tova Edrich; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

H/R.3596. A bill for the rellef of Arita Zan-
nides Genidounia; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

HR.3697. A bill for the relief of Grace
Marie Gladden; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.8508. A bill for the relief of Lea Gross
and her son, Amir; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

HR.3599. A bill for the relief of Jose Z.
Gutierrez, Jr., M.D.; 1o the Committee on the
Judiciary.

HR.3600. A bill for the relief of Antonio
Acupan Madrinan and Lilila Madrinan; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

HR.3601. A bill for the relief of Judith
Novella Matthew; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

HR.3602. A bill fer the relief of Vallan
Pitts; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

HR.3603. A bill for the relief Dr, Nasser
Bhekib and Lila Shekib; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

H.R.3604. A bill for the relief of Mary May
Stout; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.3605. A bill Tor the rellef of Duke H.
Vanderpuije; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

H.R.3606. A bill for the relief of Sergio
Villar; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SCHNEEBELI:

H.R. 3607. A Dbill for the relief of Kalender

Arslan; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr, SCHWENGEL:

HR.3608. A bill for the relief of Bung-

Won Ko, to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. SHRIVER:

HR. 3609. A bill for the relief of Mah Bing
Shoung (Lee Nyin) ; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr, SIKES:

H.R.3610. A bill for the relief of Janet
Sandra Jenking; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. SLACK:

HR.3611. A bill far the rellef of Teresita
Gaorostica Reyes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. STAFFORD:

HR. 8612, A bill for the Telief of Alois
Josef Betschart; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
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H.R. 3613. A bill for the relief of Henry E.

Daooley; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr, TEAGUE of California:

HR.3614. A bill for the rellef of Teofila
Pardo Ruiz; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. THOMBON of Wisconsin:

H.R. 3615. A hill for the relief of Ricardo
V. Alberto; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. TUNNEY :

HR.3616. A bill for the relief of Menita
Remoran Agriam; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

HR.3617. A bill for the rellef of Delia
Gayla Avecilla; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.8618. A bill for the relief of Feliclana
G. Avecilla; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

H'R.3619. A bill for the relief of Jaime C.
Avecilla, Sr.; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.E. 3620. A bill Tor the relief of Jamie G.
Avecilla, Jr.; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.R.3621. A bill for the rellef of Josephine
Avecilla; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

HR.8622. A bill for the relief of John
Sdbastian Bell; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

HR.8623. A bill for the relief of Aggeliki
J. Boudouvas; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.E.3624. A bill for the relief of A. C.
Brown; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.3625. A Dbill Tor the relief of Attilio and
Elda Corrado and sons, Henry and Albert; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.8626. A bill for the relief Armindo
Lopez Fernandez de Carvalho; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

H.R.3627. A bill for the relief of Manuel
Miranda de Castro; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 3628. A bill for the relief of Erna EKarla
Auguste Deumlich; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.3620. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Sabina Riggl Farina; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

H/R.3680. A bill for the relief of Joo Bok
Lee; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R. 3631, A bill for the relief ©of Daniel
Marin Maclas; to the Committee on the Ju-
diclary.

H/R.3632. A hill for the relief of Tao Shel
Mah; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

HR. 3633. A bill for the relief of Para-
chuting Associates, Inc.; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

HR.8634. A bill for the relief of Ephy
Grace Peshek; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

H/R.3635. A bill for the relief of Yee ¥am
Pong and his wife, Wong Kam Fong; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.3636. A bill for the relief of Virginia
Sansano Quidangen; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 3637. A bill Tor the rellef of Nirs, Marie
J. Saladino; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

HR.3638. A Dbill Tor the relief of Rudoll
Sandor, and his wife, Klara, and their son,
Rudolph; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.3639. A Dbill Tor the relief of Mrs. Con-
stancia D. Baso; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.3640. A bill for the relief of Busana
Tomase Ibay Valdez;, to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

HR.3641. A bill for the relief of Antonio
Pesic Villero; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. VANIK:
HR.3642. A bill for the relief of Renee
Bernat; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R.3643. A bill for the relief of Tan J. L
Eie Slee; to the Commitiee on the Judiciary.
HR.3644. A bill for the relief of Esther
Tofahi; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
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THE CUBAN MISSILE CRISIS

HON. FRANK CHURCH

OF IDAHO
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, several
weeks ago, there appeared in the maga-
zine Commonweal an article comment-
ing upon the book *“13 Days,” authored
by our late colleague, Senator Robert F.
Kennedy, concerning the 1962 Cuban
missile crisis—a crisis in which he played
a central role as adviser and confidant of
his brother, the late President Kennedy.

Written by former State Department
official Roger Hilsman, the Commonweal
article deals with an analysis of the book
from an “insiders” point of view, for Mr.
Hilsman has an active part in the Ken-
nedy administration at the time of the
1962 Cuban confrontation.

I recommend Mr. Hilsman's article to
all Senators as a worthy contribution to
our better understanding of one of the
most crucial events in the history of the
Nation. I ask that it be printed in the
Extensions of Remarks of the CoNGRES-
SIONAL RECORD.

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

R.F. E. oN CuBA: AN INSIDER'S ANALYSIS

(By Roger Hilsman)

Robert Kennedy's Thirteen Days 1is
unigue—an account of the world's first
nuclear crisis by a man who shared presi-
dential responsibility. For of all of the men
around John F, Kennedy in those fateful
days, only Robert F. Kennedy, his brother,
could feel the personal sense that John Ken-
nedy did of responsibility for all of mankind
and for generations yet unborn. It is the
closest thing we will ever have to the reflec-
tions of John F. Kennedy himself.

The awesome drama of those thirteen days,
the tension, the clashing wills of patriotic,
intelligent, but overwrought men of deeply
differing convictions is all here. This manu-
script was a first-draft, and Robert Eennedy
had Intended to polish and edit it. But, in
a way, the first-draft roughness, contributes
to the drama of the account, conveying some-
thing of the striving for deliberateness in
the midst of overwhelming pressure for
speed.

Some commentators have said that there
is nothing in Robert Kennedy’s account that
had not already appeared. But as one who
was himself involved in those events as the
Director of the State Department’s Bureau
of Intelligence and Research, I belleve that
judgment is unfair, There are no “now-it-
can-be-told"” state secrets revealed, but there
is still much that is new.

Pirst, of course, is the account of how
John Kennedy felt, how he saw the crisis,
and both his and Robert Kennedy’s joint re-
flections on the lessons to be learned. This is
new. John Eennedy was determined to avold
recrimination or exultation in his dealing
with the Soviet Union and to take the op-
portunity to move to achieve agreements,
such as the limited nuclear test ban agree-
ment, that would help to end the Cold War,
and he refrained from confiding his feelings
about the crisis to anyone but his brother.

Other details are also new. Robert Ken-
nedy gives a much fuller account than has
ever before appeared in print of the long,

four-part cable that Chalirman Ehrushchev
sent the afternoon of Friday, Oct. 26. This
cable marked the turning point in the Soviet
attitude and was the basis of the agreement
that resolved the crisis. Kennedy also docu-

ments what had only been deduced before "

about the course events would probably have
taken if the Soviets had not backed down—
the United States would have been forced to
take out the Soviet antl-alrcraft SAM sites,
and, then, if the Soviets still persisted, to
launch an invaslon.

Many other details are also new, but one
is particularly significant—the account of
Robert Eennedy's meeting with Ambassador
Dobrynin, the details of which supply a miss-
ing link that has puzzled historians. There
has long been speculation that something
happened Saturady Oct. 27, that finally con-
vinced the Soviets just how determined the
Americans were and caused them to recog-
nize the full gravity of the situation. Ken-
nedy's account of his meeting with Dobrynin
provides the explanation. For Robert Ken-
nedy was able to make it clear how events
must inevitably proceed, how short time was
before events took command, and yet to do
80 without threats or posturing.

The final section of Thirteen Days is de-
voted to reflections on the crisis and on the
lessons learned. Here, Robert Eennedy Is
speaking to future Presidents and other of-
fieials who will sit around that same table
making other fateful decisions. And what
he has to say Is worthy of their attention.

It is at this point, however, that a criticlsm
must be made. Once during the crisis, a
member of the Joint Chlefs of Staff said
that he belleved In a preventive attack on
the Soviet Union. Others advocated attacks
on Cuba without warning. “They seemed al-
ways to assume,” Eennedy writes, “that the
Russlans and the Cubans would not respond
or, if they did, that a war was in our natlonal
interest.” There is no question that these
remarks were made, but it is also clear that
the deliberated positions taken by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff were more responsible and
took greater account of the proper limita-
tions of military advice, The inability to look
beyond the limited military fleld illustrated
by these remarks appalled Robert Kennedy
and led him to the sharp judgment given
in the manuscript. But had he lived to go
over it once more, he might well have made
some changes. For he quotes John Eennedy
in a different vein: “When we talked about
this later, he sald we had to remember that
they were trained to fight and to wage war—
that was their life. Perhaps we would feel
even more concerned if they were always op-
posed to using arms or military means—for
if they would not be willing, who would be?"”

One final observation must be made, Be-
cause Robert Eennedy iz the author of this
account, his own role is played down. But
the truth of the matter is that Robert Een-
nedy's role was central, second only to that
of his brother. And on two occasions his con-
tribution was the higher. On Friday night,
Oct. 19, support in the ExCom for blockading
Cuba as the first step began to fall apart,
with more and more members shifting to the
idea of opening with a bombing strike
against the missile sites. It was Robert Ken-
nedy who eloguently, even passionately,
argued against an “American Pearl Harbor''—
and who won the day.

The second occasion was on Saturday, Oct.
27, the blackest day of the crisis. The night
before EKhrushchev’'s long cable seemed to
open the door to a resolution. This was re-
inforced by a very specific set of proposals
delivered informally by the representative
of Soviet intelligence in their Washington
embassy to an American newsman. Then on
Baturday, the Soviets reneged in a me:

broadcast from Moscow, and a U-2 was shot
down over Cuba, killing the pilot, Major An-
derson, There seemed no alternative to bomb-
ing the missiles sites, and following this with
an invasion.

But it was Robert Eennedy who conceived
a brilliant diplomatic maneuver—later dub-
bed the “Trollope ploy,” after the recurrent
scene in Anthony Trollope's novels in which
the girl interprets a squeeze of her hand as a
proposal of marriage. His suggestion was to
deal with Friday's package of signals—
Ehrushchev's cable and the approach
through the Soviet intelligence agent—as
if the reneging message of Saturday simply
did not exist. Picking out of the varlous
slgnals those items which the United States
found acceptable, Robert EKennedy drafted
a message to Khrushchev. At the President's
direction, he then had his crucial conversa-
tion with Dobrynin, as described above. And
the crisls was resolved.

There is no doubt of the debt that Amer-
ica—and all of humankind—owes to Robert
F. Eennedy.

NEW HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT REG-
ULATIONS MAY SLOW DOWN CON-
STRUCTION

HON. JOHN M. ZWACH

OF MINNESOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. ZWACH. Mr. Speaker, during this
past month, I was beseiged by calls from
county commissioners and State orga-
nizations and officials regarding the pro-
posed change in Federal or interstate
highway location regulations.

Upon checking with these and other
authorities, I then submitted a state-
ment to the Department urging them to
extend the hearing or to delay such hear-
ings in order that all segments of admin-
istrative agencies dealing with highway
location and construction become
thoroughly aware of the drastic changes
being proposed.

I also received a copy of the state-
ment made at the Department of Trans-
portation hearing by the president of the
Minnesota Good Roads Association
which I believe point up the ramifica-
tions of these broad proposals. The presi-
dent, Mr. Frank Marzitelli, was formerly
deputy highway commissioner in Min-
nesota, and is able to speak authorita-
tively on this subject. I commend the
reading and study of his statement
which follows:

Mr. Chairman, my name is Frank D, Mar-
zitelll, and I have ventured here from St,
Paul, Minnesota. Formerly I served as Deputy
Commissioner of the Minnesota Department
of Highways. Currently I am Executive Vice
President of the Port Authority of the City
of St. Paul. I also am President of Minnesota
Good Roads, Incorporated, and I primarily
appear before you in the latter capacity.

Minnesota Good Roads, Incorporated is an
organization composed of interested and
concerned citizens who urgenty believe that
Minnesota’s industrial and economic devel-
opment hinges upon a growing transporta-
tlon system that can effectively and expedi-
tiously move goods and people. For 756 years
our organization has been a leader in efforts
to improve Minnesota's highway transporta-
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tion in mumicipal, County and State govern-
mental areas. Our organization has consist-
ently and actively supported the Minnesota
Department ©f Highways in its policy ©f
iusl public hearings and early public in-
volvement. The record proves conclusively
that Minnesota Good Roads,

far from gquestioning ar cnndammng puhuc
involvement in the location of highways,
aggressively encourages :said involvement.

That being established, I now wish to state
that our organization and, in wiew of my
special experience in highway matiers, I,
particularly, ;are unalterably opposed to the
addition of the proposed new Part 8 to Title
23, Code of Federal Regulations. Unalter-
ably, Sir!

We gravely question the constitutionality
of the proposed super-imposed regulations,
and are shockingly upset by the likely so-
cial, political, economiec, and public safety
consequences if these ill-advised regulations
are forced upon the citisens and taxpayers
of the United States of America.

I .am mot a constitutional lawyer, nor yet
a lawyer at all, but my training amd experi-
ence enable me to detect the ominous sig-
nificance of proposed Section 8.1 applica-
bility:

“A. This part applies to all Federal Aid
Highway projects.”

Gentlemen, that 4s the meat of it: meat
for the bottomiless appetites of Federal bu-
reaucrats.

These proposed regulations are & gross
invasion of the reserved and inherent powers
of the several Btates of the Union. They
would usurp & primary responsibility of the
State Highway Commissioners by plaeing
final authority for wirtually all highway lo-
cation and construction in the hands of
the Federal Highway Administrator. They
give him control of intrastate as well as in-
terstate construction, and this must not be!

Governor Volpe of Massachusetts, Secre-
tary-designate of the Department of "Trans-
portation, puts 1t in & nutshell. "The pro-

rule would “remove the power of loca-
tion selectlion from the States and place it
in the hands of Pederal authorities who are
removed from the many intricacies of each
project.”

Gentlemen, surely you =are even more
aware than I that these proposed regula-
tions probably viclate the Constitution of
the United States and surely viclate the
intent of Congress. T beg you to sbandon
this reckless, headstrong course of actlon.

Bhould youm, in Tact, activate these pro-
posed Tegulations, I foresee chaos.

I spesk Tfrom peculiar and painful experi-
ence.

Minnesota s unusual in ‘that it is one of
8 handful of States with a law sbsolutely
requiring that any highway construction
contract entered ‘into ‘within or immediately
adjacent to a municipality must be con-
sented to by the governming body of that
municipality. We now know that Minnesota
motorists have paid a high price indeed Tor
the absolute right of a mmumnicipality to veto
any mon-interstate highway plan. The price
has been paid in such expensive coin as de-
lay, disruption, inconvenience, bickering and,
all too often, death.

By injecting these new rules promulgated
by the Federal Highway Administration into
our already restrictive situation, there will
be many roads, streets, and highways, now
desperately meeded, that will never be built
because of lack of agreement between dif-
ferent levels of government. When I inform
you that Saturday, December 14th, 1968, Min-
nesota, for the first time in its entire history,
recorded its 1,000th highway traffic death
within a calendar year, you can understand
the depth of my concern.

We need more roads, better roads . . . and
we need them now! We cannot endure addi-
tional bureaucratic delays!

It bas wisely been said that: “Justice de-
layed is justice denied”, Highway construc-
tinn delayed is more than highway con-

struction denied; it is transportation denied;
it 1s social justice denied; It is economy de-
herd; it 1s public safety denied!

Yet the appellate provisions of 317 vir-
tually seek omt objections and delays by per-
miitting but one disgruntled person to halt
may constiaction project. .As you well know,
ithe filing of such an appeal with the Federal
Highway Administration would automati-
cally stop further progress until the appeal is
settled. To make matters worse: the pro-
posed regulations impose no time Timit on
the Federal Highway Administrator within
which to make his 'decision on an appeal.
This, gentlemen, is infeed & mockery of
Justice!

Under the seductive disguise of affording
“effective public participation in the con-
sideration of highway location and design
proposals”, the proposed mew regulations
would effectively cripple SBtate, County and
local highway construction while robbing the
several States of their constitutional heri-
tage.

As Edmund Burke remarked in 1784, “The
people never give up their liberties but un-
der some delusion"”. Your proposed regiila-
tions, gentlemen, are the great delusion of
this decade.

Again, T beg you to withdraw these pro-
posed rules and regulations.

THE CASTLE VALLEY JOB CORPS
CIVILIAN CONSERVATION CENTER
NEAR PRICE, UTAH

HON. FRANK E. MOSS

OF UTAH
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Twesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, the Castle
Valley Job Corps Civilian Conservation
Center near Price, Utah, operated for the
Office of Economic Opportunity by the
Bureau of Land Management, is now
over 3 years old. The Salt Lake City
Tribune has aptly stated:

An unwanted stranger in town has an
uphlll ﬁght. to establish a good reputation.

I am pleased to note today, over 3
years later, that the people of our State
have welcomed the Job Corpsmen into
the community to the point where the
city council of Price adopted a resolu-
tion praising the Castle Valley Center
corpsmen and staff and recommending
its continuance. I eoncur with the state-
ment in the editorial “The Image Is
Mended” to the effect that—

They are increasingly being welcomed is

& credit to the Job Corps and the home folks
alike.

I ask unanimous consent that a copy
of the editorial and fhe resolution be
inserted in the Extensions of Remarks in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
and resolution were ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

[From the Salt Lake City (Utah)
Tribune, Sept. 21, 1968]
Aw ImacE Is MENDED

An mnwanted stranger in town has an
uphill fight to establish a good reputation,
This has been the experience of more than
one Job Crops center throughout the
country.

WMeany communities initially resented
having & center dropped in their moidst.
Sometimes incidents involving corpsmen
and local citizens aor police added #o the
resentment. But as center administrators
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and personnel became more exXperienced
in guiding their youthful charges into
projects benefitting the host communities
ugly incidents declined and resentment
has many times turned %o appreciation.

Not Tlong ago the meyor and City
Council of Price madopted & resclution
praising corpsmen at mearby Castle Val-
ley (Civilian Conservation Center, operated
by the Bureau of Land Management, for
their goofl conduet .and many material
contributions to the city. Similar commen-
dation for other centers has come Irom
various civic and government ‘bodies.

‘This change in community wattitude is
testimony of what can be accomplished by
mutusl respect and willingness to reserve
judgment. Job Carpsmen come to town
under many disadvantages. That they are
increasingly being welcomed is a credit to
the Job Corps and the home folks alike.

ResoLuTION OF PrRICE, UTAH, MUNICIPAL CORP.

Whereas, the Job Corps located south of
Price, Utah, has been of substantial economic
benefit to the people of this community and
the citizens of Prive, Utah, in that much use-
ful work has been done by the Job Corps of
lasting benefit to this area and the economy
of the County has been advanced thereby,
and

Whereas, the Job Corp has provided needed
schooling and training for the members, thus
improving their education and ability to
later to be «of help to the -wellare of our
society and to earn their own way and Taise
their living standards, and

Whereas, the members .of the Job Corps on
the whole have been law-abiding and hawve
shown respect Tor the laws and the rights of
the people of this community, and

Whereas, they have assisted in doing use-
ful and mecessary work for the benefit of
this community when their assistanoe has
been requested,

Therefore, be it Resolved that the Mayer
and City Council of Price, hereby commend
the Job Corps and its Officers and members
for the excellent work it is doing for the
betterment and improvement of this area
and the advancement and development of
1ts= members and the moral and spiritual
uplift it is providing for its members in
addition to all of the economic improvement
which is derived from the Job Corps, and

Be it further resolved that we recommend
the continuance of this program,

MURRAY MATHIS,
Muyor.

Harorp O. PATTERICK,
WaLTeER T. AXDLGARD,
James FAUSETT,
GUIDO RACHIELE,
Mace BUbDGE,

Councilmen.

SIMPLE JUSTICE FOR CONSCIEN-
TIOUS FEDERAL EMPLOYEES

HON. HENRY B. GONZALEZ
OF TEXAS
TN THE HOUSE ‘OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr., GONZALEZ, Mr, Speaker, T am
today reintroducing a bill which gives
simple justice to the many conscientious
Federal employees who use their sick
leave only when they are ill. At present,
the sick leave accumulated by the major-
ity of civil servants who retire without
disability saves their Government a con-
siderable sum, but does not benefit them
at all. My bill would permit these em-
ployees the option of receiving full credit
for each day of accumulated sick leave
in computing their retirement benefits,
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or for receiving a Iump payment equal to
one-fourth the cash value of their sick
leave.

There is a double rationale for my
bill. On the one hand, it is designed to
improve the efficiency of the Federal
service by reducing the unusual use of
sick leave by employees whose retire-
ment is imminent. A recent study found
that employees retiring from Govern-
ment service use an average of 40 days
of sick leave during their last year of
employment, which contrasts sharply
with the Government-wide average of
8.3 days of sick leave a year. The im-
pulse to use sick leave before retirement
is understandable, for it is lost com-
pletely—unless an employee retires for
disability.

The disability retiree draws full salary
for each day of sick leave remaining to
him. Thus, on the other hand, my bill
is designed to give the vast majority of
employees not retiring on disability some
measure of equity with those retiring
on disability.

I realize that in the 90th Congress, the
Post Office and Civil Service Committee
of the House decided against the retire-
ment option of a lump sum for sick leave,
in reporting H.R. 17682. This was due in
part to the persistent opposition to it by
the Civil Service Commission, the Bu-
reau of the Budget, and the Post Office
Department. These agencies held it
would be an expensive change in the sick
leave principle.

However, the committee did recom-
mend that accumulated sick leave be
fully credited for purposes of computing
an employee's retirement annuity, For
example, an employee who retires with
30 years of service could easily accumu-
late 1 year of sick leave if he were rea-
sonably healthy. He would therefore have
his retirement annuity computed as if he
had performed 31 years of service. This
additional service, however, could not be
counted in determining average pay or
in attaining eligibility for retirement.

This section of H.R. 17682 was de-
signed to cut down on the heavy use of
sick leave by retiring employees. The
savings to the Government are obvious,
for persons on sick leave are drawing pay,
and must be counted as part of the agen-
cies’ personnel ceilings. His work is either
undone or a temporary employee must be
hired and trained.

On this point, Civil Service Commis-
sion Chairman John Macy told the com-
mittee he thought the estimated $22 mil-
lion annual cost of the sick leave credit
section “would be offset significantly by
a lesser use of sick leave on an annual
basis by employees. If we were able to
reduce the average use from 8.3 days a
year to, say, 7 days a year, that would
represent a substantial savings.” He went
on to say later:

If you got everybody to work one more day
that would otherwise be spent on sick leave,

90 million dollars would be a reasonable
estimate.

I was impressed with the full con-
sideration the committee gave to the un-
used sick leave question, and with the
fact that several ranking members on the
committee had initially cosponsored the
same bill I did to provide not only an-
nuity credit for sick leave but the option
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of reimbursement as well. Therefore, I
supported H.R. 17282 in ifs successful
House passage, and was disappointed the
Senate did not act upon our bill.

Although I supported the committee
version last year, and would do so again
if it were again reported out, I have not
abandoned my belief that the principle
of equity for nondisability retirees justi-
fies a lump-sum option.

It was voiced in last year’s floor debate
that the accumulation of sick leave by an
employee was “a type of insurance
against loss of income during periods of
illness.” But it is insurance in a limited
sense only. An employee who saves most
of the 13 days of sick leave a year due
him is indeed building up a reserve for
that day when he may have an extended
illness. If he remains healthy, he loses the
sick leave. But if he is part of that one-
third of Government employees who re-
tire on disability he receives pay for his
days of sick leave, and benefits twice be-
cause all time spent in a pay status is
credited toward his retirement annuities.
Thus to the disabled retiree, accumulated
sick leave is money in the bank, on which
he has paid no premiums. It is in this
special sense not insurance at all, but a
donation from his Government.

The e¢ivil servant who conscientiously
accumulates his sick leave sees one-third
of his fellow employees retiring on dis-
ability and receiving monetary benefit
for their sick leave, and he sees other
employees who are similarly retiring on
a nondisability status using up all the
sick leave they can in the last years. This
man deserves to be rewarded for part of
the amount his restraint is saving his
Government. He should certainly be af-
forded retirement credit for accumulated
sick leave, and I am convinced he also
deserves the option of a lump-sum pay-
ment upon retirement, equal fto one-
fourth the cash value of his sick leave.

THE GROWTH OF SHOW BUSINESS
UNIONS

HON. JACOB K. JAVITS

OF NEW YORK

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, many peo-
ple in America still think of the trade
union movement as composed primarily
of blue-collar workers. This is becoming
less and less true as the American work
force changes. However, it was never
completely true, One of the most fasci-
nating chapters in American trade union
history has been the growth and devel-
opment of the trade unions representing
the musicians, actors, artists, and others
involved in show business. The history
of these unions has been chronicled in
the September 1968 issue of American
Labor magazine. The article makes ex-
tremely interesting reading for anyone
interested in the history of either the
stage or this particular chapter to the
American labor movement, I ask unani-
mous consent that the article be printed
in the RECORD.

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

THERE'S No BUSINESS LIKE—AND No HISTORY
QuUITE LiKkE THE HISTORY OF THE VARIOUS
Lasor UNIONS IN SHow BUSINESS

Lightnin' struck on Broadway at 8:20 on
the evening of August 7, 1919.

That play, the first to close in the first
actors’ strike ever to hit Broadway starred
Frank Bacon, a middleaged actor who was
making his bid for the big time with it—
maybe his last.

After more than twenty years on the road
and in stock companies, Bacon was playing
8 lead part on the Great White Way for the
first time, in a play that he had written
and helped produce.

Lightnin’ represented everything that he
had hoped and worked for. But when the
actors struck, Frank Bacon was the first to
g0, leading his cast out of the theatre, past
the paying customers.

His decision was made all the more diffi-
cult because with the opening of Lighinin’,
of which he was also part owner, Bacon
had become a theatre manager, and it was
the managers that the actors were striking
against.

But he counted himself an actor first, and
an owner second. “We'll stick with our own
kind,” he sald. “I may be sold down the
river for this, but if I am, Bacon will bring
a higher price than ever before.”

That long-ago strike on Broadway, called
by the Actors’ Equity Association, was the
culmination of a long battle to obtain rec-
ognition of an organization of actors, em-
powered to have a voice on wages and work-
ing conditions in the theatre.

ACTORS ARE ACTORS

Organizing actors was probably one of
the most difficult tasks ever faced by the
labor movement. Time and again, any group
of performers who banded together to pro-
tect their rights were wrecked both by
outside pressure from employers and in-
ternal dissension among the performers
themselves. For actors, almost by definition,
are starstruck.

To them, “The show must go on" is not
an empty phrase. The great ones believe it
with their hearts and souls. They are dedi-
cated to their profession almost as lovers are
dedicated to each other. And like lovers, they
can be blind to any flaws in the object of
their affections.

Even when a group did organize, staying
organized didn't last long. Actors’ groups had
always been easy prey to the divisive tactics
of theatre managers and producers.

There have always been, and probably al-
ways will be, more actors and would-be actors
than there are theatre jobs. With twenty, or
a hundred, eager and compliant applicants
for every opening available—kids who will
suffer any deprivation for their chance at
the big time—an employer didn't worry too
much if a few of his cast started to complain
about unfair conditions.

Usually, just the threat of replacing one
with any of the many other people walting
his turn was enough to bring any disgrun-
tled actor into line,

The relatively few performers who were
important to a producer had no such prob-
lems of course, They could get fair contracts
and generous salaries. The plight of the
struggling actor no longer involved them,
and they could not always be counted on to
stand up for the little guy.

THE WHITE RATS

A few actors groups did manage to form,
even in the face of such difficulties. One of
the most successful of these was the White
Rats, a group composed largely of vaude-
villians.

The White Rats were organized in 1900 and
received a charter from the American Fed-
eration of Labor in 1910. They flourished
briefly in those early years, wrung a few
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concessions from managers and attracted
several thousand members, including some
of the big-names any performers organiza-
tion must have.

Digby Bell, Weber and Fields, Eddie Foy
and Maurice Barrymore all joined the Rats
and attempted to pit themselves against
the Vaudeville Protective Managers' Asso-
clation, which was gulded by producer E. F.
Albee.

But Albee declared war on the Rats, and
won. In 1916 he instituted a lock-out of all
White Rats members and made it stick.
Members who retained their cards had to do
so secretly, and were In constant danger of
being denounced and bounced from their
bookings. Just as Equity’s star was rising,
the White Rats seemed destined to go the
way of all other performers' groups.

STILL ANOTHER FAILURE

Equity, in fact, was founded on the rub-
ble of still another unsuccessful attempt to
organize. In 1896, an association known as
the Actors’ Society had been formed as both
a social and business group. One of its stated
purposes was to “discriminate against ir-
responsible managers and help its members
secure contracts with only responsible man-
agers.”

But the Actors' Society did nothing. Weak
and ineffective, it was ignored by the pro-
ducers. Finally, on a wintry day in 1912, 100
of its members met for the final meeting,
and that was that.

It had served no one, accomplished noth-
ing, but its final meeting was probably its
most significant. For at that last gathering,
some members still stubbornly clung to the
idea that an actors’ organization could sur-
vive. Though they'd falled, they thought
they could profit from thelr mistakes, and
succeeded with a second try.

Howard Kyle, chalrman of the meeting,
appointed a committee to plan for an act-
ors’ organization concerned only with the
actors’ business interests.

NO BED OF ROSES

Facing the new organization would be a
set of abuses that had grown steadily worse
from year to year, as the theatre managers
who were enjoying a profitable boom, be-
came less and less dedicated to the theatre,
and more and more dedicated to making
money.

The Albees, the Shuberts and the Ziegfelds
were businessmen first, show people second.
‘When hiring performers, these businessmen
had their lawyers draw up contracts, which
would be to their own best interests, natur-
ally. Most performers who needed a job had
little recourse but to sign.

Then there was the problem of strand-
ing . . . & much too common practice of the
times. Artists of that era were required to
pay their own way to out-of-town perform-
ances. If the show closed out-of-town, they
were often left in whatever backwater stop
they happened to be appearing in.

When box-office receipts were bad, they
often weren't pald for their performances as
well, They were hung up, with no money,
and no transportation back to New York,
where their only hope of reemployment lay.

SALARIES—IF PAID

The salary situation, under any circum-
stances, was chancy. Managers were casual
about remunerations, often simply disap-
peared on payday. The check, if it came at
all, might be days or even weeks late,

When performers were paid, they were
paid only for the time actually spent in front
of an audience. Rehearsal time was free—and
unlimited. One prominent star of the day,
John Goldsworthy who was under contract
to the Shuberts, once rehearsed for fifty-
seven weeks, and played for twenty-two. Al-
though “employed” for a year-and-a-half, he
was paid for less than six months.

The situation was even more desperate if
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the producer chose a bad script and a play
was unsuccessful. The actor might rehearse
for weeks and months, for free, and give a
good performance only to see his play close in
a few days. In that case, he’d worked for
nothing.

THE "“SATISFACTION® CLAUSE

Finally, there was the so-called “satisfac-
tion" eclause. Under this clause, the actor
agreed to play his parts to the satisfaction of
the manager. Reviews, box-office receipts,
meant nothing. The manager was the sole
judge of a satisfactory performance.

If he decided for any reason to make a
change—perhaps he saw another performer
who would work for less money—he could,
and did, simply dismiss his contracted per-
former under this clause.

These were some of the abuses Equity set
out to correct. By May of 1913, the fledgling
organization had drafted a constitution, set
up guidelines for a standard contract that
would protect actors from unethical man-
agers, and felt strong enough to call its first
meeting in the Elks Hall at the Pabst Grand
Circle Hotel on New York’s West 59th Street.

There were 112 actors at the meeting, in-
cluding some of the biggest stars of the day.
Lionel Hogarth, William Holden, Sr., and De
Wolf Hopper were among the personalities
who voted to accept Equity's Constitution
and elected its first officers.

THE CURTAIN RISES

Its first president was Francis Wilson,
and on its first Council was Grant Stewart.
These two men were to make the cause of
the actors’' association one of their life-long
crusades.

It is well they were so dedicated, for they
were about to launch a long, frustrating bat-
tle that would last for nearly six years before
even their most basic alms—recognition and
a standard Equity contract—would be
achieved.

It would be a battle made all the more
difficult because it would be carried out,
for a while, under a facade of good fellow-
ship and courtesy. The producers and man-
agers were almost patronizing about Equity
at first. They'd seen so many actors’ orga-
nizations rise and fall that this new one
caused little more than smiles,

For months, and then for years, they
seemed always on the verge of accepting
Equity and its contract. They would sign
if only this or that minor flaw could be
ironed out. When it was, another flaw needed
ironing out and so on and on and on.

But though it could not get a contract,
Equity was steadily growing stronger dur-
ing those years of negotiations. Its member-
ships rose to include some of the biggest
names in show business. Ed Wynn, Pearl
White, Ethel Barrymore, Grant Mills, Marie
Dressler, Otto Kruger, Douglas Fairbanks
and Eddie Foy were among the stars who
pledged their support in those early days.

ACT ONE—SCENE ONE

In small ways, Equity began to make itself
felt. By 1919 it was managing to wring out a
better contract here, a special payment for
an extra matinee there. From time to time,
a manager even found himself forced to pay
for rehearsal time or to reimburse an actress
for her costumes—miniature victories in
minor frays. But like a mosquito buzzing
around the back of a head, the Actors Equity
Association was becoming an annoyance to
the managers.

Also, it was contemplating a step that was
anathema; affiliation with the American Fed-
eration of Labor. The musicians and stage
hands of the theatre were already organized
and affiliated with the AFL. The managers'
experience with these groups was enough to
convince them that they didn't want their
actors in that combine as well.

Equity's projected affiliation with orga-
nized labor had long been a sensitive area,
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delayed by two factors. One was the reluc-
tance of an influential group of actors to
identify themselves with the laboring classes,
a feeling that they were somehow above
them. The second factor was a far more
practical one—the White Rats.

The Rats had almost no members and
virtually no power, but they did have an
International Charter from the AFL. If
Equity wanted to join with organized labor,
the Rats maintained it would have to enter
as a branch of their International.

This, Equity was not willing to do. Not
only did the WR's represent a group with
which the actors felt no common cause—
vaudevillians and variety acts—but it was
also floundering badly.

It had made many powerful enemies and
Equity felt barely able to handle its own
problems. If it was forced to take on the
problems of the older organization besides,
its members were convinced that both groups
would go down the drain.

ACT ONE—SCENE TWO

The anti-union feeling was settled at a
turbulent and emotional Equity meeting in
May of 1919, shortly after the producers had
flatly refused to recognize Equity or sign its
contract.

Twenty-five hundred members gathered to
hear the arguments for and against affilia-
tion. Blanche Bates, a prominent actress and
persuasive speaker, galned the floor and
turned her years of experience in moving an
audience to moving her present audience
away from affiliation.

“I cannot stand here,” Miss Bates sald in an
impassioned speech, “as a woman who has
put twenty-five years into this work . . .
who has been true to the traditions of it all,
and see us putting ourselves in the position
of disgruntled laborers. We are not laborers
and what we do cannot be capitalized. What
we give cannot be weighed and measured.
Don't let us do something that we will regret
doing.”

But when Miss Bates pounded the table
and said, “We are not laborers,” the audience
shouted back “We are! We are!”

Other speakers pointed out that with only
a few concessions, the managers could take
the actors out of the position of disgruntied
laborers, and all could continue in the grand
traditions of the theatre of which Miss Bates
was so proud.

In the end, the members voted to leave all
authority in the hands of the Equity Coun-
cil. Since the Council had already declared
itself on the side of affiliation, this was tan-
tamount to a vote to join the AFL.

FIRST ACT ENDING

The White Rats situation was more diffi-
cult to solve. In previous meetings, led by
Harry Mountford and James Fitzpatrick, the
WE'’s had fought fiercely to hang on to their
charter as their only hope of saving their
organization.

But in their hopeless condition they were
more willing to talk compromise. The final
solutions worked out for Equity’s admission
into the AFL proved to reduce not only the
current difficulties, but turned out to be
tailor-made to handle the admission later, of
other highly individualistic performing arts
unions as well.

As it was worked out, neither Equity nor
the White Rats would hold the International
Charter. The White Rats surrendered it and
the AFL issued a new one to cover the en-
tire performing arts field.

Thus, a new International was created, to
be known as the Assoclated Actors and
Artistes of America, or more simply, the Four
A's.

Within the Four A’s, each of the perform-
ing arts unions were, and are, relatively
autonomous and, in theory at least, on an
equal footing. This structure still exists 50
years later and has proved ideal for the inde-
pendent-spirited performers it represents.
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ACT TWO—SCENE ONE

It was now July, 1919, six years since the
first Equity meeting had been called, and
battle lines were hardening, In August, the
Producing Managers Assoclation, the pro-
tective organization formed to fight Equity
called a meeting of virtually every manage-
ment group in show business.

The National Association of the Motion
Picture Industry, the Columbla Amusement
and Burlesque Interests and the Vaudeville
Protective Managers Association all sent rep-
resentatives to the meeting In New York.
From there they issued a resolution to act in
concert to “protect the actors of the stage
and screen from inequitable contracts and
assure the employers thereof a continuance
of the privilege to deal with them Individually
as artists.”

Boiled down and retranslated, it meant
sgimply this: not only would Equity not be
recognized in New York, but any member
who insisted on any of the small gains Equity
had made so far would have a hard time find-
ing a job in any theatre, motion pilcture
studio or vaudeville house any place in the
country. It was a lock-out.

On August 7, 1919, Equity’s members voted
to strike all the theatres of the Producing
Managers Association.

The gesture was brave enough; actors have
a sense of the dramatic, but would 1t work?
Nobody, including Equity's officers was sure.
Though Equity had 2700 members at that
point, their loyalty (when asked to actually
defy the producers and walk out of their jobs)
had not yet been put to the test, and actors
being what they are—were unpredictable.

ACT TWO—SCENE TWO

Nevertheless, at 7:156 on August 7, 1919,
fifteen minutes after the last deadline set by
Equity for a truce, the strike call went out.

There were more than twenty shows on
Broadway that night, but Equity’s expecta-
tions were so mixed that when reporters
asked its officers how many shows they
thought would go out, they merely shrugged
and said, “Maybe seven.”

The first to go was “Lightnin’” mentioned
earlier. Then—in quick succession calls
came into strike headquarters saying that
the cast of a dozen other productions had
walked out as well.

Lightning struck, not only at the Galety,
but all up and down Broadway. At the New
Amsterdam Theatre on 42nd Street, Eddie
Cantor walked out of the Zilegfeld Follles
while the chorus congregated on the fire
escape, replete in their Follles costumes, to
watch the strikers from other shows march-
ing on the street below.

Ed Wynn stationed himself in front of the
44th Street Theatre, where the Shuberts'
*“Galties of 1918" had been playing, and ex-
plained Equity's cause to the audience lined
up to collect their money back. The crowd
was so carrled away by the words of the
“Perfect Fool” that they holsted him up on
their shoulders and paraded up and down
Broadway with him,

The streets were jammed with the striking
actors and audiences with no place to go.
The mansagers had apparently been caught
by surprise, and had made no arrangements
to fill in for the striking actors. Nobody
knows how many thousands of dollars they
had to return that night.

Producer Sam Harris of (George M.)
Cohan and Harrls sighed “I didn't think the
boys would go that far.” Producer David
Belasco, on the other hand, snarled that if
necessary the producers would “starve the
actors out.”

Not all of the theatres were struck. Those
whose managers didn’t belong to the PM.A.
were allowed to continue thelr perform-
ances. But by and large, what Equity called
out—went. The new organization had scored
beyond its most optimistic hopes,
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ACT THREE—SCENE ONE

In the days that followed, the managers
countered with a flood of advertisements,
presenting their cause in the press with
alluring contract offers and at least one sult,
initiated by Lee Shubert, agalnst almost
every member of Equity, whether they were
striking him or not.

But nothing helped. A notice that they
were restralned from picketing brought cries
of, "Who wants to get arrested? Let's go
picketing|” When the producers threatened
a blacklist, 600 new applications were re-
ceived at Equity headquarters in one day.

One management ploy, however, did hurt
the strikers—not so much in their back-
bone, but in their hearts. This was the es-
tablishment of a counter-union, the Actors’
Fidelity League, headed by no less a per-
sonality than George M. Cohan.

Though Cohan was & prosperous pro-
ducer by this time, the actors still counted
him as one of their own. In the early days of
the strike, his fellow performers had begged
him to join with them, but he turned them
down.

LYRIC BY GEORGE M.

As the walk-out threatened to be suc-
cessful, Cohan angrily declared *Before I
will do business with the Actors' Equity As-
sociation, I will lose every dollar I have,
even if I have to run an elevator to make a
living.”

To prove that he meant it, Cohan offered
to donate $100,000 to a new union, or rather
a non-union—an “association” of actors, not
affiliated with organized labor.

His offer, and the prospect of his prestigl-
ous support, spurred on those who had op-
posed Equity’s affiliation with the AFL. In
the middle of the strike, while some of their
brother actors were struggling to feed their
families, these dissenters organized a rival
association to fight them.

It, too, marshaled some impressive names
on its roster. Aside from Cohan, there were
such luminaries as Fay Bainter, Otis Skin-
ner and the young Helen Hayes (who joined
out of loyalty to her manager but later
resigned and fought wholeheartedly for
Equity's cause in subsequent battles).

In the long run, the Actors’ Fidelity
League served little purpose. Most of its
members had already declared themselves
opposed to the strike, and it never succeeded
in drawing any significant support away
from Equity.

By 1924, after Equity had fought and won
its first round, and was deep in negotiating
its second contract, the League could only
attest to B3 members in good standing.

However, it did cause a bitter rift between
actor and actor, wounds that took years to
heal. George M. Cohan, who had declared he
would never again produce on Broadway if
Equity won, kept his word.

In 1921 he transferred all his interests to
England, and didn't appear on Broadway
again until 1937 when he starred in, but did
not produce, “I’d Rather Be Right.”

But back to 1919. As the weeks wore on,
the strike, rather than losing impetus as the
managers had predicted, gained momentum.
Huge blocks of performers, 300 members of
the Happy Times chorus at the Hippodrome,
the entire chorus of the Wintergarden,
marched into strike headquarters to the
rousing cheers of their fellow performers and
& jubilant “Hail, Hail, The Gang's All Here!"
from one of the many bands in residence
there,

ENTERE THE LADIES

The chorus girls, in fact, were not members
of Equity. In the struggle to organize the
actor, no one had gotten around to formally
organizing Broadway's choruses.

In the middle of the strike, this oversight
was remedied. The chorus Equity was for-
mally voted into existence on August 12, 1919,
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with Marie Dressler, who had started her
career as an $8 a week chorus girl, as its firat
president.

Ethel Barrymore, although she was not
then, and never had been, a member of the
chorus, came to the meeting to pledge her
support. “I am with you heart and soul,” she
sald to the young chorus members that day,
“and more than that. Don't be discouraged.
Stick! It's all coming out just the way 1t
ought to for us.”

Miss Barrymore's words proved to be
prophetic. Equity's tacticlans had managed
the strike so that each day brought a new
pressure to bear on the opposition. When the
first few days went by with no results, the
strike was spread from the legitimate theatre
to vaudeville. Then the offered support of the
stagehands (International Alliance of The-
atrical Stage Employees) and musicians
(American Federation of Musiclans) was ac-
cepted, and more shows closed.

ACT THREE—SCENE TWO

Equity staged benefits to ralse money, pre-
senting all the stars denied to the managers,
with W. C. Flelds acting as Master of Cere-
monies, and found its strike fund bulging.
The strike spread from New York to Boston
and Chicago, also important theatre centers.
Finally, on September 5, after a last break-
down in the talks that had gone on con-
tinuously between the union and the man-
agers, Equity played its trump card; as a
member of AFL it called on organized labor
for national support.

Letters and telegrams were sent out to
the 969 locals of IATSE calling for a close-
down of all the Shubert chain of theatres
around the country.

That move proved to be the straw that
broke the camel’s back. The managers asked
for peace the same afternoon that the na-
tional call went out, and Equity's strike was
over almost as fast as it had begun.

By the evening of September 5, Frances
Wilson, Marie Dressler, Ethel Barrymore, and
Lillian Russell, an all-star cast If there ever
was one, were meeting with the managers.
At 3 AM, on the morning of September 6,
they had an agreement, and that evening
some of the closed plays reopened.

EPILOGUE

One of the first to see the lights of Broad-
way, and play to a capacity audience, was
Frank Bacon's “Lighinin’”, He’d won his
gamble.

The most important galn in that first
agreement was the recognition of Equity as
the representative of its members. This did
not imply an all Equity cast—that would
take more long meetings, court suits and
strike threats.

The managers did not become instantly
docile. Many believed that Equity's victory
was a fluke. It would take years of defeats
in arbitration declslons and fallure to woo
stars from the union before the producers
were to become convinced that the tide had
turned.

But with that strike Equity made his-
tory. For the first time, the actors had
presented a united front to the managers,
and managed to malntain it until they won.
And they strengthened their organization in
the bargain.

Equity started the strike with 2700 mem-
bers and $13,600 in its treasury. A month
later, at the strike's end, it had 14,000 mem-
bers and $120,000. Perhaps most important,
it had learned that the producers were not
invincible.

Within the following decade Equity had
planted itself firmly on Broadway and proved,
once and for all, that a union of actors could
survive,

HOLLYWOOD NEXT

Meanwhile, another form of entertainment
was rising—the screen. Far away from Broad-
way, in Hollywood, California, new stars were
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being born, new producers were making for-
tunes and a different set of situations was
cropping up.

Equity made several attempts to organize
the screen stars, but never succeeded. The
Broadway union was considered an intruder
in Hollywood, a representative of New York
and the legitimate stage. Equity withdrew
from Hollywood in 1929 to mend some of its
fences back home on Broadway and leave
the screen stars to their own organization.

“It's hard to imagine what Hollywood was
like in those days,” says Conrad Nagel, the
courtly gentleman of many a stage and
screen hit., Nagel, now president of the Four
A's, is a charter member of both Equity and
the Screen Actors Guild and remembers those
early organizing days well.

“It was not only an open shop town, it
was almost anti-union,” he says. “The old
Los Angeles Times used to run editorial after
editorial extolling the virtues of the open
shop, and many of the people in the town
absorbed this philosophy. They were very
suspicious of unions.”

But the screen actors were not exactly un-
organized. Perhaps partly because of Equity’s
efforts, the Hollywood producers and studio
owners had joined with the actors in estab-
lishing the Academy of Motion Picture Arts
and Sciences in 1927,

THE ACADEMY

The Academy was to represent all branches
of the motion picture industry—producers,
directors, writers, actors and technicians.

In the five years of its existence it did man-
age to draw up a standard contract that
eliminated some of the abuses that had
ralsed Equity's ire, most notably the hated
“satisfaction clause”, and set up a structure
for fair, and impartial arbitration of disputes.

But membership in the Academy was
gained only by invitation, on the basis of
“distinguished accomplishment” in the pro-
duction of films, This invitation-only policy
insured that the membership, and the poli-
cies, could be controlled by a select few.

Moreover, the Academy included producers
in its membership and on its board of direc-
tors. This was too cozy for Equity, who de-
nounced the Academy as a company union.

Whatever Its original intentions had been,
the Academy was by 1933, “‘completely em-
ployer-controlled,” according to Robert
Montgomery who was a member of the Acad-
emy at that time and one of the founders of
the union that was to succeed it—the Screen
Actors Guild.

The year 1933 dawned on a world sunk deep
into the Great Depression. In March, Presi-
dent Roosevelt declared a nation-wide bank
moratorium that sounded the death knell
for, among many businesses and institu-
tions, the Academy.

The producers decided to absorb the shock
of the moratorium by cutting the actors’
salaries, and the Academy decided to help
them do it. With both their “union™ and
their employers talking pay cut, the actors
had no choice,

They took the cut, but many, including
Nagel who was then president of the Acad-
emy, resigned, and the actors began looking
around for a new organization.

CLOAK AND DAGGER STUFF

Quietly, in fact secretly, they began to hold
informal meetings in each other’s homes.
Some of the stars drove their Cadillacs or
Rolls Royces to sumptuous mansions in Bel
Air or Santa Monica, but parked them blocks
away and walked to the meeting place. They
remembered the blacklist that had followed
Equity's last attempt to organize an inde-
pendent union, and they weren't ready to
come out in the open yet.

Among the first of these meetings was one
held in the home of Kenneth Thomson and
attended by Ralph Morgan, Grant Mitchell,
Berton Churchill, Charles Miller, and Alden
Gay Thomson, It was here that the idea of
a self-governing organization of all motion
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picture actors to galn fair economic condi-
tions was formed.

In June of 1933, articles of incorporation
for the new group, by now known as the
Screen Actors Gulld, were quietly filed far
away from Hollywood in Sacramento, Call-
fornia with Alan Mowbray writing the check
to cover the incorporation expenses.

Ralph Morgan was elected the first presi-
dent of the group that numbered, at that
time, eighteen members.

Through the rest of that summer, the
Gulild did nothing. Almost by instinct, its
founders had recognized the need for such
an organization. But now that they had it,
they also knew that the time was not right
to press it. The pay cut was a fact; no sense
pressing that.

To exercise any influence in Hollywood,
SAG would have to rally the powerful and
prominent stars whose good will the pro-
ducers had to have. To do that, it needed a
powerful issue, one that would unite every
performer in Hollywood.

SEGUE TO NRA

It came in September of 1833 when the
final draft of the National Recovery Act was
published. The motion picture code it con-
tained was the fuse that 1lit the fire.

Among other things, the Code severely
weakened the actor’s right to negotiate their
salaries. It set maximum wages for perform-
ers and provided a heavy fine for any pro-
ducer who pald a wage considered “exces-
sive.”

It also contained an “anti-raiding” clause
under which an actor under contract could
only negotiate for a new contract at a
higher salary during the last 30 days of his
existing contract. Simply put—this meant
that an actor who was in a particularly good
bargaining position because he'd just played
in a box-office smash might have to wait
years before he could try to translate his
popularity into a higher salary. In Holly-
wood where fame is often fleeting, this would
add up to missing the chance of a lifetime.

But the real provocation was that the
actors knew that J. T. Reed, the producer
who was the current president of the Acad-
emy, had had a hand in drafting that NRA
Code. In theory, Reed should have repre-
sented the interests of both the actors and
the producers. The actors' position was that
he had represented only the producers to the
Code Authority.

Any lingering doubt as to whose side the
power machinery of the Academy was on
was now dispelled. For the performers the
Academy represented the producers. The
artists would have to build their own, in-
dependent organization.

EXODUS AND GENESIS

They resigned from the Academy en masse,
and the Guild signed up some of the big-
gest names in Hollywood. Among the stars
who joined were Groucho Marx, Ralph Bel-
lamy, George Raft, Eddie Cantor, Gary
Cooper, Spencer Tracy, Otto Kruger, Paul
Muni and Robert Montgomery, to name a
few.

Most of these stars were big enough to get
any terms they wanted from the producers,
NRA Code or no code. Why then did they
decide to take up the cudgels for the per-
formers who could not protect themselves?

Robert Montgomery, now & prosperous
communications econsultant who numbers
John D, Rockefeller III among his clients,
explains: "I came to Hollywood like every
other kid, believing all the myths. The
streets were paved with gold and everybody
made at least $50 a day. It didn't take long
to find out that the average wage was about
$2 a day, and the performer earned that,
maybe 45 days out of the year. The producers
sald they couldn't afford any more than
that. But if you offered to gamble on your
talent, to take a small percentage of the
profit from a film, they very quickly said
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no. It was all wrong, and it had to be made
right.”

In the months following the first public
reading of the NRA Code, SAG launched a
massive campaign against it. They bom-
barded Washington with telegrams, issued
spirited press releases and finally threatened
to strike. Washington listened.

Eddie Cantor, who succeeded Ralph Mor-
gan as president of SAG, was invited to
Warm Springs, Ga., to present the actors’
case directly to President Roosevelt. Banjo
Eyes must have had a silver tongue too,
because when the final version of the NRA
Code appeared in November of 1933, the
actors had managed to nullify its most ob-
jectionable clauses.

The whole NRA Code was held unconstitu-
tional in 1934, but from this preliminary
skirmish several things had been made clear.
The clauses the actors considered important
had been rectified, the stars had demon-
strated that they could launch a united cam-
paign, and most important, the need for
an independent bargaining agent to repre-
sent the actors had been demonstrated be-
yond the shadow of a doubt. SAG now turned
its efforts to belng recognized as that bar-
gaining agent.

GROWING PAINS

One of its first moves was to Join the
Four A’s, thus affiliating itself with the AFL,
There was no voice raised in protest this
time, and SAG was recognized by labor as
the representative of the screen actors.

Now began the long haul for recognition
from the producers, marked, as it had been
on Broadway, by circumlocutions and delays.

SAG elected a negotiating committee of
four: Aubrey Blair, Robert Montgomery,
Franchot Tone and Eenneth Thomson. These
men literally took their careers in their
hands to press SAG's cause with the pro-
ducers. Montgomery remembers more than
one threat that he'd “never work in the
motion picture industry again.”

In 1037, SBAG seemed no closer to recog-
nition than it had been in 1933. Like Equity
though, the new union had used its time
well. By now virtually every top star was a
member, The only question was would their
top stars, who made thousands of dollars a
week join the extras, the bit players, the
struggling newcomers, and walk out on the
producers?

Once again came the secret meetings, the
impromptu conversations on movie sets or
in dressing rooms. The question was always
the same: Will you support a strike by the
Screen Actors Guild if it is necessary to win
a contract with the motion picture industry?
More than 98 percent answered “Yes!”

On May 7, 1937, the Hollywood Reporter,
a trade publication, used its largest type to
headline Stars in Strike Pact. “Ninety-two
stars and featured players,” the story ran,
“with combined weekly salaries of more than
$200,000 have agreed to strike if SAG calls
15

Who were those stars? “There wasn’t one of
them who wasn't with us,” Nagel remembers.
“Or if there was, they kept quiet about it.
All the big ones were with us, and that's
what mattered.”

PRODUCERS CAPITULATE

The producers saw that SAG meant busi-
ness. Negotiations went on round-the-clock
in those final, hectic hours and all the big
studios signed, or agreed to sign agreements
recognizing SAG. All that is, except Metro-
Goldwyn-Mayer. But SAG’'s position was that
unless it got agreements from all the major
studios, it still intended to strike.

A mass membership meeting had been set
for the evening of Sunday May 9, 1937. On
Sunday morning, Robert Montgomery, then
president of the union received a call ask-
ing if he would meet with Louis B. Mayer at
Mayer's beach house in Santa Monica.

“Mayer was a flamboyant, dramatic kind
of guy, always the grand-stand player,”
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Montgomery says now. “He knew he was
standing alone, and that he'd have to slgn.
He could've told me over the telephone, but
instead he insisted on this meeting.

“When we got there, he carried on for a
while about what a great industry this was;
what a great tradition we had, how the show
must go on. That was always the line they
used when their backs were to the walls.
When I got tired of listening, I asked him
what he was golng to do about this agree-
ment. ‘Well," he said, T guess we'll have to
go along.'"

Montgomery hurried to the Hollywood
Legion Stadium where several thousand mo-
tion picture actors were walting. The turn-
out included every star and prominent player
in the industry. Three hundred autograph
hunters walted outside, and because of the
emotional atmosphere present in Hollywood
in those days, police guarded the door.

When Kenneth Thomson, then executive
gecretary, announced that all of the major
motion picture studios had agreed to recog-
nize SAG, the meeting went wild. Bit players
and stars hugged each other, some cried, and
the Legion Hall rained down the hats that
had been thrown into the air by the exult-
ant SAG members. Then Ralph Morgan took
the floor and opened his speech with his own
interpretation of a gquotation from Victor
Hugo:

““You can stop, maybe, an army of a million
men,” Morgan quoted, “But you can't stop a
right idea when its time has come."”

Even while the actors were fighting their
battle, other branches of the entertainment
field were joining the wave of organization
that swept the country with the passage
of the Wagner Act In 1835.

TWO GROWS TO FIVE

In quick succession opera and concert per-
formers organized the American Guild of
Musical Artists (AGMA), radio announcers
and performers organized the American Fed-

eration of Radio Artists (AFRA) and perform-
ers on the night club circuit organized the
American Gulld of Variety Artists (AGVA).
Each, in turn, applied for, and received its
charter from the Four A's,

It is interesting to note that the problems
prevalent in each of these fields were almost
identical to the problems that had led to the
founding of Equity almost a quarter of a
century before.

In the unorganized sectors of show busi-
ness, many performers still worked for ex-
cessively low wages, or none at all if busi-
ness was bad. They worked without any con-
tract or if they had one, it was favorable to
the employer. Rehearsal time was usually not
paid for, and often stretched hours or days
beyond the time necessary to get a show in
shape.

Not even stars were protected. Lawrence
Tibbett, one of the greats of the Metropolitan
Opera, was under contract to the Met during
the late thirties. He had what was known
as an “exclusive contract”, meaning that if
he performed any place other than the Opera
House, he had to pay the Met a percentage of
his fees.

One year, in going over his accounts, Tib-
bett discovered that he had paid the Met
more in percentages than they had pald him
for their own performances.

It was Tibbett, along with other promi-
nent stars, who founded AGMA in 1936. In
less than two years, they were able to gain
recognition from the Met by proving that
they represented over 75 percent of its em-
ployes.

AGMA's most important victory in those
early days though, was the establishment of
a basic agreement with the Columbia Con-
certs Corporation and the NBC Artists Serv-
ice. These two were large organizations of
managers or agents for the performers.

A performer’'s agent 1s usually his only
line to employment. With varying degrees,
the manager “manages” the per-
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former’s whole career. He secures engage-
ments, works out contracts, keeps the per=-
former's accounts, and, of course, collects
a fee.

But until AGMA's intervention, there were
no rules governing this relatlionship. The
manager might charge high fees for his
services, negotiate poor contracts, prevent
the performer from looking at his accounts
for months, spend his money for “expenses”
without restraint and sometimes even collect
a fee for securing an appearance for which
the artist was never pald. AGMA's basic
agreement eliminated most of these practices
by setting up safeguards. Today, AGMA,
with its 2,000 members, though one of the
smallest unions in the country, represents
the most prestigious names in the concert
and opera flelds.

RADIO MAKES IT BIG

It was little AGMA, along with SAG and
Equity that joined to sponsor still another
organization, the Radlo Performers’ AFRA.
(Later, when television developed into a
commercial success, AFRA became AFTRA,
the American Federation of Radio and Tele-
vision Artists).

By the late 1930's radio had come into
its own as a big business. Advertisers were
discovering that the little boxes that sat
in almost every home were an ideal way to
sell their products, and they were willing to
pay the networks handsomely for air time.
Yet wages and working conditions of the per-
formers reflected little of this new affluence.

Payments ranged from §75 for a half-hour
show on prime time, to as little as 85 for a
fifteen minutes spot on some of the soap
operas, To make matters worse, the per-
former, in those faceless days of radio, some-
times played two or three parts in the same
show. But got pald for only one. Rehearsal
time was free, and unlimited.

How did performers survive on those
wages? “You hustled,” says Bud Collyer, who
was the M. C. on Cavalcade of America and
also performed on a dozen or so of the soap
operas in those early, unorganized days. “It
was common for an actor to do fifteen or
twenty shows a week. We had the com-
muting time from one studio to the next
measured down to the last minute. I re-
member one season when I was doing 34
shows a week, It was brutal, but it was the
only way to make a living.”

It is difficult to say exactly who founded
the radio performers union. Radio artists had
been talking about organizing as far back
as 1030, and many had a hand in putting
together what eventually turned out to be
AFRA.

The three existing performing arts unions
all loaned it money to get started, and its
early officers were veterans of other organi-
zational fights.

Eddie Cantor was AFRA's first president,
Lawrence Tibbett its first vice-president.
Jack Benny, Rudy Vallee, Edgar Bergen and
Bing Crosby all served on its early Couneil,
and Collyer was a member of its first Board
of Directors. But when it came to the actual
toe-to-toe mnegotiations with the networks
and sponsors one name keeps coming up—
George Heller.

Heller was a young actor-singer who was
appearing on Broadway In “You Can’t Take
It With You" while AFRA was fighting for
recognition in 1938, Also a radio performer,
he immersed himself in the struggle to or-
ganize the people in front of the mike.

It was Heller, along with Emily Holt, a
lawyer and veteran of Equity's battle on
Broadway, who led the negotlations.

SAME STORY—DIFFERENT CAST

The pattern was the same. Networks and
sponsors stalled, or refused outright to dis-
cuss any grievances or to recognize AFRA
as a bargaining agent. The situation was
made even more difficult by the diffusion
of the producers in those days. Everyone, it
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seems, was putting shows together—net-
works, advertising agencies, individual com-
panies and individual entrepreneurs.

“We were treated very civilly,” Mrs. Holt
remembers. “Nevertheless the answer was—
go away. The networks sald we'd have to
speak to the sponsors. The sponsors sald they
couldn’t talk because there was no one em-
powered to megotiate for all of them. They
had nothing like a bargaining committee.”

But AFRA, taking its cue from SAG's ex-
perience, went to its stars and asked for their
support in a walk-out and got it. Jack Benny,
Gene Hersholt, Fred Allen—all of the names
rallied around once more.

“When the word got out there was a little
scurrying around, you can be sure,” Mrs.
Holt remembers, “They got a committee to-
gether fast enough, and agreed to talk if
we'd postpone the strike. We agreed to hold
off for a week."

Heller and Holt, backed by Henry Jaffe,
another attorney, Alex McGee, a singer, and
Mark Smith, president of the New York local,
met with that committee for four days and
nights,
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AFRA's committee walked info that first
meeting with a printed contract. (‘People
have great regard for the printed word,"” Mrs.
Holt explains). Every evening, when negoti-~
ations were finished, a member of the com-
mittee would be designated to ride downtown
to a printer, and have a new contract, in-
corporating the changes that had been made
that day, printed up.

The next day, the new, official-looking con-
tract confronted the producers. Their con-
cessions were immediately set down in black
and white and they were never allowed to
bring them up agaln,

Within four days, AFRA had negotiated
the first collectively bargained agreement on
a national scale in broadeasting.

The last group of performers to join the
Four A’s were the descendants of the vaude-
villlans—the night club performers.

Night club performers are a large, diversi-
fled group that includes such luminaries as
Tony Bennett, Sammy Davis, Danny Thomas
(Thomas is the current president of AGVA)
as well as every young newcomer facing his
first audience in out-of-the-way roadhouses
across the country. This diversity made or-
ganizing difficult and policing agreements
even tougher.

Life was not a bowl of cherrles in this area
of show-biz. Smaller clubs had no such thing
as a contract. Talent was hired and fired at
will. Payment was at the whim of the club
owner. Female talent had other problems. A
girl was never sure just how far she would
be expected to go in “co-operating” with the
owner or “mixing"” with the customers.

The American Guild of Varlety Artists re-
ceived their charter from the Four A's In
1939. Since then, AGVA has made significant
gains. Most recently, under the guidance of
Vice-President Penny Singleton, it succeeded
in ralsing the pay scales and instituting re-
hearsal pay for the Rockettes at New York's
Radio City Music Hall.

With the night club performers, the last
group in show business was brought into the
fold of organized labor. Their story is one of
the most colorful chapters in the history of
labor, not only because of the great names
involved, but because of the altruism they
displayed.

Probably in no other time have so many
of the rich and famous united together, as
Eddie Cantor once said, “to help the little
guy who can't help himself.”

THE 4A'S ARE UNIQUE

Compared to other Internationals, the As-
sociated Actors and Artistes of ca are
a tiny group. With all its member locals—
the five already mentioned and three others,
the Hebrew Actors' Union, the Italian Actors'
Union and the Screen Extras' Guild, it has a
total membership of only 64,500.
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But In many ways, it exemplifies the
*“unity” of the labor movement. Its elected
officers, important personalities with hand-
some incomes, serve without pay, but give
unstintingly of their time.

Charlton Heston, national president of
SAG, i1s Just as likely to be found at a union
meeting as on a film set. Conrad Nagel 1s at
his Four A's office every day, keeping track
of the unions under his dominion,

It is interesting to note, too, that the asso-
ciated groups have done an almost complete
about-face In their attitudes toward labor.
Gone are the early suspicions that the per-
formers were somehow above the electricians,
carpenters and other wage earners who make
up the work force.

The performer's pride in his profession is
undiminished. And 1t exists now along the
recognition that organization and a united
Iront are the best means of maintaining what
is good in show business, and eliminating
what is bad.

During the recent Equity strike on Broad-
way, Equity president Frederick O’Neal, who
has been in the theatre for 25 years and is
one of the founders of the American Negro
Theatre, led the union negotiators in their
demands for higher wages and shorter con-
tract lengths, and got them.

“I don't feel any conflict between my role
as president of this union and my role as an
artist,” Mr. O'Neal said during the srtike.
“Actors have to eat too, in spite of the ro-
mantic image the public has of them. They
don't realize that 80 or 85 percent of the
people in our jurisdiction earn less than
$5,000 a year.”

Or take Mel Brandt, announcer on the
NBC soap opera, “The Doctors” and presi-
dent of AFTRA., At a recent interview, Mr.
Brandt sat in his television-blue shirt and
spoke in the deep, well-modulated tones
that are the trademarks of his profession.
But what he was saying was: “There's a new
militancy in AFTRA, a willingness to fight
for what we have to have. The broadcasting
unions, all of them, the engineers, the actors,
the writers, are in a powerful bargaining posi-
tion when they cooperate with each other.
The companies are going to have to realize
this."”

And this is the essence of the change. Ac-
tors still look and dress llke actors, but at
the bargaining table—though the tonal qual-
ities may be richer, they talk like labor
leaders.

They now know that a bundle of straws
is a lot harder to break than one.

REORGANIZATION OF POST OFFICE

HON. JOHN M. ZWACH

OF MINNESOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. ZWACH. Mr. Speaker I have in-
troduced a bill today designed to im-
prove our post office and mail service.
This great Department has become a
multibillion-dollar industry and the
volume of mail handled by this Depart-
ment increases yearly. The Post Office
Department is one of the largest em-
ployers in Government and we should
not waste any time in providing the same
care and qualification yardsticks to the
selection of the administrators of this
political borough.

My bill would remove the Postmaster
General from the President’s Cabinet,
and give him a term of up to 12 years.
The bill specifically limits the Post-
master’s duties to that directly affecting
the efficlent conduct of postal business.
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In addition the office of the Deputy Post-
master General shall be filled by Presi-
dential appointment with advice and
consent of the Senate, and his term of
office shall be for 6 years.

The bill also creates six Assistant Post-
masters General for a 6-year term, ex-
cept that none of the terms shall expire
simultaneously. These positions would
allow and bring to the Post Office Depart-
ment the needed efficiency and admin-
istration that is so sorely lacking.

I have also stipulated that the duties
of these men shall be entirely that of
conducting their work in the Depart-
ment. It further states that no more
than three Assistant Postmasters Gen-
eral shall be appointed from the same
political party, in a great sense nullify-
ing this agency as a home for political
activists.

I urge your consideration of this
recommendation.

LAW ENFORCEMENT AS A
BUSINESS

HON. JOHN G. TOWER

OF TEXAS
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. TOWER. Mr, President, Mr. John
L. Guseman, director of the police de-
partment in Victoria, Tex., has recently
written an article for the January 1969,
FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin entitled
“Law Enforcement as a Business.” The
article shows that Mr. Guseman has a
keen insight into what it takes not only
to train policemen, but perhaps more im~
portantly, how to keep them interested
in their most important jobs and make
them even more active and vital parts of
their community. With the ever-increas-
ing emphasis on the training and vitali-
zation of our Nation's police depart-
ments, I believe that Mr. Guseman has
some important words for us. I therefore
commend this article to my colleagues
and those others interested in improv-
ing law enforcement and ask unanimous
consent that this article be included at
the appropriate place in the Extensions
of Remarks.

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

LAw ENFORCEMENT AS A BUSINESS
{By John L. Guseman, director of police,
Victoria, Tex.)

““OUR BUSINESS IS PEOFLE"™

Someone once sald that progress is not
possible without change.

We of the Victoria Police Department be-
lieve that we made tremendous progress
when we reorganized the department on Jan-
uary 1, 1968. To us, it is an entirely new con-
cept of police organization. Military ranks
within the department were phased out, and
the department was organized on a basis of
business management. One reason we did
this was to prevent the continued loss of
officers to other police departments because
of the lack of advancement opportunities
and the loss of officers to higher paying jobs
in industry and business.

Under the old system, a man would go to
work as a probationary patrolman. After 6
months of training and probation, he would
advance automatically to the rank of pa-
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trolman. He remained a patrolman for a
period of years, or until such time as a
sergeant vacancy occurred. Then the patrol-
man would be required to compete with other
patrolmen for this particular position.

‘We believe that the man who does the work
out in the field, the so-called patrolman, is
the backbone of the police operation and we
must retain this man in the department. We
can no longer afford to lose his valuable
training and experience.

Under our new organization, we have a
median classification. This professional
classification enables an officer, after com-
pleting basic training, to advance in respon-
sibility and compensation without becom-
ing a supervisor. We feel that a properly
trained police officer does most of his work
without supervision anyway. Why make it
impossible to progress in responsibility and
compensation without advancing to a super-
visory position?

The long-range aim of our new organiza-
tion is to provide administrative mechanics
through which officers with proven ability
and preparation can achieve greater respon-
sibility and increased income. These were not,
in all instances, possible under the old sys-
tem,

This new organization plan was not con-
ceived by the head of the department alone,
nor was it instigated or instituted just for
the sake of change. After the report of the
President's Commission on Law Enforcement
and Administration of Justice was released,
the staff and I studied It very carefully,
analyzed the thoughts and ideas, and found
some things we did not agree with and many
things that we did agree with, We then
started sending the higher ranking officers,
the captains and lieutenants, to business
management school. The captains, lieuten-
ants, and I completed a short course in busi-
ness management at the University of Texas.
We also completed a course in police admin-
istration sponsored by the Texas Depart-
ment of Public Safety and the Texas Police
Association and a comprehensive course in
police administration conducted by the FBI
here in Victoria.

CONFERENCES HELD

Following this training and research, the
captains, lieutenants, and I held many stafl
conferences. After we discussed the situation
and talked to other employees in the de-
partment, we devised a tentative plan for
reorganization. Our plan was that a new em-
ployee would come into the department at a
position, at that time unnamed, and, after
a period of probation and basic training,
would advance one siep. In the second step
the employee would still be on probation but
would have more responsibility. We wanted
to see what he could do on his own initia-
tive with minimal supervision. If, after a
period of 6 months, the employee had shown
considerable self-improvement, and his serv-
ices were satisfactory for the amount of
training and experience he had acquired, he
would advance another step and the same
evaluation would be made.

After a perlod of 18 months of satisfac-
tory service, which included selected train-
ing and three minor advancements, the em-
ployee would advance to the first position in
the “professional corps™ of the police de-
partment. This position would be the end of
changing titles or changing of position
names.

We decided that the professional grade
should have eight pay levels. The profession-
al police officer, we felt, should be able to
advance in pay grade by self-improvement,
satisfactory service, and completion of a re-
quired number of police training hours plus
college semester hours.

One of the problems we faced was selecting
proper titles for the new position created by
the reorganization. We were particularly
anxious to get away from “military” ranks
since we believed that position descriptions
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similar to those in the business community
would be more consistent with our goal.

Many names and titles were brought into
the discussion, but most were discarded.
Since the beginning officer is on probation
for a time, the position was finally named
Probationary Employee (PE). At the end of
a B-month period of training and satisfac-
tory service, the Probationary Employee ad-
vances one step. Since our business is public
safety, the second position, or the step just
above PE, was named Public Safety Officer
(PSO). The Public Safety Officer has some
tralning and experlence, but is still actually
on probation with much to learn and ex-
perience to gain.

PST

After a period of 18 months' satisfactory
service and extensive training, the Public
Safety Officer advances to the grade of Pub-
lic Safety Technician (PST). This position
too was named with our utmost concern—
public safety—in mind. We felt that Public
Safety Techniclan would be the proper title
for a police officer who requires little super-
vision and who is proficient in his work.

Once the officer attains the Public Safety
Technician position, he has opportunity for
higher salary and more responsibility. PST
is the highest position available outside the
“management’’ level;; however, a PST may
serve as a supervisor when needed.

In the management area of the depart-
ment, we again borrowed from the business
world. We believe that an officer responsible
for a division of the department is, in truth,
managing the division. Consequently, we
selected the title of Division Manager for this
position. The assistant to this position is
called Assistant Division Manager. These two
positions replace the Captain and Lieutenant
ranks in our old setup. The Division Man-
agers are also stafl officers to the Director,
which, of course, is the new position title
for Chief of Police.

This method of organization has been in
operation for a number of months. Even
though we still have separations from the
department, under this new plan we have
been able to retaln those officers who are
better trained and more experienced. I think
the redeeming factor of the Public Safety
Technician position is that there does not
have to be a vacancy in a higher position be-
fore a man can advance in salary and re-
sponsibility. Within our allotted manpower,
we may have, by the authority of the city
council, any number of Probationary Em-
ployees, Public Safety Officers, or Public
Bafety Technicians without regard to the
number of personnel in each position or in
each pay grade within each position. In
theory, every officer outside of management
could hold the position of Public Safety
Technician., Consequently, the Probationary
Employee knows that he is going to become
a Public Safety Officer if he meets all the
criteria, and a Public Safety Officer knows
that he will advance to the position of Pub-
lic Safety Technician after he has met the
requirements. He also knows that to do this,
he does not have to wait for someone to re-
tire, to be promoted, to be demoted, or for
the department to increase in size.

ADVANCES IN PAY

We have devised a point system of meas-
urement to advance the men within grade
to increase their income. We belleve that
1 year's experience as a police officer teaches
& man something that he cannot possibly
learn any other way. Consequently, we give
30 points for 1 year of police service. We
know that college training is very important,
so we glve 80 polnts for 30 semester hours
of college. Enowing also that police training
is important, we have related police training
to semester hours of college work and have
given 1 point for 20 classroom hours of police
training. Thus, an officer knows In advance
how he can accumulate polnts. He knows
that he can accumulate as many points in
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two semesters of college as he can in one full
year of police service. If the man is ambi-
tious and wants to get ahead, he is going
to get semester hours. He also knows that
for each 20 classroom hours of police train-
ing, he can get one point,

TRAINING INITIATIVE

The classroom training is conducted by
our own police academy. We believe training,
except for basic and operational training,
should be on a voluntary basis rather than
compulsory. Consequently, all advanced
training is voluntary. If a man wants to ad-
vance to a certain position, the training nec-
essary to obtain that level is avallable to him.

In this new system we can hire individ-
uals with 60 college hours directly from the
outside and give them a higher salary to
start—the same compensation that they
would recelve If they had been in the police
department for a period of 2 years. This does
not mean that they would immediately be-
come Public Safety Technicians, nor does
it mean that they would not have to serve
a probationary period. Applicants with col-
lege training start as Probationary Em-
ployees, advance to Public Safety Officers,
and then to Public SBafety Technicians. Dur=
ing this time we pay them to take police
training and gain police experience because
we believe they have greater potential.

The requirements of law enforcement to-
day, particularly in the technical and legal
fields, are most demanding. We go along with
the theory that a good educational back-
ground, other things being equal, enables a
police officer to better serve his community.

The question is asked for our department,
“What happened to the individuals already in
the department who cannot compete with
the new appointees who have 2 or 3 years
of college or a college degree?” Our entrance
standards are very high and we have very few
people in the department who did not meet
these standards on entering. These persons
have been in the department for 156 years
or more, and we have been able to assign
them to positions compatible with thelr edu-
cation and training. These men are still valu-
able to our department because their experi-
ence cannot be replaced, and we have no in-
tention of phasing them out.

POSITION FOR WOMEN

We have established still another position
within the department that is open to per-
sons who meet all our standards, except pos-
sibly that of education, age, or physical con-
dition. In this group are certain key female
employees of-the department who are unable
to function as full-time Public Safety Tech-
nicians. The position has been designated
Police Agent. There are five salary steps in the
Police Agent position, and the fifth is im-
mediately below that of a Probationary Em-
ployee.

The Police Agents work primarily in
civilian clothes. Most of the female Police
Agents are assigned to work within the sta-
tion house, such as interviewing females,
matron duty, typing, clerical work, radio
dispatching, and assisting in the identifica-
tion section.

We do not anticipate that all our female
employees will become Police Agents. Police
Agents must take the same classroom in-
struction as other police officers, as well
as defensive tactics and firearms training,
be able to pass all examinations satisfac-
torily, and be available for outside work
when necessary. A number of our female
employees have already had the basic train-
ing phase.

New insignia to designate the various posi-
tions within the department are still under
consideration. At present the Probatonary
Employee's uniform consists of Ehakl trou-
sers and shirt, and his badge and cap plece
have the wording, “Police—Victoria, Texas.”
The Public Safety Officer wears the regular
blue uniform with sidearm and the same
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badge as the Probationary Employee. The
Public Safety Technician wears the same
uniform and a two-tone badge with the
wording “Technician—Victoria Police.” The
Assistant Division Manager and the Division
Manager wear the same blue unform and
badge as they did under the old system.

Currently, we are surveying and evaluating
our reorganization. We have found that the
public as a whole, especlally those of the
business community, are all for the new sys-
tem. They understand we are in a business
and our business' Is people. We are better
able to relate to them and they are better
able to understand our problems. We believe
that public acceptance of our reorganization
will mean renewed interest and support of
our department and its responsibilities.

Our department Is not covered by police
civil service. We operate under a merit sys-
tem. New employees are brought into the
department after the completion of a very
complicated and extensive application. The
applicant is also submitted to a rigorous and
thorough background investigation, and a
physical examination. After he enters the
department, his compensation and respon-
sibility are increased as he proves himself.

The department {s operated In a very
flexible manner as opposed to military rigid-
ity. All changes of policy are thoroughly dis-
cussed in staff meetings and any alternatives
are considered. The department is not oper-
ated by majority vote, but the Director of
Police receives and considers the combined
ideas of his staff and then makes his decision
based on the proposals brought out in the
staff meetings. There is no way for the Direc-
tor of Police to transfer his responsibillty
to the staff; consequently, he must make the
final decision.

After working under our reorganization
for the past year, we are of the opinion that
it is a workable structure and that we wish
to continue the plan with modifications as
they are needed.

A LESSON FOR LIBERALS

HON. CHESTER L. MIZE

OF EANSAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. MIZE. Mr. Speaker, everyone
knows that riot and resentment have
followed the greatest outpouring of
governmental assistance to the poor in
our Nation's history. This deeply tragic
condition has threatened to destroy
what significant social progress the
United States has made, under five
Presidents, since the early 1930's.

Republicans, in assuming the burdens
of the Executive, cannot and will not
return blindly to the economics of pre-
F. D. R. days. Just as Apollo flight con-
trasts sharply with Charles Lindberg’s
historic Spirit of St. Louis, so also do the
responsibilities and functions of the
American Presidency today provide
marked confrast to Calvin Coolidge's
appreciation of his duties.

The opportunities for Richard Nixon
and his administration are unparalleled.
The new administration may synthesize
and innovate—embrace the challenge of
the future armed with the lessons of the
past. The challenge could not be greater.

Mr. Speaker, in his Newsweek column
of January 13, Stewart Alsop has stated
Mr. Nixon’s opportunity quite well. Be-
cause its message will be of value to
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Members, I insert the column at this
point in the REcorp:
A LEssON FOR LIBERALS

(By Stewart Alsop)

WasarneToN.—One deeply important les-
son of the Johnson era, now so soon to end,
seems to be this: American liberalism, New
Deal-style, doesn't work very well any more,

Oddly enough, a lot of the evidence sup-
porting this conclusion has been supplied by
a great New Deal-style liberal, Wilbur Cohen,
the outgoing Secretary of Health, Education
and Welfare. Cohen Is a small, bouncy and
wholly admirable man—he is the kind of
liberal who really does want to help other
people to be better and happier people.

Cohen is also the very achetype of the
New Deal liberal—as a young man, he played
an important part in Franklin Roosevelt's
New Deal. Cohen's kind of liberalism is the
Hberalism of a whole generation. Its basic
thesis is that social problems are essentially
economic; and that therefore soclal problems
can be solved by the vast economic power of
the Federal government.

This theory has been tested as never be-
fore during the Kennedy-Johnson years, The
results are outlined iIn a chart-filled and
statistic-crammed booklet which Wilbur
Cohen has had prepared as a going-away
present for President Johnson, The statistics
are impressive—so impressive that, if the
basic theslis of American lfberalism were cor-
rect, this country’s major social problems
ought to be just about solved.

GOODBEY TO POVERTY?

For example, to judge from Wilbur Cohen's
booklet, poverty should fairly soon be a thing
of the past. When President Kennedy took
office, 22 per cent of the American people
were poor. Now, just half that percentage—
11 per cent—are poor. Negroes have moved
above the poverty line in greater proportions
than whites—in the last five years, 40 per
cent of the poor Negroes have ceased to be
poor, as against 36 per cent of the poor
whites,

Funds spent specifically to help the poor,
according to Secretary Cohen's figures, have
doubled in the five Johnson years, and they
have tripled—from around &8 billion to
around $25 billion—since John Kennedy was
elected. Funds spent by HEW for social pur-
poses of all sorts have shown an equally
startling increase.

In the Johnson era alone, over-all HEW
spending, including social-security outlays,
has risen from §20 billion to #50 billion,
Spending on health has gone from $1.6 bil-
lion to £12.3 billion; on education, from a
measly $700 million fo $3.8 billion, on wel-
fare from $3 billion to $4.4 billion. As a per-
centage of the ever-climbing gross national
product, spending by HEW (by no means the
only government agency spending money for
soclal purposes) has climbed sharply, from 3.7
per cent to 4.8 per cent.

EVERYTHING JIM-DANDY ?

Moreover, the Keynesian theories which are
an integral part of New Deal-style economic
liberalism have clearly worked and worked
very well. While the government has been
spending money at a rate undreamed of by
the Keynesians of Franklin Roosevelt's day,
average personal incomes measured in real
dollars have increased dramatically, while
unemployment has been held fairly close to
the vanishing point.

So everything ought to be just jim-dandy,
and American society ought to be blooming
with exurberant health. Instead, American
soclety has rarely, if ever, been sicker.

There is no thermometer to measure a so-
clety's sickness, of course. But there are
plenty of statistics, like the appalling crime
rates, or the figures of lives lost and prop-
erty destroyed in the big-city riots, to sug-
gest that Amerlcan soclety is suffering from
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some sort of wasting disease. All the major
riots occurred during the five Johnson years

-.of unprecedented prosperity, while spending

for the poor was doubled, and 40 per cent of
the Negro poor were escaping from poverty.

The major symptom of the American dis-
ease is the alienation between the races. The
gap of suspicion and fear that divides white
from black has grown even more rapidly than
the gross national product. But racism is not
the only symptom—everywhere, even in the
affluent suburbs, there is a restlessness and
discontent such as this country has not
known before, and for the first time large
numbers of people question the validity of
the country's basic institutions. It could be
argued, however speciously, from Wilbur
Cohen’s statistics, that national unhappiness
increases in direct proportion to increases in
funds spent for social purposes.

Wilbur Cohen is gquite aware of this
anomaly. To explain it, he quotes de
Tocqueville: “The evils which are endured
with patience so long as they are incurable,
seem intolerable as soon as hope can be en-
tertained of escaping from them.” Maybe so,
but it will be a long time before mankind's
anclent evils are escaped from. Meanwhile, it
is time for a searching new look at the whole
Federal soclal-spending program, and a lot
of rethinking of priorities.

In the Nixon Administration, the chief
new looker and rethinker will be Cohen's
successor, Robert Finch, who will be Presi-
dent Nixon's chief of stafl for domestic
affairs. Finch, handsome, cool-mannered and
reserved, is a very different sort of man from
the ebullient Cohen. Finch is no New Dealer,
but he is no orthodox, old-school “real
Republican” elther—it is significant that he
tried hard to persuade New Dealer Cohen
to stay on in some capacity at HEW. Finch
is what Nixon calls a “pragmatic centrist,”
and his new look at the social programs will
be coolly non-ideological.

PLEASANT SURFRISE?

Finch starts with a big advantage of which
he himself is well aware—since the new
Administration owes little to the Negroes
politically, the Negroes expect little, and
they may be pleasantly surprised. If, for
example, Finch succeeds in making sense out
of the welfare mess, which is his first objec~
tive, he will deserve the wholehearted thanks
of the Negro community. For the welfare
system, by making the ghetto poor furiously
resentful wards of big-daddy government,
has had a lot to do with the alienation be-
tween the races.

Finch is certainly sensible enough not
to try to turn any clocks back. If he can
deal pragmatically and reasonably success-
fully with the vast soclal problems which
confront the Nixon Administration, that
could mean the end of the long era of
New Deal liberalism, which has also been
the era of the Democratic Party's dominance,
and the beginning of an era in which the Re-
publican Party will again be the majority
party in the nation.

THE NEW UNDER SECRETARY OF
AGRICULTURE PHIL CAMPBELL

HON. MASTON O’NEAL

OF GEORGIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. O'NEAL of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
Georgians generally are delichted that
the new Under Secretary of Agriculture
will be the Honorable Phil Campbell.

All political considerations are for-
gotten. Georgians only remember that
he served the State well for many years
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as State commissioner of agriculture and
will bring the same background knowl-
edge, incisive logic, and forthrightness
to the national problems.

As a matter of fact, his work with the
State commissioners of agriculture in all
50 States caused the first suggestions of
his suitability to come from outside
Georgia.

Georgians are pleased, as will be seen
from sample editorials from Georgia
newspapers:

[From the Atlanta (Ga.) Journal]
PHIL CAMPBELL

Phil Campbell is leaving the post of
Commissioner of Agriculture of Georgla to
become Number Two man in the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture.

Mr. Campbell is & fine forthright man who
knows his job and is good at it. He also is one
of the Georgia Democrats who turned Re-
publican after the Democratic convention.
There is no inconsistency in this decision,
though some political observers wonder why
he did it,

We suggest one reason which has nothing to
do with self-seeking or self-serving. Agricul-
ture is Mr. Campbell’s life and it may be he
thinks he has done all he can as Commis-
sloner of Agriculture in a state which is con-
verting its fields into forests and pastures.

The national field is broader, much broad-
er, and if everything we read about the fed-
eral agricultural program needing reform is
true, then Hercules himself i1s needed iIn
Washington.

It is possible, even probable, that Mr.
Campbell is locking for broader fields and
more of a challenge than he currently has at
home. We hope so, anyhow, for the farm pro-
gram does need reforming and Mr. Campbell
has the talent and experience which can be
helpful.

[From the Albany (Ga.) Herald]
Pai. CAMPRELL TOo WASHINGTON

President-elect Nixon’s appointment of J,
Phil Campbell as Under-Secretary of Agricul-
ture will be hsiled In all quarters of Georgia,
Such widespread approbation lies above the
realm of politics. It comes to him as much for
his ability as for his strong personality.

Mr. Campbell has put together an exem-
plary career in public service In this State.
He was a member of the Georgla Legislature
for six years, acting as chalrman of the House
Agriculture Committee for four years. In
1955, he was elected Commissioner of Agri-
culture for the State, a tenure which has
been long and fruitful. The experience gained
in that capacity will serve him well in Wash-
ington, as he moves into one of the most
sensitive areas of Governmental function—
not only commercially but politically. We
have no doubt of his capabilities in either
direction. For, over the years, he has demon-
strated his astuteness, Intelligence and vigor
along lines that went beyond his ordinary
duties.

Mr. Campbell is a warm and human person,
whom success has not dissuaded from genu-
ine concern and affection for the whole
human family. He has given his zeal and his
resources of every kind generously, not only
to “good causes” broadly but also to many
individuals. He has a deep and abiding love
for his home State, and it was this feeling,
more than any other, that prompted his re-
cent political switch-over to the Republican
Party after the unfortunate events at the
Democratic National Convention where the
only established Democratic Party in the
State was set down rudely for inside political
deals In which it had no part.

As the No. 2 man in the nation's agricul-
tural department, Mr. Campbell will face
many problems. In particular is the plight of
the small farmer a cause for concern, to say
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nothing of supplylng food for American im-
poverished. That he will rise to the occasion
is beyond question, He has the talent and
organizational ability to make an outstand-
ing administrator. We wish him well,

Gl'S ARE PUZZLED AT STATESIDE
NEWS

HON. ROY A. TAYLOR

OF NORTH CAROLINA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, it is my
privilege to submit for my colleague's
consideration the following “letter to the
editor” which appeared in the Asheville
Citizen in Asheville, N.C. on December 9,
1968, from Cpl. J. H. Gibson.

Also enclosed is a copy of response
which I would like to submit from the
Reverend Jimmy Lyons, of Swannanoa,
N.C., one of my constituents:

|From the Asheville (N.C.) Citizen, Dec. 9,
1968]

GI's AR PUZZLED AT STATESIDE NEWs

In a combat zone in Vietnam a black man
holds his wounded white buddy and weeps
in sorrow, while back in the States the white
and black men preach “hate” against each
other.

A Marine in Hue crawls up a flagpole, blood
on his hands, to rip down a Communist flag.
In the States, a student wraps a Communist
flag around him to show defiance agalnst his
country.

A Company on sweep near the D.M.Z. takes
80 per cent casualties from North Vietnam
fire. In Washington they halt the bombing of
North Vietnam.

On a hospital ship off the coast of Vietnam,
a Navy medical man works nine hours to save
the life of a wounded soldier. On a campus in
Berkeley, California, a student lies on a dirty
cot, donating blood to my enemy.

The Armed Forces of the United States has
lost over 28,000 men in Vietnam since 1965.
The protestors, hippies, yipples, and “power"”
leaders have lost relatively few.

Now we Ask America, “Why?"

Cpl. J. H. GiBSON.

THE FIRsT PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH,
Swannanoa, N.C., December 9, 1968.
Cpl. J. H. GiBsoN,
FPO, San Francisco, Calif.

Dear CorPoRAL: Your letter was published
in the Asheville Citizen today. I read it with
shame—and pride—and hope.

There was shame because you wrote of a
paradox that is mercilessly imposed on all
Americans today. The paradox of black and
white fighting together for all of us in Viet-
nam while parlahs of hate seek division of
the races at home; the Communist banner
of our enemies flaunted by students who
have been begulled by artless sophistication
to parade their foollsh treachery as if it were
virtue; rivers of armament unleashed against
you from the North while our own govern-
ment stops the bombing; . . . pitiless por-
tions of the paradox that bids you ask, “Why,
America, Why?"

I am shamed, Corporal, for I do not know
the answer to your question. I don't believe
there is one.

But your letter brought pride, too. Pride in
you and your fellow Marines. Pride because
I know what you are going through, Many of
us went through the same thing in Korea
in the fifties.

You're up agalnst the same enemy—relent-
less, crazed, and deadly. Yet you fight on.
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There is anger in your letter but it is right
for 1t so to be. But beyond the anger is a
confidence that cannot be hidden bespeak-
ing your conviction that our cause on the
battlefield is just and that victory must
surely be seized and held. You back that con-
viction with your life and because you do, I
believe America will live.

It isn't the first time our countrymen have
been committed to battle and then denied
the loyal support of their own people. While
Washington camped at Valley Forge, Torles
sold food to the Redcoats for British gold.
But America lived. She lived because the
love of her Patriots was greater than the con-
tempt of her traitors. You and your men
stand where gallant men of your nation have
always stood—and prevailed.

Your letter brought me hope, too, Corporal.
The hope is that your love of country will not
waver. I don't belleve it will for I see in your
words that which will never indulge your
nation’s faults and weaknesses but which
will never abandon her dream. That dream
has led us on for nearly two hundred years.
It is a dream woven of freedom and liberty,
equal justice under law, genuine peace, and
the right to worship God as each man would
choose for himself. It is a dream robed in
honesty and industry of her people un-
ashamed to demand integrity and honor of
her national life despite the sneers of her
detractors.

Thank you for that shame, Corporal. I
needed to feel it. Thank you for that pride,
too, for without it I would despair. Thank
you for that hope. It is the mandate for
renewed dedication to the greatest country
on earth.

God love and keep you, soldier, and all who
fight for us there. We pray for the day when
you can all come marching home again,

II Corinthians 13:14.

Eept with you in His Love,
JIMMY LYONS.

MORAL POLLUTION IN EDUCATION

HON. JOHN E. HUNT

OF NEW JERSEY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. HUNT. Mr. Speaker, the academic
upheaval on our college and university
campuses over the last half of the pres-
ent decade has no precedent in the 193-
year history of our Republic.

The perpetrators of this “revolution”
justify their ill-defined cause in the name
of academic and intellectual freedom and
claim in their defense the cherished free-
doms guaranteed by the Constitution.
when cited as the framework within
which our society conducts its affairs,
however, these same individuals deride
the Constitution as an outmoded docu-
ment conceived in an age whose princi-
ples defy application to present-day life.

As the times change, Mr. Speaker, the
pendulum swings, and I feel the emer-
gence of a new awareness of and rededi-
cation to the American ideal from among
the masses. As recalecitrant minorities
encroach upon the rights of society taken
as a whole, the dangers inherent in the
unrestricted abuse of our constitution-
ally guaranteed freedoms must not be
allowed to prevail.

A recent news article caught my atten-
tion in the use of the phrase “moral
pollution,” a phrase one might more
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readily associate with the spiritual
preachings from the pulpit. It was found,
however, to be applied to the conduct of
faculty and paid speakers at one of our
large Midwestern universities. Even more
interesting is the fact that it was the
result of a grand jury investigation which
claimed, “There is a need for increased
emphasis at all levels of education of
the American ideal.”

It is strange, indeed, that academic
freedom has been allowed to justify the
conduct of those who would pollute and
corrupt the minds of our young citizens;
that “militant activists” and “student
radicals” be permitted the “freedom"” to
infringe upon the ambitions of those who
responsibly seek an education imbued
with the spirit of our American heritage
and love of God and country. I am heart-
ened in some quarters that there are
those among the educational administra-
tors who are dealing forthrightly with
these alien and destructive forces at the
behest of an aroused public which sees
the survival of a free society at stake.

The American ideal, embodied in the
spirit and words of the Declaration of
Independence and the Constitution of
the United States, is being constantly
challenged. Our educational institufions
must teach and enhance it rather than
fall to the hands of those who would sub-
vert and destroy it.

At this point in the Recorp, Mr. Speak-
er, and with the permission of the House,
the full text of the news article, as re-
ported in the December 29, 1968, issue of
the Philadelphia Inquirer, follows:
ProBERs CITE MoraL PoLLuTiON AT Iowa

ScHOOL

AmEes, Towa, December 28.—A grand jury
in Story County, Ia., wants “moral pollution
by faculty and paid speakers” at Iowa State
University discouraged by changes in the
humanities curriculum.

“The militant radical activist, both teacher
and student, is involved in the humanities,”
sald the jury after a three-month investiga-
tion.

The jury said it was up to the State Board
of Regents to make ‘“corrective” policy
changes, and said regents' membership
should be changed if the public is not satis-
fied with what it does.

REPORTS CITED

“There is a need for increased emphasis
at all levels of education of the American
ideal,” the jury report sald. "Our soldier
boys have been dying for this ideal. Educa-
tion as never before should clearly teach it."

The jury said it began the investigation
after frequent reports of ‘“student radicals
and other activists uslng campus media to
pulpiteer, sensationalize and otherwise pro-
mote illiclt sex, drug use, draft evasion and
defamation of our country."”

Iowa State, with an enrollment around
18,000 is one of three state universities gov-
erned by the nine regents.

DOING ITS BEST

“Is it unreasonable to expect the Board
of Regents through definitive delegation of
responsibility to school executives to discon-
tinue speakers who are liars, who blaspheme
our Flag, our heritage, our moral scruples on
the ground of academic freedom?" the jury
asked.

The jury saild it concluded that having
radicals centered in the humanities was not
a problem “pecullar” to this university, and
the administration was doing its “level best"
to meet It.
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A related item, addressed to the sub-
ject of campus violence, appeared in the
January 9, 1969, issue of the Evening
Star in a column written by James J.
Kilpatrick. I call your attention to the
heart of the issue which, I believe, is
plainly stated by Mr. Kilpatrick when
he says:

The campus of a college or university is
like any other community. In the presence
of violence, the rights of the law-abiding
residents—the sudents who want to learn,
the teachers who want to teach—have to be
defended at any cost. These come first. Any
compromise with this principle is an invita-
tion to anarchy.

I commend to your reading Mr. Kil-
patrick’s column which follows:

ReEAGAN Hamep ror GeTTING TOUGH ON
Camrus

Those who undertake to read the currents
of public opinion are engaged in a difficult
art. Such tides never can be predicted to
the fraction of an inch. Mostly it's guess-
work or just plain hunch., But it's a good
bet that California’'s Governor Reagan has
sensed public attitudes exactly in his res-
olute statement on campus violence.

The governor ran into newsmen this past
Sunday at the Sacramento airport. It was the
day before San Francisco State College was
scheduled to reopen. Reagan was asked for
comment. He paused deliberately; then he
laid it on the line.

“Those who want to get an education,
those who want to teach, should be pro-
tected in that at the point of bayonet if
necessary. The college has to be kept open.
I don't care what force it takes. That force
must be applied.”

Hallelujah! That is precisely what should
have been said and done all along. It is amaz-
ing, in retrospect, that such eminent men as
Grayson Kirk of Columbia ever could have
lost track of the truth that Reagan stated
so bluntly. The campus of a college or uni-
versity is like any other community. In the
presence of violence, the rights of the law=-
abiding residents—the students who want to
learn, the teachers who want to teach—have
to be defended at any cost. These come first.
Any compromise with this principle is an
invitation to anarchy.

A year or so ago, Reagan's statement would
have provoked moans, groans and gasps from
the intellectual community, No more. The
professors and presidents who have condoned
the outrages, and sought to appease the fire-
brands, have gone out of style. Increasingly,
the public demand is to expel the fascist stu-
dents and to fire the faculty members who
enter into conspiracy with them. These mili-
tants can respect the rights of others, or
they can get out. It's as simple as that, and
no phony invocations of “tenure” or “aca=
demic freedom"” or “the right to dissent"
should be heeded any longer.

The firmness volced in California by Rea-
gan is not unique. Other responsible admin-
istrators have taken the same high-principled
view. The trustees of Worcester Polytechnic
Institute adopted a statement of policy last
June—a copy has just come across my desk—
that provides a model for every college in the
land.

The Worcester statement opens by affirm-
ing the institute’s belief in individual free-
dom. But “academic freedom is not academic
license, and the right to criticize and pro-
test is not the right to disrupt or to interfere
with the freedom of others.” The statement
continues:

“Students enter Worcester Tech volun-
tarily. They apply presumably because they
wish to further their education and hopefully
because they belleve Worcester Tech, with its
traditions and reputation, is capable of ad-
vancing their intellectual attainments. Stu-
dents come to learn, to be guided, not to
direct.
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“If they do not like some of the rules and
regulations, traditions and policies of Wor-
cester Tech, they do not have to enter. But
let it be understood that having been ac-
cepted, and having decided to enter, they
are expected to abide by the laws of our
nation and comply with the rules and poli-
cies of Worcester Tech. Criticisms and sug-
gestions are always in order and will con-
tinue to be welcomed, but threats, disturb-
ances or force of any kind—whether by a
single student, a minority or a majority—
will not be tolerated.”

The Worcester statement concludes with
an explicit warning that the college offers
no sanctuary to any person who condones
advoecates, or exercises the selzure of pri-
vate property or the use of intimidation.
“Any who engage in such activities will be
held fully responsible, and punishment at
this college for such acts will be prompt and
sufficlent to the cause, including expulsion.”

Worcester Tech hasn't had the first breath
of trouble.

This is the sound approach. It is right in
prineiple; it is right politically, too. The
tides of permissiveness are running out.
From Ban Francisco to Worcester, the new
year sees a determination among free men to
restore the order on which freedom itself
depends.

J. W. McSPADDEN COMPILES OUT-
STANDING RECORD

HON. ED EDMONDSON

OF OELAHOMA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. EDMONDSON, Mr. Speaker, I
have in my district a remarkable public
servant. He is Mr. J. W. McSpadden, of
Tahlequah, who is contemplating, at age
84, seeking his 26th term as Tahlequah
city treasurer.

During the 51 years Mr, McSpadden
has held this job, he has earned the honor
and respect of the people of his city. A
measure of their respect for him can be
seen in the fact that only twice in 25
elections has Mr. McSpadden been op-
posed. This is a record almost without
parallel in Oklahoma.

I know and admire Mr. McSpadden,
and I was pleased to see that Liz Gilbert,
a fine writer for the Muskogee (Okla.)
Phoenix & Times-Democrat, had recently
visited and talked with Mr. McSpadden.
Her report of this interview in the Mus-
kogee Sunday Phoenix & Times-Demo-
crat on January 12 under the heading,
“He’ll Decide When It's Time.”

I would like to have Miss Gilbert’s
excellent story about this outstanding
public servant appear in the REcorp.
He'Lr DEcipE WHEN IT's TiME—AT 84, TAHLE-
QUAH TrREASURER Has HELD PosITiON 51 YEARS

(By Liz Gilbert)

TaHLEQUAH.—Tahlequah's city treasurer
hasn't yet decided whether he will file for
re-election this May. Oddly enough however,
his indecision on the matter does not arise
from local politics.

“I won't make up my mind until I see how
I feel,” J. W. McSpadden says. He recently
celebrated his 84th birthday and is beginning
his 52nd year as treasurer.

Should he re-file for the office it will mark
the 26th time he has done so. An opponent
in the contest would make only number three
for McSpadden.

He campalgned against Ed Hicks many
years ago and W. E, Hicks about 10 or 15
Years ago.
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“I was manager of the mill and elevator
company and it took a lot of time. I didn't
have any time to electioneer and it didn’t pay
enough to work hard to get it,”" he says of his
campaign for the post in the latter race,

Tahlequah's several bonds and *“figuring
all those different rates of interest” takes
more of McSpadden’s book work time than
any other single phase of the accounting
project.

He says he just works on the books in his
spare time. He keeps the records at his home
and makes two or three trips a week to the
city clerk’s office or to the bank.

“I'm too old for hobbies,” McSpadden says
when asked how he fills the rest of his days
in the rambling two-story house built on
Bluff Street in Tahlequah 79 years ago by
his father.

He first became city treasurer in 1917,
when he was appointed to the position
vacated by H. B. Upton, who is now a
Tahlequah bank vice president.

Prior to his appointment, McSpadden had
served on the city council, school board and
library board.

During those first years as treasurer, he
also served as Tahlequah's first tag agent,
& position he held "14 years.

For several years McSpadden operated the
flour mill begun in Tahlequah by his father,
who came to Indian Territory as a child with
McSpadden’s grandfather, a Methodist min-
ister from Alabama.

He took over the Tahlequah Mill and
Elevator in 1915 and operated it until 1962,
when he retired because of his wife's illness,

Mrs. McSpadden (Callie) a native of Tah-
lequah, was frequently cited by the Chero-
kee Tribe for her work with the Cherokees.

Shortly after her death in 1964, W. W.
“Bill" Keeler, principal chief of the Chero-
kees, wrote er family a letter praising Mrs.
McSpadden. The framed letter is a treasure
of the McSpadden’s and hangs in his home
alongside other mementos of a colorful fam-
ily history.

McSpadden has eight children—four
daughters, Mary Layton of Collinsville, Caro-
line Crawford of Tulsa, and Cora Ann
O'Reilly and Nancy Grimes, both of Musko-
gee, and four sons, Tom and Vance, both
of Muskogee, J. A. of Tahlequah and Ray
of Bartlesville. He has 18 grandchildren and
six great-grandchildren.

COMMISSION ON AFRO-AMERICAN
HISTORY AND CULTURE

HON. JAMES H. SCHEUER

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, I have
the pleasure to introduce today for my-
self and Messrs, AppABBO, BINGHAM, BUR-
ToN of California, Mrs. CHISHOLM, Messrs.
ConeLaN, Eowarps of California, Fars-
STEIN, FRIEDEL, GILBERT, HALPERN, HATH-
Aaway, Hawgins, KocH, McCARTHY,
Mikva, MoOoRHEAD, MoRrsSE, N1x, PODELL,
Remn, Reuss, ROSENTHAL, Rvawn, TIER-
waN, and WHALEN a bill providing for the
establishment of a Commission on Afro-
American History and Culture. The bill
would establish an 11-member Presiden-
tial Commission which would be empow-
ered to conduct a thorough study of all
proposals designed to create a better un-
derstanding and knowledge of the con-
tributions of Afro-Americans and their
heritage to American history and culture.

This Commission would be composed of
authorities on Afro-American history
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and culture, American history, edu-
cation, journalism, communications, and
other related fields. The Commission’s
findings and recommendations would be
submitted to the President and Congress
within 1 year after the enactment of the
bill creating it.

I have been working on this legislation
for several years, and I reintroduce it
today in recognition of the urgent need,
in these times of stress and tension, to
document and disseminate the facts, ma-
terials, and artifacts relating to the many
contributions of the Afro-American to
this country’s history. This legislation, in
its present form, holds promise of rich
achievement, not only for the black pop-
ulation in America, not only for black
children in finding a new pride and
identity in self-image, but also for white
America, so that white children in our
school system can have a new apprecia-
tion of their fellows and a new under-
standing of the contributions that our
black citizens have made to every aspect
of American life.

Our polities, our arts and letters, our
war, our peace, our humanities are per-
meated with the contributions to our
civilization made by black citizens. Un-
fortunately, our education curriculum,
our textbooks, and by and large our pub-
lic media—radio, television, press, have
failed to convey even a margirally ade-
quate understanding to black and white
children alike of the role that blacks
are playing today and the contributions
their people have made in the past. This
gap diminishes us all.

Happily there is much evidence of
concern cover the probiem. In recent
months, we have seen scattered efforts
on the part of leaders in the radio and
TV industry and in our magazines to
begin the lengthy process of improving
the situation. I hope that the Commis-
sion on Afro-American History and Cul-
ture can give leadership and direction
to this effort and distill the most crea-
tive ideas and the most thoughtful and
sensitive insights into the problem from
among black educators, archivists, and
the like, and from experts in the media
themselves, experts in education and
textbooks and education curricula.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly believe that
this Commission could play a signifi-
cant role in reversing the widening ra-
cial divisions within our society. It could
help bridge the gap between black and
white, bring the two communities closer
together, and prevent the creation of
two separate and unequal societies.

GAO CONFIRMS CHARGES OF
ABUSE IN MDTA

HON. WILLIAM J. SCHERLE

OF IOWA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. SCHERLE. Mr, Speaker, in April of
1968 I reported to my colleagues in the
House that the alert Jowa State auditor,
Mr. Lloyd Smith, had discovered serious
mishandling of certain OJT contracts
under the Manpower Development and
Training Act. Because of denials made
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by those charged with the responsibility
for the administration of this program
it was necessary to request an investiga-
tion of this matter by the General Ac-
counting Office.

The findings are now in, and they con-
firm the existence of the abuses alleged.
In an article published in the Des Moines
Register on January 5, Mr. Clark Mol-
lenhoff, nationally known writer and
author, discusses the GAO audit. I com-
mend his fine report to your attention:

U.S. CHARGES ABUSE IN Iowa JoB TRAINING:
WL SEEg To Ger Funbps BACK

(By Clark Mollenhoff)

WasHINGTON, D.C.—The comptroller gen-
eral has ruled that an Yowa Public Safety
Department job training program violated
the provisions of the contract as well as the
federal law.

The opinion of Comptroller General Elmer
B. Staats was Included In a report made
Baturday to Senator Jack Miller (Rep., Ia.)
who had asked for the study of the operations
of the Iowa State Manpower Development
Council program with the Public Safety De-
partment.

In a report to Miller, Staats said the Labor
Department already has instituted action to
recover the funds that were improperly and
illegally expended in the Iowa program.

Although the amount of money involved
in the Iowa Public Safety Department pro-
grams was small, the comptroller general said
that the General Accounting Office (GAO) in-
vestigation indicated weaknesses in the ad-
minlstration of the job training program
that has caused it “to expand our already
considerable efforts of reviewing program op-
erations under the MDTA (Manpower Devel-
opment Training Act).”

Iowa State Auditor Lloyd Smith first re-
vealed last March that the Iowa Public Safety
Department was obtaining funds for a fed-
eral-state job training program that existed
only on paper.

Smith, a Republican, declared that several
state safety department employes were listed
as trainees in a program the trainees didn’t
even know existed.

Smith called the project “a pet project” of
the then Gov. Harold Hughes. The comments
by Smith prompted Hughes to announce he
was starting his own investigation of the
Iowa Manpower Development Council. The
council operated under Director John Ropes.

The GAO investigators are career Civil
Service employes, and in carrying out the
federal investigation were under the direc-
tion of Staats, appointed by a Democratic
administration.

In releasing the report, Miller sald he asked
for the GAO investigation after reading of
State Auditor Smith's report in The Des
Moines Register, and noting “partisan criti-
cism of the report.”

“I decided that the best way to get an ob-
jective view of the Iowa Job tralning pro-
gram was to ask for a GAO investigation,”
Miller sald.

“The GAO report fully substantiates State
Auditor Smith’s reports, and indicates that
the criticism of Smith was completely un-
justified.”

Miller also noted that the Department of
Labor in a Democratic administration has
“disallowed” the funds used in the program
and has requested a refund from the state
of Iowa.

The GAO stated: “If the state does not
refund the amount involved, then the mat-
ter should be referred to the Department of
Justice for collection.”

The GAO report stated that the objective
of the Manpower Development and Training
Act of 1962 was to alleviate the hardship of
unemployment and to institute training pro-
grams for unemployed and under-employed
individuals.

A Labor Department survey was made In
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May that questioned the payment of the full
amount of $4,3656 provided in three on-the-
job training subcontracts with the Public
Bafety Department.

JOB OPPORTUNITIES

Two of the subcontracts were for the pur-
pose of upgrading a total of 13 existing em-
ployes and thus providing job vacancles at
the entrance level which could reasonably be
filled by applicants recruited from employed,
disadvantaged rural or minority groups.

The third subcontract was for the training
of 10 new employes at the job entry level.

The GAO had these conclusions on the first
two contracts:

“1. Training provided under the subcon-
tracts did not have the effect of generating
Job slots at the job entry level.

“2. The employes who were reported to
have participated in the training programs
were not upgraded.

“3. The tralning was to include a two-day
seminar at one of the state universities, and
four follow-up lectures at the sub-contrac-
tors’ office. All the trainees attended the sem-
inar; however, not all the trainees attended
the follow-up lectures.”

With regard to the contract dealing with
training employes at the entry level, the GAO
stated:

“1. Seven of the 10 trainees had been em-
ployed prior to the time of their enrollment.
Three of the seven were employes of the Pub-
lic Safety Department.

“2, Two of the five trainees who, at the
time of the audit, were still employed by the
Public Safety Department stated that they
had not received any training and did not
know that they had been enrolled in the
+ « . program.”

The GAO concluded that the funds pro-
vided to the Iowa Public Safety Department
“were not used in accordance with the pro-
visions of the contract or the purposes of the
Manpower Development Training Act.

“Also, we belleve that the findings of the
state auditor and the Department of Labor
auditors point to a need for improvement
in the administration of the Manpower De-
velopment Program in Iowa.”

BAIL REFORM ACT NEEDS
REVISING

HON. ROBERT McCLORY

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, the di-
lemma created by the passage—in all
good faith—of the Bail Reform Act of
1966 demands that prompt action be
{;aken to revise this new, well-intentioned
aw.

It was clearly not the intention of
Congress to compel the release of a crim-
inal on his personal bond—where there
was danger that the defendant would
engage in further criminal activity—
pending a trial.

My colleagues, the Republican leader
of the House, Mr. Forp of Michigan, and
the ranking Republican on the House Ju-
diciary Committee, Mr. McCuLrocH, of
Ohio, have taken leadership in sponsor-
ing H.R. 2781 designed to overcome the
defects in the Bail Reform Act.

Both the Washington Evening Star in
its issue of Friday, January 10, 1969, and
the Washington Post in the Sunday issue
of January 12, 1969, have editorialized
in favor of revising the law respecting
bail in the Federal courts.
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In the Evening Star editorial justifi-
able support is extended to District Judge
Gerhard A. Gesell who refused to release
a convicted criminal without bail al-
though the U.S. Court of Appeals had di-
rected otherwise. As the editorial points
out, Judge Gesell has expressed his pri-
mary interest in the law-abiding public.

In order to bring these two excellent
editorials to the special attention of my
colleagues in the House of Representa-
tives and to the American public, I am
including them in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp as follows:

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star,
Jan, 10, 1969
CONCERN FOR THE PUBLIC

District Court Judge Gerhard A. Gesell has
taken the eminently sound position that he
is not going to be pressured by the U.S. Court
of Appeals into releasing a convicted criminal
who might be a menace to the community.

Judge Gesell, of course, did not state the
case quite so bluntly. Nevertheless, his
meaning was clear,

Archie Blyther Jr., 33, was convicted last
summer of carrying a dangerous weapon. He
and a companion, also a “frequent criminal,”
had been caught in an automobile that
shortly before had been used as a getaway
car in a Maryland bank robbery. Each man
had a loaded revolver under his car seat.

After being convicted, Blyther asked to be
released on personal bond pending an appeal.
Judge Gesell refused. The appeal, he said, was
frivolous. Furthermore, Blyther’s record
showed three felony convictions, a conviction
for contributing to the delinquency of a
minor girl, and a yoke robbery while still a
juvenile.

This record did not impress Chief Judge
David Bazelon and Senior Judge Charles Fahy
of the Court of Appeals. They ordered Judge
Gesell to make a statement, in writing, of his
reasons for refusing to release Blyther, mean=
while holding the appeal in abeyance.

The trial judge, although saying he was not
obliged to do so, responded by setting forth
in detail the defendant’s record—a record
which also had been fully available to the
appellate judges. If Blyther, on his record, is
to be released, Judge Gesell said, the appellate
judges will have to release him and assume
the responsibility for the consequences. Then
he added: "There is not a judge of this (Dis-
trict) court that takes commitment of an in-
dividual to prison lightly or with disregard
for the human factors involved. But as trial
judges there is also a responsibility placed on
this court to protect the interests of the com-
munity. These interests are paramount when-
ever a jall sentence is imposed on a convicted
felon with a substantial anti-social criminal
record whose appeal, as in this case, is
frivolous.”

This show of concern for the rights of the
public is refreshing. It is too bad that there is
not more evidence of a similar concern in
the Court of Appeals.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, Jan. 12,
1969]

THE CRIME CRISIS IN WASHINGTON

The murder of two young FBI special
agents who were trying to arrest a robbery
suspect, taken together with the recent rash
of bank holdups and multiple shootings, are
grim confirmation in dramatic form of a far
wider condition—a kind of crisis of crime—in
our community. The killing of law enforce-
ment officers in the performance of their du-
ty has a special shock effect. So do bank
holdups, because they are daring and usually
involve a deadly weapon and large amounts
of cash. There have been 14 such robberies
in this area just since the beginning of this
year, and if the rate continues, bank holdups
_this year could more than double the number
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in 1968. This prospect is harrowing enough,
and all the more so when placed in the
perspective of the total crime problem. For
the robberies of banks and other large busi-
nesses actually account for only a fraction
of all robberies that occur on streets and in
alleys and dark hallways, and probably in-
flict the least human suffering. Insurance
does not usually cover the week’s wages
snatched from a handbag, or the week’s
earnings taken from a small shopkeeper's
cash register. For these victims, small crimes
can be a very large personal catastrophe.

The minutely detalled statistics in the
President’s Commission on Crime in the Dis-
trict of Ceolumbia illustrate this point. Be-
tween 1960 and 1965, the Commission reports
there were 14,187 robberies. Of these, 10,509
(74.1 per cent) took place on the street.
During that six-year period, banks account-
ed for 356 (or .2 per cent) of all robberies.

These statistics are the most accurate avail-
able and yet they do not give the full picture
for they do not take into account the count-
less robberles that are not reported—the
purse-snatchings and muggings which the
police are never told about. And these statls-
tics, it has to be emphasized, deal only with
the crime of robbery, which is in itself only
a piece of the larger crime problem, running
the gamut from prostitution and narcotics
traffic to rape and murder. Crime of all kinds
must be counted in, not only because almost
all kinds of crime are on the rise, but because
it is crime, in its totality, which is creating
a growing crisis of confidence in our commu-
nity. This secondary, psychological effect,
this sense of near-hysteria, is not always
rational; it contributes very little to a reas-
oned solution of the problem. But it is no
less real on that account and no less reason-
able—the fear of the private citizen, black as
well as white, to walk the streets and the fear
of corporate leaders, and of businessmen big
and little, black as well as white, of doing
business in our city.

Plainly, more, much more must be done. To
say that, however, i1s not to say very much,
for if any of the answers were easy, we would
not have the problem that we have. Yet
there are things that can be done, for the
long haul and for right now, and as good a
place as any to begin looking for them is in
the Crime Commission’s recommendations
for improving the entire system of law en-
forcement, criminal justice, punishment and
rehabilitation. The report was issued in De-
cember, 1966, yet two years later little has
been done with it beyond a significant be-
ginning in reorganizing the police depart-
ment.

For example, the Commission called for
substantial reduction in the time it takes
for a felon to be brought to trial and for ad-
ditional court personnel to make this speed-
up possible. Yet the delays and backlogs get
longer, so much so, in fact, that of the 53
adult suspects arrested for robbing Federal
banking institutions in 1968, none has been
tried. And of the five judges the Commis-
sion suggested be added to the Court of
General Sessions, Congress authorized only
two—and they have not been appointed.

The *“major effort” the Commission called
for to upgrade the city's correctional insti-
tutions has been miniscule. Ironieally, the
Commission called for an improvement of
the security of Lorton Reformatory, from
which the man accused of slaying the FBI
agents escaped last year. Perhaps the most
important set of recommendations—on which
the least action has been taken—was for a
major expansion of rehabilitative services for
juvenile delinquents, because that would
serve to interrupt a juvenile career in crime
before behavior patterns became permanent.
And still the facilities for handling youthful
delinquents are badly understaffed—and still
ineflective.

Apart from these longer-term proposals,
there is one area of potential reform—bail
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procedures—which might offer some promise
of more immediate benefit. The right to re-
lease pending trial is basic—but not neces-
sarily immune to sensible and reasonable re-
strictions in cases where an overriding public
interest is found to be involved. Under pres-
ent law, in most cases, judges are required
to grant bail unless there is some good rea-
son to believe an accused person will not
show up for trial. But release of an accused
is now such a simple, routine business that
cases abound of defendants committing the
same or more serious crimes while awaiting
trial. Serious consideration should be given
to an amendment that would make it pos-
sible for a judge to use more discretion be-
fore making it too easy for hardened crim-
inals to be set free for prolonged periods;
tougher bail regulations, however, must come
accompanied by judicial reform to prevent
long delays before a defendant is brought to
trial. In any event, a set of bail procedures
appropriate to shoplifters is not mecessarily
appropriate to an accused holdup man with
a long history of arrests.

Not even a combination of many measures
offers certain promise of an early end to the
current crisis in crime. What is certain, how-
ever, is that if extraordinary measures are
not taken, an already intolerable situation
will get still less tolerable, and the measures
that may then become necessary—or that an
alarmed and outraged public may insist are
necessary—will be of a kind that will seri-
ously threaten those elementary human
rights which must always be upheld if we
are to remain a free society under law. It is
not too late to find that proper balance be-
tween justice and effective law enforcement,
to move forcefully along lines the President’s
Crime Commission has already laid out. But
it is getting very late.

MR. TUCK RETIRES

HON. W. C. (DAN) DANIEL

OF VIRGINIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. DANIEL of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
under leave to extend my remarks in the
REecorp, I am pleased and privileged to
include an editorial from the Richmond
News Leader, of Thursday, January 2,
1969, complimenting my distinguished
predecessor, Hon. William M. Tuck, of
South Boston, Va.

Governor Tuck, as he is fondly known
by a host of friends and admirers, is one
of Virginia’s most beloved public serv-
ants. His career, beginning in 1924, and
spanning a period of 45 years, included
membership in the house of delegates
and State senate; Lieutenant Governor
and Governor of the Commonwealth;
and Representative in the Congress from
the Fifth District of Virginia, until his
retirement at the end of the 90th Con-
gress.

The text of the editorial is as follows:

Mg. Tuck RETIRES

The final days of the 90th Congress cannot
be permitted to slip past without a word of
affectionate farewell to one of Virginia’s de-
parting statesmen: Willlam M., Tuck of
South Boston, member of the House from
the Fifth District of Virginia. At 72, he is
returning to Halifax County and marking an
end to a long career in public life.

Inevitably, such a tribute tends to take
on obituary trappings. This is especially re~
grettable in the case of Mr. Tuck, who has &
vast deal of life remaining in his well-padded
bones; but it does no harm for a man to
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read a few friendly observations while he's
still alive. They won't read nearly so well
later on.

Forty-five years have elapsed since Mr.
Tuck first came to Richmond, in January of
1924, a 28-year-old member of the House of
Delegates. Eight years later he moved to the
State Senate, where he was one of that grand
company of men that included Aubrey
Weaver, Burr Harrison, Robert O. Norris,
Lloyd Robinette, Morton Goode, Vivian
Page, Hunsdon Cary, Charlie Moses—eheu!
The names stir memories of happy times.
Mr. Tuck fitted into this fraternity as an
oyster fits in its shell. He went on to become
presiding officer of the Senate, as Lieutenant
Governor from 1942 to 1946. Then came his
unforgettable four years as Governor from
1946 to 1950.

It seems impossible that a whole genera-
tion could have grown up that knew him not.
Mr, Tuck gained the governorship in the
same way that cream rises to the top of the
bottle, because it is the natural order of
cream to rise. This was the glorious heyday
of the Byrd Organization, and Mr. Tuck was
quintessentially the symbol of its strength—
a small town lawyer and countryman, a
farmer, a conservative, a loyal Organization
man. He had “waited his turn,” as the saying
used to go; he had labored in the vineyards
and was entitled to the office.

There was a good deal of delicate twitter-
ing, all the same, when Mr, Tuck assumed
the gubernatorial chair. He had not then
acquired the Falstaflan dimensions he
would later take on, but he had the com-
fortable appearance of a man who has just
dined on a dozen pork chops. He was known
to chew tobacco, drink whiskey, and play a
wicked hand of poker. His taste in music ran
to opera, but this was opera Tennessee style,
His vocabulary began where the resources of
Mark Twain left off; he once denounced
some of his foes as fuglemen and thimblerig-
gers, and he teed off on a lean and lanky
editor from Virginia Beach as a spider-legged
you-know-what. Coming cn the heels of the
erudite Colgate Darden, Mr. Tuck seemed
something of a scow in the wake of a yacht.

That was at first. Mr. Tuck confounded
his critics and delighted his friends. He
sponsored Virginia’s right-to-work law. He
drafted a public utilities labor relations act
that proved remarkably effective. Virginia's
progress in the control of stream pollution
dates from his administration. He found
Virginia's mental hospitals in abominable
condition, and plunged into spectacular re-
forms. To glance over the indexes of the 1946
and 1948 sessions of the Assembly is to
understand Mr. Tuck's rank as one of the
two most effective and able Governors of this
century. The other was Harry Byrd himself.

And all the time—this is what we really
wanted to say—Mr. Tuck was preaching
what he called “the sound doctrine.” He be-
lieved in the power and dignity of the States;
he believed in strict construction of the Con-
stitution; he loved his people, his Common-
wealth and his country, and if he took de-
light in a good joke—he was one of the
finest story-tellers of his time—the twinkle
in his eye belled a deep serlousness of pur-
pose down below.

When he left the Governor's office, this
newspaper urged him to return to the Gen-
eral Assembly. It seemed good advice then,
and in retrospect it seems good advice now.
Mr. Tuck chose instead to move on to the
Congress. In the indifferent confusion of
Washington, he was a whale in shoal waters.
These past fifteen years have not heen
notably happy years for the Governor. He
became Immensely popular in the House,
but his sound doctrine made small impres-
sion. Much of the time he seemed an old-
fashioned figure, an aging ship of the line
in a flotilla of snappy speedboats. Any man
who has a deep love of place—of com-
munity—finds that he lives in Washington
an exile’s life. Mr. Tuck used to say that the
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elevator operators, dammit, had more prestige
than a mere Con-gressman. But he stuck it
out as long as Judge Howard Smith was
around. When Judge Smith fell by the politi-
cal waysides in 1966, Mr. Tuck let it be
known that his eighth term would be his
last.

We wish him the best of everything in
retirement—the best companions, the best
stories, the best courtroom battles, the best
reminiscences of good times past. In any
gallery of the most colorful Virginians of the
Twentieth Century, Mr. Tuck will dominate
the hall.

RHODESIA

HON. JAMES B. UTT

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REFPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. UTT, Mr. Speaker, former Secre-
tary of State Dean Acheson, speaking of
the claimed international threat to peace
of Rhodesia’s independence, on the
grounds that its existing electoral system
would so outrage the black dictatorships
of Africa that they might attack her,
said:

This theory has the authority of the wolf
in Aesop’s fable who dictated that his pros-
pective dinner, the lamb drinking down-
stream from him, was polluting his water.

All the people of these United States
who celebrate July 4, Independence Day,
and recall our glorious history, should be
as outraged as I, at President Johnson’s
Executive Order No. 11419, which was
not only a reaffirmation of an uncon-
scionable boycott of Rhodesia, but which
actually intensified and expanded the
previous restrictions, down even to pre-
venting the shipment of a small potted
plant to that country by one of my con-
stituents.

Mr, Acheson suggests that the United
States can help to settle the matter, by
encouraging a guarantee by Rhodesian
Prime Minister Ian Smith of internal
constitutional safeguards, in exchange
for British Prime Minister Wilson’s de-
mand, in the recent negotiations with
Smith, for a veto power for the London
Judicial Committee of the Privy Council
over proposed constitutional changes.

Certainly, for the good of Rhodesia,
and of those American citizens who find
it desirable to do business with her, any
such settlement of this dispute would be
welcome.

Yet any objective study of Rhodesia’s
recent and relatively late past, when
devoid of the blinding influences of at-
tempts at racial equalization, will show
that there is as much, if not more, racial
disharmony between whites and blacks
in the United States as there is in
Rhodesia, and thus we are in no posi-
tion to cast the first stone against her.

Mr. Acheson calls attention to the im-
mense importance to the free world of
the good will of Southern Africa, “the
use of its ports, the cooperation of its
government—including their participa-
tion with immense resources and ad-
vanced technology in aiding the develop-
ment of adjoining black states.” He says:

As the principal responsible power in the
free world, it is our duty and responsibility
to encourage these attributes while it is the
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height of folly to sacrifice (them) to an
aggressive reformist intervention in the
internal affairs of these states.

The latest British proposal would re-
quire that Rhodesia guarantee conditions
that would lead to eventual rule by the
black African majority, but Mr. Acheson
considers this to be an electoral practice
“that none of the black African or Com-
munist states and few of the Asian
accept.”

Mr. Speaker, I am reintroducing my
joint resolution ecalling attention to the
illegal action of the United Nations,
which was in violation of chapter 1 of
its own charter, when it ordered eco-
nomic sanctions against Rhodesia. It
points out the inconsistency of this so-
called “Peacekeeping Body,” which
seriously threatens intermational peace
by such sanctions, and it demands that
the restrictions on commerce between
Rhodesia and the United States be
terminated. I hope that many of my col-
leagues will join with me in this effort,
and that a change in the administration
will result in the recognition of the error
of supporting the United Nation’s sanc-
tions, so that affirmative action can be
taken quickly, either by passage of this
resolution or by recision of Mr. Johnson'’s
actions by our new President.

A LAW NIXON NEEDS
HON. THOMAS M. PELLY

OF WASHINGTON
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, the modern-
ization of Congress already has been dis-
cussed openly in this new session, and
one of the areas of interest to most of us
is the Reorganization Act of 1949 which
was allowed to die in a Government
Operations Subcommittee in the Senate
last year.

The Seattle Times recently carried a
thoughtful editorial on this subject
which I would like to bring to the atten-
tion of my colleagues. The editorial, en-
titled “A Law Nixon Needs,” follows:

A Law Nmxon NeEps

Congressional quarterly points out that be-
cause Congress last year falled to extend a
20-year-old government-reorganization law,
Richard M. Nixon will be unable to make the
slightest changes in the federal government's
structure when he takes office this month.

The Reorganization Act of 1949, which had
bipartisan support, has been of value to four
Presidents in the unending quest for effi-
ciency and economy in the federal govern-
ment.

It allowed the Presldent to propose re-
organization plans for federal agencles—
changes which automatically took effect un-
less vetoed within 30 days by either the
House or Senate.

President Johnson last year asked Congress
to extend the basic law for four more years.
In April, the House authorized a two-year
extension,

But the measure was allowed to die in a
government-operations subcommittee headed
by Senator Abraham Ribicoff of Connecticut.

Although Capitol Hill sources insist that
politics was not a consideration in the fallure
to act, Congressional Quarterly quotes a sub-
committee aide as saying Ribicoff felt “no
great urgency” about pushing the bill, espe-




January 14, 1969

cially since & new administration would be
in power.

It ought to be obvious in this era of swift
change in virtually every aspect of American
soclety that the often-cumbersome federal
structure requires constant modernizing.

The 90th Congress ought to act promptly
to give the new President the tools to do the
Job. In times past, this has not been a parti-
san issue. There is no reason why it should
be now.

DJILAS AND EICHMANN

HON. EDWARD J. DERWINSKI

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. DERWINSKI, Mr. Speaker, re-
cently the Freedom House presented an
award to Milovan Djilas, a Yugoslav
Communist, who has consistently been a
source of controversy and debate. The
Macedonian Tribune of Indianapolis,
Ind., in its editorial of January 9, dis-
cussed this award presentation in an in-
teresting and spirited fashion. I believe
it merits attention in order to present
the American public with a balanced in-
terpretation of Djilas which was lacking
in metropolitan press during his recent
visit to the United States.

The editorial follows:

Dsmas AND EICHMANN
(By Christo N. Nizamofl)

A few weeks ago, for reasons hard to com-
prehend, America’s Freedom House granted
its 1969 award to Milovan Djilas, whom
Yugoslav refugees in New York Clty, demon-
strating outside the Roosevelt Hotel, branded
as "Bloody Executioner”, and “The Yugoslav
Eichmann”,

We hold that the grant is & travesty of
good taste and a mockery of the meaning of
freedom, such as it is accepted by the non
totalitarian world. And we are at a loss to
understand how the recipient merited that
award.

Until a few years ago Mr. Djilas was the
right hand man of Marshal Tito and one of
the most feared and blood thirsty Commu-
nists in Yugoslavia. Like Eichmann, his
name was synonymous with torture and
death.

Since his confinement to prlson, and re-
lease, Djilas has not repudiated Communism
nor the avowed purpose of the Communist
party. He has not renounced his own theory
that the new social order, meaning of course
the Communist order, must be built upon
death and blood, because death and blood
accelerate the revolutionary process and
clear the ground for a party take over. When
did Djilas emerge as a devotee, as a fighter
for freedom?

If confinement in a Communist jall is the
sole merit badge for a Freedom House award,
then millions of people behind the Iron Cur-
tain, thousands of whom have fled in desper-
ation to the West, must become recipients
of that award. Some of the refugees who
demonstrated outside the hotel, may deserve
it more than Djilas.

The fact that Djilas was a high ranking
Communist should have no bearing on the
case, Many high ranking Communists have
passed through the torture chambers of their
own making. But that experience has not
mellowed them and it has not changed their
concept of freedom. They have remained
Tuthless men.

Eadar of Hungary and Gomulka of Poland
have tasted life In the Communist Hell
House, but that has not prevented them
from becoming torturers of thelr own people
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and their own assoclates once they climbed
back to the helm of power.

It must be remembered too that when Mr.
Djllas first came out against certain prac-
tices of the Yugoslav Communist Party, and
some of its hierarchy, he did not, we repeat,
he did not propose that the power of the
government be turned over to the people. He
stood for certain changes in conduct and ap-
plication, but this did not envisage free
speech and free press, nor the formation of
opposition parties to compete for the vote
and the confidence of the people. On this
vital issue, which separates Communism
from democracy, he has remained as ada-
mant as Tito, or any of the other Red lead-
ers

Aside from this everyone in Belgrade
knows that Djilas had reasons of high per-
sonal nature for breaking with his former
partners in murder and crime. These reasons
had absolutely nothing to do with party pol-
icies and ideology or freedom.

The granting of this award to Djilas was a
major blunder by a group of well meaning,
but utterly nalve persons, whose ultra liberal
leanings permit them to equate freedom in
the United States with the supposed freedom
in Communist countries like Yugoslavia.

We are certailn that none of these gentle-
men would be able to live more than 24
hours under a government headed by men
like Djilas, with their perverted concept of
democracy and their maniacal urge for
death and blood.

Our true sentiments of the matter are that
someone should recommend Elchmann post-
humously for a similar award, since he and
Djilas are so alike in their pursuit of . . .
murder.

DEDICATION TO LEARNING

HON. DANIEL J. FLOOD

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, one of our
most outstanding public servants will
be leaving the Federal Government next
Monday. I have reference fo the Honor-
able Wilbur J. Cohen, Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare. He has
made enormous contributions to a better
America in numerous fields and I, as
chairman of the Appropriations Sub-
commitiee for the Department of Heath,
Education, and Welfare, am well aware
of the truly outstanding job he did as
Secretary of that important Depart-
ment. On December 1, 1968, Secretary
Cohen delivered the dedicatory address
of the Physical Education Building at
King’s College in Wilkes-Barre, Pa., my
hometown, and as part of my remarks
today I include the text of the Secretary's
remarks. Secretary Cohen’s address fol-
lows:

DEDICATION TO LEARNING

I am indeed pleased to participate in the
dedication of this splendid new Physical
Education Building. This is a very satis-
fying and happy occasion for all of us. It
is one more step In the development of a
truly fine college which is affording many
young men the opportunity for intellectual
and spiritual enrichment. In its brief his-
tory, the college has gained national recogni-
tion as a center of academic excellence. The
growth of your college is a tribute to the
farsightedness and the commitment of many
individuals and groups.

Congressman Daniel Flood, a man who has

been closely associated with this Institution
since its establishment, has told me a great
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deal about your work here. He, of course,
has had a major role in the expansion of the
college. His deep personal interest and in-
volvement has been reflected in his work as
the distinguished Chalrman of the House of
Representatives Appropriations subcom-
mittee for labor, health, education and wel-
fare. Through his able and competent rep-
resentation he has been responsible for the
significant lmprovements that are taking
place in education throughout the entire
nation, as well as in Wilkes-Barre.

He has served his community, State, and
the country in many ways. It has been my
privilege to work closely with him for many
years. His experience and his dedication as
well as his skill and expertise have been re-
sponsible for the success of many of the new
historic social programs that were enacted in
the past decade.

I am pleased that the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, with Con-
gressman Flood's support, was able to assist
through grants and loans, in this venture.

I would also like to commend the founders
of this institution for their choice of a loca-
tion in the heart of the community. In co-
operation with the Wilkes-Barre Redevelop-
ment Authority you are helping to rebuild a
great American city. Your students are where
the action is. The community is one of your
laboratories. And the citizens of Wilkes-Barre
are the benefactors of your many facilities,
academlc activities and cultural programs.
You have a unique opportunity to help solve
the mounting problems of urbanization and
the perplexities of our modern society.

The age in which we live is most trying.
We are confronted with monumental prob-
lems and pervasive paradoxes. The sweeping
change brought about by science and tech-
nology, communications and rising expecta-
tions confuse, frustrate, and unsettle us.

Although we have been able to unravel the
genetic code, transplant hearts and other
vital organs, send men into space, transmit
instantaneously pictures around the world,
mass produce goods and services on a scale
never dreamed of by our forefathers, we are
not able to cope with the social implication
of these dramatic developments.

Poverty, raclal tensions, the gemeration
gap, decay of the cltles, the destruction of
our physical environment, technological un-
employment, the world population exploslon,
the attacks on long established institutions,
although scluable if taken one at a time,
collectively paralyze our minds.

We have not yet learned how to apply all
of our intellectual resources, which if com-
bined with the vast collection of knowledge
we now have, would offer a world of greater
promise.

We must learn to cope with this difficult
world in which we live. How well we cope
will depend on the degree to which our peo-
ple are educated and trained to live in soclety
which becomes more infinitely complex each
day.

The education of these men and women
must begin at birth and be reinforced
through life.

It begins with a healthy, wholesome home
environment—an environment that encour-
ages and motivates, stimulates curiosity glv-
ing the child a sense of achievement, of
being able to deal with his or her environ-
ment, and a willingness to grapple with
problems and seek solutions.

One of our greatest needs, in this country
and throughout the world, are adequate
preschool programs—the kind of start in life
that will enable each child to develop his
abilities to the highest extent of his capac-
ity. Today, many of our children are dam-
aged by our fallure to stimulate them intel-
lectually ‘in the years when they are most
eager to learn—the years between birth and

6.
ng;ome of the most exciting and promising
new ideas In education relate to the early
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learning ' abilities of children. There is a
growing body of knowledge that very, very
young children can be stimulated to learn
far more than has been expected in the past.
One scientist belleves that by beginning at
the earliest possible stage in the child’s devel-
opment, we could perhaps stretch the 1IQ of
future generations by as much as 30 points.
I believe that we could have a “Revolution
in Learning"” within this generation by in-
vesting more attention, time and money in
the early years of a child’s life.

Young children, particularly the socially
and culturally deprived, can be given a head
start in learning through creative, stimu-
lating experiences in day care centers, nurs-
erles and kindergartens. The Head Start
program has demonstrated what can be done
for children in the immediate preschool years.
Such programs need to be extended.

Some of our universities are beginning to
develop programs specifically addressed to
the problems of child development in the
preschool years. For example, one university
is training lay leaders to understand the be-
havior of children so that these adults can
lead study and discussion groups. The newly
tralned leaders then go out into the neigh-
borhoods and come into direct contact with
the parents and children.

Much more can be done to reach out di-
rectly to the parents of very young children.
Mothers should become as well versed in the
skills of preschool education as they are in
the skills of homemaking. The home should
become an increasingly productive educa-
tional environment. We must bring vital
learning experiences to children wherever
they are and in all their activities.

We must, in short, be concerned with the
whole child and all the factors that relate
10 his potential. Healthy development de-
pends on the parents and other members of
the family, the neighborhood, the surround-
ings, the school and the attitudes which
influence the child.

A child who is hungry cannot learn. A
child with uncorrected vision or hearing im-
pairment can fall so far behind that it is
virtually impossible to make up for the lost
early years. A child who has no access to
books or museums or the theater is culturally
stunted before he starts. A child whose only
companion is the squalor of the slums is
almost hopelessly defeated.

‘We are discovering, therefore, that we must
go far beyond the traditional school setting
in order to have an impact on learning and
motivation. We must take advantage of the
knowledge and skills of many professional
groups, as well as the skills of parents, neigh-
bors, and other children. We must broaden
our approach to involve substantial numbers
of people outside the professions. Our real
hope lies in these very young children, for if
we fail them, our future falls.

We need to further improve the quality of
education in our elementary and secondary
schools. Today many of our schools are in-
efficiently organized and inadequately finan-
ced. There are vast disparities in educational
opportunities and resulting inequities. In
the 1966-67 school year, average per pupil ex-
pendltures ranged from £912 in New York to
$3356 in Mississippl with a national average
of $560. Within States, similar disparities
exist in urban and suburban schools.

The financial problems of the schools
are deeply rooted in the tax structures of
our communities. Most school systems are
financed by a property tax which is incapa-
ble of producing the revenue needed to pay
for high quality education. We must find
other ways of financing our schools.

Although I do not have answers to the
fiscal problems of the States and localities,
I have suggested that the present welfare
system be replaced by a wholly Federally
financed system, which would relieve the
States and localities of the tremendously
growing cost of welfare and enable them to
devote more of their resources to educa-
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tion. A sound Federal welfare system would
really be a good Federal ald to education
program.

A good education costs money. When
schools are Inadequately financed they are
not able to attract competent teachers, en-
rich the curriculum, introduce innovation,
or support research which could lead to
great Improvements,

We must do more at the elementary and
secondary level to prepare students for re-
sponsible citizenship and for the world of
work., Counseling should begin in the early
grades to develop each student’s potential
as a worker as well as a responsible citizen,
as a parent, and as an individual with a
life to live as well as a living to earn.

Every year millions of high school grad-
uates enter the labor market totally un-
prepared. They lack skills and motivation.
For those students who do not wish to go
on to college, we have to builld better
bridges between the schools and employers;
design vocational courses which are rele-
vant to the job market, devote more time
to anticipating future manpower needs.

It is often said that higher education
faces a crisis. Students are rebelling, costs
are soaring, enrollments doubling, respon-
sibilities expanding. The challenge to high-
er education is of awesome magnitude.

During the past 5 years, Federal aid for
higher education has expanded dramatically.
The Higher Education Facilitles Act, the
Higher Education Act, and improvements in
the National Defense Education Act have
been enacted into law, But much remains
to be done, as college enrollments do spiral
and college costs do soar.

In the years ahead we must redouble our
efforts to insure the vitality of a diverse
post-secondary education system — with
ample assistance to all types of institutions,
public and private, large and small, great
research institutions, and high quality
teaching colleges for the facilities, library,
fellowship, and other programs which help
to insure quality in our institutions of
higher learning.

We are still distant from the goal of pro-
viding educaticnal opportunities beyond high
school to all our youth who deserve such
opportunities and can benefit from them.
Despite our progress, the hard truth remains
that for many of our financlally needy youth
the college doors are closed. For a Nation
dedicated to the proposition that an ade-
quate education is the rightful heritage of
all its youth and that no economic or racial
barriers should be allowed to stand in the
way of claiming that inheritance, this is an
intolerable situation. Therefore, we must
resolve that sufficient Federal resources be
made avallable to see that no student of abil-
ity will be denied an opportunity to develop
his talents because of finanecial inability to
meet the costs of obtaining an adequate
education beyond high school.

This national goal is within our grasp.
It can be achieved over the next four years
by increasing the funding of our present
basic student financial aid programs by about
#1 billion annually. This would provide an
opportunity for more than two million more
of our youth to contribute their fullest tal-
ents to our society. A total of over 3 million
students would be alded.

To assure that all funds for education are
well spent, we need a continuing national
assessment of the state of learning in the
United States. Today we know little about
what our students learn or what good they
get out of what they learn. Without such an
assessment, the Federal Government cannot
know where its financial help {s most needed,
or how much the Natlon is getting for its
educational dollar. More important still, the
local school systems have difficulty deciding
what educational methods to use, or assessing
the extent to which their educational insti-
tutions are adjusting to new problems and
potentialities.

January 14, 1969

A project known as National Assessment,
authorized by Congress last month, will be-
gin soon. It will consist of a set of tests of
basic academic skills that will be given to a
random sample of Americans, both children
and adults. This assessment will give the
American people an idea of whether we are
making any progress in education, and also
help us learn what results emerge from dif-
ferent methods of education or different lev-
els of educational expenditure. With proper
precautions, a system of knowing something
about what our schools and colleges actually
produce in the way of learning, understand-
ing, and skills is a necessity for the years
ahead. Such a national assessment will help
local school boards and superintendents,
State educational agencies, and colleges and
universities evaluate educational policies
and programs and improve the equality of
education in the 1970's and beyond. Although
the Congress authorized funds for the first
year, I believe and hope that funds should
be provided for the 3-year study authorized
in the law.

The problems facing our country today
call for an educated and adaptable soclety,
and a growing, dynamic, and health economy.
If further generations are going to have the
capaclty to deal with our constantly chang-
ing environment, they must have as early a
start as possible. But the follow through to
this head start must be a lifelong pursuit.

As we become a more affluent soclety, to a
greater degree the quality of 1ife will depend
on education and the many new enjoyments
it can provide.

As I look into the future I envision a so-
ciety in which—

Educational opportunities will be provided
for all Americans from age 9 months to 90
years—with every child having the oppor-
tunity for creative, stimulating early educa-
tion, every youth having the opportunity to
continue education as far as his or her talents
will take them, and every adult having the
ollf)portunlty to continue learning throughout

e.

New research will uncover the secrets of
learning and creativity, finding ways of fos-
tering intellectual growth, beginning with
infancy throughout the life span,

The barriers between home and school,
school and work, school and community will
crumble and education will penetrate even
more formidable barriers—between old and
young, rich and poor, city, farm, and suburb,

Instead of a school year of around 180 days,
I believe a school year of 200 days is required
in the decade ahead.

The schools will become community cen=
ters for youth and adult activities—keeping
their doors open 18 hours a day, 7 days a
week, 12 months a year,

The educational system will be tallored to
the needs of the individual rather than the
other way around.

New special educational services for the
creative, brilliant child, as well as for the re-
tarded, the physically handicapped, and the
average child, will be provided to help every
child develop his full potential.

The Nation will accept learning as a truly
Joyous experience, with a wide variety of
choices for each individual, and the learning
force will continually increase in quality and
quantity—for exceeding the labor force.

The individual through education, will
gain a respect for learning in the present, a
hope for the future, and a sense of purpose
and direction in sharing the problems, chal-
lenges, rewards and responsibilities of society.

Dreams, you may say. But I believe that we
have already begun to implement the most
important dream of our time—education for
everyone who wants it and will work for it.
Many of the foundations have already been
laid. But ahead of us lles a great testing of
our Nation to see whether we have the will
and the determination to fully achieve them,
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I believe that we do and that we will con-
summate one of the most exciting and de-
manding dreams in the Nation’s history.

JOB TRAINING MUST BE PART OF
BASIC EDUCATION

HON. ROMAN C. PUCINSKI

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. PUCINSKI, Mr. Speaker, I recently
had the privilege of addressing a gather-
ing of the National Business Education
Association in Chicago on the subject
of the ever-increasing need to provide
basic job training to youngsters in school
before graduation.

It is my firm belief that we must pro-
vide marketable skills to students who
will not have an opportunity to attend
college following high school.

As chairman of the General Subcom-
mittee on Education, and coauthor of
the 1968 Vocational Education Act
Amendments, I would like fo include in
the Recorp at this point the text of an
article which appeared in the Northwest
Side Press of January 8, 1969, outlining
my remarks to the National Business
Education Association on the crises many
of our young people are facing.

The text of this article follows:

JoB TramninNG Must BE ParT oF Basic Epuca-
TI0N, RoMaAN Pucinskr TeELLs NBEA
Telling young people they must remain in

school until they get their diploma may be-
come & cruel hoax unless those students get
job training as part of their basic educa-
tion, U.8. Congressman Roman C. Pucinski
[D-1I1] recently told a group of educators.

When speaking to the National Business

Education Association, Pucinski assalled
American education “for its failure to reach
the 83 percent of young men and women in
our nation who never will achieve a college
education.

“American education confers prestige upon
occupational preparation in college or grad-
uate school, while scorning occupational pro-
grams taught at the high school level,” he
added.

Pucinski is chairman of the House Sub-
committee on General Education which has
jurisdiction over all education legislation
affectlng 55 million elementary and high
school youngsters in America.

He said the mounting number of school
bond issues being defeated all over the na-
tion shows a tax payers' revolt against edu-
cators for their fallure to make education
relevant to what parents believe are the
needs of young people.

“These defeats will mount,” Pucinski sald.
“If they put another school bond issue to the
people of Chicago at this time, it would go
down to ignominious defeat.”

He warned that “young people who fail to
find jobs because of poor education or lack
of education become easy prey for those who
would exploit their frustration and anger.

“It is this frustration and anger which has
too frequently resulted in the explosions in
our city streets,” he added.

““This nation has developed more than 5,000
new skills during the past decade and yet
very little is being done to provide in our
elementary and secondary educational sys-
tem any guidance or education for young
people in these newly developed skills,

“Unfortunately, the too famillar practice
of separating academlc education from oc-

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

cupational skill development is not easlly
abandoned.

“To speed its demise, the 1968 Vocational
Education Amendments emphasize that the
dichotomy between academic and vocational
education is obsolete and should be dis-
carded.

Pucinski said it is the essence of acceptable
education that it be socially relevant and
adaptable to change, and that it comprehend
a broad range of instruction, designed to
develop the particular talents and abilities of
each student as well as fulfill his need for
basic education.

The Amendments seek to eliminate the
point of view which confers prestige upon
occupational preparation in college or grad-
uate school, while scoring occupational pro-
grams taught at less than a college level.

“College is not the only means to self-
development, nor is it the only path to a
successful life.

“The public schools can ease the student’s
transition from the classroom setting to the
next stage of his personal growth by offering
liberal mixture of academic and vocatlonal
courses.

“The Congressman said the 1968 Vocational
Education Amendments are deslgned to ald
in this endeavor. One of the most important
goals, that of resolving the critical problem
of youth unemployment, may in this way be
substantially alleviated, he continued.

“The paradox of the high unemployment
rates among our young men and women at a
time of unparalleled prosperity was under-
scored in the President's 1968 Manpower Re-
port: ‘The United States keeps larger pro-
portions of its children in school longer than
does any other nation, to insure thelr prep-
aration for lifetime activity. Yet the unem-
ployment rate among youth is far higher
than in any other industrial nation and ‘had
been rising sharply.' "

“The unemployment of our nation’s young
people remains at a disgracefully high level.”

In October 1968, he pointed out when the
national unemployment rate was only 3.2 per
cent, 9.8 per cent of the white young men and
women, 16 to 19 years old, were unemployed;
and 25.1 per cent of the nonwhite young men
and women of the same age group were with-
out work,

“The President's 1968 Manpower Report
also states that '‘No inroads have been made
into the extremely serious problems of non-
white teenage joblessness. While the unem-
ployment rate for white teenagers dropped as
the economic climate improved, among non-
‘white teenagers the rate in 1967 was actually
higher than in 1960."

“A high school diploma is no longer a guar-
antee of a good job, nor is it even a guarantee
for job market entry, unless it is accompanied
by some sort of occupational preparation.

“To advise a child to remain in school until
he receives his diploma because it automati-
cally opens doors to a good job, decent wages
and a better life may become a cruel hoax,
unless that child has been given a skill which
he can sell to a prospective employer.”

Pucinskl quoted the 1968 National Ad-
visory Council Report on Vocational Educa-
tion which states that 83 per cent of the
young men and women in the nation never
would achieve a college education, but only
25 per cent of the total high school popula-
tion would receive vocational training.

“Less than 4 per cent of the 18 to 21 age
group population were enrolled in post-
secondary full-time vocational education and
less than 3 per cent of those aged 22 to 64
were enrolled In part-time adult extension
courses,” he sald.

Pucinski called for a more liberal mixture
of academic and vocatlonal courses and
urged state legislatures to vote matching
funds for the Vocational Education Act
Amendments of 1968 which Pucinski spon-
sored and which will bring to local communi-
tles more than $2 billion of federal aid for
improving vocational education programs.
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He pledged he would seek full funding to
finance the authorization incorporated in his
vocational education bill.

ATR TRAFFIC CONGESTION: TWO
POINTS OF VIEW

HON. RICHARD L. OTTINGER

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, much
has been said and written regarding the
critical congestion and safety problems
which have arisen in our Nation’s more
crowded air corridors. I and a number of
my colleagues have made recommenda-
tions for action to the Federal Aviation
Administration and a wide range of pro-
posals have come from various members
of the aviation industry.

To its credit, the FAA has begun to
adopt a new attitude toward the related
problems of congestion and safety. It
seems there is less concern over the fact
that a safety proposal may be contro-
versial within some segment of the in-
dustry, than whether it would be an
effective step toward alleviating the
problem.

Perhaps the most controversial pro-
posal made by the FAA in many years
was its high-density-traffic airports reg-
ulation. Because this subject is certain
to come under congressional scrutiny in
the months ahead, I offer, for inclusion
in the Recorbp, an article on the regula-
tion from the January issue of the AOPA
Pilot, and the text of a recent speech by
Robert E. Peach, chairman of the board
and chief executive officer of Mohawk
Airlines, Inc. I do not subscribe entirely
to either point of view but I do believe
both merit our attention:

It's Here, ALmost: FAA OrpERS “RATIONING"
AT FIvE AIRPORTS
(By Lew Townsend)

Federal officials, shrugging off massive op-
position from all classes of users and some
law-makers, adopted the highly controver-
sial “high density traffic ailrports” regulation
which all but bans private pilots and air-
craft owners from using certain major public
airports and gives the alrlines special privi-
leges.

Though initially affecting only five major
airports, the new Federal regulation is con-
sldered the opening wedge In a move to force
elimination of private pilots and aircraft
owners from any public airport where airline
traffic is heavy.

The new regulations, which baslically re-
quire rationing of operations at the "high
density alrports,” were announced officially
Dec. 3 and are scheduled to go into effect
April 27, 1969, at John F. Eennedy Interna-
tional and LaGuardia Alrport.s in New York;
Newark, N.J.; Washington National in Wash-
ington, D.C.; and Chicago O'Hare, The alr-
lines are given the lion's share of the allow-
able operations at these alrports.

AOPA President J. B. Hartranft, Jr., sald
the new restrictions would seriously hamper
general aviation. Among the many things
under consideration as countermeasures is
a massive ﬁy-ln demonstration In the na-
tlon's capitol by general aviation pilots and
aireraft owners.

Such a fiy-in demonstration, if determined
to be practical, would allow general aviation
pilots to confront thelr individual Congres-
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sional representatives and impress wupon
them the extreme seriousness of the restric-
tions—restrictions which could lead to elim-
ination of the privately owned and operated
alrcrait as an effective tool in air trans-
portation.

“The rules, which would grant priority
and sometimes exclusive use of public fa-
cilitles to one class of the public over oth-
ers, are lllegal, discriminatory and induce
Federally imposed segregation,” the AOPA
sald in an official statement following the
Dec. 3 announcement.

AOPA stated it felt adoption of the new
restrictions was unnecessary and had been
engineered by Department of Transporta-
tion (DOT) Secretary Alan S. Boyd as a
parting blow against general aviation.

“, . . they serve no consfructive purpose
at this time and act only as a means of in-
creasing dissent and retarding progress to-
ward positlve solutions for meeting the
needs of air transportation of all types,” the
AOPA gaid, after noting that though adopted
in 1968 the restrictions were not to be put
into effect until after Boyd's regular term
of office expired.

Acting FAA Administrator David D.
Thomas reportedly opposed adoption of the
new regulation but refused to comment on
his agency’s position. As reported in the
Washington (D.C.) Post on Dec, 6, “Two
basic options open to the Transportation
Department, parent agency of the FAA, were
to give up top priority to handling com-
mercial airplanes during rush hours or to
work out a mix of commercial and private
aircraft on the basls of past experience.

“The Transportation Department chose
the first option,” the Post article said, then
added, “While Thomas himself, in an inter-
view, would not comment on his agency’s
position, it is known that the FAA favored
the second option to preserve more of the
‘first-come-first-served tradition’ of the skies.
Transportation Secretary Alan S. Boyd evi-
dently saw it the other way.”

The FAA restrictions announced Dec. 3
differ only slightly from those first proposed
by DOT through the subservient FAA in
early September. Details on the restrictions
and public hearings conducted in Septem-
ber and October appeared in the October
and November issues of The PiLoT.

Final form of the restrictlons dces not
include the originally proposed require-
ments that all aircraft operating IFR into
or out of “high density traffic airports”
have a minimum of two pilots and be able
10 maintain a minimum airspeed of 150
knots. Deletion of these two items, which
came under heavy fire from AOPA and
others during the public hearings, was con-
sidered by some as a prearranged sop to gen-
eral aviation interests, with the items never
meant for adoption in the first place.

Though the objectionable two-pilot and
speed requirements were killed before final
adoption, the regulation still contains the
requirement that each aircraft hoping to use
“high density traffic airports” must be
equipped with a 64-code radar beacon trans-
ponder. The only other significant change in
the final regulation involved granting sup-
plemental airlines the same preferred treat-
ment in priorities to be given major sched-
uled airlines in the allocation of airport ca-
pacities, Supplementals originally were rel-
egated to the lowest priority class along with
general aviation.

All but a handful of airlines-oriented indi-
viduals and organizations registered strong
opposition to the regulations during the pub-
lic hearings and in written comments to the
FAA, Most opponents, including AOPA, sub-
mitted counterproposals to solve air traffic
problems. There were no indications any of
the counter-proposals were incorporated into
the final regulations except for the addition
of the supplemental carriers to the privileged
ranks of the major airlines.
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The date for putting the new regulation
into effect is the normal date for airlines to
make seasonal schedule changes.

Thomas called the departure from past
philosophies in governing use of airspace and
public airports a “monumental change."

Closest parallel in the history of American
transportation development to the new
changes is the Federal action taken in the
late 1800’s to award large land grants to a
few influential individuals during the hey-
day of early railroad development,

The new Federal regulation not only
blocks off massive portions of airspace for
the primary use of the airlines, it also pro-
vides the airlines with nearly exclusive use
of public airports which were concelved,
built and maintained over the years with
general public funds for use by all segments
of the air traveling public.

Cast in the role of interlopers are those of
the estimated 680,000 private and business
pllots who might seek advance permission to
use the affected public airports. This group
owns and operates more than 125,000 air-
craft, which constitute 989 of the total US.
civil aviation fleet.

Under the new rules, the FAA will use its
authority as the nation’s air traffic policeman
to set specific limits on the number and
types of aircraft which can make landings
and takeoffs at any of the five airports. All
five have experienced degrees of traffic con-
gestion both in the air and on the ground
due to their heavy use by airlines.

Both Boyd and Thomas have indieated
other strategic public airports throughout
the United States are likely to be stamped
with the same “high density trafic airports”
label. Under the adopted regulation, airlines
and air taxis will be given all but a handful
of avallable takeoff and landing slots at the
pubic airports.

Hourly limitations on IFR operations at
Eennedy will be 80 and for LaGuardla, New-
ark and Washington National, 60. Chicago
O’Hare will have an hourly limitation of 135
IFR operations. Each takeoff and landing
will count as one operation. All IFR opera-
tions will be allocated on an advance reserva-
tion basis, with the airlines granted their
block of reserved slots merely by publishing
their schedules. All others will have to obtain
their IFR “reservations” through regular
procedures and hope they can be squeezed
in between the airlines.

The airport limitations apply in all
weather. VFR flights also are subject to the
reservation system, requiring advance ap-
proval.

Of the 80 hourly IFR operations at Ken-
nedy, T0 automatically will be reserved for
scheduled and supplemental airlines; five
will be reserved for air taxis whose main
business involves hauling passengers to make
connections on airlines; and the remaining
five allocations will be available to any of the
nation's estimated 680,000 private and busi-
ness aircraft pilots and “others” under the
advance reservation system.

In addition, during the three-hour period
from 5 p.m. to 8 p.m. at Eennedy, only sched-
uled airlines will be allowed either to land
or to take off. The FAA did not adopt an
earlier suggestion made by the Air Transport
Association (ATA) that the period of exclu-
sive use by alrlines be expanded and ex-
tended to the other airports.

At LaGuardia, 48 of that airport’s 60 hourly
IFR allocations automatically will go to the
mass transit airlines; six will be reserved for
air taxis; and six will be open to general avia-
tion, the military, and other operators. Hourly
operations at the remalning three alrports
will be: Newark, 40 for airlines, 10 for air
taxis, 10 for others; O'Hare, 115 for airlines,
10 for air taxis, 10 for others; Washington
National, 40 for airlines, eight for air taxis
and 12 for others.

The specific allocations for “alr taxis" are
for scheduled air taxis. All unscheduled air
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taxl operations will compete for allocations
set aside for “other.” “Other” also includes
general aviation, military and Government
aircraft operations. Washington National
currently is averaging about 4,000 military
operations annually.

The hourly allocations will be in effect from
6 a.m. to midnight daily at each of the air-
ports, the FAA reported. Officials also sald
the new regulation was adopted as a perma-
nent rule and not as a “temporary” measure.
“While the rule will not be ‘temporary,’ as
many commentators urged, it will be kept
under continuing review and modified as cir-
cumstances require or permit,” the FAA
rule-making preamble stated.

“Additional reserved IFR and VFR opera-
tlons at the five high density traffic airports,
over and above the established hourly quotas,
may be permitted on short notice when these
operations can be conducted ‘without sig-
nificant additional delay to the allocated
operations,”” the FAA said in spelling out
detalls of the new regulations,

“In addition, the rule provides for local
‘Letters of Agreement' to cover alrcraft, such
as helicopters and V/STOL aircraft, which
can be operated either IFR or VFR without
interference to any other aircraft using the
airport,” the FAA added.

“Extra sections, charters and other non-
scheduled flights of scheduled or supple-
mental air carriers at Washington would not
count against the total limitation,” the regu-
latory agency continued. “Extra sections at
the other four airports will count against
the total allocations for those airports, how-
ever,

“Under the rule, reservations will be re-
quired in advance for each flight operated
under instrument flight rules to or from a
designated high density traffic alrport. Ap-
provals will be granted by Air Traffic Control
up to the allocated limitations."” The reserva-
tion system also applies to VFR flights.

In officially announcing the new rules, the
FAA attempted to justify its actions in kill-
ing the *“first-come-first-served” principle
and in granting preferred treatment to air-
line operators.

“This rule grants a greater priority to cer-
tificated air carrlers and scheduled air taxis
who provide common carriage service in ac-
cordance with the policy of recognizing the
national interest in maintaining a public
mass air transportation system offering effi-
clent economical service on equal terms to all
who would travel,” the FAA stated, ignoring
widespread use of private and business air-
craft by adding, “For the traveler today,
there is frequently no feasible alternative
mode of travel [to the certificated air car-
riers].

“The concept of ‘'first-come-first served’
remains as the fundamental policy govern-
ing the use of alrspace, so long as capacity is
adequate to meet the demands of all users
without wunreasonable delay or inconven-
ience,” the FAA said.

“When capaclty limitatlons compel a
choice, however, the public service offered by
common carriers must be preferred. This pol-
iey is fully consistent with the Federal Avia-
tion Act’s provisions relating to the certifica-
tion of common carrlers by the Civil
Aeronautics Board (CAB), wherein the Board
finds that the service provided is required
by the public convenience and necessity.”

Adoption of FAA's new regulations with
their buillt-in restrictions on the use of pri-
vate and business aircraft in air travel was
viewed by many as a protectionistic move to
insure the 40-odd major airlines of a steady
flow of passengers who because of the Gov~
ernment restrictions will be all but denied
the right to use private transportation to
and from “high density traffic alrports.”

Immediately following announcement of
the new rules, which were signed by Acting
FAA Administrator Thomas on Nov. 27 but
not made public until Dec. 8, AOPA issued




January 14, 1969

its formal statement to meet a flood of tele-
phone inquiries.

The statement sald: “The decision of the
Department of Transportation to issue flight
restriction rules against the overwhelming
objections to them voiced at both public
hearings (November 1968 PLot) and in writ-
ten comments to the FAA is a mistake which
fortunately can be corrected by the incoming
Administration before the effective date for
the rules.

“The rules, which would grant priority and
sometimes exclusive use of public facilities to
one class of the public over others, are ille-
gal, diseriminatory and induce Federally im-
posed segregation. Obviously, the present
Secretary of Transportation is making a last-
ditch attempt before he leaves office to im-
pose his views against the wills of the people
who strongly opposed this destructive at-
tempt to solve air transportation problems.

“There have been no abnormal air traffic
delays since midsummer when air traffic con-
trollers exercised their decision to ‘follow the
book’ as a means of calling attention to their
requests for added personnel and equipment.
Even the peak travel season of Thanksgiving
weekend did not cause unusual delays or
congestion. This should have demonstrated
conclusively that the imposition of restric-
tions was not necessary at this time. This is
further borne out by the fact that although
the rules were issued during the last weeks
of the term of office of the present Secretary
of Transportation, they are not to become
effective until three months after his term
expires.

“Thus, they serve no constructive purposes
at this time and act only as a means of in-
creasing dissent and retarding progress to-
ward positive solutions for meeting the needs
of air transportation of all types.

“We are confident that whoever is selected
to replace Alan S. Boyd as Secretary of Trans-
portation will recognize the illegal and un-
Just and unnecessary aspects of this rule
making and take immediate steps to have the
rules withdrawn. In the meantime, AOPA
intends to take any and all measures to cause
this rule to be withdrawn."”

Shortly before the Dec. 3 formal announce-
ment, AOPA officials received indications Sec-
retary Boyd and the FAA had decided to
shrug off the strenuous objections lodged
against the regulations during public hear-
ings conducted in September and October.

Acting on the information that the public
hearings amounted to nothing but a sound-
ing-off period for objectors before Federal
regulators proceeded to implement what they
already had deemed to be in the “public
interest,” AOPA sent telegrams to President-
elect Richard M. Nixon, President Johnson
and some members of both parties in Con-
gress.

The telegrams pointed out the discrimina-
tory and unnecessary aspects of the rules
and recommended they not be put into effect.
They also suggested the FAA adopt construc-
tive suggestions offered by AOPA and other
aviation leaders to alleviate the nation's air
traffic problems,

“Abnormal delay of air traffic at one or
two alrports last summer was caused by peak
season airline traffic,” the AOPA wired Presi-
dent-elect Nixon. “There is no immediate
need for action in this situation since delays
have subsided to normal and safety is not
impaired. Remedial studles are in progress,”
the wire continued.

“Your administration should have a chance
to pive serious consideration to the many
constructive measures that can be taken to
improve the adequacy of our nation’'s fa-
cilities in consonance with your policy state-
ment on aviation as printed in the October
issue of The AOPA PrLor magazine.

“Imposition of this negative and restric-
tive regulation should be deferred,” the AOPA
recommended to Nixon. “We strongly believe
that the Federal Government should be fos-
tering the development of civil aviation
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rather than restricting and inhibiting its
and usefulness.”

The AOPA wire mentioned the rules were
being implemented “despite thousands of
protests filed with the FAA,” and added, “We
understand also that this is against advice
of the technical experts within the FAA.
Many members of the Congress also have
expressed opposition.”

In announcing adoption of the contro-
versial rules, FAA attempted to dispel beliefs,
fostered in the publie’s mind by some indi-
viduals and news media, that the restrictive
rules were being put into effect to correct
failings in safety practices of pilots.

Referring to statements made during the
September and October public hearings, the
FAA sald, “In regard to some of the com-
ments, it appears important to correct any
misunderstanding in regard to the purpose
of NPRM 68-20. The proposals contained in
that Notice were intended to provide relief
from excessive delays at certain major termi-
nals. They were not, as some persons con-
cluded, intended to correct a safety problem.”

The after-the-fact admission by the Fed-
eral regulators that safety in air travel is not
a factor in the current restrictlons was ex-
pected to have little effect on correcting im-
pressions given the public during the public
hearings that midair collisions and other
accidents would increase if the new rules
were not adopted.

The lingering impression that safety still
is a factor remains even after the FAA denial,
This Ilmpression was shown in a Dec. 5 edi-
torial in the dailly Washington (D.C.) Post,
which commented on adoption of the new
rules.

“Despite the inevitable protests of those In-
volved in noncommercial aviation,” the edi-
torial said, “the tight limits placed on oper-
ations at five major airports by the FAA are
fully justified. The new rules, which go into
effect April 27, will decrease some of the
safety hazards now involved in flying into
Washington, New York and Chicago and will
make it possible for those who fly to be rea-
sonably confident that they won't spend most
of a day walting for air traffic to lessen.”

Reversal of the DOT/FAA decision through
Congressional action was viewed by many as
the final course of action which might have
to be taken if President-elect Nixon or his
new Secretary of Transportation fail to aban-
don the devastating new restrictions.

THE GOLDEN CART

(By Robert E. Peach, Chairman of the Board
and Chief Executive Officer, Mohawk Air-
lines, Inc., Utlca, N.X.)

I am honored to be present today at this,
the Twentieth occasion of the Salzberg
Memorial Lecture. Through the years, under
the imaginative leadership of Chancellor
Willlam P. Tolley, Syracuse University has
become nationally known as a forerunner in
the development and implementation of re-
freshing new ideas in all phases of public
transportation, and particularly in the train-
ing of able transportation administrators. If
I may be permitted a personal note, Chancel-
lor Tolley's human understanding and busi-
ness acumen have been in no small measure
responsible for the development of our own
company, which he has served as a Member
of the Board of Directors for the past five
years. Also, at the moment Syracuse Uni-
versity 1s playing an important role in the
training of future management leadership
for Mohawk In that my own Executive As-
sistant, Mr, Peter Cass, is currently a candi-
date for a Master's Degree in Business Ad-
ministration at Syracuse. So it is with con-
siderable enthusiasm that we participate in
today's program.

I would like to discuss briefly with you
today the most critical problem concerning
the mass transportation of people and, to
some extent, cargo over other than very short-
range suburban commuting distances. This
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is the problem of the development of an ade=
quate system of air traffic control, airport
development, airport traffic control, airport
access and, most particularly, a falr resolu-
tion of the impending conflict between pri-
vate aviation and common carriers by air.

For twenty years the growing inadequacy
of the patchwork system of air, ground and
air traffic control has been obvious to any
thinking person engaged in any fleld of
aeronautics. The problem has been the sub-
ject of never-ending, expensive studies by
various governmental agencies and contrac-
tors, Some of these reports have never seen
the light of day—others have been emascu-
lated and adopted in bits and pieces at the
whim of the then-controlling agency. Never
to date has there been a system attack on
this very complex problem—never has there
been a consistent effort to meld together the
various interests concerned and to place the
available solutions above the reach of petty
bureaucracy and political expediency.

For this the government and, more specifi-
cally, both the FAA and the Congress, must
be blamed: so also must the airline industry,
the air frame and engine manufacturers,
and the lobbying interests representing cor-
porate and private aviation. The result of
twenty years of incompetency, neglect, and
apathy 1s obvious today to every layman.
It culminated in an almost total breakdown
of the ability to fly in and out of New York
City, Washington and Chicago during the
summer months of 1968, whether in a Piper
Cub or an intercontinental jetliner, Accusa-
tions as to blame flew thick and fast. Honest,
non-self-serving attempts at solutions were
and are few and far between,

Plainly speaking, today's airports and air
traffic control procedures differ from those
of twenty years ago in only one relatively
minor aspect—the increased use of radar.
Other than that improvements have been
solely a patch-upon-patch increase in num-
bers, whether it be of instrument landing
systems, high intensity approach lights, addi-
tional navigational fixes or more control
towers.

The FAA, nominally charged with the re-
sponsibility for the development of adequate
systems to permit the flow of air traffic from
runway end to runway end, has consistently
reacted instead of acting. For example, when
the inherent difficulties became apparent in
managing a single-engine, eighty-mile-an-
hour pleasure aircraft in the same congested
approach area with a four-engine, six-
hundred-mile-an-hour jet aircraft, the first
solution proposed and adopted by the FAA
was to place all jet aircraft under instrument
flight rules, regardless of weather. This told
the over-worked, under-equipped and under-
paid air traffic controller within fuzzy limits
where the jet aircraft was located. It told
him nothing about the presence of the
elghty-mile-an-hour small alreraft.

The next suggestion also adopted was akin
to seeking the least common denominator,
i.e., reducing the speed of jet alrcraft to not
more than 250 knots below 10,000 feet. There-
fore, for example, a Mohawk jet traveling
from Syracuse to New York City some two
hundred direct air miles can achieve its eco-
nomical cruising speed for only ten minutes,
and spends the rest of the time literally
dragging its brakes.

The third proposal, effective now for over
two years at Washington National Ailrport,
was to restrict the number of common carrler
movements which could be handled at and
within the airport to an arbitrary level set
for the worst possible conditions, Fortunately
those conditions seldom prevail, but the re-
strictions always do. The net effect of this
shortsighted ruling has been to reduce the
common carrier ability to best serve the na-
tlon's Capital, while the openings left vacant
the great bulk of the time by the common
carriers have been filled by the planes of
corporate and private aviation—whose move-
ments have increased some 407 at Washing-
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ton National over the past year. Incidentially,
I would stress that this and other comments
having to do with private aviation are by no
means critical of the practices of private
aviation, and particularly those of the ex-
tremely sophisticated, well-equipped and
well-managed corporate alrcraft fleet. Indeed,
to our knowledge, much of the Increase in
corporate flying has been necessitated by the
arbitrary restrictions, such as those named
above, imposed upon common carriers.

In short, the entire governmental effort to
date has been based on arbitrary and arti-
ficlal restriction of aviation activity, designed
to fit the various segments of this great in-
dustry into the known inadequacies of an
inflexible, ill-administered set of bureau-
cratic rules, There has not been any com-
mensurate effort at thinking through objec-
tively and attempting to implement either
short or long range solutions to what has
become one of the major problems of our
soclety. I must add that, in my opinion, no
segment of our Industry can take much
credit for attempting to spur our government
to such developmental efforts. It was only the
crunch of last July's and August's near
paralysis In New York and adjacent citles
that focused public political and industry
attention on the gravity of the problem.

I can state with some pride that I believe
Mohawk Airlines has been more vocal and
more active in promulgating both short and
long term solutions to these problems than
any other carrier, primarily and admittedly
due to self-interest in that a higher propor-
tion of our total company economics are in-
volved In high-density traffic areas than those
of any other air carrier. The Port of New York
Authority, the FAA, other air carriers and cor-
porate aviation have gradually responded to
some of these suggestions, rejected some, im-
proved upon others, and today for the first
time in decades it appears that constructive,
forward planning is underway at various
levels,

Such planning must involve a compromise
of interests within the aviation community
so that airlines are not helped at the ex-
pense of military and private aviation and
vice versa. It must involve a realistic ap-
praisal of how the best interests of varlous
segments of the industry can best be served.
For example STOL airports can and must be
developed in high density areas. All classes
of pilots must be better trained in their abil-
ity to traverse and land at high-density areas.
Outmoded World War II military surplus
equipment must be replaced with today’'s
generation of electronic capabilities. There
must be an ability for airlines to talk among
themselves to avoid over-scheduling and
schedule peaking where possible, which does
not exist today under anti-trust restrictions.
Let me hasten to add, however, that the so-
called peaking of airline schedules or its
elimination is not the panacea that the less
reasonable elements of government and pri-
vate aviation would have you believe.

Perhaps highest on the list of priorities
must be & compromise on the subject of
jet noise and its impact on communities
surrounding the airports, The same cries
were raised In the early 1900s by horseowners
about automobiles as are ralsed today by
suburban home owners about jet aircraft.
Yet the largest single employer by far of the
people lving in the communities surround-
ing Kennedy Airport is the aviation indus-
try based at Kennedy. Have a look at the
south side of Chicago surrounding Midway
Airport where an effective compromise was
not reached, and a major segment of one of
the world's largest cities virtually disap-
peared economically when the airplanes left.
Unfortunately, but true, there is a price to
be paid for every technological improvement
in our society, including the jet airplane. At
the same time, realistic efforts must be made
by manufacturers and operators alike to
reduce jet noise and dirt, to control sur-
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rounding land areas for industrial uses rather
than residential, and to be responsive. to
legitimate complaints of the publie.

Ultimately, when the action plans are
jelled, we will be limited only by the com-
mon denominator that stands before all
progress in our society. Money.

Today I would like to propose a way to
get the ball rolling that would, initially, have
very little effect on the public pocketbook.
In fact, I suspect it would be applauded,
either openly or privately, by many more
people in the transportation industry that
you'd imagine.

I'm quoting from the introduction of a
rather elaborate FAA brochure on the US.
Supersonic Transport program. It says, “In
the 1970s, man will outrace the sun across
the world’s oceans, riding serenely in a
needle-nose aircraft at supersonic speed miles
above the earth's surface . . . The history
of transportation, ever since the first horse
was ‘'broke to saddle,” indicates man’s cesire
to travel faster and farther.”

The fact is, at a cost to the public of some
$2 billion, the SST might be flying by 1976.
Cruising at 1,800 miles per hour, it should
be able to span the Atlantic in about two
and one-half hours—but will probably spend
more time than that in holding patterns
over Kennedy.

As you know, the billion-dollar SST devel-
opment program got underway In 1963. It
has the largest financlal requirement of any
industrial project in history. Some $186 mil-
lion is now planned for continuing work in
Fiscal 69 and the project is expected to cost
$300 million more in 1970. If the design
work goes well,—and by all reports it isn't—
the plane might go into production in 1871.
And that could cost another billion dollars.

Just recently, the FAA sald the program
is now two years behind schedule. Boeing
will present its final design to the FAA next
January. If accepted, and if test flights of
prototypes in 1972 are successful, FAA certi-
fication for passenger service could come by
1976, unless major technical problems arise.

In any event, the first production version
of the SST will probably not be permitted
to fly over land because of the sonic boom
it will leave in its wake. Possibly, with ex-
penditures of more billions, this problem
will be solved someday.

But while billions are being spent to devel-
op this airplane, relatively little funding is
targeted to improving the conditions in which
it and the rest of the air-transport fleet must
operate. Next year, for example, less than
$75 million in Federal help will go into air-
port construction and improvements—less
than half of the SST appropriation,

Let’s take an objective lock at what the
average taxpayer and the traveling public
really want and really need. As the FAA
brochure says, “essentially the SST will be
a time saving machine.” For whom? Do you
really care whether it's possible to go to
London from Syracuse in eight hours or in
three? How often do you go?

Conversely, do you care whether you can
get from Syracuse to New York in twenty
minutes, which every airplane flying between
Syracuse and New Yort twenty round-irips
a day is now capable of, or in three hours, of
which two and one-half are spent circling
LaGuardia or Kennedy or walting for a gate
on the ground? The cold, hard facts are that
more than 50% of the flight plans filed from
New York City are for distances of two hun-
dred miles or less. This includes the single-
passenger pleasure airplane as well as the
Boeing T07 destined for Syracuse, so that
more than 50% of the human beings in-
volved are obviously interested in the ability
to travel two hundred miles in half an hour—
work, play, visit—and return with assurance
at a time of their choice.

It is said that the SST will bolster national
prestige. Why? We already have multiple
numbers of military supersonic aircraft. The
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French-English combine and the Russians
will have SSTs in scheduled service well ahead
of the United States program. The Anglo-
French Concorde is scheduled to fly this year
and has already undergone extensive ground
and taxiing tests.

It strikes me, thinking of national prestige,
that the U.S. manufactured SST fiying in
scheduled service eight years hence at the
earliest will be a sorry substitute for the
painful contrast several months ago when
the first New York to Moscow direct air serv-
ice started. You will remember that the
initial Russian flight circled JFK for forty-
five minutes and then was able to land only
because it was accepted out of sequence at
the expense of dozens of Inter-continental
and domestic airplanes of all types who were
further delayed. Its U.S. counter-part landed
in Moscow without delay.

So why are we spending billions to develop
the SST? At the inception of the program,
and in great controversy, it was adjudged to
be “in the public interest.” This meant that
it would create new jobs, would have a favor-
able affect on foreign sales and thus upon
the balance of payments, and would gain
economic benefits by continuing U.S. leader-
ship in the commercial alrcraft industry.
And, It was also pointed out, the govern-
ment will someday recover its investment by
way of a complicated "royalty” formula on
the sale of the aircraft. It has been calculated
that Boelng will have to sell 300 88Ts for
such a recovery, and by the time 500 have
been sold the government will have received
sufficient return to pay for the additional
cost of borrowing. Under the agreement, the
government will collect royalties on the air-
frame for at least fifteen years after certifi-
cation, but after recovering its investment
and receiving a return of six percent, com-
pounded annually, the royalty will be re-
duced. If at least six percent return is not
realized in fifteen years, the government may
collect royalties until 1999 or until a six per-
cent compounded return is realized, which-
ever comes first.

In any event, the public won't get its tax
money back. Presumedly, the royalties will
go right back out again for some other
project “in the public interest.” Hopefully,
this won't be a Mach-5-plus hypersonic jet.

Hopefully, like or even greater sums of
money will be spent In the first-time devel-
opment and Implementation of all facets of
the system required to permit human beings
and cargo to move rapidly, efficlently and
dependably from door to door. The great bulk
of these expenditures should and can be
financed by the users of the system, whether
it be the flying public, the air carriers, the
military or private aviation, Some facets of
the system, like high-speed rall and highway
systems, will have Important side effects
which can and should be financed through
public funds.

To continue today’'s pace of public ex-
penditures for the present development
schedule of the SST in the face of the cur-
rent chaos in this nation's traffic control
system ls little short of gross negligence. Not
only will the inherent advantages of the
85T be completely wiped out by the inade-
quacies of the present system even as cur-
rently forecast to be developed by 1976, but
the other 987 of the air commerce of the
United States will be completely stymied
unless the same imagination, initiative, en-
thusiasm and money is applied to the orderly
short and long term system development of
aviation controls as has been applied to the
85T to date. Let's put first things first!

Admittedly, the SST is in the public inter-
est as outlined in the PAA sales pitch. It
has created more jobs and there will be many
other economic benefits. But there must also
be a logical utilization of the end product;
elsewise, the program becomes no more than
a technological welfare ploy. In the case of
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the SST, this utilization must be serlously
questioned.

I believe that the public has a far greater
interest in simply getting to their destina-
tions safely, comfortably, on time, and at
a reasonable cost. If a small segment of the
public wishes to travel further and faster—
and can afford it—all well and good. But the
problem is that the limitations of the pres-
ent air-transport system usually prevent a
smooth flow of traffic and, unless drastic
changes are made, the day is drawing near
when nobody will get into or out of a major
airport on time or even at all.

Keeping this in mind, I suggest the SST
program be stretched out to the point where
private industry can take a greater share of
the investment, while at the same time mak-
ing sure that the plane will have favorable
conditions in which to utilize its potential.
And if someone just has to get to Europe
faster, let him take a Concorde for three or
four more years. Will it hurt our pride more
to fly a Concorde in 1980 than in 19707

You've all heard the figures on the growth
of aviation in the next decade. 1,300 new jet-
liners. 68,000 new business and private
planes. Air-busses and 490-passenger jumbo
jets. Our present system, even if enlarged to
its full potential, just can't handle them.

I propose we use the billions we're plan-
ning to spend on the SST and other future
aireraft to lick instead the problems of to-
day and tomorrow’s traffic control and air-
port system, and charged to their users,

The time for action is now. New runway
construction . . . more jetports . .. special
facilities for private aircraft . . . construc-
tion or expansion of regional airports ...
better ground access to terminals . ., im-
proved navigation systems to better utilize
airspace. And the shopping list of “mores”
and “betters” goes on and on.

Unless this is done, by 1976 in all likeli-
hood we will have built a golden supersonic
cart, but we'll have only a broken down
horse with which to pull it.

TRIBUTE TO WILLIAMS AIR FORCE
BASE

HON. JOHN J. RHODES

OF ARIZONA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, the flag
that is flying over the U.S. Capitol today
will be presented to Williams Air Force
Base, Ariz., which today celebrates its
27th anniversary, Williams—or “Willie”
as it is affectionately called by the per-
sonnel stationed there and by the resi-
dents of surrounding communities—was
the Nation’s first jet fighter school and
is now the largest Air Force undergrad-
uate pilot training base. Well over 10,000
Air Force officers have been trained there
since 1942 in what is now a 53-week pro-
gram which earns a student the coveted
silver wings of an Air Force pilot. The
base was named for Li. Charles Linton
Williams, a native Arizonian who died
when his plane crashed into the sea dur-
ing an aerial demonstration for Lts. Les-
ter J. Maitland and Albert Hegenberger,
the first men to fly nonstop across the
Pacific shortly after Lindbergh's his-
toric flight in 1927. The contribution of
Williams Air Force Base to our national
defense is immeasurable, and I take this
opportunity to salute the base and to
congratulate its wing commander, Col.
Roger B. Ludeman, and the men who
support its mission.
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It is particularly gratifying to me to
be able to present this flag. I was one
of the first officers assigned to Williams
Air Force Base, and had been stationed
there for over 6 weeks when it was final-
ly nameéd. It was my “home” for 4 years
and 3 months during World War II, and
as my duty station it allowed me to be-
come acquainted with Arizona and Ari-
zonians, resulting in my decision to be-
come a citizen of that State. Therefore,
I have a very special spot in my heart
for Williams Air Force Base.

CLARY ANDERSON—HAIL AND
FAREWELL

HON. PETER W. RODINO, JR.

OF NEW JERSEY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, the Clary
Anderson era has come to an end at
Montclair High School with the depar-
ture of the school's distinguished athletic
director, who for 25 years directed an
outstanding five-sport athletic program.
This is a tremendous loss to Montelair
High School, for he has been more than
a teacher and coach—most importantly,
he was “a major molder of the young
people in their most impressionable
years.”

But Clary Anderson, with character-
istic skill and foresight, has left the
school with a fine and promising athletic
staff to carry on his work. And, most for-
tunately, this is one occasion where the
community will not lose the counsel and
dedication of a valued citizen, for Clary
Anderson has accepted a unique offer to
serve as assistant athletie director and
head baseball and football coach at
Montclair State College. Mr. Speaker, I
join with his many friends and admirers
in honoring Clary Anderson. I know his
future activities will equal his inealeu-
lable contributions to the community,
and particularly its young people, over
the past 25 years. A fine editorial in trib-
ute to Clary Anderson appeared in the
Montelair Times of January 9, and I ask
that if be printed in the Recorp following
my remarks:

CLARY ANDERSON—HAIL AND FAREWELL

The announcement that Clary Anderson
will leave Montclair High School at the end
of this school year means that a brilliant 25-
year five-sport coaching career will come to
an end,

This will leave a deep void in the athletic
affairs of Montclair High School, But such is
the organizatiunnl genlus of Mr. Anderson
that in recent years as Athletic Director he
has had a hand in making certain that the
best avallable men have been hired to fill
positions as they became vacant in the ath-
letic section.

There may never be another Clary Ander-
son Era at Montclair High School, but there
are those at the high school ready and willing
to take up the cudgels. When chosen, they
deserve the completely unfettered opportu-
nities to make eras for themselves.

Residents can take pride from the fact that
a Clary Anderson Era may well be starting
at Montclalr College, where beginning in
June, Mr. Anderson will become Assistant
Athletic Director and Head Baseball and Foot-
ball Coach. At Montclalr High School, he
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is now Athletic Director, Director of Physical
Education and Head Baseball, Hockey and
Football Coach. Previously he had coached
basketball and swimming,

It 1s comforting to realize that Mr. Ander-
son will not be leaving Montclair, which may
have been an important factor in his decision
to accept what Superintendent of Schools
Dr. Robert W. Blanchard last week described
as a “unique” offer.

In years past, the 57-year-old graduate of
Montclair High School had at least 3 college
offers which he, himself, characterized sev-
eral years ago as “good ones.” However, those
would have required him to leave a commu-
nity that recognizes Mr. Anderson as more
than a teacher and coach but also most im-
portantly as a major molder of the young
people in their most impressionable years.

The vast majority of people of good will
in Montclair, we feel sure, will join with us
in extending congratulations to Mr, Ander-
son and hoping that the future years will
bring the same successes he enjoyed at Mont-
clair High School. Those closest to Mr. Ander-
son know that this will come to pass:

There aren't very many of us who can
point with pride to honors from friends and
associates, from those working in a commu-
nity, and from competitors who spend many
waking hours devising schemes which, if suc-
cessful, ultimately might bring about our
own downfalls.

And yet, Clary Anderson has been honored
with his own “Day" by friends and assoclates
between the halves of a football game as
“friend, teacher, coach, counselor" and as an
example to the young people of the com-
munity.

He also received the Annual Joint Service
Clubs Council Award as one of Monteclair's
“most outstanding” citizens, thus joining a
group which included such as former mayors,
former Town Commissioners, the developer
of the Presby Memorlal Iris Gardens, a
minister and a hospital president.

Perhaps most treasured by Mr. Anderson
are sentiments expressed several years ago by
other coaches In New Jersey when they
honored him as the High School Football
Coach of the Year.

He won the honor, the coaches said, as a
leader who exerted a positive influence in the
development of sportsmanship and moral re-
sponsibility both on and off the fleld, who
recognized and met his responsibility to his
school and community and who demon-
strated superior skill in the coaching profes-
sion.

We, llke so many in Monteclair, are proud
to be a friend to a man who when honored
used these occasions to thank his parents,
his wife and daughter, his associates on
coaching staffs, the type of people who make
Montclair the town it is, administrative per-
sonnel and most of all to the youngsters
themselves for maintaining and adding to
the reputation.

INTRODUCTION OF H.R. 913, TO
REPEAL RECORDKEEPING PROVI-
SIONS OF FIREARMS CONTROL
ACT OF 1968

HON. AL ULLMAN

OF OREGON
IN THE HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, on Jan-
uary 3, 1969, I introduced H.R. 913 to re-
peal the ammunition sales recordkeeping
provisions of the Firearms Control Act of
1968.

I have received genuine complaints
from legitimate dealers and purchasers
of ammunition concerning these record-
keeping provisions. I think most of my
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colleagues will agree that these provi-
sions will be totally ineffective in pre-
venting crime or the indiscriminate use
of firearms. Mr. Speaker, you will re-
member that during House debate on
the Firearms Control Act last September,
we defeated all amendments calling for
Federal firearms registration, licensing,
and ammunition sales recordkeeping.
The Senate added the ammunition re-
strietions which have proved to be bur-
densome, objectionable, and as some em-
ployees of the Treasury Department will
privately admit, unenforceable.

I am asking for the support of all my
colleagues in passing this corrective leg-
islation. I urge your full consideration
and approval of H.R. 913.

TOP LEVEL PAY RAISES WILL FAN
INFLATION, SET POOR CONGRES-
SIONAL EXAMPLE

HON. ANCHER NELSEN

OF MINNESOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, back in
1967, some of us took a lot of heat for
our failure to support the Federal postal
rate and pay raise bill. However, when
the President's state of the Union and
budget messages are delivered, it is likely
that our reasons for voting in the nega-
tive on that bill will become crystal clear.

The 1967 legislation permitted the cre-
ation of a commission to make recom-
mendations on salaries of the top-level
officials of the three branches of Gov-
ernment, including for Members of Con-
gress. The legislation specified that the
President was to use these recommenda-
tions in drawing up his budget. The new
pay rates would become effective after
30 days unless in that period either
House of Congress specifically disap-
proved any or all of them, or a statute
had been enacted into law establishing
different rates of pay.

At the time this unwarranted proce-
dure was established, I wired the editors
of the dally papers in my district:

The omnibus bill Includes questionable
rate increases, disguises a pay hike for Con-
gressmen themselves, and so inflates the
President’s own recommendations as to make
likely the passage of the President’s income
tax increase.

It was my hope that salary adjustments
could have been made for lower level postal
workers, with a step increase which would
have been fully justified., It is regrettable
that this bill was loaded down with increases
for the higher salaried Federal employees,
including Members of Congress.

I further pointed out to constituents,
in a report dated October 23, 1967:

Such a (commission) procedure might take
some of the pressure off Congressmen who
want to vote themselves more pay but fear
the public wrath. But such a procedure is
also a abdication of congressional in-
tegrity and responsibility.

Mr. Speaker, I believe subsequent
events have upheld these views. The tax
increase is now an unwelcome fact of life.
The Commission on Executive, Legisla-
tive, and Judicial Salaries, as suspected,
has determined that “present salary
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levels are inadequate” and “not sufficient
to support a standard of living that in-
dividuals qualified for such posts can
fairly expect to enjoy.” In its report to
the President on December 2, 1968, it
recommended increases totaling $34,700,-
000 spread over 2,047 Federal officials.
These increases would cover virtually the
top hierarchy of the Federal Government
including Senators, Congressmen, Su-
preme Court Justices, and many lesser
Federal judges, heads of departments,
agencies, bureaus, and so forth,

It seems almost a certainty that Presi-
dent Johnson will touch on these in-
creases short hours from now. To all
Americans beset by war, inflation and
heavier taxes, this is deeply distressing.
And it will be considerably more distress-
ing if such top-level pay hikes become ef-
fective through a backdoor spending de-
vice that conceals from the people how
their elected representatives stand.

Hefty pay raises at this time will fan
inflationary flames that have already
scorched the dollar and incinerated buy-
ing power.

The need to set a responsible and
moderate example is pressing on all who
serve in the Federal Government in these
difficult times. In accordance with this
obvious need, I urge the Congress to look
with a probing and unselfish eye at any
salary recommendations which may be
forthcoming. In fact, we should be given
the opportunity to reject the whole kit
and caboodle. In basic fairness to the
taxpayers, any such salary boosts should
be subject to a recorded vote before they
become effective.

HON. WILLIAM C. FOSTER RETIRES

Hon. PETER H. B. FRELINGHUYSEN

OF NEW JERSEY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker,
on December 31 the Honorable William
C. Foster retired from his position as
Director of the U.S. Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency. As all of us know,
Mr. Foster, a lifelong Republican, has
served in major capacities in the exec-
utive branch in each of the last four
administrations. He served at various
times as Deputy Secretary of Defense,
Under Secretary of Commerce, and as
administrator of the Marshall plan.
During the Eisenhower years, he served
as a prominent national security adviser,
including participation as Co-Chairman
of the blue-ribbon Gaither Panel, con-
sultant on reorganization of the Penta-
gon, adviser to Secretary Dulles on arms
control matters, and U.S. representative
to the 1958 Technical Conference on the
Problem of Surprise Attack. During the
Kennedy and Johnson administrations,
he has been an originator as well as first
Director of ACDA.

The United States has been fortunate
indeed that a man of Bill Foster’s tal-
ents and energy has devoted so much of
his many-faceted career to the service
of his country. As a member of the Com-
mittee on Forelgn Affairs, I have had
the honor and pleasure of having a close
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personal relationship with this out-
standing American. In 1965 I served with
him on the U.S. delegation to the 20th
Assembly of the United Nations, and saw
at firsthand his skill and good judgment
in the exercise of his responsibilities. It
has been my particular privilege also to
serve in recent years as congressional
adviser to the Eighteen-Nation dis-
armament Conference; in that capacity
I have knowledge of the sensitive and
critical tasks which Bill Foster has han-
dled so ably In his years as head of
ACDA and as chief U.S. representative to
ENDC.

Trying to check the arms race, both in
terms of nuclear and conventional weap-
ons, is, as we are all aware, a frustrating
and sometimes seemingly hopeless affair.
But to Bill Foster, the challenge of mak-
ing efforts to curb the arms race has been
consistently pursued with intelligence,
toughness, high diplomacy, and great de-
termination. And to the benefit of the
United States and the rest of the world,
his painstaking efforts have met with not
inconsiderable success.

The Limited Test Ban Treaty, the hot
line, the Outer Space Treaty, and now
the Nonproliferation Treaty all attest
to the progress which Bill Foster was
able to achieve. Of course, there is still
a long, long way to go. But at least a
significant beginning has been made.
Even when prospects for reaching mean-
ingful and realistic agreements seemed
dim indeed, Bill Foster never wavered
from his task or lost the determination
that progress could and must be made.

I am proud to have this opportunity
to pay tribute to one of those durable
Americans who has performed so many
important duties for his country over
such a long period of time. We are all
grateful for his accomplishments and we
regret that we shall lose his services. In
conclusion, I am sure I speak for your
many friends on Capitol Hill in wishing
you, Bill Foster, the pleasant but reward-
ing retirement which you so richly
deserve.

OUR NATION NEEDS MORE LOYAL
AMERICANS

HON. EDWIN W. EDWARDS

OF LOUISIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. EDWARDS of Louisiana. Mr.
Speaker, at a time when so many people
have the false impression that beatniks
and hippies of our country are repre-
sentative of the youth of the day, it is
most encouraging to come from an area
in which our young people are loyal,
dedicated Americans, proud to accept
their roles as future leaders of our coun-
try. The spirit of the youth of Louisiana
is exemplified by the following essay by
Miss Carolyn Foreman, a student at
Father Teurlings Central High School in
Lafayette, La. Louisiana is most proud
of her future citizens such as Miss Fore-
man who refiect in the best possible way
the hope and inspiration of our country.
Our Nation needs more loyal Americans
such as Miss Foreman. Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to place the following essay
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in the Recorp as a fine example of the
work of young Americans:

WaHY IT's GrEAT To BE AN AMERICAN
(An essay by Miss Carolyn Foreman, Teurl-
ings Central High School, Lafayette, La.)

Ah, it's so very wonderful that I am living
in wealth, for you see, I was born rich.
Every person, regardless of race, creed, or
former nationality has the privilege to enjoy
the freedom that prevails in the United
States: Citizens often say, “What about the
people living in slums and ghettos in the
United States; are they born rich?” Regard-
less of the amount of money one has, every-
one Is born rich in America because he 1s
born free. Each citizen votes for the candi-
date of his choice. An abundant number of
people are not born free; furthermore, they
will never enjoy the joys of freedom.

A few years ago an eighty year old Russlan
immigrant couple came to America. Although
they were frail and weak, they were deter-
mined to make the strenuous journey. When
asked the reason for thelr long journey to
America, they remarked by saying that they
had often dreamed of this refuge for the
young and old alike. To them, America was
a land of promise. They had never acquired
this precious gift of “life, liberty, and the
pursuit of happiness.”

In 1776 thirteen small colonies desired free-
dom strongly enough to revolt against their
mother country—England. America had a
courageous spirit and a determined will; these
two basic attrlbutes were the basls for free-
dom. America began to grow and expand. As
& nation we proudly adopted this following
motto: “Together we stand; divided we fall.”

“Why is 1t great to be an American?"” I can
freely live, speak, and breathe without any
fear. Frankly, there is no other country that
compares to America in superiority and
equality.

EYE WITNESS REPORT—NORTHERN
ISRAEL “SEMI” WAR

HON. GEORGE E. BROWN, JR.

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr.
Speaker, one of the local newspaper
chains in my congressional distriet is
performing a unique public service by
having its own foreign correspondent lo-
cated in Israel, sending exclusive eye
witness reports on the Middle East crisis
back home.

Miss Carol Eovner, although young in
years, is a seasoned journalist with years
of experience in reporting and comment-
ing on the news. She has worked as a
managing editor for a national maga-
zine for more than 5 years, and also as
managing editor for her present employ-
er, Kovner Publications, located in Los
Angeles.

The first in a series of articles which
she will be writing appeared recently. 1
believe that all of my colleagues will find
this stirring account of life today in a
small Israeli border town to be quite re-
vealing. The article follows:

EvyE Wirness REPOrRT FroM CaroL EOVNER
ON NorRTHERN ISRAEL “SEMI” WaR
(By Carol Stevens Kovner)

The Emek Beisan is a valley next to Jor-
dan’'s border across the river Jordan in
Northern Israel. Because of the 6-day War,
its kibbutzim and towns have become the
target of almost dally shelling by the Arabs,
Iraquis as well as Jordanians.
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The shelling has become a spiralling esca-
lation that is sure to become a bone of con-
tention in the UN this winter. The reason is
the Beisan and Jordan wvalleys are the only
places in Israel where Arabs can directly hit
populated areas without infiltrating.

On November 11th we visited Belt She-an,
a town of 12,400 where homes have been and
are being shelled by the Arabs. All apart-
ments have shelters against the bombs, Sand
bags are stacked deep and high around their
entrances.

Gadna boys of 15-16 who come to Beit
She'an from a different high school every
day, had come up from Tel Aviv this day to
fill and stack the sand bags. Gadna is Israel’s
Youth Corps for boys and girls 14-18 with
training along Scout Lines. They worked
hard and with a great will, but like all boys,
they cut up a little, too.

Michael Saraga, Segan-Mishneh or 2nd Lt.,
wiped the smile from our face at the antics
of the boys when he brought us to the syn-
agogue that had been hit the week before, on
a Saturday, November 2nd. A huge crater and
collapsed wall were the work of a EKatyusha
rocket, a Russian-made bomb famous from
WW2. It is actually six bombs in one. The
synagogue was in the process of being re-
paired.

At the synagogue we heard that Kfar Rup-
pin had been hit earlier that morning. The
conducting officer from the Israel Govern-
ment Press Office, Missem Gabbi, took us to
the Kibbutz. We were the first news people
there.

Mortar fire holes had pockmarked two
buildings, scarred the thick lawn and
damaged one sidewalk. Three people were
wounded, one girl seriously. She was 18.

At the dining hall, where the kibbutzniks
were matter-of-factly eating their noon meal
and listening for news on the radio of what
had occurred, we talked with Axraham Yakir,
whose house had been most seriously hit. He
had just recently been Secretary of the Kib-
butz.

Anger was still fresh on his face from what
had happened not to his home, but to his
friends. The shelling had begun at 8:30 a.m.
and had lasted for several minutes, he told
us.

Yakir said the Jordanians had begun firing
into the valley last January, finally bringing
the kibutz members at Efar Ruppin and the
other settlements in the area to a declsion to
let the children sleep in the shelters every
night. It has been found through a study,
that it is less psychologically harmful than
rushing them in whenever there is danger.
The shelling is done mostly at night.

They had lived gulietly, he said, for 20 years,
communicating with the Arab farmers across
the river. After the war, the farmers were
moved away and the would-be infiltrators,
frustrated by double fences with mine fields
along the border, now shoot at them from
safe vantage-point.

Efaar Ruppin was originally founded in
1938 because of Arab attacks. It was part of
the Young Maccabee movement from Europe,
and now belongs to the new United Labor
Party, because of its membership in Mapal. It
is a prosperous, well-established community,
with many mew buildings going up. There
have never been any American volunteers
here.

We asked Yakir what he thought about the
day’s shelling. “It is part of the plan of the
Arabs to destroy us and cause suffering in
several locations in Israel,” he stated quietly.

“What has happened today . . . is a good
example of the way Arabs speak from one
end of their mouth about peace, but shell
and kill and destroy at the same time. It is
a good example of their ambivalent attitude
always when their real aim is to destroy.

“They accuse us of not accepting their
‘peace offers’ but meanwhile attack peaceful
people. What else could prove their real aim?
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To kill eivilians . . . and children, learning
and playing.”

Later that evening we learned that the
young girl who had been seriously wounded
by that morning’s shellilng had died.

The fortnight following this visit was a
period of steadily escalating, worsening at-
tacks on the villages and farms in the Beisan
and Jordan valleys, and the new settlements
on the Golan finally.

Then on Sunday night, December 1, Tel
Eatzir on the Sea of Galilee and Nave Ur
came under fire at about 10, in a continuation
of an exchange in the Beisan Valley that
earlier in the evening had left Yardena and
Degania Alef (called the mother of settle-
ments) on the south end of the Sea slightly
scarred. At the time the artillery was not
identified.

After midnight, following shelling of four
hours duration, Israeli jets were sent out to
sllence artillery positions in Jordan. Targets
included Iragl positions using 122-mm guns
of Russian make with which they were shell-
ing new settlements on the Golan Heights;
El Al, a private moshav where settlers are
temporarily in the black basalt huts of the
former Syrian army digs, and Nahal Golan,
a farming settlement of young soldier-farm-
ers sponsored by the army.

On a previous visit to the Golan Heights
settlements, one of the young officers at
Nahal Golan had explained to us the reasons
for Nahal's presence there. His age is 22. He
is the young son of Avraham Yakin of Kfar
Ruppin.

He told us, in the laconic Sabra manner,
“The aims of Nohal are 1. to settle here. 2. to
make modern agriculture, There are good
fields here and they were never used. Only
the Syrian army was here for 20 years, no
farmers. 3. Stop the Fatah, Syrian, Jordanian
and all guerrillas, We will stop them with the
army and with agriculture. We stop the
enemy with staying in the place, working
the fields and guarding them."

In the valley below the Golan Heights
Monday night, December 2, enemy shells
rained down over a wide sector ranging from
Tel Katzir to Maoz Haim where four cows
were killed, EKaytusha rockets were used.
(The use of such missiles were sited in the
reasons for the commando raid on December
1st on two bridges in southern Jordan, one
the railroad bridge of the Hedjaz line, fa-
miliar from the Lawrence of Arabla adven-
tures.)

Settlers in the Jordan and Beisan Valleys
spent the night in their shelters or at de-
fense posts. The children in most of the set-
tlements had spent long periods in the
shelters over the last fortnight, as well as the
last several months.

On Tuesday, December 3, it became appar-
ent this was the heaviest shelllng of civilian
settlements since the 6-Day War. Settlements
hit included Hamadiya near Beit She'an
where a poultry shed was leveled, Beit Josef,
Neve Etan, Maoz Haim, Kfar Ruppin, and
near the Sea of Galilee, Massada, Degania
Alef and Bet, Ashdot Ya "akov, Kinneret, Tel
Katzir., The shelling ended only when Alr
Force jets silenced the artillery.

Military observers here belleved that the
shelling was authorized by Amman. Reasons
ranged from retaliation for the Hedjaz bridge
raid on Sunday by Israelis in which the com-
munication lines were cut to Akaba, Jordan’s
only sea outlet, to diversionary tactiecs hiding
internal troubles in Iraq, or between Iraq
and Jordan.

On the December 2-3 nights, it was appar-
ent that the Iragis took the initiative for the
first time, opening with an intensive artil-
lery bombardment, unlike earlier occaslons
in which they joined in after border incidents
with Fatah infiltrators had become duels with
Jordanian artillery.

On Wednesday, Israell Ambassador to the
UN, Josef Tckosh, sent a letter to the Security
Council accusing Iraql troops of being re-
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sponsible for eight major artillery attacks
since Oct. 17,

Also on Wednesday, December 4, Israell
Jjets struck at two Iraqgi artillery, ammunition
dumps and troop concentration sites, near
Irbid and Mafraq in Jordan, One Israeli pilot
and jet was lost, but the one and one-half
hour attack stopped the long bombardment
of the villages.

At Kfar Ruppin, the following Saturday,
one of the members sald the children had
been forced to stay in the shelters for a solid
week. They were very much aware of what
was happening. When not in the shelters, if
they heard a door slam, they asked imme-
diately, “What's that!”

Although Kfar Ruppin was hit only in the
fields this time, the week’s work and school-
ing was disrupted. “Usually we hear an ar-
moured patrol being attacked or another sign
of danger. But this time, on Monday and
Tuesday, the shelling began with no warn-
ing.

“There has been two days of peace, since
the Iraqi’'s artillery was silenced by the IDF,
but we want more than two days, we want
more than two years of peace, we want peace
for good.”

And the children of Kfar Ruppin? When
they are allowed to play in their sandboxes,
their games now Iinclude “bomb attack”,
building a farm of sand and then destroy-
ing it.

ONE MAN'S PERSONAL CRUSADE
AGAINST MOUNTAIN POVERTY

HON. JOHN 0. MARSH, JR.

OF VIRGINIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. MARSH. Mr. Speaker, John
Lamb, age 77, is an ambassador of good
will and help to the poor, both material-
ly and spiritually.

This man's dedicated efforts to his fel-
low man is described in the current edi-
tion of the magazine, “Rural America.”

I think it is a fitting testimony for us
all as o what one man can do who is
dedicated to the service of mankind.

For this reason, I would like to bring
to the attention of the other Members
this article:

ONE MaAN'S PERSONAL CRUSADE AGAINST
MouNTAIN PoVERTY; AT AGE TT7 GoobD Sa-
MARITAN JoHN Lams Brcins His 21sT YEAR
oF HELP TO RURAL PoOR

i (By Ray J. Taylor)

Barely 60 miles west of D.C, I turned off
Route 50 across a narrow bridge Into Sperry-
ville, Va., and pulled up to an ancient diner.

Slow-moving traffic headed for Skyline
Drive had me twenty minutes late for my
rendezvous with Washington's good samari-
tan, John Lamb,

“Do you know John Lamb? Have you seen
him this morning?” I asked as I ordered
coffee.

“Saw Mr. John earlier with a bunch of kids
on his truck; he was headed into the hills.”

“BSald something about making apple-
butter,” volunteered the lone departing
customer.

“Enow John Lamb very well?” I asked the
waitress.

“About 20 years I guess. He's sure been a
God-send to most of us around here at one
time or another. He's always bringin’' clothes,
books, furniture, toys and even jars to help
folks canning. If you see him tell him folks
around here could sure use some more clothes
like he brought last Christmas. Not much
money around here now you know, not past
apple pickin’ time."

I finished my coffee and wandered back
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across the road past an abandoned frame
schoolhouse. Five miles back up the road I
had passed the new consolidated school.

SAVE THE CHILDREN

John's warning still rang in my ear: “We'll
never get rid of rural hard core poverty unless
we do it through the children. But these kids
don’'t have a chance. No money for lunches,
or books or supplies, i1l fitting clothes, no
help at home, kept out of school to pick
apples or take care of smaller children until
they're so far behind each year they fail.
Then they don't want to face their school
friends and as a result dropout—and our
next generation of hard core poor families
has its start.”

A DAY IN THE HILLS

A beep on a horn and a tall, lanky, ruddy-
faced John Lamb waved me into his truck
with an enthusiasm at least 30 years younger
than his age of 77. Thirty minutes and
twenty miles later we drove up a tortuous
“Rag” mountain road into a lane and up to
a two-room log house.

One of Mr. Lamb’s pet projects was well
under way. High school students from Arling-
ton Trinity Presbyterian Church choir were
helping the Archie Dodson family build an-
other two-room log cabin to accommodate
the girls in their l1l-member family.

Archie told me they had tried moving off
this mountain site Into a home closer to
town but didn’t like it and returned to their
isolated cabin homestead.

More skilled for pioneer building needs
than some, Archie was adept with axe, saw
and hammer and could lay a foundation, wall
or chimney with equal ease. More at home
with rifle and reels, most mountain men lack
job skills,

Mrs, Dodson proudly showed me the hun-
dreds of jars of canned vegetables that Mr.
Lamb had helped her preserve. He had sup-
plied the jars. The side hill acre that was a
garden plot couldn't have produced very
much. Before this day would end I would
see again and again the need for basic skills
in survival farming and rudimentary house-
keeping.

Throughout the day I visited homes that
did not deserve the description as homes,
Barely one hour from the nation’s capital I
found myself 60 to 100 years behind the
times.

Back in 1947, John Lamb bought a moun-
tailn home with 37 acres near Shenandoah
for his summer retreat and retirement home.
He soon learned that the famed beauty of
the Skyline Drive hid countless pockets of
poverty-stricken families in heart-breaking
squalor.

Touched by the plight of the ill-fed, poorly
clothed children whose education is mostly
too little, too late and constantly inter-
rupted, Mr. Lamb turned his mountain home
into a training center and meeting place. He
concentrated first on introducing his city
ifriends to the overwhelming need.

His personal dedication was never more
apparent than when he entered and won a
local newspaper subsecription selling contest
that offered a nmew truck as first prize. He
needed that truck to make his almost daily
deliveries from donors to the hill folk.

Mr. Lamb’s home at 4402 44th St., N.W.,
Washington, became a focal point for chari-
table donations. Literally tons of clothing,
food, furniture, books and toys have found
their way into more than 1,000 mountain
homes in an eight-county area since 1947.

"“MR. JOHN" FOUNDATION STARTED

In 1962, Mr. John Lamb retired as super-
intendent of the Alexandria Dairy and or-
ganized the “Mr. John” Foundation to en-
large upon hils effort. Since then he has
depended more upon volunteer groups such
as Girl Scouts, church groups and high
school students from Arlington, Fairfax and
the Washington area to collect and sort
books for his “home library projects,” col-
lecting and sorting clothing, and making de-
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liverles. Others have donated quilting
frames, canning equipment and money for
medical and dental aid.

Thanks to Mr. Lamb a way may yet be
found to recover this lost generation from
the bonds of poverty and rescue their chil-
dren from a similar fate.

A PLAN OF ACTION

It is becoming obvious that there is a need
to teach survival farming, ploneer skills,
canning, quilting, sewing, basic home mak-
ing and early American handicraft skills as
well as 20th century job training.

A really strong argument can be made for
a domestic Peace Corps to effectively reach
and deal with the needs of the nation's hard
core poverty families. Too proud to seek help,
too unsure of themselves to move to town or
city, too uneducated and unskilled to know
where to turn, these 14 million hard core
families need personal, day-to-day help,
training and counsel to become self suffi-
clent.

Repeated efforts in the past by John Lamb
to secure government program or funding
help have failed. Such meager public services
as do exist are largely inaccessible to most of
these families because they lack means of
transportation. Meanwhile, poor health, rot-
ting teeth, unsanitary water supplies, poor
dlets and disease could be alleviated by help
from the proper agencies of state and federal
government.

For example, OEO has channeled about 5
million dollars into the Richmond area to
help approximately the same number of pov-
erty families as are in the eight-county
mountain region that has received none.

It takes hard work, personal involvement
and know-how to help overcome the ob-
stacles our rural poor are facing. Mr. Lamb
is both an example and inspiration for those
who share our concern. He deserves our coms-
mendation and support. He points the way.

U.S. SOUTH AFRICAN
POLICY

HON. JOHN R. RARICK

OF LOUISIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, when one
is able to obtain comments from mem-
bers of South African Parliament on
matters of interest to Americans, I think
their remarks are entitled to dissemina-
tion to our colleagues.

The Honorable Marais Steyn and Paul
Vander Merwe of the South African Par-
liament were interviewed by Mr., Dean
Manion on “Manion Forum,” and under
unanimous consent I submit the colloquy
as follows:

[From the Manion Forum, South Bend
(Ind.), Jan. 12, 1969]

U.S. SoutH Arricaw Poricy Is DouBLy SELF-
DEFEATING—SALE OF SuBs AND Jers WoULD
BoLSTER CAPE DEFENSE AND SWELL TRADE
BALANCE

(Hon. Marais Steyn, Member of the
South African Parliament)

Dean Manton. With me here at the micro-
phone today is the Honorable Marais Steyn,
& member of the South African Parliament,
representing a Parliamentary district in the
city of Johannesburg,

Mr. Steyn, welcome to the Manion Forum.

Mr. SteE¥N. Thank you, Dean Manion. I do
appreclate the opportunity of being with you.

Dean Mawiown. Mr. Steyn, last week on this
program we had Dr. Paul Vander Merwe,
who, as you know, is a representative in the
South African Parllament, representing a
district in Southwest Africa.
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Mr. STeEYN. Yes, I know him well.

Dean Mawntow. Now, as I recall, Dr. Vander
Merwe is a member of the Natiomal Party,
the party that now controls the Government
of South Africa. Are you a member of his
party, or are you a member of the opposition
party?

Mr. STeEYN. I'm a member of the opposi-
tional minority party, the official opposition
in our Parliament. It is known as the United
Party.

Dean Manton. As a member of the opposi-
tion party, am I to understand that you
oppose the policies and principles of the
government party? For instance, on our pro-
gram here last week Dr, Vander Merwe de-
fended the policy of apartheid—does your
party support that policy?

Mr. Steyn. No. I think that I should ex-
plain to you that there's much misunder-
standing in the world about this concept of
apartheid, and I'm glad Dr. Vander Merwe
had the opportunity to explain it. But my
party in South Africa opposes the idea that
the people of our multiracial state cannot
exist in peace and the idea that we have to
dismember South Africa into separate sov-
ereign states,

Our attitude 1s that we are a multiracial
state, that the races are interdependent, es-
pecially economically. We believe, in fact,
that they cannot be separated now success-
fully; that we have to devise some way of
making a multiracial state work, making it
possible for the people to live together in
peace. I don’t want to go into details, but our
idea is to establish a federal relationship
among the races in SBouthern Africa.

Dean Mawion. 8o this matter of apartheid,
at least how it is to be applied in the future,
is a matter of political dispute in South
Africa?

Mr. SteYN. I think I can tell you that the
Parliament of South Africa devotes more
than half its time to a discussion of ques-
tions of race and race relations in our coun-
try. It's a subject of the most lively, and
vigorous and intelligent debate among South
Africans.

Dean Manion. That's very interesting, be-
cause we don't hear about that over here.
Now, tell me, what are some of the positive
achievements of the party in power to which
you do subscribe?

Mr. STEYN. Well, you know no government
is completely bad. I think that here a Re-
publican would admit that the Democrats
are not completely bad, and I have to do the
same as far as our government is concerned,
They have some positive achievements.

Indeed, the South African people, beyond
government, have positive achievements, I
think, for example, in the field of education.
Although we are putting South Africa to-
gether with primitive pecple, we have suc-
ceeded in getting 85 per cent of the African
children, the black children in my country,
of school-going age, in school, which is three
times higher than any other country in
Africa, We have in South Africa more uni-
versity graduates than the rest of Africa put
together.

Dean MantonN. White and black?

Mr. SteEYN. There are more black uni-
versity graduates in my country than of any
color, any creed, any race, in the rest of
Africa put together. And that is something—
a fact that no one can dispute. That is an
achievement. We have at the moment, be-
cause education is one of our main objects,
no fewer than 35 training colleges producing
black teachers to educate black children. The
standard for the black teacher is exactly the
same as the standard for the white teacher.
We do not allow them to teach at lower quali-
fications than white teachers.

Dean MantOoN. Mr. Steyn, these expendi-
tures that you talk about belng made for the
black people must amount to a lot of money.
Now what is the proportion again of whites
to blacks in South Africa?

Mr. SteEYN. Well, out of a population of
about 18 million, we have 31; million whites
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and 121 to 13 million black people. The
others are minor groups.

Dean MawtoN., Who pays for all of this
education that you're providing for the
blacks?

Mr. STeYN. The people of South Africa. The
whites and the blacks, but obviously because
the whites are, at the moment, very much
the wealthier community, we pay proportion-
ately very much more in direct and indirect
taxation for this purpose. Fortunately, we
can do it.

Dean Mawton. Is there any Inferiority In
the facilitles provided for black people—
hospitals, education and so forth—as com-
pared to the white people, or are the blacks
treated as well in this respect as the whites?

Mr. STEYN. You must appreciate that the
black people come from primitive reserva-
tions, primitive homelands, and there the
facilities have fallen behind, But in our cities
we do our best to give them treatment which
is equal to anything in the Western world.
One of the largest hospitals in the Southern
Hemisphere is the hospital at Baragwanath,
near Johannesburg, for blacks only, and it is
the pride of Southern Africa, We are, indeed,
tremendously proud of this most astonishing
hospital which is available to our black
citizens,

Dean Mawiow. I can subscribe to that be-
cause I was there and went through it and
saw it.

Mr. StrEYN. Good, so I'm not exaggerating.

Dean MawntonN. Well, in this expenditure of
money, how can you afford it? Do you get
foreign aid, or what?

RAPID PROGRESS THROUGH FREE ENTERFRISE

Mr. STEYN. South Africa is one of the few
developing countries of the world that has
never asked America for money, except on a
business basis. We borrow money, we pay
interest llke a normal buslness client. We
are the only country that has pald its war
debt in full, interest and capital. Our econ-
omy is expanding, almost by the hour, We
have one of the fastest expanding economies
in the world, and that is because we work
together in South Africa in a peaceful effort
to raise the standard of living of all our
people through capitalist methods, through
methods of private enterprise.

‘We believe, and we prove it, and you have
proved it in America, that there is no eco-
nomie system that raises the standard of liv-
ing of the masses faster than the system of
private enterprise. And we are proud that we
can prove it in South Africa.

Dean MawioN. What are some of the eco-
nomic resources of South Africa from which
all this prosperity comes?

Mr, SteYwN. Like the United States of
America, we started off with agriculture. That
was for a long time our only economic activ-
ity, and then in the middie of the 19th
century, gold and diamonds and other min-
erals were discovered in South Africa. That
brought about a revolution in our economic
organization. It stimulated the development
of secondary industry, a stimulus that was
taken further by the First and the Second
World Wars in which we participated on your
side. As a result, today manufacturing indus-
try is by far the most important economic
activity in South Africa.

Dean Man1ON. Mr. Steyn, does South Africa
buy anything from the United States?

Mr, STEYnN. Oh, we have a very healhy
trade between our two countries. In round
figures we buy from you every year some=
thing like 450 million dollars worth of goods,
and you buy from us about 250 million dol-
lars of goods. You have a favorable balance
of trade with South Africa, very favorable.
You also have Invested in South Africa
something llke 715 million dollars today of
capital in the business of South Africa. I
think any American businessman who has
money invested in South Africa will agree
that it is a most profitable and remunerative
investment.

Of course, it Is a pity that some of the
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things we need from you, we are not allowed
to buy from you.

Dean MawntoN. What are those things?

Mr. SteYyn. Well, I think, for example, of
armaments. You know, we in South Africa
have responsibilities. One of them is to
defend the sea route around the Cape of
Good Hope, which is strategically of tre-
mendous importance. For that we need
things like jet planes and submarines. We
would lke to buy those from Britain from
America, but for political reasons you've im-
posed an embargo upon the sale of such
armaments to South Africa.

Dean Mawntow. Is that the embargo that
was routed out of the United Nations and
that we followed along like the tail of a kite?

Mr. STEYN. I'm not passing on that com-
ment. But it did follow from a decision of
the United Nations.

Dean Maniton. Well, I think the people
listening ought to know that, With our un-
favorable trade balance with the outside
world, you are ready and willing to buy how
much armament from us which we won't sell
to you?

Mr. STEYN. I can’t tell you how much it is
from the United States of America specif-
ically, but it runs into about half a billion
dollars worth of armaments that we wanted
to buy from various countries, and you were
one of them. You know, we don’t want stuff
that one uses for anti-personnel purposes—
to use for mob suppression or riot suppres-
sion internally. Those arms we make our-
selves; we can export to others. What we
want are submarines and supersonic Jets
and things like that to defend the sea route
around the Cape of Good Hope in the interest
of the Western World.

Dean MaxnIoN. Now that the Suez is closed,
that becomes a very strategic pathway for the
advance of Communism, doesn't 1t?

CONTROL OF CAPE ESSENTIAL TO WEST

Mr. Steyn. Now that the Suez is closed
and it has become a strategic routing point,
one could say, and also with the withdrawal
of the British from the Indian Ocean, there
is a vacuum there. And we are on the edge
of the vacuum.

Dean Mantow. And if you fall, the whole
West will fall, if I interpret the map cor-
rectly.

Mr. BrEYn. Well, I'm not a military expert
to the extent that I can say that, but it is
generally accepted that the loss of SBuez and
of the route around the Cape would be a
major disaster for the Western democracies.

Dean MawnioN, Mr. Steyn, how do you ac-
count for the fact that South Afriea is so
unpopular? In the United States, In Canada,
and in other places, South Africa has become
a bad word. What is your explanation for
that?

Mr. SteyN., Well, I suppose we are not a
perfect community. I suppose we do make
mistakes. I think there are things wrong in
South Africa, but I am satisfied that the
propaganda against South Africa is gravely
exaggerated, it is truly exaggerated. I believe
the reason is that there are a great many of
the have-not peoples of the world who are
totday envious of the success of the have
nations of the world.

I don’t think I need emphasize that to an
Ameriean, You are six per cent of the world's
population; are extraordinarily wealthy for
your own enterprise and for the gifts of
Providence given to you and in the use of
those gifts. And six per cent of the world’s
population in America produce more than
half of the manufactured goods in the world.
And that is why many people think that you
have an unfair proportion of the world’s
wealth.

And South Africa, it's an interesting fact,
which is six per cent of the population of
Africa, produces more than half of the manu-
factured goods of Africa. And that, too, en-
genders jealousy and envy, and perhaps
greed. I think, fundamentally, the reason for
South Africa’s great unpopularity is that we
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are wealthy. People who are poor resent the
wealth of the white man on the Southern
tip of Africa,

Dean Mawiow. Mr, Steyn, what is the attl-
tude of South Africa to the threat to freedom
which is presented to the world by the ad-
vance of the Communist conguest?

Mr, STeEYN. We In South Afriea, I think, are
unanimous as a people in our condemnation
of Communism. We do so for many reasons,
but, I think, intellectually, the reason we do
it is this: Communism wants to use the
machinery of the privileges of freedom in a
democracy in order to subvert that democ-
racy. And when they succeed, they will not
extend to the people of the country they
govern their right of organization and of
freedom of expression In order to rectify a
mistake if it’s proved to be a mistake. That
we've seen in Hungary and in Czechoslovakia.

For that reason, we think that Commu-
nism has no right to claim to itself the privi-
leges of freedom In a democracy in order to
destroy democracy finally for the people
concerned,

America, Sir, can rely upon South Africa,
The world can rely upon South Africa. We
have proved our loyalty to Western democ~
racy in two world wars; we were one of the
few countries that supported you in Korea—
not with words and gifts and comforts, but
with a squadron of our Air Force and the
blood of our young men. And we are loyal in
our support of America’s attitude in a coun-
try like Viet Nam. We look upon America’s
championship of freedom in the world with
sympathy, with understanding, and with
gratitude.

Dean MawnioN. As a final word, South
Africa is a very attractive target for the
Communist conquest, isn't it? Your goild,
your diamonds, your industry—wouldn't
that be a very fat prize to fall into the lap
of the Communists?

Mr. Steyn. It has been publicly said at
meetings of the Organization of African
States—the anti-South African organiza-
tion—that they cannot achieve their ends
for Africa unless they obtain the riches of
the Southern part of Africa.

Dean Mawnionw. Thank you, Mr. Marais
Steyn, member of Parliament for South
Africa, for this revealing account of the
power and peace of your fascinating country
in the perspective of America and the world.

Ladies and gentlemen, last week we
brought you a broadcast by Dr. Paul Vander
Merwe, a member of the South African
Parliament representing the territory of
Southwest Africa and a member of the party
in power in South Africa, the National Party.
Mr. Steyn is & member of the opposition
party in the South African Parliament. To-
gether, these two broadcasts give you an
authentic condensed account of South Africa
vis-a-vis the United States that you can find
nowhere else on American radio or television.
Get these broadcasts and use the facts dis-
closed therein to refute the Communist prop-
aganda against South Africa and against our
own American interest in that country, with
which our communications media are un-
fortunately loaded today.

[From the Manion Forum, South Bend
(Ind.), Jan. 5, 1969]

APARTHEID OR ANNTHILATION—ONE MAN, ONE
Vore Wourb MEeAN END oF WHITE AND
Brack MINORITIES IN SOUTH AFRICA

(Hon. Paul Vander Merwe, Representative
of Southwest Africa in the Parliament of
Bouth Africa)

Dean MantonN. I have a distinguished for-
eign visitor with me here at the microphone
today. He is the Honorable Paul Vander

Merwe, a member of Parliament representing
Southwest Africa in the Parliament of South
Africa. Dr. Vander Merwe, welcome to the
Manion Forum.

Dr, VANpER MERWE. Thank you very much,
Dean Manion. I'm delighted to be here,
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Dean Mawion. Now, tell, us, Doctor, you
are a member of Parlilament representing
Southwest Africa in the Parliament of South
Africa. How were you chosen for that posi-
tion?

Dr. VanpeEr MerwEe. Southwest Africa has
six members In the Parliament of the Re-
public of South Africa and they are elected
by the population of Southwest Africa. I'm
one of those six elected members.

Dean Mawnion. How frequently do you have
elections?

Dr. VanpEr MerRwE. Just about every five

_years.

Dean Manion. Now, tell us, what is the re-
lationship of Southwest Africa to South
Africa?

Dr. VaANDER MERWE. Southwest Africa is at
present regarded as a fifth territory to South
Africa, We have four provinces—the Trans-
vaal, Cape Province, Natal and the Orange
Free State. Those are provinces, constitu-
tional provinces of South Africa. Now South-
west Africa is a fifth territory, formerly a
mandated territory, It is now part and parcel
of South Africa.

Dean MawioN. To give the audience some
appreciation of the extent of this territory,
how would it compare, for instance, with
the size of some of our states?

Dr. VanpER MErwWE. It covers an area of 318
thousand square miles, that means about
twice the area of California.

Dean Manion, Twice the area of California.
I realized that it was a vast territory when I
flew in and around it last winter, but I had
no idea that it was as large as that.

When I came home from South Africa last
March, the first thing people here wanted to
know about your great country was “apart-
heid,” or as it is more properly called in
South Africa, “separate development’—the
separate development of the races in South
Africa. Would you undertake to explain that
to this audience, please?

Dr. VanpEr MerweE. Yes,. Apartheld or sep-
arate development could perhaps be defined
as a policy which aims at the preservation
and promotion of the cultural identity and
individuality and personality of the various
peoples where they live in South Africa, and
their economiec, social and p#fitical develop-
ment until they attain self-determination,
and eventually, if they wish to, national
sovereignty.

Perhaps I could explain to you why we feel
that is the only policy which we could pursue
in South Africa. I take it that you know that
South Africa is quite different from the
United States of America where the Negroes
speak the American language and where
they have the same customs, religion and
50 on.

In Africa and in South Africa it's quite dif-
ferent. In Africa there are more than 800
different languages; there are more than 400
different nations in Africa. There are, at
present, 42 independent states in Africa,

Now we in Africa have to contend with the
sins of the old colonial powers. When they
entered the scene in Africa centuries ago,
they simply demarcated their colonles ac-
cording to the river banks, coast lines, moun-
taln ranges and so on. They did not take
into consideration the fact that in some in-
stances they were dividing nations into two,
three or four parts. And that in other in-
stances they were including four, five or even
more nations into one national unity. The
result is that today, in about every African
state there are five, six or even more nations.

That is why in Africa today, referring to
Nigeria and Biafra, for example, those differ-
ent peoples just can't live together. That is
why -in Africa during the last 13 months
there were 16 coups d'etat. That is why in
Uganda, for example, there were last year 266
tribal clashes, That is why in Burundi 25,000
people were killed last year. That is why in
the Congo large sections of the population
were simply wiped out. That is why in
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Nigeria more than 200,000 people were killed
in combat and why 10 times that figure are
presently dying of hunger. That is why in
the Sudan more than half a million, more
than the entire population of Southwest
Africa, were killed during the last 13 months,

Dean ManioN. Dr, Vander Merwe, I think
you sald that you had seven separate black
nations in the country of South Africa.
These are different tribes, speaking different
languages, as I understand it?

Dr. Vanper MeErRWE. Yes, quite right.

Dean Mawnion. What ls the total popula-
tion of these seven tribes?

Dr. Vanper MeRWE. About twelve and a
half million.

Dean Manion. And what is the total popu-
lation of the white people in South Africa?

Dr, VaNpER MERWE. About 3 and one-half
million.

Dean Mawion. So you have 8 and one-half
million whites as against how many blacks?

Dr. Vanper MerwE. Twelve and a half mil-
lion blacks.

Dean MawnioN. Yes, now go ahead. Pardon
the interruption.

SEPARATE DEVELOPMENT Is NOT SEGREGATION

Dr. VANDER MERWE. So, in South Africa we
must either maintain apartheid or embark
upon a policy of one-man, one-vote, which
will mean that the majority nation will rule
the country. That will mean not only the
end of the white population, but also of all
the minority black nations in South Africa.
Therefore, the Government in South Africa,
and that is my party, pursues a policy of
separate development.

Now separate development, let me just
explain to you, is not segregation—segrega-
tion amounting to discrimination between
people who form part of the same state and
are subject to the same government. Perhaps
the most striking difference between apart-
heid and segregation is that apartheid aims
to change horizontal lines into vertical lines.
In South Africa we have embarked upon a
policy of developing the separate homelands,
the historic homelands of all the black peo-
ple, so that they could have in their own
countries self-determination and, eventually,
if they wish to, soverelgnty.

Now the most advanced one is the Transkel,
with a population of about 3 million. They
have their own legislative assembly; they
have their own Prime Minister; they have
their own political parties and eventually
they could have their own sovereignty if
they wish to.

Dean ManioN. The Transkei is the tradi-
tional homeland of this particular tribe?

Dr. Vanper MErRWE. The Transkel is the
traditional homeland of the Xhosa people. It
is very significant that only about two weeks
ago they have had an election there, There
are two political parties—the party of Mr.
Matanzima, which supports the separate
development of the government of South
Africa, and his opposition, the party of Mr.
Guzana, which goes for integration in South
Africa. And it is very significant that Mr,
Matanizima scored an overwhelming victory
in the election two weeks ago. That means
even the people of the Transkei voted to sup-
port the policy of apartheld.

Dean ManioN. Do you have other home-
lands that are being developed the same way
for other tribes?

Dr. VANDER MERWE. Yes, We have a home-
land for every one of those nations. As a
matter of fact, in Southwest Africa the
Ovambo people got their own legislative as-
sembly only a couple of weeks ago. And before
the end of the year there will be two more
other nations getting their own legislative
assemblies in South Africa.

Dean ManI1ON, Dr, Vander Merwe, when the
white people came to Africa years and years
ago, did they drive the black people out of
the territory or did they find any black
people?
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Dr. Vanper Merwe. No, they did not. As a
matter of fact, the black people moved down
from the north of Africa to the Southern
parts. The white settlement came to South
Africa in 1652, and we met them about half
way as we went north,

Dean ManioN. Were there ever any black
slaves held by South Africans?

Dr, VaANpER MERWE. No. There were no black
slaves in South Africa, ever.

Dean MawnioN. Dr. Vander Merwe, how is
apartheid working and what do you envision
for it in the future?

ENVISION EUROPEAN PATTERN

Dr. VanpEr MERWE. At this stage we are still
in a sort of a transitional stage. But we
visualize a pattern similar to that one in Eu-
rope today. As you will remember, Europe,
centuries ago, had the Gauls and the
Romans and the Anglosaxons and the Prus-
sians and all those people. And they had
thelr battles and many of them were killed—
they had their conquests and defeats and so
on. Eventually, after so many centuries, they
are settled in separate countries now. The
Germans separately, the Hollanders sepa-
rately, the Italians, the French and all of
them.

In South Africa we visualize in more or less
the same pattern, only that we'll attain that
pattern not by wars and conquests and de-
feats and by killlng people, but by peaceful
means, s0 that eventually in South Africa
you will have a separate homeland for the
Xhosa, one for the Zulus, one for the Tswana,
one for the Venda and one for every one of
those black nations in South Africa, so that
they could work together, not politically only
but on an economic basls like the European
economic market today, and so that we could
have political and economic stability in the
southern tip of Africa, which could, perhaps,
contribute towards solving the problems of
the rest of Africa.

Dean Manion. At the present time do you
have any sharp conflicts, riots and so forth,
between the whites and the blacks in South
Africa?

Dr. VanpeEr MeErwE. No, As a matter of fact,
for the last 100 years in South Africa we
have quite a clean record of relations between
blacks and whites. As you probably know we
had a war between the English people and the
Afrikaans people only about 60 years ago, but
we have maintained very good relations be-
tween black and white for more than a cen-
tury. We had, of course, this occasion at
Bharpesville some ten years ago, but that was
a very minor incident in comparison with
what is happening elsewhere in Africa today.

Dean ManioN. Dr. Vander Merwe, you rep-
resent Southwest Africa in the South African
Parliament, and you've told us how big this
area is. What is its future, population-wise
and with reference to industry and so forth?

Dr. Vanper MerRwE. The Government of
the Republic of South Africa is developing
Bouthwest Africa now as fast as possible. As
a matter of fact, within the next five years
some 460 million rand—that is the equiva-
lent of about 700 million dollars—will be
spent on Southwest Africa. That is, on the
population basis, in comparison with the
population of the United States, equal to
about five billion dollars of foreign aid, and
that is quite unique in the history of the
world.

Dean ManioN. Thank you, Dr, Paul Vander
Merwe, member of the Parliament of South
Africa, representing the territory of South-
west Africa.

Ladies and gentlemen, Dr. Vander Merwe
has given us vital statistics in this broadcast
which we all must remember. For instance,
South Africa is practically the only country
in Africa where black people are not engaging
in the wholesale massacre of other black
people,

Dr. Vander Merwe told you that in just one
African country more than half a million
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people were killed In the last 13 months. Do
you recall what country that is?

Get a copy of this broadcast and remember
these statistics. And be back with us next
week when we will interview another member
of Parliament from South Africa, one who be-
longs to the United Party—the party that op-
poses the National Party represented by Dr.
Vander Merwe. Be with us next week to hear
what the opposition has to say about apart-
heid and other political issues in South
Africa,

ONE PLUS FOR RUMANIA

HON. EDWARD J. DERWINSKI

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, the
distinguished international columnist of
the Copley Press, Dumitru Danielopol, is
especially equipped to discuss develop-
ments in Rumania since he was in the
diplomatic service of that country prior
to and during World War II and has in-
timate insight into domestic as well as
foreign policy developments.

His analysis of the Rumanian per-
formance during the tragic Soviet seizure
of Czechoslovakia is especially pertinent.

His column, which appeared in the El-
gin, Ill., Daily Courier-News of Decem-
ber 27, 1968, follows:

ONE PLUs FOR RUMANIA
{By Dumitru Danielopol)

WaSHINGTON.—"“You only write the bad
things about us. Can't you find anything good
in our behaviour?” asked a Communist
Rumanian diplomat.

Until recently the answer was "“no.” Any
movment toward independence in foreign po-
licy by the Bucharest regime did not mat-
ter much so long as the Rumanian people
continued to suffer under the most Stalinist
regime in Eastern Europe.

What was particularly objectionable was
the refusal with rare exceptions—to grant
passports or exit visas to their people.

The restrictions on travel were so strict
that many people feared they would be per-
secuted even for requesting a passport. An-
swers to such requests took months, even
years, and sometimes never came.

But it looks as if Rumania has finally
changed, perhaps in an anxious effort to
count Western support after seeing what
happened in Czechoslovakia,

Since October the Ceausescu government
has passed a serles of decrees to facilitate
passports and exit visas.

Every demand for a passport must now be
solved within 30 days, either one way or
another.

What is more, an increasing number of
people have already been allowed to rejoin
their families abroad. Some of these are
people who had lost all hope of getting out.

That is all to the good. I hope this trend
will continue.

Also to be commended was the correct at-
titude of the Bucharest government in the
Czechoslovak crisls.

While other Warsaw Pact nations—FPo-
land, Bulgaria, East Germany and Hun-
gary—helped in the invasion of Czechoslo-
vakia, Rumania not only refused to partici-
pate, but protested vehemently to the
Eremlin.

Bucharest, albeit Communist, was true
in this instance to its historical tradition.

Here are some facts from the tradition:

In 1938 during the Cszechoslovak crisls,
King Carol of Rumania stood by President
Edward Benes. He promised that, should
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Czechoslovakia fight the Nazis, Rumania
would enter the war immediately and would
grant passage to Soviet troops en route to
Czechoslovakia.

After Munich where Hitler, Mussolini,
Britain’s Chamberlain and France's Dala-
dier carved up that country, Poland and
Hungary also helped themselves from Czecho-
slovak territory.

Carol also was offered a slice by the presi-
dent of Poland, Col. Beck. The king vehe-
mently refused.

A similar situation developed after Hitler
invaded Yugoslavia in 1941. Bulgaria and
Hungary both helped themselves. Hitler's
offer to Marshal Ion Antonescu, to take the
part of the Yugoslav Banat mostly inhabited
by Rumanians was rejected.

In 1968, the Rumanians once again re-
fused to join the jackals.

For that, Ceausescu deserves credit.

ELECTORAL CHALLENGE
HON. WILLIAM D. FORD

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
on Monday, January 6, this House
rendered a decision on a historic chal-
lenge to the vote of a member of the elec-
toral college.

That challenge, while it was overruled
by the House of Representatives and the
Senate, could well lead to reform of what
is now widely recognized as an anachro-
nistic and potentially dangerous proce-
dure for electing our President.

The originator of the challenge was
my good friend and colleague from
Michigan, Congressman James G.
O’HarA. While I am sure he would have
preferred to win the battle, he knew
that either way the Congress decided, his
action to contest the vote of the elector
from North Carolina would dramatically
demonstrate once again the potential
danger of the electoral college system.

He was joined in this effort by Senator
Epmunp S. Muskig, and they enlisted six
other Senators and 37 Representatives—
including members of both political par-
ties—to join in the objection.

In this case there was only one “faith-
less” elector—a man who chose to dis-
regard the voters of his State and the
ticket he ostensibly represented—the
Republican nominees for President and
Vice President—and cast his ballot for
the third-party candidate, George C.
Wallace.

While this single errant vote is of little
immediate consequence, one can see that
a substantial block of faithless voters
could swing the election to a man who
was not the popular choice of the elec-
torate.

Thus the peril remains that electors,
by either capriciously abandoning the
candidate to whom they are pledged or
by casting their vote at the candidate’s
whim in a political power play, could
thwart the will of the electorate.

On Monday, the day that Congress
counted the electoral college vote, the
New York Times published an editorial in
which it discussed the impending chal-
lenge by Representative O'Hara and
Senator Muskie. The ediforial declared
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that, while the elector chose to exercise
the discretion that the Constitution gives
presidential electors, “he was wrong in
the sense that his action violated party
pledges and disenfranchised those who
voted for him.”

The Times hopefully concluded that
the challenge “should remind a nation
which still seems to need reminding, that
fundamental electoral reform is long
overdue.”

Mr. Speaker, I commend the effort of
Representative O'Hara and Senator
Muskie and include the editorial from
the New York Times, “Electoral Chal-
lenge” in the RECORD:

ELECTORAL CHALLENGE

Representative James G. O'Hara and Sen-
ator Edmund Muskie—acting with Repub-
lican as well as Democratic support—plan to
make an important challenge when Congress
counts the electoral votes today. Viewed tech-
nically, their action may perhaps be viewed
only as an effort to correct one wrong by com-
mitting another. It is, in a larger sense how-
ever, a challenge to the nation to get on with
the business of electoral reform.

The two Democrats plan to challenge the
electoral vote cast In North Carolina by Dr.
Lloyd W, Bailey, who was elected on a slate
of electors committed to Richard Nixon, then
became disenchanted with Mr. Nixon's ini-
tial appointments and switched to vote for
George C. Wallace. Dr, Bailey chose to exer-
cise the discretion that the Constitution gives
Presidential electors. Yet he was wrong In
the sense that his action violated party

pledges and disfranchised those who voted
for him.

Representative O’'Hara and Senator Muskie
will doubtless make this argument in their
challenge., Congress is empowered to count

electoral votes, and the power to count im-
plies. the power not to count. In the elec-~
tlons of 1820 and 1832 several electoral bal-
lots were rejected by Congress on technical
grounds. In 1880 the ballots of Georgia’s
electors were not counted because they had
been cast on the wrong day. In 1872 Horace
Greeley, the Democratic nominee, died after
the popular voting but before the Electoral
College convened, and Congress refused to
count electoral ballots cast for him on the
ground they had been cast for a deceased
candidate. A Congressional commission set
up after the disputed Hayes-Tilden election
chose between several competing slates of
electors.

All of this gives some precedent to the
move expected today. Never before, however,
has Congress refused to count the ballot of
an elector who simply disregards his pledge
and votes his personal whim. This electoral
discretion, enshrined in the Constitution, has
formed the basis of unpledged elector and
third-party movements. The two challengers
would like to deny third-party candidates
the leverage that Wallace planned to exer-
cise by promising his electoral votes, in a
deadlock, to whichever major candidate
agreed to certain of his policies.

The challenge itself raises constitutional
izsues, Certainly any attempt to give the de-
fecting elector’s ballot to Mr. Nixon, as Rep-
resentative O'Hara and Senator Muskie have
indicated they plan, would raise grave doubts.
‘Who would cast this ballot? How?

In the sense that the challenge runs con-
trary to the Constitution, it too can be con-
sidered wrong. While two wrongs of this sort
cannot make a right, the challenge none-
theless should serve to alert the nation once
again to the dangers inherent in the present
Electoral College system for choosing Presi-
dents and Vice Presidents. And, by their own
admission, this is the challengers' main pur-
pose. Their action should remind a nation,
which still seems to need , that
fundamental electoral reform is long over-
due.
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A CHRONIC DISEASE HOSPITAL
MONTH PROGRAM LAUNCHED IN
BEHALF OF KINGSBEROOK JEWISH
MEDICAL CENTER

HON. EMANUEL CELLER

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr., CELLER. Mr, Speaker, chronic
diseases are America’s No. 1 medical
problem afflicting more than 26 million
Americans, of whom at least 3 million
require hospitalization.

In support of programs which require
public support for the maintenance and
expansion of these institutions, Mayor
John V. Lindsay proclaimed the month
of September 1968, as Chronic Disease
Hospital Month in New York City.

This annual Chronic Disease Hospital
Month program, which focuses attention
on the problem of chronic diseases, has
been sponsored annually by the Kings-
brook Jewish Medical Center, formerly
known as the Jewish Chronic Disease
Hospital, located at Rutland Road and
East 49th Street, Brooklyn, the leading
institution in this field.

At ceremonies at city hall, Commis-
sioner John S. Palmer of the department
of public events, greeted hospital presi-
dent, the Honorable Morris Kirsch and
Gig Young, distinguished star of stage,
sereen, and TV and chairman of Chronic
Disease Hospital Month, 1968.

He presented to them the mayor's
proclamation, which reads as follows:

Whereas chronic diseases are America’s
number one medical problem afflicting more
than 26,000,000 Americans, of whom at least
3,000,000 require hospitalization; and

Whereas services available for the care and
treatment of the chronically sick are not
adequate to meet the needs and existing
hospitals in the city of New York which serv-
ice the chronically sick patients are not suf-
ficient to serve all those who require the
services of such hospitals; and

Whereas the Kingsbrook Jewish Medical
Center, our couniry’s leading institution in
the fleld of long term care, has launched a
half century development program designed
to expand its facilities, and the hospital is
also expanding its area of speclalized service
to include a home care program, a nursing
home and expanded rehabilitation facilities
1o help relleve this very serious problem.

Now, therefore, I, John V. Lindeay, mayor
of the City of New York, do hereby proclaim
September 1968 as “Chronic Disease Hospital
Month"” in New York City, and appeal to
my fellow citizens to support our chronie
disease hospitals by contributing towards
their maintenance and assisting in their ex-
pansion and renovation program.

While September was designated as
Chronic Disease Hospital Month in New
York City, the institution as the leading
hospital in this field carries on a year-
round program to acquaint the public
with the problem of chronic diseases and
the need for supporting local institutions
which specialize in the care and treat-
ment of men, women, and children afflict-
ed with long-term ailments, and to erect
new facilities and to expand existing
ones.

The Kingsbrook Jewish Medical Cen-
ter is an 817-bed rehabilitation, teach-
ing and research center devoted to the
treatment of acute and long-ferm ill-
nesses.
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CONGRESSMAN DOMINICKE V. DAN-
IELS OF NEW JERSEY, HAILS
JUDGE CHARLES DEeFAZIO, JR.,
AND COL. ISIDORE HORNSTEIN,
OF THE HUDSON COUNTY BAR
ASSOCIATION

HON. DOMINICK V. DANIELS

OF NEW JERSEY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, late last year a very distin-
guished leader of the Hudson County,
N.J., bar, Judge Charles DeFazio, of
Hoboken, completed his year of service
as president of the county bar associa-
tion. Indicating the strength of the bar
association, Judge DeFazio is to be fol-
lowed in office by another equally dis-
tinguished son of Hudson County, CoL
Isidore Hornstein, U.S. Army, retired.

Mr. Speaker, as a longtime member
of the Hudson County Bar Association, I
am proud to be associated with men like
Judge DeFazio and Colonel Hornstein. 1
ask unanimous consent that an editorial
published in the December 21, 1968, edi-
tion of the Hudson Dispatch, a leading
and highly respected daily newspaper,
published in Union City, N.J., be inserted
in the Recorp following my remarks.

The editorial follows:

Two Bar LeApERs OF HiGH CALIBER

One good term of service should be fol-
lowed by another of equal capability. Former
Judge Charles DeFazio Jr., of Hoboken tech-
nically concluded a year as head of the Hud-
son County Bar Assn. Thursday night—a
year which was marked by notable accom-
plishments—and he was succeeded by Col.
Isidore Hornstein, US. Army (Ret.), who
can be counted upon to live up to the stand-
ards set by his predecessor. Actually, the
gavel won’t be handed over until the instal-
lation dinner Jan. 16.

“Dory"” Hornstein, who 1s senlor partner of
a Jersey City law firm with which his son
Major Leonard Hornsteln is associated,
througout his entire life has been a doer. He
has gotten so many things done, it would be
impossible to list them. He is especially noted
for his services to the oppressed and the
destitute.

Not only has he had an illustrious military
and legal record, but he somehow has found
time to devote himself to duties on behalf
of civic, philanthropie, business and profes-
sional groups. Notably, he has served Jersey
City Balvation Army and Christ Hospital. He
has been a member of the Jersey City Board
of Education for a number of years. ‘

A month before his election as president
of the Hudson Bar Assn., Mr. Hornstein was
accorded the signal honor of being chosen a
Fellow of the American Bar Association, a
goal attained by only three other Hudson
County barristers. In all there are but 26
attorneys in New Jersey who are members of
this highly esteemed group.

Mr. Hornstein was admitted to the New
Jersey and New York Bars In 1919, having
been graduated from New York Unlversity
Law School as was his son. Next November
he will celebrate his 50th anniversary as a
lawyer.

“Dory” Interrupted his law studies in 1918
and enlisted in the army as a private. After
that war was over, he resumed his pursuit of
a legal degree and admittance to the bar. He
served his clerkship under the late Chief
Justice Arthur T. Vanderbilt, who served a
term as president of the American Bar AssoO-
clation.




January 14, 1969

In 1840, the elder Hornstein was recalled
to active army duty and attained the rank
of a full colonel. He served in Germany,
France and Belgium in World War 2. He was
the staff judge advocate for all of Belgium,

Having enjoyed treasured friendships for
years with both “Charlie” and “Dory,” we
are delighted at the bar association’s transi-
tion of leadership. Although never a legal
beagle ourselves, we've had decades of close
assoclation attorneys in our area. They've
helped us on unnumbered occasions and, we
think, we reciprocated.

Mr. DeFazio following his election as pres-
ident of the county Bar last January was
chosen by the late Hoboken Democratic
leader, John J. Grogan, who served many
years as mayor of the “Mile-Square City” and
later as county clerk to succeed Attorney
John McAlevy as an assistant county counsel.

When named to be a vital cog in the Hud-
son County legal department, Mr. DiFazio
ended a long term of service in the Hoboken
legal department as a member of the staff
headed by Law Director E. Norman Wilson,
Hoboken's loss of this efficlent barrister’s
services has been Hudson County’s gain.

Nothing in any phase of life can remain
statlc. If such were the case, everything
would stagnate. And, of our own knowledge,
“Charlie” DeFazio would be the last one to
subscribe to a fait accompll. He has always
looked toward new horizons, whether per-
sonal or for the benefit of the community,
which is why he has devoted so much time
and effort to promoting one cause after the
other.

Aside from his natural, human desire to
advance himself in the legal profession,
Counselor DeFazio has, we have personally
observed over many years, been most inter-
ested In such activities as the Hudson County
Mental Health Assn, to which he gave sev-
eral years as president; and in Hoboken's
UNICO Chapter, of which he is a former
president. The organization honored him in
October, 1967, as its “Man of the Year.”

In setting forth these services, we haven’t
begun to scratch the surface of this man's
freely-given and extensive dedication to such
organizations as the Hoboken Lawyers Club,
the Hoboken Elks, Hoboken Red Cross, the
Hoboken and the International Lions Club
and the Hoboken Enights of Columbus. He
has been the recipient of so many citations
that we find ourselves at loss to detail all of
them.

Mr. DeFazio has been local, state and inter-
national president of more groups than one
could count on the fingers of both hands.
We can only refer briefly to his work for
the Red Cross, of which he was director in
Hoboken for more than 20 years.

We will always remember his dedication
year after year to his city’s observances of
Columbus Day and his appearances at the
annual services held for the past seven years
every June 20 in Church Square Park at the
life-sized monument of the famous Italian
inventor, Guglielmo Marconi, “Father of
Wireless” and the pioneer of today’s mar-
velous age of television and radio.

NO FUNERAL FOR THE “ALIANZA”
HON. F. BRADFORD MORSE

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, Jonuary 14, 1969

Mr. MORSE. Mr. Speaker, in the
Washington Post of last Friday, January
10, there appeared an article about out-
going Assistant Secretary of State for
Latin America, Covey T. Oliver. Mr.
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Oliver has been a dedicated publiec serv-
ant serving in a sensitive position and
I think he deserves both our praise and
thanks as he leaves the State Depart-
ment to resume teaching duties at the
University of Pennsylvania and to serve
as U.S. Executive Director of the World
Bank.

Covey Oliver’s understanding of the
need for political and social as well as
economic development have marked his
service as Assistant Secretary. And, while
I do not always agree with his assess-
ments, I have great respect for his devo-
tion to the development process, and his
untiring work for the strengthening of
Latin American relations, and high re-
gard for his quick intelligence, deep sen-
sitivity, and humanitarian instinets.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
text of the Washington Post article re-
printed in full at this point in the Rec-
ORD.

No FUNERAL FOR THE “ALIANZA"
(By Stephen S. Rosenfeld)

President Johnson gave him three instruc-
tions, says Covey T. Oliver, when he took
over Latin affairs in the State Department 18
months ago. First, maintain a stance of
ideallsm—don't get tagged as “pragmatic.”
Second, emphasize soclal as much as eco-
nomic development. Third, don’t get out-
flanked from the left rhetorically—that Is,
develop a rational and attractive set of con-
cepts to put down the Marxists and fend
off the notion that violence will bring social
revolution.

Covey Oliver, the short, rumpled law pro-
fessor and Latin hand who has just bowed
out as Assistant Secretary of State and U.B.
Coordinator of the Alllance for Progress, be-
lieves his presidential mandate was correct
and wise. He gave the impression, in a recent
on-the-record interview, of a man shaken
but still upright after trying to fulfill it.

This is an attitude somewhat more posi-
tive than the intense frustration known to
have been expressed privately in some John-
son Administration quarters over the series
of Latin coups which peaked last December
in Brazil's reversion to near-full dictator-
ship. After Brazil fell under military rule in
1964, U.S. officials decided—in the name of
“realism"—to back the Rio government.,
About a quarter billion dollars worth of
American aid a year has been given since
then, despite widespread misgivings through-
out the Hemisphere about undermining the
social and political premises of the Alliance
by supporting an undemocratic regime. Of-
ficials had selzed anxiously on any signs of
a return to constitutionalism. So the back-
sliding last month in Brazil, the largest
country in Latin America, was felt here as
a bitter blow, in some cases virtually as a
personal betrayal.

But as Oliver heads back to the Unlversity
of Pennsylvania to teach and begins working
part-time as U.S. executive director at the
World Bank, nobody can accuse him of dis-
couragement. “To appraise difficulties is not
to admit defeat,” he says. He finds Ameri-
cans positively masochistic about Latin
America, too rough on themselves. Especially
liberals, he feels, figure wrongly that the
United States controls Latin America and
that therefore the United States should take
the rap for what goes wrong there (“the
control-blame syndrome'') . “I want to dredge
up the collective guilt out of the Jungian
subconsclous,” he says very seriously.

Oliver regards himself as a liberal, but
without liberal illusions. He smarts under
the charge that U.S. Latin policy caters to
business (“outmoded Marxism*), and moans
over the Latin coups. Coups, he says, breaks
the Alliance compact; they lead to congres-
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sional aid-pinching; they impede develop-
ment.

On development, Oliver expands: the
United States understands its economics but
not its sociology. Under the best conditions,
development is a great strain. Invarlably its
burden falls on the common man, Sum-
mary confiscation of all oligarchy property
wouldn't provide the requisite funds, The
people must sacrifice. But if they are asked
to sacrifice, they must have some reasonable
degree of participation in the society. “Im-
posed government based on the organized use
of arms is not popular participation."” That's
why coups hurt development.

Oliver confesses to wry bemusement at
the “widespread tendencies to a death wish
for the Alllance.” As Ambassador to Colom-
bia in 1864, he began hearing that the Al-
llance had diled with John Eennedy. He
won't buy it. His explanation is that by 1963
the Alliance had moved from conceptualizing
and goal-setting to operations, and a let-
down was in order for any President. He lo-
cates the “funeral orators "among Latin
opponents of change, among articulate Lat-
in genuinely concerned about the patient's
health, among critics wishing to spur on
the U.8. Government, and "“maybe even
among a few competitors in the assistance
business.” He detects too “a touch of morbid-
ity in Hispanic culture.”

“We are long past the point of being able
to walk away from the Alliance as though
it was a crashed aircraft,” he states. “It was
not just Communists who arranged Mr, Nix-
on’s bad reception in 1968, but the pent-up
fury at having been ignored by the United
States since World War II. Belatedly we have
begun to help. The consequences of walk-
ing away would be very serlous, beginning
with a national guilt complex. Latin allena-
tion would produce a dismal effect on our
own national psyche, The ‘lost China' syn-
drome was terribly bad and it could be re-
peated if we ‘lost’ Latin America.

He stews over foreign ald, saylng “there
is no substitute for large scale transfers of
public capital.” Private-sector investment
is useful but can't be easily targeted on es-
sential areas like education, highways, liquid-
ity in national accounts. The best possible
terms of trade would not earn Latins ade-
quate foreign exchange.

He 1s worried about Mr. Nixon's past stress
on trade and private investment. “I hope the
new Administration will be wvery ecareful
about its rhetoric,” he advises. “Unless it
really believes in trade and private invest-
ment, I hope it won't speak as though it did.
The effect would be to send a spurious signal
of very great damage to our relations and to
shared goals of development.” Trickle-down
economics won't work, he says, won't pro-
mote quick, effective and equitable sharing
of benefits. He's sure of this.

Money leads Oliver to the country’s “most
serlous” forelgn policy problem, congres-
sional “intrusions” into Executive policy-
making. He fears that past bridges across
the Executive-Legislative gap—coordination
through the political party, the President
capturing the popular spirit and bringing
it to bear on Congress, the current “novel™
doctrine of Senate participation in policy-
making—have broken, and he anticipates
the problem will be acute for Richard Nixon.

Oliver laments that diplomaecy is still too
much understood as a “narrowly defined
national-interest game of maneuver in the
‘world arena,’” a model ignoring the crucial
difference induced by the status of the
United States as a superpower. The super-
power courts troubles that do not afflict a
middlepower, for instance, while exercising
the traditional obligation to defend mal-
treated nationals. The discrepancy calls for
“psychodiplomacy—we have to be therapists,
and we don't know how to do it."

On Government operations, Oliver found
that the Johnson procedure of putting re=
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sponsibility for regional policy in an Inter-
departmental Reglonal Group, chalred by the
appropriate Assistant Secretary of State, was
sound and facilitated effective coordination
in the Executive branch. “The Johnson Ad-
ministration and the White House staff let
the major departments carry out their mis-
sion.,” This Johnson procedure, he says, is
“compatible” with the systems-analysls tech-
nique known as PPBS (Program Planning
Budgeting System); he expresses pride that
his bureau has been “in the forefront of this
new technique.”

Covey Oliver says: “We need powerful new
thought about International relations and
development. We don't have great words
from great men, just a lot of niggling ex-
perts. It is somewhat horrifying that a busy
generalist late In middle age, modest with
much to be modest about, should leave office
feeling that he has put more new ideas into
practice in our Latin affairs than anyone
else he knows.”

RIGHT PROBLEM—WRONG
SOLUTION

HON. JOEL T. BROYHILL

OF VIRGINIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, the January 1969 edition of
Analog Science Fiction, Science Fact
carriedc an excellent editorial which I
commend to all our colleagues for
thoughtful consideration. I include the
editorial, entitled “Right Problem—

Wrong Solution,” at this point in the

RECORD:
Ri1GHT PROBLEM—WRONG SOLUTION
(An editorial by John W. Campbell)

I cannot recall ever having read of any
instance in which a gun killed a human
being. I cannot, therefore, see any reason to
pass laws against guns.

I have, however, seen far, far too many
instances in which human beings have used
guns to commit murder, and I can see the
absolute necessity for having, and enforecing,
stringent laws against the misuse of guns.

Guns, as manufactured today, are ex-
tremely reliable, safe, stable devices; they
do not spontaneously explode save under
the most drastic conditions such as fire, or
extremely violent impact in just the wrong
direction.

Human beings, on the other hand, are
remarkably unsafe and unstable devices who
do explode spontaneously under quite un-
predictable circumstances.

I am strongly opposed to the “gun laws”
currently being discussed, because they are
one hundred percent directed at the wrong
problem. They will, if enacted, make the
situation more dangerous, rather than less.
They are, in effect, equivalent to treating a
man with acute appendicitis by glving him
a heavy dose of morphine. The dope makes
him feel much better—it damps out the
frantic pain-warnings his nervous system
has been giving him, and he can comfortably
drift off to sleep while the appendix rup-
tures and spreads lethal peritonitis through
his body.

Laws directed at guns will tend to make
the public feel as the appendicitis victim
did—that something useful has been done,
and they can go back to sleep because the
symptom—but not the diseasel—has been
treated.

Nothing is, In the long run, more danger-
ous than so treating a symptom that the
cause of that symptom is happily ignored.

To pass laws agalnst ownership of guns, to
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require licensing, as a means of restraining
murderers, is about as useful as morphine as
a treatment for acute appendicitis.

First, consider the registration concept as
a means of stopping murderers-with-guns.

Problem No. 1: Grandfather, thirty years
dead now, had a fine high-power rifle he used
in hunting when he was more active. He
stored it—carefully greased and cared for—
in the attic forty years ago, back in 1928,
That rifie is still in perfect condition; the
ammunition stored with it may be a bit un-
reliable now, but it's still usable. Modern ex-
plosives engineers—and those of forty-five
years ago, tool—know and knew their busi-
Iess.

But . . . who, in the family, now remem-
bers that the gun is still up there? And who,
in the family, is most apt to find the gun?
Great-grandson, age fourteen or so, in his
ceaseless explorations. Who else would dig
that far down among the dusty mementos of
bygone days?

Consequence: An illegally unregistered gun
in the hands of a teen-ager who couldn’t get
a license anyway.

Problem No. 2: Bill Blow has a rifle, knows
it’s there, but hasn't used it in years and
doesn't have any intention of using it, be-
cause he never has time to go out after rab-
bits any more. Since he doesn’t intend to use
it, and registration is a damn nuisance, he
doesn't bother.

Problem No. 3: It's easy to license and
register automobiles; an automobile hidden
away in a garage somewhere may escape no-
tice—but you can’t use it s an automobile
without exposing it to immediate notice, and
immediate demands for registration. Take it
on the road, and people see it.

So all usable automobiles are registered
and licensed.

Yet practically every major erime involves
the use of an automobile, properly registered
and licensed . . . to some good citizen from
whom it was stolen just before the criminal
act.

If licensing and registration were any good
whatever in preventing the use of an object—
automobile or gun—in crime, the one hun-
dred percent complete registration of func-
tional automobiles would make bank-robbery
getaway cars impossible.

Problem No. 4: When is a piece of pipe a
gun? Every major-city JD knows the tech-
nique of making a perfectly workable, ade-
quately deadly bullet-projector from things
as common as a plece of water pipe, nalls,
wood scrap and rubber bands. Can you arrest
anyone carrying a piece of water pipe along
the street on the grounds he has “a con-
cealed gun™?

O.K.—so such guns won't carry accurately
more than about twenty feet. But how far
was Sirhan Sirhan from Robert Kennedy
when the lethal wounds were inflicted?

Overall conclusion: It's impossible to regis-
ter all guns; even with Intentional coopera-
tion they wouldn't all be remembered. If they
were all registered, 1t wouldn't do any more
good than the registration of cars does in
preventing their use in crimes. Besides which,
anyone who wants to ean flange up a work-
able bullet-projector.

And that leaves out the possibilities of
longbows, crossbows, and assorted simple,
highly effective bombs.

Criminals are generally willing to take
risks—they're usually nutty enough to take
crazy risks, like the famous New York City
case of the safecracker who got off because
he took insane risks. The man was a known
cracksman, who speclalized in blowing safes
by pouring in some nitroglycerin and then
setting it off.

The police had walked In on him, and
found him prepared for his next jobs—he
had a quart milk-bottle half full of nitro-
glycerin sitting on the mantlepiece In his
cheap apartment. He had prepared it by put-
ting commereial dynamite In hot water, so
the nitroglycerin was displaced from the ad-
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sorbent by water, and floated to the top,
where he skimmed it off.

When he was brought to trial, his law-
yer claimed insanity, and the jury agreed
with the lawyer—no psychiatrist needed.
Any man who lives for ten days or more
with a half-quari of nitroglycerine sitting
In a milk bottle on his mantleplece must
be insane.

Your friendly corner drugstore can readi-
ly supply the ingredients for a simple, effec-
tive, high-power bomb that doesn't even
need a detonator. Just mix a ecouple of
white, erystalline powders—being very gen-
tle!l—and put them in a length of gas pipe,
capped at both ends, and all you need do
is throw it.*

There are plenty of simple chemicals,
available at drugstores, hardware stores or
supermarkets that can readily be combined
to make bombs that don't even need detona-
tors.

However, dynamite caps aren't too hard
to steal, if you're in the crime business any-
way, or planning to get in. And then all
you need is some fertilizer and household
heating oil for a really professional high-ex-
plosive bomb.

If the detonators seem hard to come by,
a little disinfectant from the drugstore, and
some innocent ammonia can be converted
to a real dilly. (Any chemist present knows
what I mean.)

The point of all this? Simply that guns
are not the problem-—they're the symptom.
Take that symptom away, and in any high
technology culture alternative technical
weapons are available on every supermarket,
hardware store or drugstore shelf.

In a modern high-technology civilization,
the smart and utterly unprineipled barbari-
an has a million tools of death available to
him.

If you insist on death-by-remote-control,
remember that a crosshow is just as deadly
now as it was five hundred years ago—and
with modern metallurgical products avail-
able—such as automobile springs—could be
made capable of even greater range and pen-
etration power.

The problem is not weapons.

The problem is murderers.

The problem Is the problem of imposing
diseipline on the unprincipled.

Punishment of criminals is not intended
to restore the victim; nobody ever considered
it would. It's intended to prevent the crimi-
nal considering the crime worth the cost.

Fools have sald that, because punishment
of criminals never stopped murder, punish-
ment is, therefore, useless,

This is like saying that, because doctors
can't cure death, there’s no use for doctors.
That because the space vehicles, such as
Geminl and Apollo, leak air into space,
there's no point in having seals around the
windows and lock-doors. That because heat
still leaks out of your house during the win-
ter, there’s no use having insulation and
storm windows installed.

In effect, that because total success can-
not be achieved, there’s no use trying.

The death penalty for murder makes a
great deal of sense; most people prefer not
to die, and the stronger the probability that
a certain act, murder, will lead to execution,
the less attractive murder will appear. More-
over, execution has the great advantage that
one known murderer—for whatever reason
he may have chosen to commit the crime—
definitely will not repeat his act.

Sure . . . there's some degree of probability
a few Innccent men will be wrongfully con-
victed and executed, That probability is less

*Any chemist can name the two powders;
pardon me If I skip publishing the detalls
involved for some not-too-bright kid to try
experimenting with. Only the stupid and/
or insane would do so, but there're always
some around.
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than the probability that a murderer will
mistake his vietim and kill somebody else,
and much lower than the probability that a
murderer, seeking to kill A, sprays the neigh-
borhood with death killing B, C, D, and E
also, while wounding and crippling for life
four other bystanders. (He had to use a bomb
because the gun laws made a selective death
tool much less convenient for him.)

All that we-may-make-a-mistake argu-
ment means is that nothing human is per-
fect, O.K.—so0 face up to it, acknowledge that
that's how life is, and don't expect perfec-
tion as your natural right. It isn't. You're
stuck in a Universe too complex for human-
of-the-present-level understanding; give over
the idea you'll ever get perfection, and do
what any sane, responsible engineer does:
Design for optimum function—not expecting
perfection. Later, when we learn more, we
can improve the optimum,

For instance, given full telepathic probes,
we could assure that only the truly gullty
were punished, and that all truly guilty were
punished. All that would be needed would be
a mind-reading probe of all those around
the scene, and guilt would be immediately
and infallibly determined.

The citizens remaining in any area would
certainly be clean, law-abiding citizens, too—
every one of them. Because the only kind of
person who would not mind such a probing
would be those who had absolutely nothing,
either public or private, that he felt should
be hidden.

That might be a perfect, crime-free state
all right—but how many of you want to vote
for it?

So we need an optimum. And that we
definitely do not have—not with the swiftly
rising crime rate. Of course the spectacular
murders of leaders make headlines, but they
are, actually, a very minor part of the crime
bill. The great crime bill has to do with
muggings, small-store stickups, private mur-
ders, and things that hardly make a three-
inch item in the daily paper.

The reason the crime syndicate flourishes
is that they do, in fact, operate with reason
and restraint; the organization is run by in-
telligent, competent executives who have an
excellent sense of what constitutes optimum
from their vlewpoint. They're not unduly
greedy; their income derives from things the
public actually wants, but won't acknowledge
it wants, and won't make legal. The public
wants to gamble—and doesn’t pass laws
making 1t legal and open and controlled. So
the Syndicate supplies what is wanted.

Prostitution is referred to as “the oldest
profession’; it's pretty evident that it's
something human beings want, but are too
dishonest to acknowledge—so the Syndicate
supplies it.

The Syndicate is completely amoral—but
not witless. They minimize murder, and con-
fine It almost entirely to disciplining the
members of their own community. The indi-
viduals who drift into professional crime are
essentially undisciplined, rebellious, untrust-
worthy types; it takes hard-handed, hard-
headed management to keep such petty
crooks in line and behaving properly.

The Syndicate represents an "optimum"
given the cockeyed situation of a culture that
insists on having something which it insists
it doesn't consider proper.

It isn’t Cosa Nostra crime-in-the-streets we
have to worry about; that's controlled by in-
telligent, though amoral, men.

Our problem is the undisciplined rebel who
has notf been taken in by the Syndicate, and
disciplined in the only way that works with
that type—by beatings, and a certainty that
death will most assuredly follow major viola-
tion of the Syndicate rules.

The problem is the mugger, the rapist, the
crackpot, and the petty crook—the type that
hasn't wits enough to realize he’s incompe-
tent and a conviction that he can get away
with it because he’s so much smarter than
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the law-abiding fools. The James Earl Ray
type, who spent decades trying to be a big-
shot criminal, and never once got away with
his crimes. And still didn't catch on to the
fact that he was a fool.

But that, of course, is the Inevitable conse-
quence of being a fool—he doesn't see what
anyone but a fool could see.

This wasn't because his childhood and
home life were less than ideal—it wasn't
“society’s fault.”

Save only in that Soclety didn't give him
the hard-handed, hard-headed discipline
that would have forced even a fool to see that
he couldn't live the way he wanted to.

Our problems stem from the failure of So-
clety to recognize that not all men are equally
competent. That not all men have equal 1Q's,
or equal Moral Quotients either. Some men
are born mentally defective—no fault of
theirs, or of anything but The Way Things
Happen. The Way the Statistical Laws of
Geneties work.

And some are born morally defective; some
guirk of genetics has produced an entity sim-
ply totally lacking what we know as “con-
selence.,” Such an individual simply cannot
be moral-by-nature; it iIs no more his “evil
will” than that a genetlc moron’s stupidity
results from “willful refusal” to learn.

Incidentally, it has now been demonstrated,
in a beautifully neat experiment with dogs,
that conscience is a genetically controlled
factor. The experiment—very briefly—in-
volved testing different breeds of dogs in a
“conscience test.” The test involved taking
the dog into a room, with a pan of food on
the floor; the dog’s master-trainer then told
the dog he was not to eat that food, making
sure the dog understood by a few swats with
a folded newspaper when he first went for it.

Then the trainer left the room—while ob-
servers watched through a one-way mirror-
window. If the dog had not touched the food
after ten minutes alone in the room—he had
a conscience!

There isn't room here to glve the whole ex-
perimental setup, but the essence of it was
that the African Basenji dogs showed no con-
science; they devoured the food as soon as
the trainer was out of the room. (The Basenji
is a dog bred for ages as a lion-hunter—bred
specially for bravery, persistence, and hunt-
ing ability.)

The Shetland collies proved to have one
hundred percent conscience; they didn't
touch the food at any time during the ten-
minute test.

Retrievers showed a near-perfect record.

Shetlands have, for centuries, been bred as
working sheep-dogs—and shepherds hate a
sheep-killing dog with an abiding hatred. A
sheep-killer, when caught, not only earns
death for himself—but for all his get. The
dog must never attack a sheep or a lamb; he
must always herd them, care for them, and
protect them against enemies—although a
sheep is a wolf-dog’s natural prey.

Keep up that selective breeding program
for a few hundred generations and what do
you expect? Dogs with a tremendously strong
conscience!

Retrievers, on the other hand, are required
to find downed birds, and carry them gently—
uninjured—in their mouths, to their masters.
They must not break the bird’s skin, and
must not eat the bird (desplte having the
odor and taste of the killed bird's blood in its
mouth—something of a difficult problem for
an instinetive carnivore!) on the way back to
the master.

Though that was not the original infent
of the experiment, it definitely showed that
conscience in mammalian organisms is a
heritable, genetically controlled potential.

The conclusion for humans, it seems to
me, is that some people are born with con-
sclences, and refrain from crime because
they have that bullt-in self-discipline; others
can refrain from crime when they feel that
there is a pressure that backs up their some-
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what feeble self-discipline with a strong,
firm external discipline. And some simply
have no conscience.

And these variations of natural potential
are genetic, not due to any fault, or flaw,
in Boclety.

The evil flaw in our current society is,
simply, the failure to help those with inter-
mediate, present-but-weak conscience by
supplying the firm external discipline.

The strong-conscience types don't need a
policeman on the beat—they have one bullt
in. And, obviously, policemen should be se-
lected from the “Shetland collie” types who
have born-in one hundred percent self-dis-
cipline. (Note that the true sheep dog will
not harm a lamb—but will attack a coyote,
or a wolf, that threatens his flock, He's
gentle—but by no means unready, or un-
willing, to attack enemies with slashing
fangs. He's got just as much iron-willed cour-
age as the Bessanjl—plus a consclence that
directs it.)

The Intermediate types do need a police-
man on the beat—a polliceman who can,
and will apply real discipline if their own
self-discipline slips. These are the ones who
can be saved for theilr own, and Society's
benefit, by effective, firm, external discipline.

The third class has no built-in discipline—
and will behave only so long as the police-
man is immedately watching, That's the type
that punishment does not affect—they are
the ones who will murder even when the
policeman {s watching, The ones who are
not stopped by punishment—they are the
ones who have led the oft-repeated cry
that “Capital punishment has never stopped
murder—it does no good! It's mere angry
vengeance, which is inhuman!"

It is not mere angry vengeance; it helps
to eliminate from the human gene pool in-
dividuals who do not have the gene for con-
science. It assures that one murder is all
the killer has a chance to commit.

And it does help the intermediate type
to brace their somewhat weak self-disciplined
conscience.

We've removed that restraint recently.

And we wonder why there's been such a
ghastly increase in crime in the streets.

Isn't it mysterious?

e ——

PLAUDITS FOR POST OFFICE AT
FAYETTE, IOWA

HON. THADDEUS J. DULSKI

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, it is pretty
much human nature to complain quickly,
but to put off and often to eventually
forget to pay compliments for jobs well
done.

It was a great pleasure for me to re-
ceive the following complimentary letter
a few days ago about the postal service
in Fayette, Iowa:

UrrER JIowa COLLEGE,
Fayeite, lowa, December 7, 1968.

Hon. THADDEUS DULSKEI,

Chairman, Post Office and Civil Service Com~
mittee, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, D.C.

Dear Bm: I feel impelled to write to you
about a matter that has come under my
observation. :

In the small town of Fayette, Iowa, I have
been deeply impressed by the fine new Post
Office Building, and I particularly want you
to know of the excellent service we are
getting,

The Fost-Master here and his staff are

extremely courteous and hard working. As
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public servants, In my long years of experi-
ence, they seem to me to be exceptional.
They are patient, efficlent, and much re-
spected by those of us who observe these
kinds of things.

Would you be kind enough to let them
know that at least one citizen appreciates
their efforts.

Yours truly,
Frawkg JONES,
Chairman, Department of Philosophy.

Mr. Speaker, I am sure that this kind of
service is duplicated all across our coun-
try—but all we normally hear about are
the complaints about mail delays, and
so forth.

The Post Office Department is doing
basically a very good job in handling
the mail on a day-to-day basis. This is
not to say that the postal operation is
perfect, by any means. But many of the
problems are due to the intolerable re-
strictions on the Department's adminis-
trative authority.

Postmaster William H. Merkle, of
Fayette, is to be commended for the ex-
cellent job he and his staff are doing.
They are a credit to the postal service.

TAX CREDIT FOR EXPENDITURES
FOR THE EDUCATION AND TRAIN-
ING OF MENTALLY RETARDED
AND PHYSICALLY HANDICAPPED
CHILDREN

HON. CHARLES A. VANIK

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to reintroduce my legislation of
the 90th Congress which would allow
parents of mentally retarded and physi-
cally handicapped children tax credit up
to $600 per year for the costs of provid-
ing edueation and training for their chil-
dren. It has become abundantly clear
that progress has not been sufficiently ac-
celerated in the regular school system to
provide for adequate education for these
youngsters.

There is no reason why parents should
assume the tremendous burdens of as-
sisting their children to lead normal lives
without some benefit of tax relief. For
this reason, I have consistently sup-
ported this legislation and plan to do so
in the 91st Congress.

It is my hope that full hearings into
this problem of providing special educa-
tion for mentally retarded and physical-
ly handicapped youngsters can be
started in the Education and Labor Com-
mittee of the House of Representatives
at the earliest possible time.

Until such time as regular facilities
will be available, free of charge, to the
parents of these children, I will press for
hearings before my Committee on Ways
and Means to determine the feasible
formula for tax relief for parents who
must now bear tremendous expenses to
provide adequate education and training
for their children.

The legislation reads as follows:

HR. 16040
A bill to amend the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954 to allow a credit against the indi-
vidual Income tax for expenses incurred
in providing education and training for
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mentally retarded or physically hand-

icapped children

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress asesmbled, That (a)
subpart A of part IV of subchapter A of
chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 (relating to credits allowable) 1is
amended by redesignating sectlon 40 as sec-
tion 41, and by inserting after section 39 the
following new section:

“Sec. 40. Expenses of education and training
for mentally retarded or physi-
cally handicapped children.

“{a) GENERAL RuLE.—There shall be al-
lowed to an individual, as a credit against
the tax imposed by this chapter for the tax-
able year, the amount of any expenses which
are pald by him during the taxable year for
the education and training of any person
who (at the time the expenses are pald) is
under 21 years of age and is mentally re-
tarded or physically handicapped, and with
respect to whom such individual is entitled
for the taxable year to an exemption under
section 151, to the extent that such expenses
pald by such individual during the taxable
year do not exceed $600.

“(b) TyPE oF EXPENSES INCLUDIBLE.—The
expenses paid for the education and training
of any person which may be taken into ac-
count for purposes of the credit under sub-
sectlon (a) shall include only (1) expenses
of tuition, fees, books, supplies, and equip-
ment which are necessary for the education
and training of such person at a private
school for the mentally retarded or physi-
cally handicapped, or for home tutoring, and
(2) such other expenses as the Secretary or
his delegate may determine to be reasonable
and appropriate for the education and train-
ing of such person.

“(e) MENTALLY RETARDED OR PHYSICALLY
HanpICAPPED PERSON DEFINED.—FOr purposes
of this section, a person is mentally retarded
or physically handicapped if he suffers from
mental retardation, or from any other health
impairment, to such an extent that he re-
quires special education or training by reason
thereof.

“(d) AppricaTiON WITH OTHER CREDITS.—
The credit allowed a taxpayer by subsection
(a) shall not exceed the amount of the tax
imposed on the taxpayer for the taxable year
by this chapter, reduced by the sum of the
credits allowable under this subpart (other
than under this section and section 31).

“(e) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary or his
delegate shall prescribe such regulations as
may be necessary to carry out the provisions
of this section.”

(b) The table of sections for such subpart
A is amended by striking out the last item
and Inserting in lieu thereof the following:

“‘Sec. 40, Expenses of education and training
for mentally retarded or physi-
cally handicapped children.

“Sec. 41. Overpayments of tax.”

Bec. 2. The amendments made by this Act
shall apply only with respect to taxable years
beginning after December 31, 1969.

UNTOUCHABLES—UNFRUITFUL: W.
AVERELL HARRIMAN

HON. JOHN R. RARICK

OF LOUISIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, I have
frequently had inquiries concerning the
peace talks at Paris—are they to alienate
and belittle our South Vietnamese ally
or to negotiate terms of peace?

Accordingly, I think Frank Capell's
Herald of Freedom for November 29,

January 14, 1969

1968, may well permit any inquirer to
arrive at his own conclusion.
Iinclude the Herald of Freedom report,
as follows:
HoN. W. AVERELL HARRIMAN

Having failed to keep the Democrats in
power by every kind of maneuver imaginable,
the “liberals” and their kept press are now
working on the next item on the agenda—
keeping the Democrats’ architects of sur-
render at work in Paris. Top architect is W.
Averell Harriman, expert in forcing coalition
governments on unhappy countries, and as-
sisting him is Cyrus Vance, sifted through
the Adam Yarmolinsky screen into the De-
fense Department in the Kennedy Admin-
istration. We are now being treated to long
harangues about how successful Harriman
has been in the “Paris Peace Talks” and what
a shame it would be for Nixon to rock the
boat now that “peace” is almost here.

The bombing halt in Vietnam did not win
the election even though it permitted the
Republicans to vote with a clear conscience.
About the only thing the bombing halt has
produced is trouble. An article in the N.Y.
Times of Nov, 19, 1968 stated that American
officers in Vietnam are not even trying to
conceal their irritation that enemy troops
can move around within range of their guns
and remain unchallenged. The article quotes
remarks of Maj. Gen. Raymond G. Davis,
commander of the Third Marine Division
which “refiected the rising concern of officers
that the halt in the bombing of North Viet-
nam, which began Nov. 1, was allowing the
enemy to refurbish positions in the lower
half of the (demilitarized) zone * * * These
officers are convinced that the North Viet-
namese are digging In for protracted warfare
during what they expect will be long, drawn=
out peace talks.”

Meanwhile back in Paris, Harriman is fum-
bling the ball with his usual diplomatie
finesse, Human Events of Nov. 23, 1068 re-
ports on “Another Harriman Fumble'" based
on an article in the Christian Sclence Moni-
tor by Beverly Deepe, Saigon correspondent,
as follows:

“Ag the story is now unravelling, W. Averell
Harriman, America’'s chief negotiator in
Paris, may turn out to be the major reason
why Saigon-Washington relationships have
nearly come apart at the seams in the past
two weeks. . ..

“Harriman . . . had made a major con-
cession to Hanol in the now famous secret
peace package deal. But in Salgon, American
Ambassador Ellsworth Bunker explained the
package deal to President Thieu and the
South Vietnamese government in such a way
that this major concession was glossed over.

“‘The American concession,’ says Miss
Deepe, ‘was the seating of the Natlonal Lib-
eration Front (NLF) as a separate delegation
at Paris—meaning that the expanded peace
talks would be a four-power conference. Ha-
nol has consistently wanted such a confer-
ence, but Salgon has vowed for years that it
would never negotiate with the Viet Cong
as a separate entity.’

“. .. the South Vietnamese have been
worried that the United States plans to rec-
ognize the NLF and folst a coalition govern-
ment on South Viet Nam. This has been re-
peatedly denied, but Harriman's actions and
words have been most disquieting. And they
are even more frightening when it is recalled
that he played a major role in imposing coali-
tlon regimes in both Asla and Europe in the
past.”

When forcing the “coalition’ government
on Laos, Harriman reportedly did not even
try to be diplomatic. The incident was de-
scribed by Joseph Alsop as Harriman “be-
rated” the anti-Communist leaders:

“Governor Harriman looked at the Lao
leaders one by one; pointed a stern forefinger
at each of them in turn; and told them that
he wished them to know they would be ‘re-
sponsible for the destruction of their coune
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try’ if they refused to do his bidding. There
was a brief silence, and General Phoumi then
replied: *You know, Governor Harriman, we
in Laos have many years" experience of colo-
nial rule, But we were never spoken to in
quite that fashion in eolonial times."*

Harriman, as Undersecretary of State, was
a member of the pro-coup d’'etat faction led
by Ambassador Henry Cabot Lodge, which
encouraged the overthrow and murder of
Vietnam president, Diem. Diem was a staunch
anti-Communist and therefore unacceptable
to the United States 'liberals.” By withhold-
ing financial and military ald when badly
needed, the United States has been able to
force coalition governments on nations de-
pending upon it for help. A coalition govern-
ment with Commmunists and anti-Commu-
ists participating always ends up with the
Communists in control . . . it doesn't take
long to oust the anti-Communists. It's like
putting a tame pussy cat and a man-eating
tiger in the same cage; one is surely going to
get eaten, and the people who make the ar-
rangements know it, even though they pre-
tend surprise when it happens.

Harriman always seems to be in the thick
of it when negotiations with Communists
are involved. In his new book, “The Suicide
of Europe,” Prince Michel Sturdza, former
foreign minister of Rumania, described Har-
riman in his Index of Persons as "in a leading
or cooperating position in all U.S.-Soviet
diplomatic arguments; less successful than
in business he failed to win any of them.”
Sturdza watched the Communist take-over
of his country, described by M. Stanton Evans
in “The Politics of Surrender:”

“In late 1945, a similar (to Yugoslavia)
coalition was imposed on Rumania. The non-
Communist leaders wanted no part of such
an arrangement, but were chivvied into it by
Averell Harriman, who performed there the
role assigned to Marshall in China. At Har-
riman’s urging, the Rumanian anti-Commu-
nists reluctantly entered the coalition, and
not too long after that entered prison as
well. Rumania went Communist.”

Human events of March 3, 1962 pointed out
that “From Rome it is reported that con-
servative and center politicians have per-
sonally reproached the American ambassador
with remarks like “Why did you not try to
stop this disaster?' Averell Harriman and
other diplomatic personalities of the Ken-
nedy regime have been accused by Italian
newspapers of fostering this changeover to a
left~of-center government in Rome and a
‘neutralist’ policy for Italy.”

The Allen-Scott Report of February 20,
1965, referring to the situation in the Congo,
stated. “Under Secretary of State Averell Har-
riman either isn’'t reading the Central Intel-
ligence reports from Africa or he is deliber-
ately misleading Congress.

“That's the opinion of one legislator
briefed on the Congo by Harriman during a
closed-door meeting of the House Foreign Af-
fairs Committee.

“When Harriman failed to mention any-
thing about Soviet or Chinese Communist
activities in the strife-torn Congo, Rep.
Frances Bolton of Ohio, ranking Republican
on the committee, asked the former U.S. am-
bassador to the Soviet Union if he had over-
looked this,

“‘“There is no Chinese or Soviet interven-
tlon in the Congo,’ replied Harriman. ‘We
have no evidence that Peking or Moscow has
sent either arms or men there.'

“‘You must be mistaken,’ challenged the
soft-spoken Mrs. Bolton. ‘Pictures have been
sent me from Africa showing both Chinese
and Soviet arms captured from the Congolese
rebels. I am told this information has also
been gathered by the CIA. Haven't you been
advised?" ™

William Averell Harriman was born in New
York, N.¥Y., November 15, 1801, the son of
Edward Henry (Ned) Harriman and the
former Mary W. Averell. He was educated at
Groton and graduated from Yale in 1913, His
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father died before he entered college, leaving
him and his brother, E. Roland Harriman,
about a hundred million dollars. The story
of how his father acquired such a fortune is
extremely interesting.

We are indebted to the book by Stephen
Birmingham about “Fhe Great Jewish Fami-
lies of New York,"” entitled “Our Crowd” for
much information about the father of W,
Averell Harriman. In this book is traced the
progress of this ex-office boy and son of a
poor Episcopal clergyman who made a for-
tune in rallroads with the financial backing
of Jacob Schiff of Kuhn, Loeb and Company,
who were also the financial backers of the
Communist take-over of Russia, commonly
known as the Russian Revolution.

The collaboration of Schiff and Harriman
began when they bought the Union Pacific
Railroad on November 2, 1807, and continued
for over twenty years during which the two
men were in “almost dally contact.” Harri-
man amassed the “greatest single railroad
fortune in the world,” and Schiff became
rich through his alllance with him. Schiff
lived at 932 Pifth Avenue and Harriman at
881 Fifth Avenue, the elegant section of
New York City. When E. H. Harriman died
in 1909 his sons inherited his wealth and
railroad holdings.

W. Averell Harriman went to work for the
Union Pacific Railroad after graduation from
Yale and rose within two years to become a
Vice President, which isn't too hard to do
when you own the company. He established
the Merchant Shipping Corporation shortly
before World War I and in 1920 established
the private bank of W. A, Harriman and
Company which merged with Brown Brothers
in 1931 to become Brown Brothers, Harriman
and Company. In 1027 he had disposed of
his shipping interests to devote his time to
finance and became chairman of the board
of the Union Pacific Rallway in 1932 and
later established the winter resort, Sun Val-
ley, on land owned by the rallroad.

As early as 1920 Harriman and Co. granted
a loan to Lenin who had been put in busi-
ness by his father's friend, Schiff. In 1928
Harriman and Co. were the chief organizers
of the engineering undertaking that put
afoot heavy Soviet Industry, It furnished
securities for all the Soviet purchases in the
United States and collected all the commis-
sions. (“The Suicide of Europe,” Sturdza,
$6.95, Western Islands) in the book “Pres-
ent-Day Russia” by Ivy Lee (Macmillan Co.,
1928) we read about the Harriman Conces-
sion:

“The Russians consider that the best
fllustration of their real concessions policy
is to be found in the Harriman case. Mr.
W. A. Harriman made a contract with the
Russian Government involving the develop-
ment of manganese ore properties in the
Causasus. Under his contract he was to pay
to the Government a certain royalty on each
ton exported, he was to build a railroad, and
of course he had to employ labor to work on
his properties. The concession has been found
unworkable, however.

“The Harriman concession has now been
renewed upon terms far more favorable to
Mr. Harriman. . . . The Russian Government
officlals instance the Harriman case as an
example of their reasonableness and disposi-
tion to meet the concessionaire halfway in
taking care of unexpected conditions. Just
how much of the attitude of the Government
is due to its quite frank recognition of the
fact that upon the success of the Harriman
concession will depend any possibility what-
ever of enlisting the interest of American
capital in Russia, cannot be estimated.

“One of the members of the Concessions
Committee outlined the attitude of the Com=-
mittee toward the Harriman concession in the
following language:

“‘We are interested more In the orga-
nization of enterprises conducted by the
newest and best methods. . ..
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*“ ‘When we signed the original agreement
with Harriman, its conditions must have been
acceptable both for him and for us. ...

“ '‘However, we did not hold to the letter
of the agreement. We decided to meet him
halfway and help him organize a model en-
terprise, We are ready to alter some of the
provisions of the contract. In so far as it de-
pends on us to do it, we are willing to help
him solve his troubles.

“*Of course we are naturally interested in
finding a place in the sun for our own man-
ganese which is produced at the Nikipol
mines. We want to find a niche for it in the
world market, but we are willing to curtail
our export in order to make it possible for
Mr. Harriman to fight his competitors. ... We
know that if one big concession becomes &
fallure it will mean a serious blow to our
concessions policy. That is why we are in-
terested, no less than the concesslonalres
themselves, in making concesslons success-
fal’ ™

Bo we see that W. A. Harriman was co-
operating with the Communists even before
they were officlally recognized by the United
States as the legal government of Russia.
He seems to have never stopped cooperating,
even when we are presumably “fighting Com-
munism” in Vietnam. His machinations
have helped turn country after country over
to the Communists.

Harriman reportedly entered government
service under Roosevelt through & “chance
meeting” with Harry Hopkins (a Commu-
nist agent) on the croquet field at the Long
Island estate of Herbert Bayard Swope. Har-
riman had originally been a Republican but
became a Democrat in 1928 because he liked
Al Smith. Harriman was appointed by Roose-
velt to be Administrator of Division II of
the NRA in January 1934, moving up rapidly
to become special assistant administrator
for the NRA in March 1934 and two months
later replaced Gen. Hugh Johnson as admin-
istrator. He jolned the Business Advisory
Council for the Department of Commerce in
1933 and was its chalrman from 1937 to 1940.

Before the American entry into World War
II Roosevelt created the job of “defense
expediter” for Harriman who worked in Lon-
don as liaison officer between the American
and British Governments, keeping the Presi-
dent informed of British needs. After the
Lend-Lease Act was passed in March 18541
Harriman extended his orbit, going to the
Near East and Russia. Harriman promised
that hundreds of planes and tanks would be
sent to Russia, stating “The flow will be
constantly increased and eventually will be
Hmited only by problems of transport.” He
stated, “Hitler will never destroy Russia™ and
called for “quick and Increasing™ ald to
Russia.

In the book “The Roosevelt Myth"™ by
John T. Flynn (page 340) our “negotiating”
ambassador was referred to as follows: “Har-
riman told various persons that Stalin was
not at all a revolutionary communist but
just a Russian nationalist.”

In the Senate Internal Security Sub-Com-
mittee Hearings on the Institute of Pacific
Relation, page 2682, the following appears:
“September 30, 1941 New Masses (commu-
nist magazine) . .. It is good to hear from
Averell Harriman ... that hundreds of
American planes are arriving on Soviet soil.
But the plain fact is that American aid, both
for Britain and the Soviet Union, is still &
shadow of what it ought to be.”

Harriman was present at Roosevelt's meet-
ings at Casablanca (Jan. 1843), Quebec, Mos-
cow, Teheran, San Francisco and Potsdam.
On October 1, 1943, Harriman was named
Ambassador to Russia, a position which he
held three years during which he consulted
with Salin approximately once a month, a
courtesy supposedly not accorded any other
diplomat. At his first press conference Harri-
man stated: “One matter I think deserves
the greatest possible consideration at this
time is the assistance the United States can
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give to the Soviet Union in the rehabilitation
of devastated areas and the repairing of other
dislocations caused by the war.”

Current Blography 1946 describes Harri-
man's activities at this time: “The American
Ambassador often acted in concord with the
Russians, as when he told the Polish Com-
mittee of National Liberation that the United
States would not oppose Russian wishes in
regard to the Polish question. In February
19456 he was appointed to the committee
conferring in Moscow with the various Polish
factions. He attended the conference at Pots-
dam in July and soon after Christmas of 1945
transmitted the terms of the peace treaty to
the Rumanians which facilitated the broad-
ening (Emphasis ours-Ed.) of the Bucharest
Cabinet as a conditlon of recognition.”

While in Moscow, Harriman was instru-
mental in the turning over of plates for
printing U.S. currency to the Soviets. In
“From Major Jordan's Diary” we read:

“It started early in 1944 when the need for
uniform occupation currency in Germany
was acknowledged by the Allies. On January
20th Ambassador Averell Harriman informed
our State Department from Moscow: ‘Great
importance is attached by the British Gov-
ernment to the Russlan Government's par-
ticipation in this arrangement.” Cordell Hull
informed Harriman on February 8th that the
U.S. would be glad to print money for Rus-
sla: ‘The production of sufficlent currency to
take care of Soviet requirements, if desired
is being contemplated.’

“On February 15th Moscow's answer came
from Harriman: ‘The Commissariat for Fi-
nance considers that in preparing the cur-
rency It would be more correct to print a
part of it in the Soviet Union in order that a
constant supply of currency may be guaran=
teed to the Red Army. . .. It will be necessary

to furnish the Commissariat for Finance, in
order that the M-marks may be of identical
design, with plates of all denominations, a

list of serial numbers, and models of paper
and colors for printing.’

“The Russian technique was clever: don’t
ask whether your demand will be met; ask
when it will be met. Harriman's cable ended
as follows: ‘Molotov asks In conclusion that
he is informed soon when the Commissariat
for Finance may receive the prints, models
of paper and colors, and list of serial num-~
bers. Please instruct.'"”

The Russians printed hundreds of millions
of dollars with the U.S. plates, all of which
were redeemed at U.S. taxpayers’ expense.
In this connection Harriman cooperated with
SBoviet agent, Harry Dexter White, who had
infiltrated the U.S. Treasury Department and
approved the turning over of the plates to
the Communists.

When Harriman resigned as Ambassador to
Russia in February 1946, he returned home
via Chungking where he conferred with
Chiang Kal-shek and Gen. George C. Mar-
shall, who was the one who forced the coali-
tlon government on China which resulted in
the Communist take-over of those unfortu-
nate people. Upon his return to the United
States Harriman held a press conference in
which he stated: “Russia does not want war
with the United States and is trying to cut
ofl avenues of invasion by surrounding her-
self with friendly small nations."”

Harriman was named Ambassador to Great
Britain in March 1946 and appointed Secre-
tary of Commerce in September, 1946, a posi-
tion he held until April, 1948, He was the
U.S. representative in Europe under the
Econ. Cooperative Act of 1948; special assist-
ant to the president, 1950-1; the American
representative on NATO, 1951; director of the
Mutual Security Agency 1951-3. Harriman
had presidential aspirations in 1952 and 1956
but was unsueccessful in obtaining the nomi-
nation. His only elective office was that of
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Governor of New York, being elected in 1954
to serve from 1955 to 1858. He failed in his
attempt at reelection and remained in the
background until resurected by the Kennedy
Administration, He was named ambassador-
at-large, Assistant Secretary of State for Far
Eastern Affairs, 1961-3; Undersecretary of
State for Political Affairs 1963-65; reverting
to ambassador-at-large on March 11, 1965.
Among his accomplishments was the no-
inspection test ban treaty with Moscow in
1963.

Harriman married Kitty Lanier Lawrance
on September 21, 1915, and they were di-
vorced in 1920. The following year he mar-
ried Mrs. Marie Norton Whitney, former wife
of Cornelius “Sonny"” Whitney. He has two
children by his first wife: Mary Averell (Mrs.
Shirley Carter Fish) and Eathleen Lanier
{Mrs. Stanley Grafton Mortimer, Jr.). He Is
a member of the Council on Foreign Rela-
tions,

Since June, Harriman, who has supported
a cease-fire since 1965, has been in Paris par-
ticipating in “Peace Talks"” which have ac-
complished exactly nothing except the alien-
ation of our supposed ally, South Vietnam.
In spite of this poor record, the N.¥. Times
and “liberal” spokesmen are calling for Nix-
on to retaln him when he takes over the
presidency in January. An article in the N.¥.
Times of November 17, 1968 states:

“Ambassadors W. Averell Harriman and
Cyrus Vance hailed as a ‘splendid team’ to-
day and said that he would recommend to
President-elect Richard M. Nixon that they
continue to direct the Parls talks with Hanol
after the inauguration. ...

“Both Mr. Harriman and Mr. Vance are
warmly endorsed as well as the Administra-
tion's over-all peace efforts.

“ ‘I think continuity is extremely valuable
in the situation,’ he sald. “Whether it is fair
to ask these two men to stay on is another
question. I know that Mr. Vance has been
trying to return to his civillan practice for
some time, But if at least one of them could
be persuaded to stay, it would be a good
thing.’

“Mr. Harriman, a stanch (sic) Democrat
who is 77 years old, has said that he intends
to return to his home in Washington. He is
known to bear personal opposition to Mr,
Nixon, and in recent weeks it has been said
that he probably would decline to serve
under him.”

However, newscasters have sald that Harri-
man would probably put the good of the
country ahead of his personal feelings and
stay If Mr. Nixon requests him to do so. When
it comes to a choice between his private feel-
ings and the opportunity to help a country
go Communist, Mr. Harriman can be depend=-
ed upon to choose the latter, if previous ex-
perience counts for anything. We hope Mr.
Nixon won't give him the opportunity to
make that cholce.

PRIORITY FOR ELECTORAL
REFORM

HON. AL ULLMAN

OF OREGON
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr., ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, the first
day of the 91st Congress I introduced
legislation which would be known as the
National Presidential Elections Act. One
measure, House Joint Resolution 99,
would amend the Constitution to abolish
the electoral college, provide for a direct
popular election of the President, and

January 14, 1969

establish a national presidential primary
election. It is accompanied by a bill, HR.
18, which outlines the procedures for
accomplishing these reforms.

In an editorial last Monday, the edi-
tors of the New York Times asked Con-
gress and the new administration to ad-
dress themselves to the need for elec-
toral reform in our country. I include
this editorial in full in today’s CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD:

PRIORITY FOR ELECTORAL REFORM

A tide of public and Congressional support
is building up for an end of the Electoral
College system of selecting Presidents and
Vice Presidents. The 1968 election Iloser,
Hubert Humphrey, has already set forth his
conviction that the system is “archalc” and
in need of fundamental reform. The winner,
President-elect Nixon, has perhaps even more
reason to share that view. Clrcumstances
have conspired to involve him in a serles of
potential constitutional crises.

It was Mr, Nixon, as Vice President in the
Eisenhower Administration, who endured the
agonizing dilemma of not knowing when or
how the powers and duties of the nuclear-
age Presldency would become his should an
incumbent President prove too seriously ill
to discharge them. This uncertainty pro-
duced the 25th Amendment detalling pro-
cedures on succession and disability,

Then, as a candidate for the Presidency in
1960, Mr. Nixon lost narrowly to John F.
Eennedy under circumstances in which a
slate of unpledged electors might have
denied both candidates the requisite elec-
toral majorlty.

If there had been a deadlock, the un-
pledged electors would have been in position
to offer their votes on an auction-block
basis in exchange for commitments from the
candidates.

In November Mr. Nixon won under clrcum-
stances In which a third-party candidate
might—by the shift of a few thousand votes
in Illinois and Missouri—have created an
Electoral College deadlock. This deadlock
could have forced selection of the President
into the House under an inequitable one-
state, one-vote procedure susceptible to po-
litical wheeling-and-dealing and subversion
of the popular will.

Fate has not left things at this,

Only shortly after winning an electoral
majority, Mr. Nixon and the nation learned
of the arrest of three men charged with con-
spiring to take his life. Despite constitu-
tional amendments clarifying some aspects
of succession, large, gray areas of doubt re-
main and the death of a President-elect
could still create a crisis. Who would be-
come President?

It Is time the nation revised an electoral
system that was designed for a wholly
different day. Mr. Nixon could prepare the
way by appointing a Presidential commis-
sion to study existing problems and recom-
mend solutions. Such a commission could
draw on work already done by the
American Bar Association and the Congres-
sional hearings already held. It could also
provide a focus for the new hearings
planned by Senator Birch Bayh and Repre-
sentative Emanuel Celler.

This newspaper favors simple, direct elec-
tion of Presidents and Vice Presidents, as
does Vice President Humphrey, and there
seems to be growing sentiment for that sort
of reform. A Presidential commission could
study ways of implementing direct election,
including ways of providing for national vot-
ing standards, assuring the honesty of the
tally and setting up machinery for swiftly
resolving disputes.

The search for electoral reform deserves
priority in the new Administration.
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HOW THE RUSSIANS HELPED THE
CZECHS

HON. MASTON O’NEAL

OF GEORGIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr, O'NEAL of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
a cogent and pungent editorial appear-
ing in the Daily Tifton Gazette of Tifton,
Ga., deserves sharing with my colleagues.

With withering logic and powerful
expression, it deals with the Soviet oc-
cupation of Czechoslovakia and the lame
excuses of the American Communist rat,
Gus Hall. The editorial follows:

How THE RuUssiIANS HELPED THE CzZECHS

The Soviet occupation of Czechoslovakia
has not occasioned a crisis of conscience
among American Communists or Communist
sympathizers like the one that turned hordes
of them away from the religion of Marx
and Lenin during the bloody suppression of
the Hungarian revolt in 1956.

There has been muttering in the ranks,
however, enough to warrant the publica-
tion of a 36-page apologla by Gus Hall, gen-
eral secretary of the Communist Party,
U.S.A,

To the charge that the Soviet Union,
Hungary, Poland, East Germany and Bul-
garia viclated the national sovereignty of
Czechoslovakia, Hall answers with a homely
analogy:

“No man has the right to enter another
man's house without his permission. Sup-
pose, however, that a fire has broken out
at night in your neighbor’s house, endanger-
ing his house and yours and others. You
knock on the door to awaken him."” (Trans-
lation: The Kremlin issues a warning.)

“No answer. You knock louder.” (You
summon Czechoslovakia's leaders to a meet=
ing.) “No answer.” (They refuse to knuckle
under.) “You break in and help put the fire
out.” (You send in a couple hundred thou-
sand troops.)

“Does anyone really belleve that the five
powers were really violating national sov-
ereignty?” asks Hall.

We suggest the question be put to the
Czechs and the Slovaks, who seem remark-
ably ungrateful to their neighbors for their
timely aid. Perhaps it is because the fire
which Russia saw raging in their house was
to them merely the flickering flame of
democracy.

Hall grants that there were abuses of
democracy by the Communist bureaucracy
in Czechoslovakia and legitimate grievances
against its policies.

“But in the correction of these policies
the new leadership of the party went to
the other extreme and forgot the limitations
of democracy under conditions of the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat,” explains Hall.

“What are those limitations? That de-
mocracy, the right of free speech, press,
etc., does not mean the right to undermine
the leading role of the party, nor to under-
mine socialism."”

This definition of democracy reminds one
of Henry Ford’'s statement that customers
could have any color car they wanted, so
long as it was black.

As an American, Hall takes full advantage
of his constitutionally guaranteed rights of
free speech, press, etc,, to attempt to under-
mine this country's political system.

Is it not passing strange that this sys-
tem—false, brutal, corrupt, evil, oppressive
and enslaving, as the Communists tell us it
is—seems absolutely immune to any as-
saults by print or speech that Hall or any-
body else can mount against it, while the
noble people’'s governments of soclalist lands
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tremble at the mere thought of allowing the
people to freely express their opinions?
America will only be in danger when it
begins imitating the Communists—when it
begins to be afrald of the likes of Gus Hall
and afraid of letting him say whatever he
wants to say, as loud and long as he wants.

QUALITY EDUCATION

HON. ROMAN C. PUCINSKI

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr, PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, the Chi-
cago Tribune, on January 9, carried an
editorial entitled “Quality Education,”
which addresses itself to the dilemma
of providing adequate education in this
country today.

Intent attempts at every level of gov-
ernment are now being made to insure
the finest educational systems in the
world throughout this country. Needless
to say, in a country where the greatest
educational programs are carried out—as
is the case in America today—we find
ourselves confronted with the tremen-
dous task of providing quality education
for all.

As chairman of the General Subcom-
mittee on Education here in the House,
I cannot impress too deeply upon my col-
leagues the need for direct and positive
action in the area of education.

I urge each and every one of my col-
leagues to review the excellent editorial
prepared on the question of quality edu-
cation by the Chicago Tribune, which
follows:

QUALITY EDUCATION

Current discussions involving the Chicago
board of education and the Chicago Teach-
ers union provide but one of an infinite
number of examples of loose talk in the
United States about “quality education.”
Educationists have been so secretive about
what goes on in American schoolrooms that
discussions of “quality” in American educa-
tion are all too often based on too many
assumptions and too few facts.

It is known that some individuals man-
age to reach college age with an admirably
sound eduction—and that far too many,
both dropouts and high school graduates,
reach mature years still functionally illit-
erate, That formal education is Ineffective
with a dangerously high proportion of
youngsters cannot be denied. But that school
problems are soluble in more money is a
bald assumption. It just has not been
demonstrated that If teachers’ salaries were
high enough, classes were small enough, and
teachers took enough courses in pedagogy all
would be well.

Roger A. Freeman, economist on the staff
of the Hoover Institution at Palo Alto, Cal,,
and for many years a close student of school
financing, has written for the current issue
of National Review a cogent article entitled
“Dead End in American Education.” Here he
uses a number of official reports to defilate
the assumption that what the schools need
is more money rather than more intelligence.

For example, the Coleman report to the
federal office of education in 1965 stated,
“The physical and economic resources going
into a school had very little relationship to
the achievements coming out of it. . . . If
it were otherwise, we could give simple pre-

scriptions: increase teachers' salaries, lower
classroom size, enlarge libraries, and so on.
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But the evidence does not allow such simple
answers.” This report found that pupil-
teacher ratios ‘'showed a consistent lack of
relation to achievements among all groups
under all conditions.” These conclusions fol-
lowed a study of 4,000 schools with 600,000
pupils.

To back this up, Mr, Freeman quotes an
underpublicized passage in “The Encyclo-
pedia of Educational Research' [1950] stat-
ing, “On the whole the statistical findings
definitely favor large classes at every level
of instruction except the kindergarten.” Ob-
viously, small classes make life easier for
teachers—and harder for taxpayers—but
there is no evidence that they are a great
help to puplls’ learning.

And how successful have various expen-
sive educational experiments been? Mr. Free-
man has found several little-known official
reports. One by the Center for Urban Edu-
cation to the New York school board on the
“More Effective Schools [MES] project read:
“The achievement test data showed that the
profiles of MES schools were no different from
the profiles of these same schools before the
program was instituted.” Of “compensatory”
education under title I of the 1965 school aid
bill, Rep. Roman Pucinski of Chicago, one
of the bills’ sponsors and chairman of a
House education subcommittee, said, “It is a
monumental flop.” Assistant Commissioner
of Education Joseph Froomkin sald of the
program, “We still have little evidence that
the problem is being licked; in fact, we may
even be falling behind.”

Headstart, the most appealing of the fed-
eral educational experiments, yielded some
positive evidence. But time ha> shown that
galns in the test performance of Headstart
youngsters did not last. After these children
had spent some time in ineffectual schools,
they were no better off than classmates who
had not been in Headstart.

In short, this country’s school problems
cannot be dissolved by putting ever more
millions of dollars into the hands of people
who do not know how to make good use of
money. All of us with a sincere interest in
quality education should insist not so much
on more money for education as on more
education for the money.

In a book published in 1960, Mr. Freeman
wrote, “Productivity in other types of ac-
tivity [than education] has been climbing
steadily and steeply. . . . But each teacher
now instructs fewer pupils than she did 30
or 50 years ago. Whether the achievement
level of the schools’ graduates meanwhile
has improved or deferiorated is controver-
sial. . ., . Pupils in American public schools
are reported to be two or more years behind
their European counterparts in academiec
achievement.”

What American eaucation needs most is
a clear-eyed, forthright, public examination
of the results. We strongly support efforts to
develop before-and-after information which
will make possible identification of educa-
tional practices which succeed [and thus de-
serve wider use and funding] and of those
practices which fail. Without such informa-
tion, multiplying money too often will only
multiply waste and frustration.

HONESTY IS THE BEST POLICY:
THE U.S. COMMISSION ON CIVIL
RIGHTS

HON. HENRY B. GONZALEZ

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I have
learned from lifelong observation, from
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bitter political fights, and from deep per-
sonal experience that racial discrimina-
tion is among the most devastating and
destructive forces in any society. Nothing
is more callous, more unmindful of
human decency, or more irrational than
racial discrimination. Decency demands
an end to it, and I have engaged in long
and bitter fights to bring about an end
to discrimination. I need no lessons in
what this evil practice is or what it can
do, nor do I need any lessons in the
courage required to fight it.

The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights
is empowered to investigate alleged vio-
lations of voting rights, study and col-
lect information on legal developments
which constitute a denial of egual pro-
tection of the laws as guaranteed in the
14th amendment, serve as a clearing-
house for information related to civil
rights matters, and appraise Federal laws
and policies bearing on civil rights mat-
ters. In short, Congress created this
Commission to keep abreast of eivil
rights-related developments and fo rec-
ommend such changes in law or policy
as might be necessary to help assure that
every citizen in this land does in fact
enjoy his full rights. My recent experi-
ence with the Commission leads me to
believe that it is failing in its function,
and that it ought to reform its activities
so as to be more productive, and fo serve
the goals set out for it in the Civil Rights
Act.

I do not believe, for example, that
there is any profit in the Commission in-
vestigating facts that are already known.
Nor do I believe that there is anything
to be gained if the Commission staff es-
tablishes investigations or hearings that
are unfair or unobjective. The Commis-
sion has just recently concluded hear-
ings in San Antonio, and I have every
reason to believe that the hearings de-
veloped nothing new, and that they cer-
tainly were not conducted in anything
like the thorough and fair manner that
must be expected of such an organ of
the Government. Commission staff mem-
bers seemed to have been far more in-
spired by moral ferver than pursuit of
facts, and far more interested in political
hay than individual rights. Emotion re-
placed judgment, and a desire for exposé
overcame any hope for sound findings
and recommendations. At one time my
staff pointed out patently false charges
made by a Commission advisory board,
and asked for the Commission to correct
the record, but the reply was that the
result had been to the Commission’s lik-
ing, so there was no real need to correct
any record. In short, the end justified
the means. At one time I asked why I
had not been kept informed of Commis-
sion activity, and received the incredi-
ble response that Congressmen generally
were not interested in such matters, and
anyway if I had been informed, every
other Member of Congress in the South-
west would also have had to be informed;
it was just too much trouble apparently.

Deceit, poor judgment, plain discourtesy,
and other failings are failings whether

they are committed by a righteous or
an unrighteous man, and I suggest that
for all its good intentions, the Commis-
sion staff has serious shortcomings.
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It is unfortunate that the members of
the Commission on Civil Rights are not
full-time members, but must instead
take time from their busy lives to run
hearings from time to time, and attend
to Commission business only as it suits
them or as they are able to find time.
The result is that the Commission staff
acts independently from the Commission
itself; the least informed people about
Commission work seem to be the Com-
missioners themselves. I think that if
they were able to spend more time on
the job and devote more energies to their
work, the Commission members would
have a very much more effective orga-
nization. I suggest that Congress should
consider creating a full-time Commission
on Civil Rights, with paid full-time com-
missioners. This would present us with
work that is truly the work of the Com-
mission rather than a staff that appears
to be less than objective, and often less
than competent, sometimes almost com-
ical, This is work that needs attention
and needs direction of able and dedi-
cated men, not the staff work of men
who may be dedicated, but not terribly
able. Those who suffer from poor Com-
mission work are the people who need
help—the poor, the left-outs, and the
left-behinds of society. I suggest that as
long as Commission work continues as I
have seen it in my own experience, there
is little hope that substantive progress
can be achieved in writing such new
laws as may be needed, or in setting up
new programs that could be of benefit.

The conception of the Commission
staff seems to be that their job is to ex-
pose injustice. But the fact is that we
know about injustice, and there is little
need to keep investigating what we al-
ready know. For instance, in the San
Antonio hearings, a migrant family told
of its problems. This is good, but the
Senate Subcommittee on Migratory La-
bor already knows about these problems,
and has been pushing for corrective leg-
islation for many years. I myself know
these problems, and have made it my
business to know them, and have spon-
sored and will again this year sponsor
laws to prevent the exploitation of mi-
grant workers, to improve their wage and
working conditions, and to enable them
to enter into collective bargaining under
the National Labor Relations Act. The
San Antonio hearings elicited informa-
tion about certain school problems, but
these are already known matters, and
these are matters that are being dealt
with through new programs, new laws,
and through certain court actions. There
was discussion about the identity crisis
and other race-related matters, but these
too are already known to scholars and
laymen alike. Much testimony the Com-
mission heard could have been read from
my speeches to this House and my ar-
ticles in various publications, some of
them dating back 5 and 6 years. In short,
the Commission made good headlines,
but it broke no new ground and dis-
covered no uncharted lands. The quality
of injustice is known, and what we need
is proposals for bringing justice about,
suggestions for action and reform rather
than repetitious exercises in frustration.

January 14, 1969

Mr, Speaker, the Commission on Civil
Rights can play a valuable function in
the urgent business of this land, but only
if its affairs are conducted efficiently and
effectively, only if its words and actions
are credible, and all of these can only
be if the Commissioners themselves de-
vote enough time and energy to giving di-
rection to the work of the staff; they
cannot hope to achieve success by re-
maining mere figureheads and decora-
tions at setpiece hearings.

I say to the Commission: Honesty is
the best policy.

I propose in future days to bring be-
fore the House details which will support
my claims, and which will show why re-
forms are needed. I thank you for your
attention.

V/STOL AIRCRAFT: A DEFINITIVE
VIEW

HON. RICHARD L. OTTINGER

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, the pilot
issue of Government Executive includes
a definitive and perceptive article
on V/STOL aircraft. Development of
V/STOL is reaching a critical point. The
decisions and policies made in the next
year or so will have profound effects on
the shape of aviation and air travel for
decades to come.

I commend Government Executive’s
article to the attention of all those who
share my concerns over aviation develop-
ment and offer it for inclusion in the
RECORD:

V/STOL AmRCRAFT NEARING DECISIONS:
QuUEsTION Is: WHAT WiLL THEY BE?

Highlights: The Vertical Takeoff and Land-
ing (VTOL) and Short Takeoff and Landing
(STOL) alrcraft are a puzzlement and im-
minent. The future of V/STOL is both as-
sured and uncertain. These polnts are
established.

1. Neither the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration nor the Armed Services have success-
fully defined what a STOL aircraft is;

2. This lack of definition is hampering
development of the aircraft and the STOL
ports they would operate from;

3. STOL, when it arrives, will -help solve
noise abatement and air pollution problems
as well as relieve air and terminal congestion;

4. Military requirements are established
sufficlently to justify research and develop-
ment, but some programs will terminate in
1970;

5. Studies are underway fo improve Instru-
ment Landing System equipment for STOL
and VTOL alrcraft but it may be years before
refined equipment is avallable for both air-
craft and the ports that will handle them.

VTOL is fairly easy to define, but 8TOL is
not; both FAA and the military agree on this,
VTOL is a helicopter pure and simple; STOL
is not simply an aircraft that fakes off and
lands on a short strip of real estate. “Every
time you say STOL,” sald one Air Force ex-
pert, “you have to put a number with it,
. . . & 1,000-ft. STOL, a 1,500-ft. STOL, a
2,000-ft. STOL—however much runway you
need to get that alrcraft off the ground or
back on it. If you go to a 3,000-ft. STOL, why
that isn't a STOL, it's a C-130 Hercules, and
that's a different horse. It depends on lift and
payload; how much payload are you going to
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sacrifice 1f you're going to get that aireraft
airborne in the length of strip you want to
restriet it to. I cannot assess the word STOL;
the ‘V' I can.”

Last March, FAA, in announcing a four-
day meeting of experts from military and
Government agencies and industry to discuss
tentative airworthiness standards proposed
by FAA for V/STOL aircraft, admitted it too
had difficulty in defining STOL. It said:

“For convenience, VTOLs are defined as
those aircraft capable of vertical lift and
hovering with respect to a fixed point in
space under calm conditions, while the STOL
class is identified mainly with conventional
fixed wing types having lift augmentation.

“Many VTOLs also have a STOL mode of
operation at higher welghts; however, some
STOL types may employ additional lifting
means similiar to VTOLs.

“The more inclusive term, ‘V/STOL," there-
fore, is used to designate such aircraft. An
aircraft found capable of meeting the cer-
tification requirements for both VTOL and
STOL types would be certified V/STOL.”

The tentative standards being proposed by
FAA were based to a large extent on existing
certification requirements applicable to
transport category rotor-craft and fixed wing
aireraft where design features were similar
to those aircraft. “At the same time,” said
FAA, “they attempt to reflect the wide vari-
ety of novel design and operating features
characteristic of V/STOLs and on which
these new classes of aircraft depend for
lift and control.”

Still under study are such diverse features
as boundary layer control, lift fans, tilt wing
turboprops, ejector jets, rotable props and
ducted fans, direct lift jets, deflected thrust
devices, stowed or stopped rotors and pro-
pulsive wings.

In December 1965, FAA called in military
and industry experts, as well as some of their
own, to form a group known as the Afr-
worthiness Standards Evaluation Committee
(ASEC). The purpose of the group was to
study FAA's alrworthiness regulations from
the standpoint of their timeliness and ap-
plicability to modern types of aircraft. The
Committee recommended that a set of tenta-
tive standards be developed for V/STOLs to
serve as the basis for “special conditions”
to be applied by the FAA in V/STOL
certification.

Industry thought the 1970s would be the
market years for large V/STOL transports
for 100 passengers and more and told FAA
that if it, industry, was to develop such an
alreraft for operational use In 1975, it would
need the tentative standards by July 1968.
As a result of a series of meetings by a team
headed by Charles E. Chapman, Acting Chief
of Program and Planning in the Flight
Standards Service of FAA, the Agency, in one
year's time, wrote and published a detailed
“guidance” users refer to as the “Yellow
Book'—hecause of the color of its cover page.
It is titled *‘Tentative Airworthiness for
Verticraft/Powered Lift Transport Category
Ajreraft”; it was published last July.

“It is a guide,” Herb Slaughter, Jr., FPAA's
Chief of Engineering and Manufacturing
Division, told Government Executive, “it has
no legal basis—but it does give a feel of pres-
ent FAA thinking in the design of this type
civil aircraft.” Generally, he sald, all major
manufacturers are looking at paper designs of
STOL. All major manufacturers participated
in preparing the Yellow Book and FAA may
soon get requests for certification from two
or three companies.

The Yellow Book recommends STOL air-
port facilities have runways 1,500 feet long
and 100 feet wide, taxiways 60 feet wide, and
pavements strong enough to support
150,000-pound transports. This gives a sil-
houette of sorts of an alrcraft design that is
most likely to get approval. The recommen-
dations, of course, are only that—recommen-
dations—and industry may rightfully feel
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that the cost of developing a 1,500-ft. STOL
aircraft would be excessive in cost at this
time and costly in delay required by design.
The Yellow Book does provide an extra 150
feet at elther end of the runway for over-
runs, with an extra 50 feet of prepared
shoulder surface on each side of the strip.

Slaughter believes that the difficulties for
8TOL should not be great because of the
state of the art. He also believes that STOL
aircraft should have a tendency—power be-
ing equal—to reduce noise because it climbs
at a higher angle, getting away soon from
the immediate area.

To this latter point, Miss Joan B. Barriage
agrees. She is FAA's Program Manager for
VTOL and STOL in the Ailrcraft Division,
and one of two or three ladies in the country
with a degree in aeronautical engineering
(Purdue). A STOL designed with deflected
slip-stream can climb, after takeoff, at 133
knots at a 16° climb angle for noise abate-
ment, or it could accelerate to 200 knots in
level flight in approximately 20 seconds and
climb at 4,000 feet per minute at a 13° angle.

The McDonald Douglas Corp, is working
with Societe Breguet of France on the type of
certification of a 60-passenger version of the
cross-shafted, deflected-slipstream STOL con-
cept. It has been flight demonstrated since
June 1961 by the Breguet 941-01 model.
Lockheed has conducted studies of manufac-
turing a 30-passenger compound helicopter
using the rotor and other system technology
developed for the Army in the AH-66A. But
it would be about three years before either
of these concepts would be ready for airline
service.

“A large STOL would be economic,” Miss
Barriage told Government Ezxecutive, "It
would be using its own facilities. The airline
industry is looking upon STOL aircraft in
view of public acceptance and maintenance
and feels it is just another aircraft which
the industry can handle. But I don't think
the public will accept such a large passen-
ger-carrying rotary.”

It is possible to operate V/STOL aircraft
at busy terminals, but FAA would insist that
the aircraft can be controlled more efficiently
at high density airports by using a separate
approach pattern and runway. This was con-
cluded in a recent FAA study. The tests were
conducted near Atlantic City, N.J., and
showed that, although it was possible to op-
erate using present air traffic control proce-
dures, it may be difficult to get desired spac-
ing between alrcraft on final approach. “This
difficulty,” said FAA, “is due to the great dif-
ferences in final approach speeds between V/
STOL and conventional airplanes and also
the variations in approach and landing speeds
of different STOLs.” Separate, but parallel
facilities are recommended.

Sald Miss Barriage, in a paper prepared in
collaboration with Richard E. EKuhn of
NASA's Langley Research Center, *“Whether
undertaken by municipal governments or by
air-transportation services, construction of
the VTOL and STOL facilities must be done
concurrently with the aircraft and airspace
developments. The ports must be much
nearer, either physically or timewlise to con-
centrations of travelers than the conven-
tional airport, must have good Interface
with ground-transportation facilities and
must be compatible with surrounding land
use, primarily from the point of view of
noise.”

If our aviation system can provide a par-
allel strip for STOL shorter than that which
jet transports are using today, Miss Barriage
told Government Ezecutive, then the system
stands a chance of succeeding. An FAA air
control team covered some 20 sites, talked
to alrport authorities and asked, What can
be provided for a STOL strip? “STOL strips
at airports are not a simultaneous, inde-
pendent operation yet,” sald Miss Barriage.
It is, again, a question of requirements.
“There is a need for an instrument approach
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system—not Just on the ground, but in the
aircraft as well. The Agency has in the works
now a prototype for evaluation.,

“How much STOL do you need? That's a
big question. The more STOL, the more costly
the aircraft because of development. And the
airport vs. aircraft facilities acceptability is
a question of which will come first, the
chicken or the egg. The companies won't
build aircraft until land is available and
cities won't build STOL ports until they see
the aircraft. An investigation of the North-
east corridor is bringing the Government,
manufacturers, industry, airports and cities
together, to study routes for airlines. This
might break the cycle.

“In Phase I of this study, we're establish-
ing the need and feasibility of V/STOL serv-
ice and is tentatively set up so that it will be
completed next June or July. In Phase II,
the routes will be awarded.”

Conceivably, by that time major decisions
by airports and manufacturers will be made,
for routes in the Northeast corridor are very
lucrative ones.

Military interest in V/STOL is real and
dates back many years. Hugo G. Sheridan,
Technical Advisor for Aerospace Sciences
on the staff of the Deputy Chief of Naval
Operations for Development, dates the
Navy's interest back to 1911 when Eugene
Ely, flying a Curtiss pusher, landed on a spe-
cially built platformm aboard the armored
cruiser USS Pennsylvania at anchor in San
Francisco Bay and 57 minutes later took off
from the same platform. “An aircraft
launched by catapult from an aircraft car-
rier is a STOL,” he saild. And technically,
he is correct. “The attentlon today is in
the design of STOL rather than VTOL for
it can carry a better payload.” Sald the Air
Force expert, “We've been interested in
V/STOL as far back as I can remember.
More recently, we launched a real effort in
1964 and in 1965 came Light Intratheater
Transport (LIT).” In ithe late Fiftles, the
Marine Corps wanted to improve the Am-
phibious Force by introducing an aircraft
with more capabilities than helicopter. In
1956, the Navy participated in an Army-
funded testbed investigation of the Vertol
76 tilt-wing and Ryan 92 deflected-slip-
stream aircraft. Other studies were under-
taken, research projects begun, until in Feb-
ruary 1961 a request for proposals was sent
to 31 prospective bidders for a Tri-Service
VTOL transport aircraft.

Said Sheridan: “Evaluation of the pro-
posals indicated that meeting the Navy's
carrier compatibility requirement was dif-
ficult and, if included in the project, would
increase the risk, Rather than continue un-
der these stringent conditions, the three
services decided to proceed immediately un-
der Air Force management with full consid-
eration of the Navy's need ia all plans and
decisions.”

Another Navy expert sald that there were
three configurations that came out of the
tri-service competition: tilt wing with some
variations; tandem tilted duct; and tandem
tilted prop.

“The general feeling among people evaluat-
ing the proposals,” he said, “was that the tilt
wing with the standard prop was closer to a
real aircraft and therefore offered minimum
risk in proceeding with development. This
resulted In the XC-142 as winner of that
competition. Problems in the X-19 and the
X-22A proved this was good judgment—they
got the best aircraft to do the best opera-
tional evaluation job. As a result of decisions
on the XC-142, Air Force felt the tandem
tilted prop was the bhest, but the Navy
thought the duct was better. Defense Re-
search and Engineering told each service to
go ahead with individual development.

“The only reason the X-22A is continuing
today is that it has a variable stability system
and can be used in a flight research program
to develop requirements and an understand=
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ing of flying qualities in the transition re-
glon—hovering to flying or flying to hovering
situations.”

A variable stabllity system (VSS) was in-
stalled in the aircraft in June this year. Ini-
tial tests gave indication that the system
would be satisfactory. However, minor diffi-
culties involving portions of the eircuitry
were encountered. Testing of the VSS will be
a joint effort between Bell Aerosystems Com-
pany, developer of the aircraft, and the Cor-
nell Aeronautical Laboratory, supplier of the
Vss.

The X-22A is being flown with a gross
welght of 15,700 pounds, This is the estl-
mated structural limit of the aircraft. But
due to funding limitations, structural testing
has been curtailed and no effort is planned to
raise the weight limitation through static
tests, Funding restriction has also eliminated
planned flutter tests. “Consequently,” sald
the Navy, “the planned X-224A flight envelope
investigation has been reduced and flight
tests are limited to a speed of 200 knots.”

Flight test results Indicate overall stability
and control characteristics appear satisfac-
tory, but the side force characteristics are
somewhat higher than estimated. And it ap-
pears to have higher drag than estimated.
The Naval Air Systems Command now esti-
mates the maximum speed to be in the order
of 230 knots. This compares to the original
Bell estimate of about 303 knots which was
later revised downward to 283 knots as a re-
sult of wind tunnel tests.

Sald Hugo G. Sheridan, a Navy Technical
Advisor for Aerospace Sciences, “The X-22A
has been threatened by Budget restrictions
because of Vietnam expenditures and the
cutdown of monies available for research and
development, This will probably be the last
year it is funded. It is a research vehicle, not
a transport VTOL. It may go to NASA™

The Air Force program in VTOL fransports
is in full swing.

A serles of studles was launched by six
contractors for the Light Intratheater Trans-
port (LIT) to meet Alr Force requirements.
These requirements were determined by the
Tactical Air Command which will supply the
pllots and crews, as well as the alrcraft, for
operation in the theater force command—
Btrike Command, Air Force Pacific Command,
etc. One firm requirement: it must be capa-
ble of deploying without refueling.

The STOL alrcraft is less attractive in LIT
than the VTOL, but this surface comment
will have no bearing on the final declsion—
if the STOL design appears superior. “If you
have a 1,500-ft. runway with a STOL parked
at one end of it and a bomb blasts a hole in
the middle of the strip, the STOL is parked
period. Now, a VTOL could take off regard-
less—with a lighter payload, obviously, but
it could take off. If you have a 1,500-1t. STOL
and later decide you'd rather have a 1,000-1t.
8TOL, you're out of luck unless you want to
spend more money on VTOL development—
and time, which you may not have a lot of.

“But even if you go to STOL, you've got to
go to VTOL to get the maximum lift-weight
ratio. If you had a V/STOL aircraft and only
used it as a STOL, you'd have a better STOL.”

Six companies are participating in the
competition, each submitting VTOL designs
and three of them also submitting separate
BTOL designs. They are: Lockheed California
(stop and stowed rotors); Sikorsky (also stop
and stowed) ; McDonnell Douglas (1ift fans);
Lockheed Georgia (lift fans and a separate
study on lift jets); Boelng Vertol (tilt wing
turboprop); and LTV (also tilt wing turbo-
prop). The BTOL submissions are by Boeing,
LTV and McDonnell Douglas.

Alr Force belleves it has identified a good
breakpoint in size of the aircraft, but will
not divulge it at this time, pending full
evaluation of all the studles. The studied
payload range is from three tons vertical to
24 tons STOL.
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The LIT research and development was
not touched in the 1969 Budget, but how it
fares in future Budgets is unknown. “We're
encouraged,” sald the Air Force official, “but
I just don't know the future.,” Air Force
hopes to make contract definitlon awards
before July.

The future of the Marine Corps' OV-10A
alrcraft may be in question. As one expert
sald, it is hard to get an unbiased opinion
of it. “It began on an emotional basis in the
Department of Defense by non-engineers.
Defense assigned the Navy agent for the air-
craft for the Marine Corps—who didn't want
it. It began with the Light Armed Recon-
naissance Aircraft (LARA) with an original
wing span of 25 feet; it's now nearly 40'.”

The Marine Corps Gazelte (professional
magazine for the Corps) last May carried an
article pralsing the OV-10A. The November
issue published a blistering rejoinder. The
writer's comments are contalned in a section
clearly marked *“Opinion.” A few excerpts:

“, . . Because it is not a VTOL, it cannot
‘live’ with the troops by reason of flight per-
formance; nor can it ‘live’ with any troops
but its own organizational maintenance sup-
port troops, and in this respect it will need
a great deal more maintenance than the O-1
it replaces. . . .

The ‘need’ for this aircraft .. . needs
some elucidation. Four years ago, Marine
Corps Landing Force Development Center is-
sued what purported to be a comprehensive
operational study and program analysis to
support the ‘need’ not only for the OV-10A
but also for the accompanying support (per-
sonnel and equipment). This document was
remarkable for a number of pseudo-analyti-
cal rationalizations, not the least of which
was total omission of any comparison with
or even reference to the OV-1, which was not
only the only comparable twin-turbo-prop
aircraft then in existence, but which had
previously undergone extensive study by the
Marine Corps and had even been evaluated in
combat by a Marine pilot . . .

“I would be the first to agree that the
OV-1 was not (and is not) the world's great-
est airplane, but it was (and is) a whole
lot better airplane than the OV-110 is or
will ever be. In point of fact, the OV-1 is an
operational member of the 1st Marine Air
Wing team and has proven to be a valuable
supplement to I Corp reconnaissance ca-
pability.”

At the same time, some pilots of the OV-
10A swear by it, not at it. How the Marine
Corps will resolve this requirement can only,
publicly, be the subject of educated guess
work. It has been reported, however, that
the Corps has expressed Interest in the Brit-
ish wectored thrust Hawker Siddeley Harrier
V/STOL being produced in quantity for the
Royal Air Force. It is the first V/STOL fighter
and the only fixed wing V/STOL alrcraft of
any type to get beyond the experimental
stage.

The U.S. assisted in developing this air-
craft, financing engine development and pro-
viding research facilitlies at NASA. Sald Roy
M. Braybrook, Senior Project Engineer at
Hawker Siddeley in Vertifiite "In addition,
we found that under the impetus of John
Stack (now Vice President-Engineering,
Fairchild Hiller) the models were manufac=
tured by three-shift working so that they
were actually completed much earlier than
was possible (in England).”

A development contract of a new design
was let In August 1966 and Hawker Sid-
deley is now manufacturing 60 single seat
Harriers, the first of which flew last Decem-
ber, and ten two-seat models, which will fol-
low about one year behind the schedule of
the single-seaters.

Several lessons are clear from all of the
foregoing: 1—that research and development
of V/STOL alrcraft is active by both in-
dustry and military—each for their separate
reasons; 2—that industry can learn much
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from the fallout of military-gained expertise;
3—that research and development are falling
off both in industry (awalting STOL ports)
and military (by cuts in R&D funding); and
4—proliferating air trafic insures the rela-
tively early introduction of commercial
BTOL on a large scale—indeed, some alr-
ports (e.g., New York and Washington) are
already operating such craft.

HENRY A, KISSINGER—SPECIAL
ASSISTANT FOR NATIONAL SE=
CURITY

HON. JOHN R. RARICK

OF LOUISIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. RARICEK. Mr. Speaker, can the
American people feel secure if the spe-
cial assistant for nafional security does
not believe in security?

An interesting documentary on the
new special assistant to replace Walt
Rostow has been prepared by OSTH In-
formation Service, Box 448, Berryville,
Va., which I ask be here reproduced for
our colleagues’ attention and perusal,
followed by several news clippings.

The material follows:

[From the OSTH Information Service, Berry-
ville, Va., Jan. 19, and 26, 1969]

HeNRY A, KISSINGER

No appointment made by Richard M. Nixon
is nearly so important as that of Prof. Henry
A, Kissinger of Harvard as special assistant
for national security affairs. Much of the
conservative press has praised the appoint-
ment thinking Dr. Kissinger was a hard-
liner insofar as opposing Moscow is con-
cerned. Many more sophisticated political
and cold-war experts believe otherwise. Con-
sider the following commentary from well-
known liberal and even socialistic sources:

Adam Yarmolinsky declared, "I will sleep
better with Henry Kissinger in Washington.
He has the kind of judgment, balance, and
abllity to see that the President i1s exposed
to the whole spectrum of views he should
get.”

Sald Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., “I think it's
an excellent appointment. It's very encour-
aging. He's the best they'll get. He asked for
my advice a few weeks ago and I urged him to
accept.”

According to reports, George F. Eennan
“applauded the appolntment.” Carl Eaysen
called Kissinger “a very able man.,” John
Eenneth Galbraith “called the appointment
of his friend *a good one.'™

The New York Times commented editorial-
ly, “His appointment as President-elect
Nixon’'s assistant for national security should
assure the new Administration of strategic
assessments that keep military and political
factors in balance ... As an active par-
ticipant in arms control studies in Cam-
bridge, Washington and abroad since the
early 1960’s, he is known as a strong propo-
nent of ratification of the nuclear non-pro-
liferation treaty and of talks with Moscow to
curb the missile race. No contribution he can
make In his new post will be more important
than the role he plays as efforts are made
to bring these measures to frultion.”

What is the background of Henry A. Kis-
singer?

A B.A. from Harvard in 1950, with the aid
of a Rockefeller Foundation Fellowshlp for
Political Theory. From 1951 to the present,
he has been Director of the Harvard Interna-
tlonal Seminar which has been revealed as
having been CIA financed in 1967. A Ph. D.
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from Harvard in 19054, under McGeorge
Bundy. From 1954 through 1856 he was Study
Director for the Council on Foreign Relations
on Nuclear Problems, CFR, as is generally
known, is substantially subsidized by Rocke-
feller money. In 1957 his CFR study expound-
ing the theory of limited warfare was pub-
lished under the title, Nuclear Weapons and
Foreign Policy. From 1956 through 1958 he
was Director of a Special Studies Project for
Rockefeller Brothers Fund, Inc. In January
of 1958 the “Kissinger Report” appeared. It
dealt with milltary strategy and said the U.8.
should spend $3 billion on arms, and reor-
ganize services under a single command, and
prepare for limited warfare.

In 1958 and 1959 Kissinger was Research
Secretary for a CFR discussion group on
Politleal and Strategic Problems of Deter-
rence. The group also included Frank Alt-
schul, Robert Amory, William C. Foster, Ros-
well Gilpatrie, Hans Morganthau, Dean Rusk
and James Perkins,

By 1961 Kissinger was Special consultant to
President Eennedy on the Berlin Crisis. He
was also consultant to the Operations Re-
search Office, the Operations Coordinating
Board, the Weapons BSystems Evaluation
Group, the Psychological Strategy Board, the
National Security Council and the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency. That same
year, 1961, he published The Necessity for
Choice, under the auspices of Harvard's Cen-
ter for International Affairs which is also a
probable reciplent of CIA funds. Kissinger
thanked both the Center and the Council on
Foreign Relations for assistance, and also
thanked the Carnegle Corporation and John
Gardner.

In 1962 Kissinger was a full Professor at
Harvard, on the faculty of the Center for
International Affairs. In 1965 he published
Problems of National Strategy under the
Center's auspices. In 1967 he was cited in the
New York Times as foreign policy advisor
to Governor Rockefeller with regard to a
reported soft policy on Vietnam (Oct. 4
issue). On July 14, 1968, when Governor
Rockefeller announced a 4-stage pull-out for
Vietnam, he cited Kissinger as his adviser,

Kissinger’s ideas have often been self-con-
tradictory. When this Service asked one of
Washington's top experts on forelgn policy
to categorize Kissinger's ideas the reply came
back that this was difficult to do because his
basic thesis is presented in the form of a
paradox. He says we must be militarily strong
s0 that we can negotiate universal disarma-~
ment. He is fascinated with the thought that
diplomacy will solve anll our problems, Mili-
tary strength is only one tool in the diplo-
mat's pouch. The job of the military is to
hold off the aggressor until brilliant diplo-
macy reconstructs world order.

One may read Kissinger's historical study
of Metternich and Castlereagh entitled “A
World Restored” to note his confidence in and
fascination with diplomacy.

Our Washington contact sald that Eis-
singer differs from McGeorge Bundy and Walt
Rostow in that he places more emphasis on
military preparedness, but his goals are es-
sentially the same, i.e., the surrender of na-
tional sovereignty and nuclear superiority
through arms control and disarmament. It
is a mistake, we were assured, to look only
at his remarks on military preparedness be-
cause they mean little in the context of his
obsession with arms control. The paradox in
his thesis is evident in the following quotes
from The Necessity for Choice (Anchor Books,
1962) :

“We must be willing to face the paradox
that we must be dedicated both to military
strength and to arms conftrol, to security as
well as to negotiation, to assisting the new
nations towards freedom and sell respect
without accepting their interpretation of all
issues.” (p. 9)
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“The flexibllity so often demanded of our
diplomacy is impossible without a spectrum
of military capabilities.” (p. 58)

“Limited war is based on a kind of tacit
bargain not to exceed certain restraints ...
it takes two to keep a limited war limited
or a local defense local.” (p. 62) (Com-
pare this with our no-win type of Vietnam
policy.)

“However paradoxical it may seem, the
danger of escalation is one of the chief rea-
sons why & strategy of limited war contrib-
utes to deterrence and also why, if deter-
rence fails, there is a chance of keeping a
conflict limited.” (p. 62)

“Any limited war must have some sanctu-
ary areas.” (p. 63)

“Limited war should not be consldered
a cheaper method of imposing uncondition-
al surrender but an oppJrtunity for another
attempt to prevent a final showdown. We
must enter it prepared to negotiate and to
settle for something less than our tradi-
tional notion of complete victory. To be
sure, the most llkely outcome of a conflict
fought in this manner is a stalemate.” (p.
64)

“If we make the issue depend on ‘purely’
military considerations, any conflict is like-
ly to expand by stages into a conflagra-
tion. . . . Graduated retaliation would not
strive for a military advantage as such.”
(p. 68)

“We would have to weight the tactical
advantage of nuclear weapons against the
political cost. Once nuclear weapons were
used in limited war, it is possible that the
pressure of other countries to acquire nu-
clear weapons of their own would grow ir-
resistible. Or else world opinion would im-
pel a renunciation of a strategy which might
appear to have brought humanity to the
brink of a catastrope. Whatever the likely
result, the concern that use of nuclear wea-
pons may have incalculable political effects
could outweigh all military considerations.”

. 88
(p"Th)ls is the measure of the task ahead. At
the same time that we build up our ca-
pability for limited war and our conventional
forces, we will be embarked on arms con-
trol negotiations of crucial importance. Our
leadership must convince public opinion
that we have to increase our military ex-
penditures even while making earnest ef-
forts to negotiate on arms control.” (p. 97)

“Unilateral disarmament—tacit or
avowed—and the quest for independent re-
taliatory forces are two sides of the same
coin.” (p. 1186)

Liberal columnists Rowland Evans and
Robert Novak commented on the appoint-
ment by Nixon of Kissinger very favorably.
However, they deplored the choice of Dr.
Richard V. Allen of the Hoover Institution
on War, Revolution and Peace as “senlor
staff assistant™ to “the highly respected Dr.
Henry Kissinger.” Evans and Novak declare
that “For his part, it 1s inconceivable that
Kissinger will make much use of Allen. His
personal aide will be not Allen but an out-
standing young diplomatist (Daniel David-
son, currently an aide to Ambassador Averell
Harriman)....”

New York Times reporter Hedrick Smith
mentioned Allen and Kissinger on December
14, 1968. He wrote that Dr. Allen had main-
tained discreet contact with Dr. Eissinger
during the Nixon campaign, and later with
Dr. Zbigniew E. Brezezinski, who advised
Vice President Humphrey on foreign affairs
in the election campaign. But Hedrick Smith
pointed out that while Dr. Allen is known
as a conservative or relatively hard-line
analyst of Soviet affairs, “He is not, as he has
explained to friends, ‘a visceral anti-Commu-
nist who believes in a monolithle Commu-
nist conspiracy or that the Sino-Soviet dis-
pute is a hoax.’"” Congressional committees
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investigating International Communism
have declared there is a conspiracy and the
record points that out very clearly.

With the replacement of Walt Rostow Ty
Henry Kissinger, will our policies in regard
to the Soviet Union continue consistently
to overlap or complement the Communist
design? Will the 20-year old U.S. policy of
mutual accommodation continue?

In March 1967 Senator Strom Thurmond
delivered a major speech given no publicity
at all to the Cornell University Forum. In
discussing the International Communist
conspiracy he pointed out the similarities be~
tween Soviet Policy and U.S. Pollicy as
follows:

1. Soviet Foreign policy must not be iden-
tified with the organized world communist
movement under Soviet domination. U.S.
policy has shown no evidence of Soviet con-
trol of international communist conspiracy
by Soviets. The Empire is now fragmenting.
We should support independent Communist
regimes.

2. Soviet Policy: There is no force in the
world that can halt the advance of Soviet
soclety. Our cause is invincible. We must
keep a firm hand on the helm and go our
own course, ylelding neither to provocation
nor to intimidation. U.S. Policy: Do not pro-
voke the Soviets since this will increase the
danger of general war. Bring about changes
in Soviet Union by containment and Evolu-
tionary processes, take no action which
might escalate into general nuclear war.

8. World Union of Soviet Socialist Repub-
lics uniting the whole of mankind under the
hegemony of the international proletariat
organized as a state, is Soviet Policy. U.S.
Policy says, no direct reference should be
made to Soviet control of the International
Communist Conspiracy. World domination
theme should not be used against USSRE.
Changes are taking place within the USSR.
They are mellowing into a peaceful state.

4. Soviet policy: Socialist Society leading
to a world communist society. US. poliey,
bring about changes in Soviet Union by evo-
lution instead of revolution. Support so-
cialist causes. This will keep the viclent form
of communism from emerging. We are now
moving through a period of great transition.

Regarding Cuba: Soviet policy has been
to establish Missile Bases there in order to
secure a Communist Base for subversion and
reveal weakness of U.S, U.S. policy contends
the establishment on Cuban soil of Soviet
nuclear striking forces would be incom-
patible with Soviet policy.

Still regarding Cuba, Soviet policy has
been that the USSR will support the Castro
Regime and assure its continued existence
as a Soclalist state, U.S. policy is that we
should peacefully coexist with Cuba since
we cannot allow any military action to
escalate.

Senator Thurmond also noted in 19687 that
we were then in the midst of stepped up
activity in the policy of “mutual accom-
modation,” of which the prime factor was
universal disarmament, both psychological
and military. That remains true today. The
Senator sald the Soviet government, under
orders from the Central Committee (of which
the Soviet Government iz merely the
“front”), has been the most extreme ad-
vocate of all the steps of disarmament; and
U.S. policy has fallen along In step. The
Central Committee, on the other hand, has
not stopped arming. Senator Thurmond cited
five points on that subject showing how the
policies of the Soviet Union and the United
States colncided. SBome of these alms have
been accomplished while others still remain
up in the air.

1. Soviet Policy: The disarmament pollcy
of the Soviet Government must be utilized
for purposes of agitation and as means for
recruiting sympathizers for the Soviet Unlon,
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the champion of peace and socialism. U.S.
Policy: In the interest of peace, we should
try to arrive at some form of disarmament
with the Soviets, even to the point of uni-
lateral disarmament on our part.

2. Soviet policy: Obtain ratification of the
“Moscow"” treaty or nuclear test ban once
1062 tests were completed. U.S. policy: Ratifly
nuclear test ban treaty in the U.S. Senate.

3. Soviet Policy: Obtain U.S. Senate rati-
fication of the Consular Treaty. U.S. Policy:
Obtain U.S. Senate Ratificatlon of the Con-
sular Treaty.

4. Soviet Policy: Obtain a treaty on peace-
ful uses of outer space in order to keep U.S.
from placing in orbit objects carrying nuclear
weapons, U.S. Policy: Obtain a treaty on
peaceful uses of outer space.

5. Soviet Policy: Disrupt NATO. US.
Policy: NATO is no longer necessary since
USSR is no longer a threat.

Above we see the outline of U.S. foreign
policy over the past number of years. We will
note with interest any change for the better
under the new Administration and we will
watch the words and actions of Dr. Henry
Kissinger and his advisers.

[From the New York Times, Dec. 3, 1968]

Nmon's Key ApvISER ON DEFENSE—HENRY
AvLFrED EKISSINGER

Some years ago, Dr. Henry Alfred Kis~
singer, lecturing his Harvard undergradu-
ate class on the principles of international
politics, began with the remark:

“As I was saying to General de Gaulle last
summer..."

The remark was not typlcal of Dr. Kis-
slnger, for although he is known at Harvard
as being, in the words of one colleague,
“impatiently arrogant,” he is usually some-
what circumspect when it comes to name-
dropping.

Circumspection was apparent in his at-
titude yesterday when Dr. Kissinger, named
as President-elect Richard M. Nixon's as-
sistant for national security affairs, was
asked how he would counsel Mr. Nixon on
the war in Vietnam.

“I believe very strongly that the position
of a White House assistant is inconsistent
with making public statements on substan-
tive matters,” Dr. Kissinger sald briskly.

MET AT CHRISTMAS PARTY

Dr. Kissinger has known Mr. Nixon less
than a year—they met at a Christmas party
at the home of Mrs. Clare Boothe Luce—but
Mr. Nixon said he knew Mr. Kissinger long
before through his writings.

Mr, Nixon indicated he was particularly
impressed with Dr. Kissinger's book in 1957,
“Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy.”
That was the volume that brought Mr. Kis-
singer to the attentlon of scores of politi-
clans, diplomats and military men and be-
came a source book for American policy-
makers.

In the book, Dr. Kissinger said that sur-
vival for America “depends not only on
our strength, but also on our abllity to
recognize [and fight] aggression in all its
forms. In the nuclear age, by the time a
threat has become unambiguous it may be
too late to resist it.”

Mr. Kissinger, who was only 34 years old
when the book came out, was born in Fuerth,
Germany, on May 23, 1923, His parents, Louis
and Paula Stern Kissinger, brought him and
his brother, Walter, to New York in 1938 to
escape Hitler. He was graduated from George
Washington High School in 1941,

During World War II, Dr. Kissinger served
with the 84th Infantry Division and with
the 870th Counterintelligence Corps. He was
released as a sergeant and went to Harvard,
from which he received a bachelor's degree,
summa cum laude, in 1850. Harvard, which
gave him four scholarships, conferred a mas-
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ter's degree on the political scientist in 1952,
a doctorate in 1954,

Dr. Kissinger married the former Ann
Fleisher in 1949, They had two children,
Elizabeth and David. They were divorced in
1964. He now lives at 419 Beacon Street in
Baston,

The first of Dr. Elesinger's five books, “Nu-
clear Weapons and Foreign Policy,” was the
ocutgrowth of his work for the Council on
Foreign Relations, which had begun an effort
to find answers to the possibility of the
threat of Soviet action against what was con~
sidered “insufficient American initiatives.”

Dr. Eissinger was study director of three
subcommittees, and after 18 months it was
decided that he should write an analysis of
the groups' mediations.

The year the study was published, Dr.
Kissinger's “A World Restored,” subtitled
“Metternich, Castlereagh and the Problems
of Peace, 1812-22" was released. A New York
Times reviewer sald that Dr. Kissinger's
analysis of the Metternich era was “brilliant-
ly formulated.”

A ROCKEFELLER FUND AIDE

In 1957, Dr. Kissinger began a long asso-
ciation with Governor Rockefeller when he
became director of the Rockefeller Brothers
Fund’s Special Studies Project. One study for
the fund found the United States lagging be-
hind the Soviet Unlon in major areas of
military technology, and suggested that the
United States increase its defense expendi-
tures by $30-billion a year.

During this year's campalgn for the Repub-
lican Presidential nomination, Dr. Kissinger
was an adviser to Mr. Rockefeller on foreign
affairs, in the Governor's effort to prevent
Mr. Nixon from receiving the nomination.
Dr. Kissinger was one of several Rockefeller
aides credited at the Republican Conven-
tion with transforming the party's Vietnam
war plank from a hawkish to a dovish one.

The graying, bespectacled Dr. Kissinger,
who is b feet 9 inches tall and welghs 175
poundg, retains a rlight trace of his Germanic
accept. He pronounces his name KISSing-er.

At Harvard, where he has been serving
lately as a professor in the Department of
Government, from which he will take a leave
of absence to serve Mr, Nixon, Dr. Kissinger
is known as a brisk, businesslike and de-
manding teacher and scholar.

Some colleagues say he sometimes shows
a self-deprecatory sense of humor. For ex-
ample, when introducing one staff member
to another, he is sald to have remarked:

“He's a kind of mother to me. He does all
the work and I get all the credit.”

|From the New York Times, Sept. 10, 1962]

FOREIGN AFFAIRS MAGAZINE MARKS
ITs 40T YEAR

Articles by Chancellor Adenauer and the
Earl of Avon, formerly Anthony Eden, high-
light the 40th-anniversary issue of Foreign
Affairs which appears today.

The distinguished quarterly with the
blue-gray cover has changed little since its
founding in September 1922 except that the
price is now $1.50 instead of $1.25. However,
the 40th anniversary issue illuminates the
historic changes that have occurred in the
field of foreign affairs since then.

The magazine, published by the Council
on Foreign Relations, 58 East 68th Street,
prints articles by the world's foremost
statesmen and by historians and other stu-
dents of international affairs.

Foreign Affairs has published the opinions
of such diverse figures as John F. Kennedy,
Trotsky, John Foster Dulles, Marshal Tito
and Arnold Toynbee.

On occasion the magazine publishes
pleces signed “L" or “X.” In 1947, for in-
stance, the magazine published an article
by “X.,” who was George F. Eennan, then
the State Department’s chief policy planner.
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The quarterly began with a printing of
4,000 coples. With the anniversary issue its
circulation will exceed 50,000, according to
John J. McCloy, the chairman of the Coun-
cil on Foreign Relations and President Ken-
nedy’s adviser on disarmament.

The editor of Foreign Affairs is Hamilton
Fish Armstrong. He joined the magazine at
its inception and became editor In 1928.

The Council on Foreign Relations was
founded after World War I by United States
delegates to the Versailles Conference to
“crezte and stimulate international
thought,” in the United States.

The anniversary issue of Foreign Affairs
contains seventeen articles. The lead plece,
“Then and Now," is by Mr. Armstrong. In it
he compares the post-war years of the Nine-
teen Twentles with the Nineteen Fifties and
the League of Nations with the United Na-
tions.

In assessing the differences in the two or-
ganizations brought about by the participa-
tion of the United States in the United Na-
tions, Mr. Armstrong writes that this coun-
try is sometimes thought to use its power
unwisely “but there no longer is doubt, as
there was four decades ago, that we shall
use it.”

An article by Chancellor Adenauer urges
that negotiations on a European political
union be concluded this year, The West
German leader implies that delay might
make the movement lose momentum and
thus ald the Soviet Union.

The Earl of Avon looks back on forty
yenrs and decries what he considers a de-
cline in respect for international obliga-
tions. He writes that the Council of the
League of Nations was “as serviceable a
piece of diplomatic machinery as I have ever
known,” while the United Nations is “an
instrument ready to the hand of the preju-
diced prepagandist, but not always so pliant
to the patient toiler for peace.”

(By Waiter Trohan, Chief of Chicago
Tribune's Washington Bureau)

WasHINGTON, May 29.— Within a few weeks,
a heavily financed organization, which boasts
that its discussion groups often “serve as a
training ground for members called upon to
serve the government in important positions,"”
will celebrate its 41st birthday.

This is the Council on Foreign Relatlons,
which propagandizes and researches in the
field of international relations with startling
success from sumptuous guarters, Council
House, with generous foundation grants. Few
organizations can boast of such influence as
the council does in its annual reports, which
frankly assert that the state department wel-
comed the council's suggestions and asked
for more detalled plans on foreign policy.

President Kennedy was a member at the
time of his election, altho he has dropped the
association in the White House. Dwight D.
Eisenhower was a member before, was during,
and has been since his occupancy of the
Executive mansion,

Virtually every secretary of state, every un-
dersecretary of state, and a host of top for-
elgn policy officlals have been members or
still are members of the Councll on Foreign
Relations, whether the administration be
Democratic or Republican.

NUMBERS MANY INFLUENTIAL IN GOVERNMENT

Becretary of SBtate Dean Rusk and Under-
secretary George W. Ball are members. Dean
Acheson, secretary of state under Harry 8.
Truman, and Christian A, Herter, secretary
under Eisenhower, are also members. Bo was
the late John Foster Dulles, secretary under
Elsenhower, who had served also in the state
department as a speclal consultant under
Truman.

A few of the members influencing the gov-
ernment today include:
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Charles E. Bohlen, special assistant to the
secretary of state.

Chester Bowles, special White House ad-
viser on Asia, Africa, and Latin America,

Arthur H. Dean, head of the United States
delegation to the Geneva disarmament talks.

Douglas Dillon, secretary of the treasury.

Felix Frankfurter, justice of the Supreme
court.,

J. EKenneth Galbraith, ambassador to
India.

Fowler Hamilton, director of the agency
for international development.

George F. Kennan, ambassador to Yugo-
slavia.

Edward R. Murrow head of the United
States information agency.

Walt W. Rostow, state department coun-
selor.

Adlai E. Stevenson, United Nations ambas-
sador.

Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr., White House
special assistant.

Maxwell D. Taylor, White House military
adviser.

NUMEERS SOME WHOSE NAMES ARE TARNISHED

The council is not so proud of some of its
former members. Alger Hiss, the spy-per-
jurer, was an important member. Harry
Dexter White, the treasury ald who died and
was buried with secrecy just before he was
about to be gquestioned on his communist
associations or connections, also was a mem-
ber. John Carter Vincent, Philip Jaffe, and
the late Lawrence Duggan, all targets of the
late Sen. Joseph McCarthy [R., Wis.], the
controversial investigator of communist ac-
tivities and associations, were council mem-
bers.

Other members who figured in congres-
sional investigations are still on the rolls,
such as Owen Lattimore and Philip Jessup,
who were questioned about their connections
with the Institute of Pacific Relations, There
are a handful of members out of step with
the international majority. Herbert Hoover,
for instance.

The council began as an idea in France in
1919, when a group of Britons and Americans
decided that their countries needed inter-
nationalist inspiration. The Britishers went
home and established what is now the Royal
Institute for International Affairs, The
Americans set up the council.

The original thought had been to set up
one organization, but it was concluded that
internationalism could best be advanced by
independent groups working toward the
same end. It was felt that the tag of patriot-
ism would hamper the aims and objectives
of the council, which are chiefly to develop
a new look of internationalism.

“To create and stimulate international
thought among the people of the United
States, and to this end, to cooperate with the
government of the United States and with
international agencles, coordinating inter-
national activities by eliminating, in so far
as possible, duplication of effort, to create
new bodies, and to employ such other means,
as from time to time may seem wise and
proper,” is the way the council states it.

[From the New York Times, Dec. 6, 1968)
BucHAN, LoNpoN STRATEGIC STUDIES HEAD,
Praises Eissinger BUT Crrmicizes U.S.

PoLICIES

PrinceroN, N.J., December 5.—On being
named assistant for national security affairs
to President-elect Richard M. Nixon, Henry A,
Kissinger said on Monday that he would call
on the services of foreigners such as Alastair
Buchan, director of London’s Institute of
Strategic Studies.

Mr. Buchan, who is attending a seminar
at Princeton University on the problems of
America, says he doesn’t know what Dr.
Kissinger has in mind. “I've no idea,” he
insisted in an interview, “and I'm not sure I
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would do 1t, I have a very active and busy
life of my own.” he continued.

“Henry Kissinger is a very old friend of
mine—I've known him for at least 10 years.
But I've had lines of communication into
the White House ever since the Kennedy Ad-
ministration,

“I've got great regard for Kissinger. I think
his appointment excellent. He doesn't look
at problems of security In a purely tech-
nologic way.

“We've had a lot of discussions about what
form of European cooperation is feasible and
what the United States should encourage.”

“One of the things he has been keen on,”
Mr. Buchan said, “is the reopening of Ameri-
can lines between the United States and
France—which I attach a lot of importance
to as well.

“The United States has very little freedom
of action. It's one of the two main pillars
of the balance of power in the world. This
difficult dual position requires it to be in
dialogue with the Soviet Union for its own
safety, and also with its allles,

“Once Vietnam is over the United States
is going to be involved in a dialogue with
the developed powers—Europe and Japan.
Its role as policeman will end. The role isn't
feasible anyway."”

Mr. Buchan said that in the last 30 years
his respect for the United States Administra-
tion had steadily declined. He maintained
that successlve American executives pursued
action instead of thought and that it was
impossible to tell which of half a dozen poll-
cies running in Washington would predomi-
nate at any time.

Alastair Buchan (pronounced BUCE-an)
grew up in the world of letters and diplo-
macy. His father was the Scottish author
John Buchan (1875-1940) who wrote histori-
cal works, thrillers such as “The 39 Steps,”
and an autoblography published in the
United States as “Pllgrim's Way.” John
Buchan became Lord Tweedsmuir in 1935
and from that year until 1940 served as Gov-
ernor-General of Canada.

Alastalr, the youngest of four children,
was born in London Sept. 9, 1018. He is a
moderately rugged-looking man with thick,
dark blond hair. He was educated at Oxford
and Eton, lived with his family in Canada,
and was on his way to graduate work at the
University of Virginia when World War II
broke out.

Mr. Buchan spent six years in the Ca-
nadian Army, emerging as a major of the
14th Canadian Hussars (tank) regiment. “I
hated the army,” he sald.

From 1948 to 1951, he was assistant editor
of The Observer, a British weekly that ranks
as one of the so-called “quality” papers to
distinguish it from the popular press.

He spent 1951 to 1955 in Washington for
The Observer. During this period, as he ex-
plained, “one could see that strategic studies
were going to dominate policy.”

The creation of the H-bomb, the cold war,
the thinking of Dulles, Eden, and foreign
officers all over the world was getting affected
by strategic questions, and I became more
absorbed in them,” he continued.

From 1955 to 1958 he was The Observer's
diplomatic and defense editor.

He was then Invited to be director of a
new body called the Institute of Strategic
Studies. Mr. Buchan described this organiza-
tion as an “Internation institute for the
study of the role of force to international
relations—the problems of strategy and arms
control.”

He added: “It has mno real American
counterpart. Membership stretches to 32
countries, with about 1,000 members.”

“We have an enormous library organiza-
tion,” Mr, Buchan said, “and scan about 24
daily newspapers and about 120 journals. We
run a series of conferences, and a number of
working groups with a mixture of officials,
academics and journalists.
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“For some things we have to go to govern-
ments, as for figures. By and large we run our
own research.”

He said that about one fourth of the insti-
tute's 1,000 members were government people
and maintained that foreign governments
“recognize the value of an independent
organization such as ours."”

“This is not a cold war organization. We
have quite a lot of dealing with Eastern
Europe,” he said.

Mr. Buchan said that his institute was
financed prinecipally by foundations—Ameri-
can, British, German, Canadian and Swiss.
It gets no Government money, he added,
though about six years ago it did a contract
study for the United States Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency on the effect that im-
plementing United States or Soviet com-
prehensive armament proposals would have
on the balance of power in Europe.

Mr. Buchan said that the institute got
$90,000 a year—or 40 per cent of its budget—
from the Ford Foundation, and about $25,000
from each of the following: the Rockefeller,
Nuffield, and Volkswagen Foundations.

BEST ENOWN WORK

He sald that his group has never had any
money directly or indirectly from the Central
Intelligence Agency, noting, “I would per-
fectly recognize C.I.LA. money if I saw it, be-
cause I know a lot about it.”

“The institute opened up the debate on
nuclear proliferation about eight years ago,
and we are best known for our work on al-
liance problems,” Mr. Buchan said.

In addition to a monthly called “Survival,”
the institute publishes a series of Adelphi
papers, named after the area of London in
which the institute has its headquarters and
a permanent staff of about 20.

Mr, Buchan is married to a Canadian, and
they have two sons and a daughter. He is the
author of “NATO in the 60's."” Since Septem-
be he has been teaching a course entitled
*“Force in Modern International Politics” at
Carleton University at Ottawa.

The course ends next week and Mr. Buchan
plans to return to London. He lives in the
country near Oxford, and likes to garden,
fish, and hunt birds.

A TRIBUTE TO TWO WOMEN
HON. EDWARD J. DERWINSKI

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 14, 1969

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, as we
gathered for the opening session and re-
newed old friendships, many Members,
I am sure, had in mind our colleagues of
the 90th Congress who were no longer
there.

Two in particular came to my mind,
both being outstanding ladies and mem-
bers of the House Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee.

Therefore, I believe the column in the
November 20 Sacramento Union by the
noted Washington columnist, Dumitru
Danielopol, very properly expressed the
thoughts that many of us have when we
think of these two outstanding ladies, the
Honorable Frances Bolton and the Hon-
orable Edna Kelly.

I insert the article at this point:

A Trmsure To Two WoOMEN
(By Dumitru Danielopol)

WasHINGTON.—The time of political cele-
brations by election winners should also be
a time of tribute to some losers.
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The United States Congress is going to miss
two distinguished, graclous ladies—Rep.
Frances P. Bolton, R-Ohio, and Rep. Edna
Kelly, D-N.Y.

Spry and active octogenarian Frances Bol-
ton entered the House 28 years ago when she
was elected to fill the unexpired term of her
late husband, Chester C. Bolton.

A dynamic and energetic reformer, she
served on many committees including the
Committee of Foreign Affairs since 1941. Bhe
was a member of subcommittees whose at-
tentions focused on Europe, the Near East,
the Balkans and Africa. She travelled widely
and is considered an expert on the Near East
and a specialist of African Affairs.

Also interesting in nursing and medical
care afforded American fighting men, she
contributed progressive legislation in health.
She was largely responsible for the Army
School of Nursing. The Bolton Bill created
the U.S. Cadet Nurse Corps that graduated
125,000 nurses for World War II.

She was chairman of the Subcommittee on
National and International Movements
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which issued the report “Strategy and Tactles
of World Communism."

One of her bills sought the return of
28,000 Greek children kidnaped by Commu-
nist guerrillas during the Red insurrection
in Greece.

In 19563 Presldent Eisenhower named Mrs.
Bolton a delegate to the General Assembly
of the United Nations.

Her decorations would fill pages. A private
law authorized Mrs. Bolton to wear the
French Legion of Honor “Officer Class” con-
ferred to her for her work during and after
the war.

Edna Kelly established an equally proud
record as a liberal in internal affairs, as a
hard-minded patriot In foreign affairs. Un-
like many self-styled liberals, she was never
duped by Communist dialectics.

In a report to her constituents last October
she wrote:

“We live in an age in which forces of revo-
lutlon—simulated, enticed and gulded by
Communist ideology—are hell bent on de-
stroying the existing order and plunging the
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world into mass violence and disorder to be
followed by an era of totalitarian, Commu-
nist regimes."”

Mrs. Kelly knows the facts and she used
her knowledge with distinction as chairman
of the Subcommittee on Europe on the Com-
mittee for Foreign Affairs.

Since entering the House in 1949 in a spe-
cial election in Brooklyn she was active on a
number of congressional subcommittees in-
cluding national security, the Middle-East
and East-West trade.

She came to be respected and loved by
exiles from Eastern Europe for her activities
concerning the Captive Nations. In 1962 as
chairman of the Subcommittee on Europe
she held hearings “to explore new methods of
communicating with freedom-loving people
behind the Iron Curtain”.

Mrs. Kelly lost her seat to Rep. Emanuel
Celler, D-N.Y., when a quirk of redistriction
threw the two into the same district. But she
has time for a comeback. She belongs in
Washington.

Both Mrs. Bolton and Mrs. Kelly deserve to
be remembered.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, January 15, 1969

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

The Spirit of the Lord is upon me.—
Luke 4: 18.

Eternal God, our heavenly Father, we
come to Thee at this noontide moment of
prayer humbly and gratefully for in Thee
is the answer to our guestions, the solu-
tion of our problems, and the goal of our
noblest endeavors.

May it be our aim, as we meet daily
in this historic Chamber, to meet the
needs of struggling humanity, to
strengthen the ties that bind free men
together, and to find the way to peace
among the nations of the world.

God bless America. Unite our people in
safeguarding our liberties, in defending
our institutions, and in supporting all
men everywhere who live and fight and
die for freedom.

May we realize more than ever that
Thy spirit must touch and transform
our own spirits if we are to continue to
be free for in Thee alone is the life and
the light and the law of liberty.

We pray in the name of Him whose
life never fails, whose light never fades,
and whose law never falters. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the House by Mr. Geisler, one
of his secretaries.

MILITARY SUPPLY SYSTEMS

(Mr. MOORHEAD asked and was giv-
en permission to extend his remarks at
this point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I be-
lieve the Members will be greatly inter-
ested in reading an article entitled “Mili-
tary Supply Management: A View

From the Hill,"” written by my distin-
guished colleague and good friend, the
gentleman from California, Congress-
man CHET HoLirFIELD, The article appears
in the Defense Management Journal,
volume IV, issue No. 4, fall of 1968, be-
ginning at page 6.

The Defense Management Journal is
published by the Directorate for Cost Re-~
duction and Management Improvement
Policy in the Office of the Assistant Sec-
retary of Defense, Installations and Lo-
gistics. It is concerned with Govern-
ment management, and its contributors
are experts in this field.

In the 90th Congress the gentleman
from California (Mr. HoLirFiELD) direct-
ed hearings on military supply systems
as chairman of the Military Operations
Subcommittee, Committee on Govern-
ment Operations. He has drawn upon
these hearings and upon his long experi-
ence and extensive knowledge of defense
management problems to prepare this
article, which deseribes in candid fashion
the work of our committees in this field
and some of the major problems which
require attention.

I include the article at this point in
the RECORD:

MiILITARY SUPPLY MANAGEMENT: A ViEw From
THE HiLL
(By Congressman CHET HOLIFIELD)

(Nore.—Mr. HOLIFIELD represents the 19th
Congressional District of California. He is
Chairman of the Military Operations Sub-
committee, House Committee on Government
Operations, and is now Chairman of the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy. Mr. HOLIFIELD
is serving his 14th continuous term in Con-
gress, having been first elected to the 78th
Congress in November 1842.)

The Congress gets involved in defense
management in many ways. It enacts the
basic legislation upon which the whole com-
plex superstructure of procurement regula-
tions is built. It authorizes yearly programs
and provides the funds for their execution.
It monitors performance and investigates
complaints. In the Congress are heard many
complaints by unsuccessful bidders, aggrieved
subcontractors, and potential sellers seeking
entry. You would think at times that the
Congress is a source selection board, a board
of contract appeals, or even a court of claims.

The point is, of course, that procurement
impacts on the economy, on community wel-
fare, on specific industries and occupations,
all of which flourish or wither in the district
of one Congressman or another. Contractors
are even known to locate branch plants in
districts where the chairman of a key com-
mittee or subcommittee might become a
legitimate champlion of their cause before
the Pentagon for a sustained flow of Gov-
ernment business.

Military supply systems, which absorb the
vast outpouring of military goods procured,
are less visible to the Congress and hence
less well understood—at least in problem:
terms. This is the realm of the commodity
manager and the weapon system manager,
who employ methods and terminclogy strange
to the public and familiar to few members
in the Congress. It is easler to lose sight of
the taxpayer's dollar once the goods enter
the distribution system. The contracts have
been let, the items bought and pald for. But
distribution costs are important too. Each
purchased item sooner or later is cataloged,
stocked, transported, stored, maintalned,
possibly reconditioned or redistributed, and
if not used up, ultimately sold, given away,
or scrapped. And if procurement is excessive
because of unnecessary duplication of stocks
or other inefficiencies, costs are compounded
all the way along the supply chain.

CATALOGING AND STANDARDIZATION

The sheer diversity of military goods is
awesome. We are told that there are no less
than 4 million separately identified items in
military supply systems. This estimate un-
doubtedly 1s better foday than it was before
the Federal Catalog System became reason-
ably complete and maintained on an up-to-
date basis. Some 20 years ago, as a member of
the House Committee on Expenditures in the
Executive Departments (now Government
Operations) I was active in the fight for a
Federal Catalog System as a basic tool in
supply management. Unless and until the
great mass and mix of names, numbers, and
descriptions could be rationalized, supply
systems never would be brought under con-
trol. And when I refer to a fight for a Federal
Catalog System, I mean just that. It took 10
years to establish the system. There was al-
ways a fight for funds, and a transient con-
test between DOD and GSA for management
control. There were military service diehards
and holdouts against central direction, and
doctrinal differences among catalog experts.
There were even a few unregenerate enemies
of the accepted program. I trust their criti-
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