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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Tuesday, May 20, 1969 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
Rev. Danny Cottrell, Church of Christ, 

West Memphis, Ark., offered the follow
ing prayer: 

Holy God, our Father, Creator of 
heaven and earth, we thank Thee for 
this day of life and the blessings thereof. 
We pause to pay homage and praise to 
Thy holy and righteous name. We ask 
Thy guidance upon the deliberations of 
this great body of Representatives. we 
pray Thy blessings upon all those who 
lead in the affairs of our Nation. During 
this time of international crises and in
ternal turmoil, may we find the solution 
to our problems through the guidance of 
Thy word. Through Thy divine direction, 
may this Nation return to righteousness. 
We pray for a rededication to the basic 
principles upon which this great Nation 
was founded. And above all, help each of 
us, from the smallest to the greatest, to 
learn to rest our faith in Thee, the true 
and the living God. 

For this is our prayer, in Jesus' name. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The Journal of the proceedings of yes

terday 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. Leonard one 
of his secretaries. ' 

RESIGNATION FROM THE CANADA
UNITED STATES INTERPARLIA
MENTARY GROUP 
The SPEAKER laid before the House 

the following resignation from the Can
ada-United States Interparliamentary 
Group: 

Hon. JOHN w. McCORMACK, 
Speaker of the House, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

MAY 6, 1969. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: It is with much regret 
that I must advise you of my necessity to 
resign from the Canada-U.S. Interparlia
mentary Group. I understand this confer
ence will take place in Canada from June 3 
to June 8, and in checking my schedule for 
this time I find I have already accepted an 
invitation to address the graduating class of 
the Dunbar High School in my district. 

This is an invitation which was extended 
and accepted last November, and it would 
cause serious difficulties if the date were to 
be altered or my presence canceled. There
fore , I thought it best that I disassociate 
myself from the Group in view of these cir
cumstances. 

Yours sincerely, 
JOHN M. SLACK. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the resignation will be accepted. 

There was no objection. 

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBER OF THE 
U.S. DELEGATION OF THE CAN
ADA-UNITED STATES INTERPAR
LIAMENTARY GROUP 
The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the provi

sions of section 1, Public Law 86-42, the 

Chair appoints as a member of the U.S. 
delegation of the Canada-United States 
Interparliamentary Group the gentle
man from Maine, Mr. KYROS, to fill the 
existing vacancy thereon. 

GUEST CHAPLAIN, DANNY 
COTTRELL 

(Mr. ALEXANDER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, it is 
a real privilege for us to have a young 
minister from my home district with us 
today to offer our opening prayer. 

Danny Cottrell is minister of the 
Church of Christ in West Memphis. At 
29, he has already distinguished himself 
in several areas, having been recognized 
for his writing, speaking, and spiritual 
leadership. Just last year he was a winner 
of a Freedom Foundation Award for 
public address. 

We in Congress are acutely aware that 
many of our problems can be solved only 
in the hearts and minds of our people, 
not by legislation. It is the dedication and 
leadership such as Mr. Cottrell is giving 
in eastern Arkansas that gives me cause 
for optimism as we face these troubled 
times. 

I am proud to represent Mr. Cottrell 
and am proud to introduce him to my 
colleagues here today. It is my hope that 
we can have him lead us in prayer again 
in the future. 

POLITICAL JOBS 
(Mr. HAYS asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 min
ute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I have here 
a piece from the ticker which I would 
like to call to the attention of that assid
uous watchdog of superfluous super
grades, the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. 
GRoss) . This article on the ticker just in 
reads as follows: 

POLITICAL JOBS 
(By H. L. Schwartz III) 

WASHINGTON.-While the Nixon Adminis
tration talks about taking politics out of the 
Post Office, more and more jobs are belng 
created in other departments that could be 
u$ed for patronage. 

In the past month, the Agriculture De
partment has gotten authority to create 20 
new positions in the Farmers Home Adminis
tration. 

A department official said frankly the jobs 
are of "political interest." 

"We wanted them available but we don't 
have any plans right now to fill them," he 
said. 

Most other Cabinet members have asked 
for and received Civil Service Commission au
thority to create new jobs with fat pay
checks that can be filled at the Secretary's 
whim .. . . 

The jobs in question fall under two cate
gories known as schedule C and noncareer 
executive assignments or NEA. 

NEA posts cover the so-called supergrades 
in the general schedule or GS scale and carry 
salaries between $20,000 and $30,000 .... 

Housing and Urban Development said its 

NEA and schedule C positions have increased · 
from 86 to 95 and it wants six more. 

Health, Education and Welfare had 84 
positions, now has 95 and is asking for more 
but won't say how many. 

Transportation, which got authority to 
create five new jobs, was the only other 
agency queried that declined to say how 
many more it was seeking. 

The Justice Department had 53 positions 
before inauguration, now has 60 and wants 
another. 

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

Mr. HAYS. I am glad to yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. GROSS. I am glad that the gentle
man called my attention to this matter. 
The Johnson administration last year 
asked, as I remember it, for about 450 
more supergrades. This administration is 
presently asking for 150 additional 
supergrades. 

Mr. HAYS. That is in addition to the 
450. 

Mr. GROSS. No, no; 150 supergrades. 
Mr. HAYS. The gentleman raised a big 

fuss about the supergrades last year. How 
does he feel about them this year? 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman from Iowa 
will look very carefully at the request for 
even 150. He opposed the 450 request last 
year. 

Mr. HAYS. I want to stop this 150, and 
then we will be even-right where we 
started. 

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON TRANSPORTATION AND AERO
NAUTICS, COMMITTEE ON INTER
STATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
TO SIT DURING GENERAL DEBATE 
TODAY 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on Transportation and Aero
nautics of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce may be permitted 
to sit during general debate today. 

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

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON COMMUNICATIONS AND POW
ER, COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE 
AND FOREIGN COMMERCE TO SIT 
DURING GENERAL DEBATE TODAY 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Subcommittee 
on Communications and Power of the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce may be permitted to sit during 
general debate today. 

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

There was no objection. 

VIETNAM-WITHDRAWAL OF 
AMERICAN TROOPS 

(Mr. GILBERT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter.) 



13118 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE May 20, 1969 

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Speaker, the Con
gress and the American people have, I 
believe, been generous with President 
Nixon. He was elected to office on a 
pledge to bring us peace. It was a pledge 
that exceeded all others in its impor
tance and its appeal. He even promised 
the revelation of a secret plan for achiev
ing peace. But, in his recent speech on 
Vietnam, he has offered us nothing but 
a modest modification of the program 
that failed President Johnson and the 
American people so grievously in the 
effort to extricate us from the war. It is 
small wonder that we are disappointed. 

My purpose, however, is not to criticize 
the President, Mr. Speaker; that is a 
sterile exercise. My concern, rather, is 
for our country and for the men who 
are giving their lives every day to a 
cause that does not justify their blood. 

Mr. Nixon says he is seeking a peace 
"we can be proud of." I am not sure 
what he means. But I am convinced that 
the act of which we as a people would 
be most proud, now and in the future, 
is the declaration that we will undertake 
no further offensive action in Vietnam 
and will begin withdrawing our troops at 
once. With that objective in mind, Mr. 
Speaker, I join a group of my colleagues 
in the introduction of House Concurrent 
Resolution 256, which declares that--

It is the sense of Congress that the Presi
dent should call for an immediate cease-fire 
and should direct an immediate uncondi
tional withdrawal of one hundred thousand 
United States troops from Vietnam. 

SOUTH FLORIDA MIGRANT LEGAL 
SERVICES PROGRAM, INC., REC
OMMENDED FOR RE-FUNDING BY 
OEO 
(Mr. FASCELL asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, yesterday 
I was advised that the Office of Economic 
Opportunity, after evaluating the work 
of the South Florida Migrant Legal Serv
ices Program, Inc., over the last 2 years, 
has recommended that this program be 
re-funded in fiscal year 1970. 

I concur wholeheartedly with these 
findings and urge support of this pro
gram so that it can continue to provide 
desperately needed legal services to mi
grants in a six-county area of south 
Florida. 

The evaluators have said: 
The program has reached the people in the 

camps, has won their confidence and has 
achieved formidably in their behalf, perhaps 
most notably in obtaining, in settlement of 
a law suit against American Foods, the only 
migrant labor bargaining agreement within 
r.ecall of Florida memory. This view is shared 
by a number of non-migrants interviewed, 
including non-project lawyers. 

I can think of no higher praise than 
this for a program which is specifically 
designed to help the poor-both migrant 
and nonmigrant--who are perhaps the 
least well represented group in our Na
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, there has been some con
troversy over this program, primarily due 
to a lack of communication between dif-

f erent elements of the six-county area. 
However, as the evaluation report notes 
in its conclusion-

The abuse this program has taken publicly 
is remarkably disproportionate to the actual 
evidence of wrongdoing which can be pro
duced against it. 

The evaluation team did take note of 
some inadequacies in the program and 
made recommendations to correct them. 
However, its overall determination is that 
it is a good program which should be 
continued. I am delighted with these 
findings and join in the recommendation 
that the program be re-funded. 

REPUBLICANS PRAISE PRESIDENT'S 
NUTRITION PROGRAM 

(Mr. MORTON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. MORTON. Mr. Speaker, 64 of our 
colleagues join with me today in ex
pressing heartfelt appreciation of the 
leadership President Nixon has given 
congressional efforts to banish hunger 
from our land. 

In the last two sessions, congressional 
initiative has scored gains. Yet, as it 
must be under our system, meaningful 
programs to eliminate hunger and mal
nutrition had to await the comprehen
sive action available only to a President. 

The national nutrition program pro
claimed by Mr. Nixon in his message on 
May 6, 1969, is a major social break
through directed at a root cause of pov
erty in America. 

Personally, and in the name of those 
in need, I pay tribute to the new leader
ship which offers realistic proposals to 
resolve contemporary social problems. 

SUPPORT FOR THE PRESIDENT'S 
NATIONAL NUTRITION PROGRAM 

(Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota 
asked and was given permission to ad
dress the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. Mr. 
Speaker, I am pleased to join with my 
colleagues in calling attention to and 
expressing support for the President's 
national nutrition program. 

Coming from the most agricultural 
State of the Union, I feel I can speak on 
behalf of the great farmers of this coun
try who are willing to provide the food
stuffs necessary to feed the vast number 
of hungry persons in this Nation. 

Throughout the history of the United 
States, the farmers of this Nation have, 
without fanfare, provided food to sup
port a vast majority of our people. And 
now I am confident our farmers are 
ready, willing, and anxious to grow the 
food necessary to provide a nutritious 
diet for all our citizens. 

The problem of hunger must be ap
proached immediately to eliminate this 
blight from our country. 

President Nixon's proposal provides 
the leadership to get to the root of the 
problem. 

The President has laid the ground
work. It is now our duty to join the 
campaign. 

THE NATIONAL NUTRITION 
PROGRAM 

(Mr. SHRIVER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Speaker, last week 
President Nixon sent to Congress a pro
posal for a comprehensive program to 
combat the problem of hunger wher
ever it exists in this country. 

About a year ago I sponsored legisla
tion in the House-H.R. 17611-which 
would have established a bipartisan 
commission with the responsibility of 
evaluating the problem of · hunger and 
recommend remedial action. 

Unfortunately, when the executive 
branch failed to support this measure, 
the Commission was not authorized. 

Now the President has provided the 
leadership we sought last year to get to 
the root of the problem of hunger. He 
has mobilized the resources of the Fed
eral Government to accomplish the ob
jectives we sought a year ago. 

I am pleased to join in this statement 
of support for the initiatives which the 
President has taken in meeting the needs 
of several million forgotten Americans. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I make 

the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evide:1tly a quorum is 
not present. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the 

following Members failed to answer to 
their names: 

[Roll No. 56] 
Adair Gaydos 
Ashbrook Gray 
Ashley Green, Pa. 
Baring Hall 
Barrett Hastings 
Bates Hebert 
Biaggi Helstoski 
Bi ester Hicks 
Blanton Hogan 
Blatnik Howard 
Brock Hungate 
Broomfield Jacobs 
Buchanan Kee 
Burlison, Mo. King 
Bush Kirwan 
Byrne, Pa. Kuykendall 
Cahill Lowenstein 
Carey Lujan 
Chisholm Lukens 
Clark McClory 
Coughlin Mccloskey 
Cowger McCulloch 
Culver McKneally 
Davis, Ga. Mayne 
Dawson Minshall 
Delaney Mizell 
Dent Mollohan 
Dwyer Moorhead 
Eckhardt Morgan 
Edwards, La. Morse 
Eilberg Murphy, Ill. 
Esch Murphy, N.Y. 
Ford, Myers 

William D. Nichols 
Frey Nix 
Fulton, Tenn. O'Hara 
Gallagher Ottinger 
Garmatz Pelly 

Pettis 
Pollock 
Powell 
Pryor, Ark. 
Pucinski 
Railsback 
Reifel 
Riegle 
Rodino 
Ronan 
Rooney, Pa. 
Rostenkowski 
Rumsfeld 
Ruppe 
St Germain 
St. Onge 
Sandman 
Scheuer 
Schwengel 
Shipley 
Skubitz 
Smith,N.Y. 
Steed 
Steiger, Wis. 
Stuckey 
Talcott 
Thompson, N.J. 
Tunney 
Waggonn.er 
Watkins 
Weicker 
Whitehurst 
Wilson, Bob 
Wydler 
Yates 
Yatron 
Zablocki 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 322 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 
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PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON 

RULES TO FILE CERTAIN PRIV
ILEGED REPORTS 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Rules may have until midnight to
night to file certain privileged reports. 

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

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION FOR SPECIAL SUB
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION, 
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND 
LABOR, TO SIT DURING GENERAL 
DEBATE TODAY 
Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent that the Spe
cial Subcommittee on Education be per
mitted to sit this afternoon during gen
eral debate. 

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

There was no objection. 

HELEN KELLER MEMORIAL WEEK 
Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the immediate consideration of the 
Senate joint resolution (S.J. Res. 99) to 
authorize the President to issue annually 
a proclamation designating the first 
week in June of each year as "Helen 
Keller Memorial Week." 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
joint resolution. 

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

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate joint reso

lution, as follows: 
S.J. RES. 99 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That, in recognition 
of Helen Keller's outstanding contribution 
to the education, welfare, and rehabilitation 
of blind and deaf persons throughout the 
world, the President is authorized and re
quested to issue annually a proclamation 
designating the first week in June as "Helen 
Keller Memorial Week", calling upon the 
people of the United States to observe such 
week with appropriate ceremonies and 
activities. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ROGERS OF 
COLORADO 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Speak
er, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ROGERS of Colo

rado: On page 1, line 6, after the word "issue" 
strike out the word "annually". 

On page l, line 7, after the word "June" 
insert "of 1969". 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Senate joint resolution was or

dered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to re.ad: 
"To authorize the President to issue a 
proclamation designating the first week 
in June of 1969 as 'Helen Keller Memo
rial Week'." 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

PRODUCE THE TAX REFORM 
PACKAGE 

(Mr. V ANIK asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 min
ute, to revise and extend his remarks 
and to include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, almost every 
Member of this body has spoken of the 
tremendous urgency for tax reform and 
tax relief reported from every section of 
America. 

I continue to be amazed that the ad
ministration feels it can defer meaning
ful, revenue-raising tax reform until 
next year. Further study is not an ac
ceptable substitute for action. 

What is the administration position on 
depletion, capital gains and production 
payments? What will the administration 
learn in November that is not known 
now? 

The urgency of these times must be 
utilized to produce the tax reform pack
age for which America has waited a long 
time. 

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE 
_ ON NATIONAL PARKS AND REC

REATION TO SIT DURING GEN
ERAL DEBATE TODAY 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcommit
tee on National Parks and Recreation of 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs may be permitted to sit during 
general debate today. 

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

There was no objection. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE CLERK 
OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following communication from the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives: 

MAY 19, 1969. 
The SPEAKER, 
U.S. House of Representatives. 

DEAR Sm: I have the honor to transmit 
herewith a sealed envelope addressed to the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives 
from the President of the United States, re
ceived in the Clerk's Office at 3 :05 p.m., on 
Monday, May 19, 1969, and said to contain a 
Message from the President wherein he 
transmits to the Congress the Fourteenth 
Annual Report of the Board of Actuaries 
for the Calendar Year 1967. 

With kind regards, I am 
Sincerely, 

W. PAT JENNINGS, 

Clerk, U.S. House of Representatives. 

FOURTEENTH ANNUAL REPORT OF 
THE BOARD OF ACTUARIES-MES
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE UNITED STATES 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following message from the President 
of the United States; which was read 
and, t.ogether with the accompanying 
papers, referred to the Committee on 
Armed Services: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
Pursuant to Section 1444 (b), title 10, 

United States Code, transmitted here
with is the Fourteenth Annual Report of 

the Board of Actuaries for the Retired 
Serviceman's Family Protection Plan, 
covering the administration of the Plan 
for Calendar Year 1967. 

The Plan, inaugurated in November 
1953, provides that members of the uni
formed services may elect reduced retired 
pay during their lifetime in order to pro
vide survivor annuities for their widows 
and children. The basic principle under
lying the Plan is that reductions in re
tired pay shall be computed by the 
actuarially-equivalent method using ac
tuarial tables selected by the Board. 
Thus, the Plan is to be self-supporting, 
imposing no added cost to the Federal 
Government, beyond administrative 
costs. 

RICHARD NIXON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 19, 1969. 

FffiST ANNUAL REPORT ON THE 
NATURAL GAS PIPELINE SAFETY 
ACT OF 1968-MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following message from the President 
of the United States, which was read, 
and, together with accompanying papers, 
referred to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

To the Congress of the United States: 
I am pleased to transmit the first An

nual Report on the Natural Gas Pipeline 
Safety Act of 1968. This report covers the 
period from August 12, 1968, thru 
December 31, 1968. 

RICHARD NIXON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 20, 1969. 

PRIVATE CALENDAR 

The SPEAKER. This is Private Calen
dar day. The Clerk will call the first 
individual bill on the Pi-ivate Calendar. 

MUTUAL BENEFIT FOUNDATION 

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 2214) 
for the relief of the Mutual Benefit 
Foundation. 

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

Mr. HUNT and Mr. BROWN of Ohio 
objected, and, under the rule, the bill 
was recommitted to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

FRANK KLEINERMAN 

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 3377) 
for the relief of Frank Kleinerman. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that this bill be passed 
over without prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 

PEDRO ffiIZARRY GUIDO 
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 5000) 

for the relief of Pedro Irizarry Guido. 
Mr. HUNT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent that this bill be passed 
over without prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 

REDDICK B. STILL, JR., AND RICH
ARD CARPENTER 

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 6400) 
for the relief of Reddick B. Still, Jr., and 
Richard Carpenter. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 6400 
Be it enacted by the Senate and HCYUse of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and 
directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the 
sum of $17,318.90 to Reddick B. Still, Junior, 
of Spartanburg, South Carolina, and Richard 
Carpenter of Greenville, South Carolina, in 
full settlement of their claims against the 
United States for services rendered the Post 
Office Department in obtaining options on 
land within the city of Spartanburg, South 
Carolina, in connection with the relocation 
of the main post office in that city for which 
they were never compensated because the 
Government elected to condemn the land 
upon which the options to purchase had been 
secured. No part of the amount appropri
ated in this Act in excess of 10 per centum 
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or re
ceived by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
Act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re
consider was laid on the table. 

NOEL S. MARSTON 
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 6378) 

for the relief of Noel S. Marston. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the present consideration of the bill? 
Mr. HUNT and Mr. BROWN of Ohio 

objected, and, under the rule the bill was 
recommitted to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

JOHN VINCENT AMIRAULT 
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 2552) 

for the relief of John Vincent Amirault. 
Mr. HUNT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent that this bill be passed 
over without prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 

MARIA CAMILLA GIULIANI Nmo 
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 5615) 

for the relief of Maria Camilla Giuliani 
Niro. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 5615 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, in the 
administration of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act, the provisions of section 312(1) 

of that Act shall be inapplicable in the case 
of Mrs. Maria Camma Giuliani Niro. 

With the following committee amend
ment: 

Strike out all after the enacting cla1:1se and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

"That, the provisions of section 316(a) of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act as they 
relate to residence and physical presence re
quirements for naturalization, shall be in
applicable in the case of Maria Camilla 
Giuliani Niro." 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re
consider was laid on the table. 

REFERENCE OF H.R. 1691-JESUS J. 
RODRIGUEZ 

The Clerk called the resolution (H. 
Res. 86) referring the bill (H.R. 1691) 
to the Chief Commissioner of the Court 
of Claims. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that this resolution be 
passed over without prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 

EAGLE LAKE TIMBER CO., A 
PARTNERSHIP, OF SUSANVILLE, 
CALIF. 
The Clerk called the bill <H.R. 1749) 

for the relief of Eagle Lake Timber Co., 
a partnership, of Susanville, Calif. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 1749 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Repruentatatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and 
directed to pay out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to 
Eagle Lake Timber Company, a partnership 
comprised of M. W. Crook, John B. Crook, R. 
H. Emmerson, and A. A. Emmerson, of Susan
ville, California, the sum of $43,690, in full 
satisfaction of all claims of the said Eagle 
Lake Timber Company against the United 
States for compensation for losses incurred 
in connection with the performance of a 
timber sale contract {dated May 25, 1964, 
Numbered 11-150) between the said Eagle 
Lake Timber Company and the Forest Serv
ice, Department of Agriculture, the said 
Eagle Lake Timber Company having failed, 
under the provision of the contract for 
amortizing road costs, to recover a substan
tial portion of the road construction cost 
incurred before the contract was terminated 
by mutual consent of the parties thereto. 

SEC. 3. No part of the amount appropriated 
in this Act in excess of 10 per centum there
of shall be paid or delivered to or received 
by any agent or attorney on account of serv
ices rendered in connection with this claim, 
and the same shall be unlawful, any con
tract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any 
person viola ting the provisions of this sec
tion shall be deemed guilty of a misdemean
or and upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon
sider was laid on the table. 

CAPT. JOHN W. BOOTH ID 

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 1808) 
for the relief of Capt. John W. Booth III. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that this bill be passed 
over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? 
_There was no objection. 

MRS. BEATRICE JAFFE 

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 1865) 
for the relief of Mrs. Beatrice Jaffe. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that this bill be passed 
over without prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 

CERTAIN CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES 
PAID BY THE Am FORCE AT 
TACHIKAWA Am BASE, JAPAN 
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 2238) 

to provide for the relief of certain civil
ian employees of the Air Force. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 2238 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That any 
person who was a civilian employee of the 
Air Force at Tachikawa Air Force Base, Japan, 
during the period beginning on April 2, 1961, 
and ending on April 13, 1963, and who was 
promoted during that period and erroneously 
granted an increased living quarters allow
ance although his actual housing expenses 
were substantially well covered by the living 
quarters allowance applicable to him before 
that promotion, is relieved of all liability to 
refund to the United States the amounts, 
which were otherwise correct, received by him 
as a resut of this erroneous increase in his 
living quarters allowance. Any person who 
has made a repayment to the United States of 
any amount paid to him as a result of an 
erroneous increa-se in living quarters allow
ance covered by this section is entitled to 
have refunded to him the amount repaid. 

SEc. 2. In the audit and settlement of the 
accounts of any certifying or disbursing offi
cer of the United States, credit shall be given 
for the amount for which liab111ty is relieved 
by this Act. 

SEC. 3. Appropriations available to the De
partment of the Air Force for the pay and 
allowances of civilian personnel are available 
for refunds under this Act. 

With the following committee amend
ment: 

On page 1, lines 3 and 4, strike "of the Air 
Force at Tachikawa Air Force Base," and in
sert "paid by the Air Force Accounting and 
Finance Officer at Tachikawa Air Base,". 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. · 

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

The title was amended so as to read: "A 
bill to provide for the relief of certain 
civilian employees paid by the Air Force 
at Tachikawa Air Base, Japan." 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 
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MRS. AILI KALLIO 

The Clerk called the bill <H.R. 1999) 
for the relief of Mrs. Aili Kallio. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that this bill be 
passed over without prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 

MRS. EZRA L. CROSS 
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 4744) 

for the relief of Mrs. Ezra L. Cross. 
Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that this bill be 
passed over without prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 

COMDR. EDWIN J. SABEC, U.S. NAVY 
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 5419) 

to provide relief for Comdr. Edwin J. 
Sabec, U.S. Navy. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that this bill be passed 
over without prejudiee. 

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

There was no objection. 

ALFRED LORMAN 
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 3006) 

to fix date of citizenship of Alfred Lor
man for purposes of War Claims Act of 
1948. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that this bill be passed 
over without prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 

AMALIA P. MONTERO 
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 6375) 

for the relief of Amalia P. Montero. 
Mr. HUNT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent that this bill be passed 
over without prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 

LT. COL. EARL SPOFFORD BROWN 
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 6377) 

for the relief of Lt. Col. Earl Spofford 
Brown, U.S. Army Reserve, retired. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that this bill be passed 
over without prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 

BERNARD A. HEDGEMANN 
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 6581) 

for the relief of Bernard A. Hegemann. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 6581 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and 
directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to 
the legal guardian of Bernard A. Hegemann, 
incompetent, Beatrice, Nebraska, son of the 
late Bernard Anthony Hegemann, Senior 
(Veterans' Administration claim numbered 
XC 02097952), the amount which the Ad
ministrator of Veterans' Affairs certifies to 
him that would have been payable for said 
son of the veteran as death pension for the 
period prior to September 11, 1967, if appli
cation therefor had been filed within one 
year from May 19, 1965. No part of the 
amount appropriated in this Act for the 
payment of any claim in excess of 10 per 
centum thereof shall be paid or delivered 
to or received by any agent or attorney on 
account of services rendered in connection 
with such claim, and the same shall be un
lawful, any contract to the contrary not
withstanding. Any person violating the pro
visions of this Act shall be deemed guilty 
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction there
of shall be fined in any sum not exceeding 
$1,000. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon
sider was laid on the table. 

MAJ. CLYDE NICHOLS 
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 6850) 

for the relief of Maj. Clyde Nichols, 
retired. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that this bill be passed 
over without prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 

ANTHONY SMILKO 
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 8136) 

for the relief of Anthony Smilko. 
There being no objection, the Clerk 

read the bill, as follows: 
H.R. 8136 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, in the 
administration of the annual leave account 
of Anthony Smilko, of Milwaukee, Wiscon
sin, an employee of the General Services Ad
ministration, there shall be added a separate 
account of three hundred and twenty-one 
hours of annual leave, in full settlement of 
claims of the said Anthony Smilko against 
the United States for compensation for the 
loss of such leave which was earned by him 
during the period beginning April 1959, and 
ending December 1965, inclusive, which, 
through administrative error, was not cred
ited to his leave account. 

SEC. 2. Section 6304 of title 5 of the United 
States Code shall not apply with respect to 
the leave granted by this Act, and such leave 
shall not affect the use or accumulation, 
pursuant to applicable law, of other annual 
leave earned by the said Anthony Smilko. 
None of the leave granted by this Act shall 
be settled by means of a cash payment in 
the event such leave or part thereof remains 
unused at the time the said Anthony Smilko 
is separated by death or otherwise from the 
Federal service. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon
sider was laid on the table. 

CLIFFORD L. PETTY 
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 9088) 

for the relief of Clifford L. Petty. 
There being no objection, the Clerk 

read the bill, as follows: 
H.R. 9088 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) 
Clifford L. Petty of Seattle, Washington, a 
former member of the United States Navy, is 
hereby relieved of liability to the United 
States in the sum of $588.50 representing 
amounts paid him as extra.hazardous diving 
pay at the rate of $5.50 an hour for dives 
performed in August, September, and Octo
ber 1959, as a member of a Navy underwater 
demolition team in connection with a series 
of special dives near Wake Island. In the au
dit and settlement of the accounts of any 
certifying or disbursing officer of the United 
States, credit shall be given for the amount 
for which liability is relieved by this Act. 

(b) The Secretary of the Treasury is au
thorized and directed to pay, out of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro
priated, to Clifford L. Petty, an amount equal 
to the aggregate of any amounts paid by him 
or withheld from sums otherwise due him by 
reason of the liability referred to in this Act. 
No part of the amount appropriated in this 
section in excess of 10 per centum thereof 
shall be paid or delivered to or received by 
any agent or attorney on account of services 
rendered in connection with this claim, and 
the same shall be unlawful, any contract to 
the contrary notwithstanding. Any person 
violating the provisions of this Act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon
sider was laid on the table. 

JACK W. HERBSTREIT 
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 10149) 

for the relief of Jack W. Herbstreit. 
There being no objection, the Clerk 

read the bill, as follows: 
H.R.10149 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, for 
the purposes of employee rights anc.. entitle
ments conferred by or pursuant to subchap
ter IV of chapter 35, title 5 of the United 
States Code, the three-year limitation im
posed therein or pursuant thereto shall be 
waived with respect to Jack W. Herbstreit, 
and such employee rightB and entitlements 
shall be extended (1) until the expiration o:f 
his current term as an elected official of the 
International Telecommunications Union or 
until he ceases to serve in that capacity, 
whichever first occurs, and (2) for such addi
tional periods following his separation and 
application for reemployment as are specified 
in said subchapter or regulations pursuant 
thereto. However, !3ervice as such an official 
is not creditable service for the purpose of 
the civil service retirement system if such 
service forms the basis, in whole or in part, 
for an annuity or pension under the retire
ment system for the International Telecom
munications Union. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
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time, and passed, and a motion to recon
sider was laid on the table. 

FRANCES VON WEDEL 
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 10153) 

for the relief of Frances von Wedel. 
There being no objection, the Clerk 

read the bill, as fallows: 
H.R. 10153 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representati ves of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and 
directed to pay, out of the net proceeds of 
interest representing vested property held in 
the United States Treasury, the sum of $34,-
625.11 to Frances von Wedel, of Staten Island, 
New York, in accordance with the opinion 
rendered in the congressional reference case, 
Frances von Wedel versus the United States, 
numbered 1-67, filed on January 6, 1969, by 
the Chief Commissioner of the Court of 
Claims. The amount stated in this Act is to 
be paid to the said Frances von Wedel in 
full settlement of her claims against the 
United States for the return of money and 
proceeds of securities vested in and trans
ferred to the Attorney General of the United 
States pursuant to vesting order numbered 
10108 dated November 13, 1947, is~ued under 
the authority of the Trading With the Enemy 
Act, as amended. 

No part of the amount appropriated in this 
Act in excess of 20 per centum thereof shall 
be paid or delivered to or received by any 
agent or attorney on account of services ren
dered in connection with this claim, and the 
same shall be unlawful, any contract to the 
contrary notwithstanding. Any person vio
lating the provisions of this Act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1 ,000. 

With the following committee amend
ment: 

On page 1, line 6, strike " $34,625.11" and 
insert "$35,625.11". 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re
consider was laid on the table. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the further call 
of the Private Calendar be dispensed 
with at this time. 

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

There was no objection. 

PFC. JOSEPH ANTHONY SNITKO 
Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of Private Calendar No. 
75, H.R. 1948, to confer U.S. citizenship 
posthumously upon Pfc. Joseph Anthony 
Snitko. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 
There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

H .R. 1948 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That Private 
First Class Joseph Anthony Snitko, a native 
of Poland, who served honorably in the 
United States Army from September 11, 1967, 

until his death on June 13, 1968, shall be 
held and considered to have been a citizen 
of the United States at the time of his death. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re
consider was laid on the table. 

L. CPL. THEODORE DANIEL VAN 
STAVEREN 

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of Private Calendar No. 
90, S. 256, to confer United States citi
zenship posthumously upon L. Cpl. 
Theodore Daniel van Staveren. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection -to 

the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 
There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

s. 256 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of Amer
ica in Congress assembled, That Lance Cor
poral Theodore Daniel Van Staveren, a native 
of the Netherlands, who served honorably in 
the United States Marine Corps from Febru
ary 24, 1967, until his death on April 10, 
1968, shall be held and considered to have 
been a citizen of the United States at the 
time of his death. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 

L. CPL. PETER M. NEE 
Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of Private Calendar No. 94, 
H.R. 10060, for the relief of L. Cpl. Peter 
M. Nee, 2465662. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 
There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 10060 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of Amer
ica in Congress assembled, That Lance OOr
poral Peter M. Nee (2465662). a native of 
Ireland, who served honorably in the United 
St ates Marine Corps from April 15, 1968, 
until his death on Mar<:h 31, 1969, sha.11 be 
held and considered to have been a citizen 
of the United States at the time of his death. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon
sider was laid on the table. 

SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPRO
PRIATION BILL, 1969 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House resolve itself into the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union for the consideration of the 
bill (H.R. 11400) making supplemental 
appropriations for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1969, and for other purposes; 
and pending that motion, Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that general 
debate thereon be limited to not to ex
ceed 3 hours, the time to be equally divid
ed and controlled by the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. JONAS) and, myself. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the 

motion offered by the genleman from 
Texas. 

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

- Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill H.R. 11400, with 
Mr. HOLIFIELD in the chair. 

The Clerk rood the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the first read

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the unani

mous-consent agreement, the- gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. MAHON) will be recog
nized for 1 % hours, and the gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. JONAS) will be 
recognized for 1 % hours. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 10 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, we come to the con
sideration of the second supplemental 
appropriation bill for 1969, the first ma
jor appropriation bill for the 91st Con
gress. It deals with the fiscal year 1969 
insofar as the funds are concerned. And 
it contains an important provision-an 
expenditure ceiling-with respect to fis
cal year 1970. 

I hope the items in the bill will be ex
plored by the Members and that the 
House will work its will on this bill. In 
the Committee on Appropriations, we 
think we have done the best we could, 
but we make no claim of infallibility. We 
have cut the requests by some $581 mil
lion. If there are further reductions 
which are desired, Members of course, 
are free to off er the amendments to 
bring about the reductions. 

SUMMARY OF THE PENDING BILL 

We have reduced the budget estimates 
which were before us by about 13 per
cent. Most of the items and the bulk of 
the total requests before the committee 
were of a mandatory character and we 
had no practical option to reoommend
ing approval of the necessary funds. We 
had to provide funds, for example, for 
pay increases which had been provided 
in previous legislation. 

It is an old refrain that Congress in 
the regular appropriation bills reduces 
the annual money measures and then 
early in the next session restores the re
ductions which were made, and th.at 
therefore the reductions originally made 
result in no reductions at all. This is not 
correct. For example, in this bill less 
than 1 percent of the new funds pro
vided represents a restoration of funds 
which were reduced last year. And the 
restorations-some $34 million-repre
sent about one-third of 1 percent of the 
approximately $12 billion cut last year in 
new funds requested for fiscal 1969. 
That, I think, is a rather good record. 

There are many, many items in the 
bill before us, and there is no way to be 
fully familiar with the contents of the 
bill other than to study the bill and the 
report, so I would commend to all a 
careful reading of the report on the bill. 



May 20, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 13123 

There are innumerable items represent
ing, I believe, practically every depart
ment and agency of the Government. 

The bill proposes new appropriations, 
or budget authority, in the sum of about 
$3,783,000,000. It is, as I said, about $581 
million less than the budget requests, a 
cut of about 13 percent. 

Mr. Chairman, under leave to extend, 
I include, for purposes of elaboration, 
excerpts from the report summarizing 
the main features of the bill: 

SUMMARY OF THE Bll.L 

The bill is divided into five titles: I-Mili
tary operations in Southeast Asia, II-Gen
eral supplementals (various), III-Increased 
pay costs, IV-Ceiling on 1970 expenditures, 
and V-General provisions. 

The grand total of new budget ( obliga
tional) authority recommended in the bill 
is $3,783,212,766, a reduction of about 13%, 
or $580,794,190, from the revised budget re
quests of $4,364,006,956 considered. 

In addition, under title II there are pro
posed increases of $82,500,000 in limitations 
on annual contract authorizations involving 
interest subsidies for homeownership and 
rental housing assistance and college hous
ing. The budget requests for these total $104,-
500,000, so there is a reduction of $22,000,000. 
Also, numerous provisions in the bill would 
release $82,766,000 held in reserve under the 
cutback provisions of Public Law 90-364. 

The amounts in the bill are within the 
overall totals of budget authority for 1969 
shown in the administration's budget review 
released April 15th. That is, they are well 
within the totals contemplated in that re
view. And they are also well below the sup
plemental provisions contemplated for fiscal 
1969 in the budget last January. 

The January budget projected fiscal 1969 
budget authority supplementals of $4,813,-
000,000, inclusive of $198,000,000 dependent 
on legislation which is not yet enacted. Of 
the remainder ($4,615,000,000). a total of $4,-
365,000,000 in new budget authority was sub
mitted to the House and considered in con
nection with the accompanying bill. An ad
ditional $221,000,000 in new budget author
ity requests for 1969-finalized after House 
Committee hearings were closed out--was 
submitted to the Senate (S. Doc. 91-18) for 
consideration in connection with this bill. 
Thus the total of such budget authority re
quests now indicated ls $4,586,000,000, or, in 
round figures, $29,000,000 below the $4,615,-
000,000 mentioned above. 

This ls the way the total picture stands 
on 1969 supplementals as of this date. It is 
a net result; the new administration re
viewed and revised many of the supple
mental requests submitted by the previous 
administration and made a number of re
ductions. But as the totals now stand, in
creases submitted have offset all but $29,000,-
000 of the decreases from the January budget 
that were projected on April 15 (again, not 
counting the $198,000,000 that hinges on 
legislation) . 

Summary by titles 
Title I, Defense military, includes $1,234,-

000,000 for military operations in Southeast 
Asia. This compares with the revised request 
of $1,496,900,000, a reduction of $262,900,-
000, or about 17 percent. 

Title II, for sundry general supplementals, 
includes $1,365,914,312, a reduction of 
$39,736,850, or Just under 3 % from the 
budget requests of $1,405,651,162 in new 
budget (obligational) authority. Some re
leases of reserves and other non-add pro
visions a.re involved. Increases of $82,500,-
000-a reduction of $22,000,000 from the re
quest--are also proposed in limitations on 
annual contract authorizations in certain 
interest subsidy programs in the housing 
field. 

CXV--826-Pa.rt 10 

The details are set forth under the various 
chapters in the committee report, but the 
great bulk of title II relates to items not 
subject to effective discretionary control in 
the annual bills. Some 83% or $1,132,000,000, 
of the total, for example, is involved in grants 
to states for public assistance; veterans 
compensation, medical, and other costs; un
employment compensation payments; mili
tary retired pay; and disaster relief. 

Title 111, for increased pay costs, includes 
$1,183,298,454 in new budget (obligational) 
authority, an overall reduction of $278,157,-
340, or about 19 percent from the revised 
budget requests of $1,461,455,794. Release of 
$62,277,000 of P.L. 90-364 reserves is also 
involved, plus numerous transfers between 
appropriations to enable greater absorption 
of pay costs. 

These supplementals relate to unabsorbed 
portions of pay raises generally effective last 
July 1 that were not taken into account in 
the regular 1969 appropriations. 

The Executive Branch had combed the es
timates initially and the new administra
tion had also reexamined them. Since the 
estimates are for mandatory-type costs that 
have been running all fiscal year, the Com
mittee could not make drastic additional 
cuts all across the boards this late in the 
fiscal year without creating unacceptable dis
ruption to operations. 

Title IV, limitation on 1970 budget out-
1.ays, proposes an overall ceiling on expendi
tures of the government during the fiscal 
year 1970 that begins on July 1, 1969. The 
proposal is explained in considerable detail 
beginning on page 118 of the report of the 
committee on the bill. 

Title V, general provisions, contains gen
eral provisions customarily carried. 
Approximate effect on 1969 e%penditures

budget outlays 
It is the committee's tentative estimate 

that the reduction of $580,794,190 in new 
budget (obligational) authority requests, 
plus the relatively minor changes in re
quested transfers between appropriations, 
and reserve releases, will translate into a re
duction of approximately $464,000,000 in 
budget outlays previously projected for fiscal 
year 1969, by titles of the bill roughly as fol
lows: title I, $165,000,000; title II, $26,000,-
000; and title III, $273,000,000. The reduc
tions in the interest subsidy contract au
thorizations limitations would not affect pro
jected 1969 outlays. 

The outlay effect of the remainder of the 
reduction in new budget authority and in
terest subsidy contract authorization limi
tations would be of some consideration in 
determining the impact of congressional ac
tions on fiscal 1970 budget outlays; perhaps 
to a minor extent, even on fiscal 1971 out
lays. 

I believe there will be a desire on the 
part of the House to discuss some of the 
military implications involved, and the 
war in Southeast Asia. Some may want 
to discuss the antiballistic missile pro
gram and other controversial or semi
controversial matters. We have agreed on 
the 3 hours in which to discuss these 
matters. 

EXPENDITURE CEILING PROPOSAlr--TITLE IV 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to claim 
your attention, if I may, at this time for 
the purpose of discussing a portion of the 
bill which appears on page 61. The re
port deals adequately with this proposal. 
It proposes an expenditure limitation-a 
spending ceiling. I believe iit is important 
that all Members be familiar with the 
expenditure ceiling. 

I should like to read the ceiling which 
we propose to fix in this bill. Page 61 of 
the bill, title IV: 

Expenditures and net lending (budget out
lays) of the Federal Government during the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, shall not 
exceed $192,900,000,000: Provided, That 
whenever action, or inaction, by the Con
gress on requests for appropriations and 
other budgetary proposals varies from the 
President's recommendations thereon, the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget shall 
report to the President and to the Congress 
his estimate of the effect of such action or 
inaction on expendiures and net lending, and 
the limitation set forth herein shall be cor
respondingly adjusted. 

Mr. Chairman, that is the ceiling pro· 
vision, subsection (a) of it. 

Subsection <b) is the reporting pro
vision, which I insert here for reference 
purposes: 

( b) The Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget shall report periodically to the Presi
dent and to the Congress on the operation 
of this section. The first such report shall be 
made at the end of the first month which be
gins after the date of approval of this Act; 
subsequent reports shall be made at the end 
of each calendar month during the first ses
sion of the Ninety-first Congress, and at the 
end of each calendar quarter thereafter. 

Mr. Chairman, under leave to extend, 
and before porceeding further, let me in
sert an excerpt from the report which 
briefly states the nature of the proposi
tion: 

The committee has included a provision in 
the bill that would place an overall ce111ng 
on budget expenditures during the fiscal year 
1970 that begins on July 1, 1969. The pre
cise terminology is "Expenditures and net 
lending"-which, taken togethter, constitute 
"budget outlays". 

The amount specifically stated in the pro
vision, $192,900,000,000, is a beginning figure, 
not an ending figure. It is the revised pro
jection of 1970 budget outlays announced by 
the President on April 12 and summarized in 
the Review of the 1970 Budget released on 
April 15. That summary appears in the Con
gressional Record of April 16, 1969, at pages 
9351-9354. 

Coupled to the $192.9 billion figure is lan
guage providing-"• • • That whenever ac
tion, or inaction, by the Congress on requests 
for appropriations and other budgetary pro
posals varies from the President's recommen
dations thereon, the Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget shall report to the President 
and to the Congress his estimate of the effect 
of such action or inaction on expenditures 
and net lending, and the limitation set forth 
herein shall be correspondingly adjusted." 

In other words, Congress would work from 
the President's proposed total spending esti
mate. It would do so through its actions, or 
its inactions, on requests for appropriations 
and other budget obligational authority and 
outlay proposals in the various appropriation 
bills and certain other bills affecting the 
budget. 

The language would operate continuously 
to adjust the ceiling, as appropriate, to com
port with the estimated expenditure effect of 
specific congressional actions or inactions 
having budgetary impact. 

It is a flexible provision-but in terms of 
aggregate spending, flexible only on the ac
tion of the Congress, not the Executive. 

It does not seek to declare something of 
the end from the beginning; it sets a begin
ning point against which Congress would 
work in deciding, through its various spend
ing actions, what the ultimate total should 
be, and supplies a mechanism for resetting 
the ceiling accordingly. 

Unlike last year's ceiling provision, it does 
not impose an arbitrary broad-axe type cell
ing cutback that would leave to the Execu
tive the allocation of any congressional ex-
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penditure reduction to specific agencies and 
programs. 

It would be the first ceiling ever to place 
directly in the hands of Congress the specific 
decision as to the maximum amount to be 
taken out of the Treasury for payment of 
the Government's bills in a given 12-month 
period. 

Mr. Chairman, we are at a moment 
when for the first time in the history of 
this Republic, Members of Congress are 
being called upon to vote on an expendi
ture ceiling which covers the entire Fed
eral Government. This kind of legislation 
has never been passed by the Congress 
during the history of the country. 

This is an expenditure limitation which 
is all inclusive. It includes the Veterans' 
Administration. It includes the Defense 
Department. It includes the war in Viet
nam. It includes interest on the national 
debt. It includes all expenditures. Noth
ing is exempt. 
POTENTIAL REDUCTION EFFECT AND COMPARISON 

TO LAST YEAR'S CEILING 

We have an expenditure limitation for 
fiscal year 1969 and we had an expendi
ture limitation of sorts in the prior year. 
But in the fiscal 1969 version we have a 
series of exceptions and exemptions. In
deed we exempted about $99 billion of 
fiscal 1969 currently estimated expend
itures. 

The Congress reduced expenditures by 
about $6 billion in the fiscal year ending 
on June 30. However, we did not reduce 
net expenditures of the Government sig
nificantly due to increases in exempted 
areas. In those areas where we had made 
exemptions, expenditure increases totaled 
approximately $6 billion. That offsetting 
increase left a relatively slight net re
duction in the January 1968 budget esti
mate of expenditures for fiscal 1969. On 
the other hand, except for our action last 
year, expenditures would no doubt have 
increased by several billions. 

Mr. Chairman, at this point I include 
additional excerpts from the committee 
report comprising title IV of the pending 
bill with last year's ceiling and drawing 
attention to the reduction potential of 
the ceiling now proposed. 

It is a rigid ceiling; it cannot be exceeded 
except upon action by the Congress. And as 
indicated above, the ceiling would decrease 
if congressional actions on the budget so 
provide. 

It lays the basis for potentially very sig
nificant retrenchment in exW!nditures. If 
such a ceiling had been adopted-and strictly 
adhered to-over the last many years, billions 
of expenditures would have been avoided. 

More specifically, taking all 14 budgets for 
the post-Korea fiscal years 1955 through 1968, 
the projected expenditure totals in the origi
nal annual budgets were cumulatively ex
ceeded by about $50 billion. In 11 of the 14 
years, the overruns aggregated $53.3 billion. 
In 3 years, there were underruns aggregating 
$3.5 billion. But overall for the 14 years, the 
government actually expended-for a variety 
of reasons-about $50 billion more than the 
sum total of what was projected in the origi
nal budgets. That averages to about $3 .4 bil
lion a year. So the potential is great, if the 
ceiling is adopted and adhered to. 

Unlike the expend! ture ceiling provisions 
enacted in the last session applicable to fiscal 
1969, nothing would be exempt from the ceil
ing. Last year's ceiling provisions had a very 
significant impact on government spending 
in fiscal 1969. They significantly restrained 
the growth of spending that undoubtedly 

would have otherwise occurred. And on the 
latest figures, it seems beyond reasonable de
bate that in the absence of the ceiling pro
visions, a much needed budget surplus for 
1969 would not now be in prospect. But even 
with the ceiling and the $6 billion cutback 
Congress did not, by its actions, diminish the 
originally projected budget expenditure (out
lay) total of $186.1 billion. 

It did prevent that total from being ex
ceeded. And it did restrain growth of 
spending. 

More specifically, Congress exempted 
50 %-$92.6 billion-of the $186.1 billion 
from the $6 billion cutback, and expressly 
permitted overruns to the extent determined 
necessary in the exempted programs. Those 
overruns were reestimated in the April 15 
budget review at $6.1 billion. The overruns 
in exempted areas wiped out the $6 billion 
cutback in non-exempt areas. 

In its specific actions on the individual 
appropriation and other spending bills, Con
gress last year contributed roughly $3.7 to 
$3.9 billion (depending on variable calcula
tions) to the $6 billion overall cutback, leav
ing the remainder to be allocated by the 
Executive. The April 15 Review reflects a total 
cutback of $7 .3 billion from the original es
timates for non-exempted areas. Offsetting 
this gross cutback are the $6.1 billion over
runs in exempted areas leaving a net esti
mated cutback, as of April 15 of $1.2 billion 
from the originally projected total. 

Thus the latest estimate of spending for 
1969 is $184.9 billion, $1.2 billion less than 
the $186.1 billion projected in the original 
1969 budget. But it should be noted that 
about $1.5 billion of the $7.3 billion reduc
tion now shown in non-exempted areas is 
not a cut in the more conventional sense, 
but rather financing adjustments because 
the Banks for Cooperatives, the Federal In
termediate Credit Banks, and the Federal 
National Mortgage Association secondary 
market operations, which were in the original 
$186.1 billion budget total, subsequently be
came 100 % privately owned and thus 
dropped from the Federal totals. 

Of course, the $7.3 billion reduction figure 
ls a composite of the specific congressional 
actions, the financing adjustments, actual 
curtailments of outlays, and administrative 
reestimates of expenditures-both up and 
down-in many items as conditions changed. 
There are signs that further reestimates up
ward in certain programs will substantially 
diminish the $7.3 billion figure and thus in 
turn the $1.2 billion figure. 

The ceiling proposed in this bill would af
ford opportunity for maximum flexibility 
within the overall total to meet, as fully as 
reasonably possible, changed and changing 
expenditure requirements in certain specific 
programs that cannot be foreseen with great 
precision. The new administration has vari
ously indicated that it intends to seek, on a 
continuing basis, economies in operations 
and to look for lower-priority areas when it 
needs room for increases within its stated 
policy of strict fiscal restraint. An aggregate 
ceiling would be facilitating in this regard. 

Of course, the President can seek supple
mental relief to meet necessary but unfore
seen and unavoidable outlay increases which 
he finds cannot be accommodated within the 
overall total. 

Setting a beginning ceiling in this fashion 
should in no way cliscourage the Executive 
Branch from its continuing commitmentr-
and responsibility-for seeking to conduct 
the day-to-day management of government 
programs at the very minimum cost con
sistent with the public necessities, refrain
ing from spending every dollar that can 
reasonably be saved. Constructive economy in 
public spending is not only a matter of leg
islative decision. It is also a matter of ad
ministration. The new administration has 
attached high priority to quality of per
formance in administering the government. 

Wasteful and needless expenditures often 
do not become so until funds are poorly 
managed. The primary burden of getting a 
dollar's value for every dollar justifiably ap
propriated to the purposes of government lies 
mainly with those who administer, not with 
those who legislate. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

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

Now, there was a good basis last year 
for exempting agencies, but let me say 
to you that there is, in my judgment, 
based on presently available informa
tion, no good basis for exempting agen
cies this year. Last year, we were cutting 
the estimate of expenditures by $6 bil
lion and therefore we did feel some ex
emptions were desired and these exemp
tions were proposed. Then, of course, 
there were additional exemptions which 
were provided later. Last year, we pro
posed a cut in the estimate of expendi
tures, but in title IV of the pending bill, 
we are not proposing any cut in the esti
mate of expenditures. So it makes no 
sense to exempt the Veterans' Adminis
tration, or the interest on the national 
debt, or any other item. It makes no 
sense to exempt anything in this bill, be
cause we are proposing an expenditure 
limitation or ceiling at the exact and 
precise limitations which have been esti
mated in the revised budget of the ad
ministration. 

The budget this year ought to be more 
accurate in many respects than it was in 
many previous years, because ordinarily 
a budget is put into shape to a very con
siderable extent in the fall of the year 
preceding the year for which it begins, 
that is, the following January 1. How
ever, we are now operating on an ex
penditure budget which was refined, re
designed, and reexamined since Janu
ary 20. It is more up to date and should 
be more trustworthy. The revised budget 
of the administration on which this pro
vision is based was submitted only a 
month ago. 

So I hope we will not at this time yield 
to the temptation of trying to make any 
exemptions whatever. 

THE ARITHMETIC AND MECHANICS OF THE 
PROPOSED CEILING 

Mr. Chairman, let me hasten to add
and I realize this is a dull subject, but 
it is very important and will become in
creasingly more important---let me add 
that we will change this ceiling if we 
appropriate more money than was esti
mated for appropriation in the budget. 
In other words, if we increase appro
priations and spending through appro
priations, then this will be translated to 
the ceiling and increase the ceiling. If 
this year we were to do what we did last 
year when we reduced the President's ap
propriation budget by about $12 billion. 
that would be translated into an expendi
ture reduction amount not of $12 billion 
but into the amount that would be spent 
in the forthcoming year, fiscal 1970. That 
might be half that sum or one-third of 
that sum or some other percentage. 

This ceiling is mandatory; it is inflex
ible; it is the law of the land from which 
the executive branch cannot escape. The 
executive branch will of course have the 
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authority to make adjustments within 
various programs and within those pro
grams accommodate to better manage
ment and so forth. The administration 
can come to Congress and say, "Our esti
mates which we made as to spending last 
April have proved to be faulty and we 
would ask you to make certain adjust
ments to the ceiling." This would then 
be a matter for Congress to decide upon. 

So, if we increase appropriations for 
various programs, then the budget ceiling 
will go beyond $192.9 billion by whatever 
figure might be mandated by the increase. 

Mr. Chairman, so that the RECORD will 
reflect more precisely how the ceiling 
would work, I include additional explora
tory excerpts from the committee report: 
THE ARITHMETIC AND MECHANICS OF THE 

CEILING 

The ceiling begins by legislating a net re
duction of $2,372,000,000 in budget outlays 
projected for 1970 in the original (January) 
budget-from $195.3 billion down to the 
$192.9 billion April 15 revised projection of 
the present administration. But the gross 
ceiling reduction is $4,020,000,000; this was 
offset by $1.6 billion in the recent budget 
review by upward "corrections" in several 
specific projections in the original budget. 

The $4 billion cutback in outlays includes 
$1.1 billion in defense, $1 billion for a modi
fication of the previously proposed $1.6 bil
lion increase in social security benefits, and 
$1.9 billion for programs affecting almost 
every Federal agency. 

In the April 15 review in which the $4 bil
lion cutback in outlays was projected the 
administration also proposed gross cutbacks 
of $5.5 billion ($4.2 billion, net after the 
"correcting" adjustments of $1.3 billion) in 
appropriation and other budget obligational 
authority requests. $3 billion of this is in 
defense and $2.5 billion in all other areas 
of the budget. Budget obligational author
ity (appropriaitions, essentially) is the tradi
tional basis on which appropriation and au
thorization bills are stated and voted on re
gardless of the year or years in which the 
funds are to be actually disbursed in the 
form of budget outlays. 

The gross total for new budget authority 
for 1970 in the January budget is $210.1 bil
lion, and in the April 15 revision, $205.9 bil
lion-including so-called permanent budget 
authority, such as interest, trust funds, etc., 
which does not actually appear in the annual 
bills. 

The Committee on Appropriations and sev
eral other committees have before them for 
consideration these revised appropriation re
quests and other budgetary recommenda
tions for fiscal 1970. What Congress does in 
the bills dealing with these various budget 
authority proposals plus a handful of other 
proposals involving outlays but not budget 
authority basically determines what hap
pens to the $192.9 billion beginning ceiling 
in the accompanying bill. 

For example, net reduotions made through 
the appropriation bills would translate into 
net downward adjustments to the $192.9 bil
lion figure. And in this general connection, 
some $38 billion of the appropriation budget 
requests are first subject to processing 
through the various annual authorization 
bills. 

In the area of proposed legislation for 
which the outlay budget includes specific 
sums, several have the effect of holding the 
outlay total lower than it otherwise would 
be. Several, of course, involve additional out
lays. For example, if Congress does not en
act the proposed postal rate increase, the 
outlay ceiling, according to the latest esti
mate available, would be adjusted upward 
by some $600 Inillion. This is because postal 
revenues are counted as offsets to expendi
tures, not as budget receipts. 

If the budget proposal to authorize the 
Farmers Home Administration to make in
sured rather than direct operating loans iS 
not enacted, the outlay ceiling, according to 
the budget, would be adjusted upward by 
$292 million. 

If the budget proposal for legislation to 
restrict public assistance medical aid for 
patients in mental institutions to 120 days 
is not enacted, the outlay ceiling, accord
ing to the budget, would be adjusted upward 
by $126 million, 

Several legislative proposals designed to 
diminish budget outlays by the Veterans Ad
ministration are priced in the outlay total to 
save some $288 million in 1970. Failure of 
those, according to the budget figures, would 
be the basis for an equivalent upward adjust
ment in the ceiling. 

These four examples aggregate $1.3 billion. 
On the other hand, again for example, if the 
President's proposal for social security benefit 
increases is not enacted, the $600 million ( of 
the original budget amount of $1.6 billion) 
in the revised budget outlay figure would 
not now be needed for that purpose, in which 
case the outlay ceiling would drop by $600 
million. 

As to the mechanics for adjusting the ceil
ing, timeliness in accommodating govern
ment programs to congressional changes is 
essential to orderly administration. Congress 
will be processing budgetary recommenda
tions in many different bills, passing through 
various legislative stages over a period of sev
eral months-virtually all after the fiscal 
year begins. And it seems essential in the 
interest of consistency and otherwise to cen
ter responsibility in one place for at least 
tentative determination of congressional ac
tion impact. 

The Director of the Budget is probably in 
the best position to make such determina
tions. The monthly reports submitted by the 
Director under subsection (b) of the ceiling 
provision can be evaluated currently. They 
can be checked for consistency and reason
ableness with tentative estimates frequently 
made through the budget "scorekeeping" re
ports of the Joint Committee on Reduction of 
Federal Expenditures and with those of the 
Committees on Appropriations. Amendatory 
action can be taken if that seems to be neces
sary in the circumstances. 

AUTHORIZATIONS AND APPROPRIATIONS: TH~ 
KEYS TO SPENDING CONTROL 

Mr. Chairman, for a long time, I 
fought along with others the so-called 
Bow amendment fixing a ceiling on ex
penditures, and I do not apologize for 
that. But, I have come to the conclusion 
that an expenditure ceiling can be mean
ingful, and that it will encourage greater 
focus of attention by Congress and the 
country and the press upon spending. But 
in embracing this idea of an expenditure 
ceiling as here proposed, I do not want us 
for any means to delude ourselves. The 
best means and the most appropriate 
and effective way to reduce Government 
spending is to hold the line on authoriza
tions and appropriations. That is a lead 
pipe cinch method of holding down Gov
ernment spending. It is the surest and 
the safest. In a limit on spending in a 
given fiscal year-and this would limit 
spending only for the fiscal year, 1 year, 
which begins on July 1-we do not 
rescind the money, we do not recapture 
the authority-we simply say that in 
fiscal year 1970 you cannot spend more 
than so much, but the funds which have 
been appropriated in prior years will re
main available for expenditure. So by all 
means, the best way for us to achieve a 
reduction in the cost of Government and 
effective control of Government spending 

is to quit authorizing and appropriating 
so generously. 

But, there are reasons other than 
those which I have stated for supporting 
an expenditure limitation. Government 
is growing bigger and more complex. 

Now, let me give this figure which may 
shock some of the public, but which may 
not shock Members of Congress who are 
more aware of fiscal complexities. 

If we should today appropriate all of 
the money and grant all of the authority 
requested by the administration in the 
pending budget in fiscal 1970 on July 1 
the Government would have $431 billion 
available for expenditure. But it is not 
now projected by the administration 
that more than $192.9 billion will be 
spent. So, in this expenditure ceiling for 
the first time in the history of the Nation 
we are undertaking to say, "Yes, we fix 
the annual appropriations, but we are 
going a step further this year and are 
going to fix the annual expenditures." 
While we have previously authorized all 
the carryover funds involved, we by this 
limitation fix the overall rate of spend
ing for a given year, namely fiscal year 
1970. 

This limitation, this ceiling, has been 
fixed in such a way that it o!Ight to be, 
it seems to me, palatable to the rank and 
file of the Members of the Congress. We 
have drawn the limitation in such a way 
as to get, we hope, majority support. 

Mr. Chairman, on the question of the 
most effective means of controlling 
spending, I include an additional excerpt 
from the report of the committee. It re
flects a position long held in the com
mittee: 

While there are some grounds for doubt 
that the outlay (bill-paying) stage of the 
fiscal process is the most logical or the most 
effective point at which the Congress should 
seek to control government spending, an 
overall ceiling on outlays in a given year has 
some usefulness as a short-run regulating 
device, especially when the economic and 
fiscal situations are under great stress as at 
present. But there is room for great doubt 
that such a ceiling can realistically be re
garded as an effective long-run control pro
cedure. 

As today is the consequence of yesterday, 
so tomorrow is the consequence of today. 
Legislative authorizations are the seedbeds 
of future expenditure growth. Initial au
thorization of a program or project is the 
beginning point in the legislative spending 
process. If the program or project, whatever 
it may be, is not authorized by the Congress, 
then no appropriation is in order. But the 
facts are that virtually every year new pro
grams and projects are authorized, and old 
programs are often extended and expanded. 
Seldom are existing programs and activities 
deauthorized via the basic legislative route. 
Fiscally, the cumulative result is increasing 
demands on the Federal Treasury. 

In the long range sense as distinguished 
from any particular fiscal year, too much 
emphasis is attached to controlling growth 
of government spending by applying the con
trol at the end of the spending process. It is 
more logically and effectively applicable at 
the authorization and appropriation stages. 

Appropriations are not in order unless 
there is first a legislative authorization. No 
funds can be withdrawn from the Treasury 
but in consequence of valid authority granted 
by the Congress to first create an obligation 
in behalf of the Government. That is the key 
to the situation. The most consistently ac
curate barometer to future spending levels 
is the dimensions of budget authority en-
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acted by the Congress to enter into obliga
tions on behalf of the Government. 

Authorize something new or enlarge an 
existing authorization and a request for new 
obligating authority is almost certain to 
follow . 

Denial of authority to obligate precludes 
a subsequent expenditure. 

Curtail the input of new appropriations 
(and other forms of obligating authority) 
and spending will come down. 

Grant authority to obligate and the obli
gation inevitably will follow in due time. 

Once the obligation is made and the blll 
comes due, the check to pay it (the outlay) 
must also inevitably follow in due time. 

FLEXIBILITY OF THE PROPOSED CEILING 

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

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I direct 
the gentleman's attention to the report 
where it says that this will be the first 
ceiling ever to be placed directly in the 
hands of the Congress. This is what the 
committee says in the report. 

Mr. MAHON. Yes. It would be the first 
overall ceiling placed in the hands of the 
Congress, and Congress can work its will, 
and what Congress can do today, of 
course, it can modify tomorrow. 

Some have said that the ceiling ought 
to be inflexible on the Congress. If you 
make it a mandate on the executive, 
they ask, why not make it a mandate on 
the Congress? There is no power on earth 
to fix a ceiling or a limitation on expendi
tw·es on the Congress itself. What Con
gress can do today it can undo tomorrow. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman 
from Tennessee. 

Mr . EVINS of Tennessee. As the dis
tinguished chairman of the Committee 
on Appropriations has pointed out, and 
as I understand the matter, we have set 
a spending ceiling at $192.9 billion, 
about $193 billion, which is exactly the 
Nixon budget, as a level. 

We have set the ceiling at this level, 
which means spending cannot go beyond 
this amount, but if Congress takes action 
to increase the appropriations, by being 
a flexible ceiling, it goes up, or if the 
Congress fails to take action which is 
recommended in the budget it may go up 
or down, according to what the Congress 
does. The committee has set the budget 
at the Nixon level, but what may be the 
ultimate result will be dependent upon 
what Congress does in appropriations 
and in authorizations. 

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman is cor
rect. But this is going to be a limitation 
which is not aimed at the administration 
itself, as the gentleman will agree. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Certainly. 
Mr. MAHON. We have set for the last 

couple of years limitations of sorts, but 
they have not been passed this early in 
the year as this one would be, and they 
have been limitations predicated on cuts 
below the budget. Title IV of the pending 
bill is quite a different matter. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. If the gentle
man will yield further, we are here set
ting a flexible limitation at the very out
set on the Congress, which can be re
vised up or down, depending upon the 
actions of the Congress. 

Mr. MAHON. That is correct. 
I want to say this in defense of the ad

ministration, or of any administration: 
It is impossible for any administration 
to predict in January or April precisely 
what may be spent. It may be that the 
administration will find that certain ad
justments cannot be made depending on 
the trend of events in the war, or other
wise, which might bring about a require
ment for a change. 

The administration of course would 
have the liberty, as it always does, to 
come before us with a supplemental
and the bill before us today is nothing 
but a supplemental presented to us by 
the present administration, the Nixon 
administration. It is a supplemental, and 
we inevitably have to have supplemen
tals at times though they must be avoided 
wherever possible. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Would the 
gentleman point out further that this is 
a flexible ceiling-I mean, this is a flexi
ble thing which can be revised up or 
down, depending upon the actions of the 
Congress. 
UNEXPENDED OARRYOVER BALANCES AND THE 

DIMENSIONS OF ANNUAL ACTIONS 

The gentleman further points out in 
his report to the unobligated and un
expended carryovers. I believe this is 
very significant, as found on page 122 of 
the report. It says: 

For example, total unexpended carryover 
balances at the beginning of fiscal 1970 will 
approximate $226 billion-

That is, $226 billion of money unspent 
in carryovers from previous actions of 
the Congress: 

Mr. MAHON. This $226 billion figure 
may at first glance seem to be perfectly 
outrageous and a reflection upon the 
Congress in making available such large 
sums that will be carried over in the 
pipeline to the next fiscal year. 

But much of this money is in social 
security funds that have not been ex
pended. 

Much of it is in military procurement 
programs. 

Much of it relates to space and atomic 
energy and such things as I am about to 
relate in this unexpended category. It 
ranges over the whole Government, 
really. 

For example, the Federal Deposit In
surance Corporation has about $3 billion. 
It is not anticipated that this will be 
expended, but it is available for expendi
ture. It is an unobligated carryover. 

For example, the Congress passed a bill 
granting riot insurance and flood insur
ance, and there are $500 million-a half 
billion dollars-involved in this fund. 
In all probability they would not be ex
pended, but they are within the $226 
billion. I shall elaborate on that question 
a little further in my remarks. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Would the 
gentleman say that this is a moderate 
limitation? Some have thought that it 
is a very small limitation, and it should 
go further. Would the gentleman char
acterize his amendment as a moderate 
one? 

Mr. MAHON. I would so characterize 
it, and I thank the gentleman. I would 
say it is a moderate one. 

It may be too firm for the Director of 

the Bureau of the Budget. I can see why 
the Director may prefer not to have to 
live with this amendment. But it will 
help the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget hold the line with the Govern
ment agencies and Government depart
ments. If he gets into difficulty that is 
in any manner unavoidable, he can seek 
relief from the Congress. 

There are also those who say it is 
meaningless, that it has no teeth, so 
it must be pretty good since we have 
opposition from both sides. 

Mr. Chairman, under leave granted, 
I include further exploratory material 
from the committee report on the mat
ter of carryover balances. And in this 
connection, I am inserting supplemen
tary statistical material: 

UNEXPENDED CARRYOVER BALANCES AND THE 
DIMENSIONS OF ANNUAL ACTIONS 

The proposed ceiling provision, being all
inclusive, covers expenditures in fiscal 1970 
from budget authority to be newly granted 
in this session; expenditures from so-called 
permanent appropriations that flow auto
matically from earlier laws; and expendi
tures from unexpended carryover balances of 
prior years. Very substantial portions of the 
$192.9 biilion beginning ceiling figure spring 
from each of these three general sources of 
expenditure availability. 

For example, total unexpended carryover 
balances at the beginning of fiscal 1970 will 
approximate $226 billion-about $100 billion 
in social security and other trust funds and 
$126 billion in Federal funds. But some $77 
biilion of the $126 billion of Federal funds 
will have been obligated for programs across 
the government but not yet actually paid 
out. The remaining $49 billion, not obligated 
and not expended, is in many accounts across 
the government; there is a comprehensive 
and informative special analysis of it in the 
January budget, Special Analysis G, pp. 78-93. 

But of the $226 billion total beginning car
ryover, trust and federal funds combined, 
roughly $86 biilion is projected for expendi
ture (disbursement, that is) in fiscal 1970, 
and roughly that amount is thus counted in 
the $192.9 billion ceiling figure. The re
mainder-some $138 billion after a small 
lapse amount--becomes part of the total 
unexpended carryover projected into the fol
lowing year, fiscal 1971. 

Roughly then, it can be seen that only 
about $107 biilion of the newly projected 
outlay total for 1970 ($192.9 billion, less the 
$86 billion from carryovers) is estimated to 
come from the $205.9 billion new budget 
authority requested or estimated for that 
same year of 1970. Funds appropriated in a 
given year are expended partly in that year 
and partly in subsequent years because of 
long lead-times, construction time, and other 
factors. 

To put the relationship of budget authori
ty and outlays in some better focus by way 
of extreme lllustration, if the whole $205 
billion of new budget authority for 1970 
failed, the expenditure outlay reduction in 
1970, based on the budget, would be only 
$107 billion. The remainder would be an 
expenditure avoided in subsequent years. 

But to put the picture in sharper focus, 
tt must be noted that Congress does not 
annually act on anywhere near the entire 
new budget authority total. Some of it is in 
the form of requests and some of it is in 
the form of estimates. Roughly $66 billion, 
net, of the new budget authority total is 
estimated to go on the books in 1970 auto
matically-so-called permanent appropri
ations-under earlier laws, mainly trust 
funds, interest on the debt, and several 
others. The other $139 billion goes through 
the annual bill process-mostly the appro
priation bills-but it involves projected ex-
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penditures, as to 1970, of roughly only $90 
billion, more or less which means that Con
gress, in the various annual bills, normally 
deals with new budget authority amounts 
that, in total, relate to less than half of the 
budget outlays projected for that same year. 
As noted, more than half of budget outlays 
in a given year now derive from carryover 
balances and from new budget authority 
that goes on the books automatically under 
various permanent appropriation arrange
ments enacted over the years. 

The size of the unexpended carryover pipe
line, of course, depends on what is put in 
and what is taken out. Addition of more new 
budget authority than is expended in a year 
increases the pipeline. During fiscal 1970, 
based on the recent budget projections, the 
total unexpended pipeline would increase 
from $226 billion to $237 billion, but all of 
the increase is more than accounted for in 
trust fund accumulations of balan ces. In 
Federal funds , t here is a drop of $1 billion, 
from $126 billion to $125 billion. Depend
ing on congressional actions, this could drop 
further. 

CONTROLLABLE VERSUS UNCONTROLLABLE 

EXPENDITURES 

All expenditures are, of course, control
lable by the Congress. All expenditures are 
controlled by Congress, because they flow 
from laws enacted by Congress. But as a very 
practical m a tter, not all are subject to ef
fective discret ionary cont rol through the 
normal annual budget and appropriations 
process. 

Very considerable expenditures a.rise from 
so-called permanent appropriations that do 
not pass through the annual appropriation 
bills. Interest on the debt and trust runcts 
are examples. 

Several programs that do pass through 
the annual bill process involve manda.ted
type expenditures fixed in basic law, which 
unless changed through legislation operate 
as a. practical limit on the discretionary 
power to control them annually. Veterans 
pensions and public assistance matching 
grants are examples. 

Payments for prior year contracts and ob
ligations falling due cannot effectively be 
avoided. These run across the whole govern
ment. 

There are a number of others. The Jan
uary budget classifies some $98 billion, or 
about half of the 1970 outlay budget, as 
"relatively uncontrollable civilian outlays 
under present law." The figure for the April 
15 budget review under this classification 
is $100 billion, meaning that better than 
half of the outlay budget for the year is not, 
as a practical matter, subject to the normal 
discretionary powers of appropriation with
out chap.ges in the basic laws that more or 
less ordain them. 

Similarly, though the makeup in detail 
does not exactly correspond, in the $6 billion 
cutback provision of the Revenue and Ex
penditure Control Act last session, Congress 
exempted from the ceiling and from the cut
back, programs involving about half of total 
outlays, 1n effect recognizing their relative 
uncontrollability without changes in the 
basic laws applicable or other compelling cir
cumstances giving rise to them. 

Looking at the matter :n terms of increases 
rather than totals, about 75 % of the outlay 
increase, 1970 over 1969, projected in the 
January budget was in these so-called rela
tively uncontrollable items. The proportion 
applicable to the $8 billion outlay increase, 
1970 over 1969, projected in the new admin
istration's budget review is even greater. 

The outlay ceiling proposed by the com
mittee for 1970, while rigid and all-encom
passing, does not and cannot of course come 
to grips with these fundamentals of basic 
laws. But by covering both controllable and 

"uncontrollable" outlays, it will focus on the 
total, and keep it in focus. 

alternatives and substitutions when upward 
pressures a.re exerted on the ceiling. 

It will tend to force attention on possible It will keep the hands of Congress on it. 

TABLE 8.-BALANCES OF BUDGET AUTHORITY (FROM THE JANUARY 1969 BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 1970) 

[In millions of dollars) 

Start 1968 End 1968 End 1969 End 1970 

Obli- Unobli- Obli- Unobli- Obli- Unobli- Obli- Unobli
gated Department or other unit gated gated gated gated gated gated gated 

Funds appropriated to the President: 
International financial institutions __________ 1, 004 6, 447 1, 226 6, 427 
Military assistance ____________ ________ ___ 2, 114 2, 764 1,804 2, 468 
Economic assistance ______________________ 3, 790 860 3, 685 690 
Office of Economic Opportunity ____________ 1, 140 6 982 8 
Other_ __________________________________ 345 112 645 111 

1, 591 6, 633 
1, 737 2, 393 
3, 248 391 
1, 018 5 

563 -87 

1, 880 6, 633 
1, 767 2, 193 
3, 364 622 
1, 207 6 

578 -180 
Agriculture __________________________________ 5, 446 2, 749 5, 562 2, 680 
Commerce __________________________________ 973 225 1, 086 258 

6, 464 2, lll 
1, 241 209 

6, 869 2, 177 
1, 254 122 

Defense- Military ___________ _________ __ ______ 32, 077 15, 116 30, 884 14, 829 32, 818 11, 594 35, 055 10, 970 
Defense-Civil_______________________________ 302 248 345 247 441 158 496 50 
Health, Education, and Welfare ________________ 6, 403 28, 043 7, 820 30, 778 
Housing and Urban Development__ _____________ 6, 674 14, 462 8, 254 14, 743 
Interior_ ____ ___ _____________________________ 845 609 947 612 
Labor__ __________ ___________________________ 495 10, 790 498 11, 919 

8, 669 35, 729 
7, 050 13, 495 
l , 141 359 

478 12, 709 

8, 908 42, 756 
8, 076 12, 139 
1, 175 234 

656 13, 680 
Transportation _______________________________ 7, 271 3, 409 7,286 4, 154 
Treasury______ _________________ _____________ 102 26 103 24 
Atomic Energy Commission ___ _________________ l , 138 320 l , 115 385 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration __ 1, 820 313 1, 616 381 
Veterans' Administration __ __ __________________ 1, 034 8, 139 1,030 8,768 
Civil Service Commission______________________ 642 17, 690 701 18, 505 
Export-Import Bank __________________________ 2, 367 3, 749 2,996 2, 687 
Federal Depositlnsurance Corp________ ________ 248 6, 340 257 6, 590 
Federal Home Loan Bank Board_ ___ __ _________ 30 3, 468 61 3, 697 
Railroad Retirement Board ____________________ 112 4, 240 127 4, 375 
Other agencies_______________________________ 2, 195 4, 740 2, 306 6, 804 
Allowance for contingencies. _____________________________________________________ _ 

8, 531 4, 679 
87 25 

1, 563 56 
1, 624 118 
1, 120 8, 341 

834 20, 522 
3, 638 2, 387 

281 6, 870 
33 4, 033 

130 4, 525 
2, 494 1, 985 

50 ----------

9, 070 5, 102 
94 22 

1, 486 ----- -----
1, 552 (1) 
1, 181 8, 387 

981 21, 936 
4, 585 1, 026 

297 7, 176 
17 4, 447 

137 4, 596 
2, 694 1, 521 

200 ----------

Total balances _____ __ ____ __ ____________ 78, 567 134, 864 81, 336 142, 142 86, 844 139, 238 93, 597 145, 616 

MEMORANDUM 
Federal funds- -- - - --------------- -- -~------- 69, 839 54, 095 72, 043 54, 988 77, 41(, 49, 090 83, 301 
Trust funds_ •• _________ _________ ____________ 8, 728 80, 769 9, 293 87, 154 9, 434 90, 148 10, 278 

Less than $500,000. 
Note: Totals slightly revised in table that follows this table. 

BUDGET REVIEW OF APRIL 15, 1969-CHANGE IN UNEXPENDED BALANCES 

(In billions) 

Unexpended balance, June 30, 
1968 _______ -- __ -- ___ --- • __ 

1969 Budget authority _______ _ 
Expiring authority in 1969, etc. _____________ _____ ___ _ 

- Less outlays ____ _______ _____ _ 

Federal 
funds 

$127. 0 
148. 8 

-1.2 
148.2 

January budget 

I ntragovern-
Trust mental 
funds transactions 

$96. 4 --------------
53. 3 -$7.5 

-7. 1 
43. 0 -7.5 

Budget review estimate 

I ntragovern-
Federal Trust mental 

Total funds funds transactions 

$223. 5 $127. 0 $96. 4 --------------
194. 6 149. 9 53. 3 -$7. 5 

-8. 3 - 1.2 -7.1 
183. 7 149. 5 42. 9 - 7. 5 

44, 986 
100, 630 

Total 

$223. 5 
195. 7 

-8. 3 
184.9 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Estimated unexpended 
balance, June 30, 
1969 ____ • _____ --- - - - 126. 5 99. 6 --------------

1970 Budget authority _______ _ 
Expiring authority in 1970, 

etc_ ------------ - ---------

158. 2 60. 0 -7. 9 

-1. 7 ------------------------Less outlays ________________ _ 154. 7 48. 4 -7. 9 

226. 1 
210.1 

-1.7 
195. 3 

126.2 99. 8 --------------
154. 3 59. 5 - 8. 0 

-1.7 - -----------------------
153. 8 47. 1 - 8. Q 

226. 0 
205. 9 

-1.7 
192. 9 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Estimated unexpended 
balance, June 30, 
1970 __ _____ -- -- __ - - -

Description 

128. 3 110. 9 -------- - ----- 239. 2 

BUDGET AUTHORITY 

(Fiscal years, in billions) 

Available through current action by the Congress : 

125. 0 112. 2 --------------

1968 
actual 

1969 
estimate 

237. 2 

1970 
estimate 

~~~~~suesJyii~~f!etuciieC=== === ====== ==== == == == = = ==== ====== == == == = = == == =- ______ !~~~--~ _______ . !~~~~ ~ _ --------iiJ4_-4 
To be requested separately: 

For supplemental requirements under present law_____ _____________ __ _______________ 4. 5 0. 1 
Upon enactment of proposed legislation______________ _______ ________________________ 0. 2 1. 2 

Allow~n~~s : . . . 
Crvrlran and mrlrtary pay rncrease· --------------------------------------------------------------- 2. 8 
Contingencies____________________ ____ _______ ___________________________________________________ 0. 4 

Subtotal, available through current action by the Congress _____ ____ __ _ 
Available without current action by the Congress (permanent authorizations) : 

Trust funds (existing law) _____________________________ -- --- -- - _______ • __ 
Interest on the public debt. _______________________________ ___ ____ ______ _ 
Other _____________________________________________________ -- ______ _ • __ 

134. 4 

47. 8 
14. 6 
5. 4 

133. 6 

53. 5 
16. 3 
5. 4 

138.9 

59.1 
17. 3 

4. 3 
Deductions for offsetting receipts : 

lnterfund and intragovernmental transactions________ __ __ ____ ______________ --6. 9 - 8. 7 -9. 2 
Proprietary receipts from the public _________________ -------- -- -- .________ -4. 7 -4. 3 -4. 5 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Total budget authoritY-------------------------------------- ---------- 190. 6 195. 8 205. 9 
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ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES (BUDGET OUTLAYS) 

FISCAL YEARS 1969 AND 1970 

Mr. Chairman, we have been referring 
to the beginning ceiling :figure of $192.9 
billion representing budget outlays pro
jected by the administration in its budget 
review of April 15. I include a table 
based on figures in that review, showing a 
breakdown by departments and agencies 
of the $192.9 billion: 

TABLE 8.-BUDGET OUTLAYS, 1969 AND 1970 

[In millions of dollars) 

Agency 

1969 
current 

estimate 

Agriculture________ ____ ________ _______ 8, 409 ccc___ _ __ _ _ __ _ _ __ __ __ __ ___ _ ____ _ (5, 492) 
Commerce ______________ ------ -- ---- - 872 
Defense-military and military assist-a nee __ ___ _______ ___ ____ __________ _ 
Corps of Engineers __ _________________ _ 
Health, Education, and Welfare ________ _ 

Trust funds _________________ ____ _ 
Housing and Urban Development_ _____ _ 
Interior ________ _______ ______________ _ 
Justice __ ______ __ ___________________ _ 
Labor __________ ________ ____ --------_ 

Unemployment trust funds ____ ____ _ 
Post Office _____ _________________ __ __ _ 
State _______________________________ _ 
Transportation ___ ___________________ _ 
Treasury ____________________________ _ 

Interest on the public debt__ ______ _ 
Atomic Energy Commission ___ _______ _ _ 
General Services Administration ___ ____ _ 
NASA ___________ ____ ___ ___ _________ _ 
Veterans' Administration ___ _______ __ _ _ 
All other: 

78, 400 
l, 192 

46, 259 
(32, 981) 

2, 017 
889 
517 

3, 503 
(2, 749) 

929 
434 

6, 211 
16,603 

(16, 300) 
2, 451 

413 
4, 247 
7, 719 

Foreign economic as~istance_ _ _ _ _ _ _ l, 925 
Office of Economic Opportunity_ __ __ 1, 880 
Other agencies_ _____ _____________ 5, 136 

Allowances for: 
Civilian and military pay increases ____ _______ _ 
Contingencies ___ ____________________ ______ _ 

Undistributed intragovernmental trans-
actions ______ ____________ __ ______ __ -5, 105 

TotaL __ ________ _____ - - ------- 184, 901 

Note : Detail may not add due to rounding. 

1970 
revised 

estimate 

7, 197 
(4, 482) 
l , 079 

77, 903 
l, 159 

50, 551 
(35, 324) 

2, 823 
830 
730 

3, 690 
(2, 866) 

412 
428 

6, 753 
17, 559 

(17, 300) 
2, 504 

407 
3, 897 
7, 554 

1, 760 
1, 870 
6, 538 

2, 800 
200 

-5, 745 

192, 899 

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

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the distin
guished gentleman from South Carolina 
(Mr. RIVERS), chairman of the Commit
tee on Armed Services. 

MILITARY SPENDING PROGRAMS 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I wonder 
if the gentleman realizes that the Con
gress is not acting-but that we are re
acting. The gentleman knows, of course, 
that whenever we get ready to reduce 
expenditures, everybody looks to the 
military. 

Now you have the terrible situation of 
the people assigning the worst sort of 
conduct and motives to the so-called 
military-industrial complex. I am sure 
the gentleman knows that on Mr. Mc
Namara's procurements for ships there 
was a cost overrun and Secretary Pack
ard tells me that it will be an overrun 
of $100 million. 

This morning and on Thursday we are 
trying to find out what caused an inac
curate estimate-it is not all overrun
on the C-5A aircraft. There are a num-
ber of factors involved. The gentleman 
knows as well as I do that this Congress 
has not got the courage to stand up 
here and stop some of these crazy pro
grams that we have, for instance, the Job 
Corps and the OEO and a lot of these 
things we are spending money on all over 
hell's half acre. But they will go to the 
military and cut them to smithereens. 
This is what it is coming to. 

We have inaccurate estimates all over 
the lot in the military and when you 
superimpose that on the escalation 
caused by the increased cost of living, 
our military is going to come up short 
and we are going to have half a defense. 

It would be far better to abolish cer
tain items for the military and come 
clean with the American people and say, 
"We do not want you to have the Polaris 
program-we do not want you to have 
new bombers-even though the B-52's 
are 15 years old. We do not want you to 
modernize your navy yards. We do not 
want you to have a good merchant ma
rine program. We do not want you to go 
on with the new fighter needs that were 
denied us under the McNamara pro
grams. We do not want you to have a 
moon shot." 

This is where these things are coming 
to. That is the weakness of provisions 
such as the one to which the gentleman 
ref erred. Why do we not cross each 
bridge at the time we come to it? 

Mr. MAHON. That is what we pro
pose to do. We will cross each bridge at 
the time we come to it as each appro
priation bill is before us, or each bill 
from a legislative committee which 
mandates certain expenditures is be
fore us. Action on these bills will in effect 
maintain, or lower, or raise the expendi
ture ceiling. 

Mr. RIVERS. We probably hold longer 
hearings in our committee than any 
committee of the Congress. We have a 
number of subcommittees going now. 
They are trying their best to save money. 
The distinguished chairman's commit
tee, in its wisdom, has acted, and I would 
like to say that if there is anyone for 
whom I have a higher regard than the 
chairman of the Appropriations Com
mittee, I have not found him. But let me 
say this: We cannot approach it in the 
ma.nner proposed with any degree of 
accuracy. We cannot have all the pro
grams. I have enumerated unless we have 
sufficient funds. I am afraid we are going 
to come up short in our commitments to 
our own people, and to the security of 
America and our commitments with 
whatever other friends we have, if we 
have any. 

I want the gentleman to know that 
I do not agree with this approach. We 
should act on each program instead of 
reacting to the entire budget. The Con
stitution specifically provides that the 
one arm of our Government that has the 
direct responsibility of the Congress is 
the military. Yet we are neglecting this 
responsibility by provisions of the sort 
proposed, and I am afraid it is a mis
take. 

Mr. MAHON. According to the esti
mates-and we are, for the time being, 
accepting the expenditure estimates of 
the administration-the military will 
expend about $78 billion this fiscal year 
and a similar amount for next year. The 
full amount so estimated for next year
:fiscal 1970-is provided for in the pro
posed spending ceiling in the bill before 
us. 

If our military people, those with stars 
on their shoulders and those in civilian 
capacities, will run the Defense Depart
ment in a businesslike and efficient way, 

I would think that sums available and in 
prospect would be adequate. I would hope 
that the sums are more than adequate. 

One of the things that disturbs me is 
that there have been so many mistakes 
made by the military. This has tended to 
generate a lack of confidence. I grant 
that the problems have been of great 
magnitude and complexity. 

Let me say that I have confidence in 
the military. I do not have unlimited con
fidence in their managerial ability. 

Mr. RIVERS. I do not know anybody 
who does. 

Mr. MAHON. Let me give an example. 
I joined in cutting the military budget $5 
billion plus, last year. I am not beholden 
to any department of this Government. I 
want to make that clear. I am sure the 
gentleman from South Carolina shares 
thi1:. attitude completely. 

With respect to management, just 
think of the humiliation we suffered a 
few days ago when the Navy, through 
neglect, let a submarine in a Navy ship
yard go to the bottom. And what is that 
going to cost us? $25 million. Of course, 
if we are going to let the defense dollar go 
down the drain in any such irresponsible 
manner as that, it would not be possible 
to supply the military with adequate 
funds. 

I would say this: I have confidence in 
the administration and feel that expend
itures in the military area will not be cut 
without any regard to the welfare of the 
country. I am aware that the Secretary 
of Defense served on the Committee on 
Appropriations of the House and the De
fense Subcommittee for many years. 

I cannot think of him in a role of an 
appeaser or a nonspender when it comes 
to necessary defense expenditures. So I 
wou1d say, let us take the Pentagon at its 
word as a starting point on the amount 
of funds needed. When our hearings on 
defense programs are completed we can 
reduce or increase the budget figure and 
the final figure agreed upon by Congress 
and enacted into law will determine 
what can be spent in fiscal 1970. 

Now, before I yield to my good and dis
tinguished friend, my able colleague, let 
me say that I believe in the ABM. I be
lieve in a strong military program. I de
plore the low estate in which the military 
finds itself. I want to see confidence re
stored in this area. We need to have re
spect and to have reason to have respect 
for all departments and branches of Gov
ernment. 

I yield to the gentleman from South 
Carolina. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, the gen
tleman gave wings to the very things I 
was talking about. I do not wear any
body's collar either. I am looking for 
encomiums, and I do not get them 
around Washington, as the gentleman 
knows. 

I want to say this, that the military 
now has reached deplorable conditions. 
We have 60 percent of our fleet which is 
not fit to live on or in because someone 
budgeted too low. The chairman has not 
heard the last of the results of McNa
mara's systems analysis crowd. We have 
not heard the last of that. They are 
bringing disrespect and derision on mili
tary men who have not made a decision 
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over there since McNamara darkened the 
doors of the Pentagon. We have deficits 
coming up day 1n and day out, day in and 
day out, over which the military men 
had no control. 

We cannot think we can just put a· 
hard, hidebound ceiling on any kind of 
restrictions and think we can let each 
tub sit on its bottom. That is, in my 
opinion, a mistake. 

Mr. MAHON. There are some leaks in 
Government tubs and we are trying to 
close some of them. 

Mr. RIVERS. I do not deprecate the 
efforts of the chairman, but I am sure an 
enlisted man did not pull the seacock on 
that submarine. It could have been sab
otaged. 

Mr. MAHON. I do not know who is 
responsible, but the Navy should find out 
who is responsible and see that he is 
adequately disciplined. If they want to 
gain higher respect, this kind of action 
must be taken. 

Mr. RIVERS. I agree. We must re
store responsibility in the military-and 
then hold them responsible. And let me 
tell the chairman, our committee is go
ing to investigate that incident and, for 
whatever it is worth, we are going to re
port to the Chairman on this. 

THE SO-CALLED PEACE DIVIDEND IN FEDERAL 

FUNDS 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman. The chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee has made a 
statement which makes it appropriate 
at this time for me to discuss a further 
situation. 

Many of the programs and ships and 
weapons of the military are obsolete or 
are becoming obsolescent. There is no 
doubt of that. Large programs are go
ing to be necessary to outfit the Navy 
and the other services with modern ships, 
aircraft, and other weapons. Defense 
spending is not going to toboggan down
ward when the war ends in Vietnam. 
There will be reductions but the costs 
will remain high. 

Military spending is going to have to 
remain high because survival is the first 
law of nations. It is inescapable that the 
military programs are going to remain 
high and we are going to have to sup
port them. That is one of the reasons 
we want a better job done by the mili
tary-by civilians and those 1n uni
form-in order that we may get more 
for the dollar. 

But those who are writing in the pa
pers and saying in their speeches, "Wait 
until the war ls over, and then we wm 
have unlimited resources for all the so
cial programs," are too optimistic. Some 
seem to think that Secretary Finch will 
have all the money he wants for educa
tion, for health, and the poor, and the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel
opment will have all the money he wants 
to for housing and related needs. 

That is incorrect. They are not going 
to have all the money they want. There 
is not enough money in the Nation to 
meet all these demands. 

Besides that, money is not the only 
answer in defense, and it is not the only 
answer in our social programs. I think it 
is a little bjt cruel for us to make state
ments which would lead the cities and 

the mayors and the poor and others to 
believe that when the war is over we will 
have unlimited funds for all purposes 
which may be desired. We just will not 
have that kind of money, and let us tell 
the people that now. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

SUPPLEMENTALS FOR INTEREST SUBSIDY 
PROGRAMS 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 
the gentleman said he does not want any 
exceptions to his limitations provision 
but, in fact, by not including some of the 
practices or programs under the limita
tion, there are exceptions. For example, 
there is no limit on the amount that they 
can obligate for interest subsidies. And 
now it is proposed, instead of having cur
rent expenditures within the fiscal year 
for a direct loan program and grants for 
college facilities, they will have a pro
gram to pay only $11 million this year 
and obligate us for $440 million, which 
does not show up in this year's budget. 
So in effect the limitation is no limita
tion so long as that is permitted, is it? 

Mr. MAHON. I wish the gentleman 
would let his own statement stand as he 
made it. I am not quite sure of the import 
of the statement. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. But it does not 
limit them from obligating us to pay for 
the next 35 years under these programs. 

Mr. MAHON. Oh, I see what the gen
tleman means and his point is well 
taken. 

I call the attention of the gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. JONAS) to this 
matter. Under the housing programs 
there is a provision in the bill providing 
authority for $80 million for subsidies for 
1 year. We provide a certain amount for 
1 year, but when we do this we obligate 
ourselves for 40 years. 

I believe the gentleman from North 
Carolina has tabulated the total amount 
of money in these housing programs that 
will be mandated as a result of this bill 
if we pass it. Will the gentleman give 
that figure? 

Mr. JONAS. If the gentlemen will yield, 
it will be 40 times 80, and that is $3.2 
billion we will be obligating the taxpayers 
to pay over the 40-year period. 

I remind the chairman that already in 
this fiscal year, we have provided $50 
million for those two programs, so we 
have to add that to the $3.2 billion. You 
will find in these two programs, sections 
235 and 236 of the housing law as 
amended, we will be obligating the tax
payers of this country to the amount of 
$5.2 billion over the 40-year period. 

Mr. MAHON. About $5.2 billion. It 
looks very minimal when one looks at the 
bill, but when one looks at the costs 
which we are obligated to pay over 40 
years it is about $5.2 billion. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. MAHON. I yield. 
Mr. JONAS. This has been said, but 

needs to be emphasized. This spending 
limitation does not purport to remain in 
effect beyond next year. It is only for 1 
year; is that not true? 

Mr. MAHON. It is only for 1 year. It 

might be for only 30 days, if we change 
it, but this is not proposed for more than 
1 year. Next year we can do something 
similar with respect to fiscal 1971 if we 
so determine. 

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

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. MICHEL. If I might make a fur
ther point with respect to the institutions 
of higher learning and their construction 
needs, there is $3.9 million in this bill for 
interest subsidy, which will construct 
$145 million worth of college facilities. 
If you do not want that, then just wipe 
out the interest subsidy. It all depends 
on how much we appropriate in this bill 
for the interest subsidy, as to where that 
ceiling goes. 

As the gentleman from North Carolina 
says, this is an expenditure ceiling for 
just the 1 year, not for 30 or 40 years. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman 
will the gentleman yield? ' 

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. This illustrates 
my point very well. If they get the $3.9 
million interest subsidy, they will with
hold the $150 million already appropri
ated for direct loans. That $150 million 
would be under the limitation, whereas 
the $3.9 million is all of the $145 million 
that shows up in the fiscal year. This is 
a big loophole. 

Mr. MICHEL. It is not a permanent 
loophole if you choose to use that word. 
It is effective only for this year. 

What we are saying is that since we 
are in such a bind, instead of a direct 
appropriation of $145 million for direct 
loans let us do it by the interest subsidy 
route, and finance the balance through 
thP. private sector. 

SCOPE OF PROPOSED EXPENDITURE CEILING 

FOR 1970 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, w111 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. I should like to com
mend the gentleman from Texas for a 
most interesting and enlightening state
ment. I should like to ask a question on 
a problem I have dealing with appropria
tions. 

An item in my district which was nec
essary was not included in the Nixon 
budget. Under this limitation would it 
preclude the Nixon administration from 
amending the budget and providing an 
item that is not in the present budget? 

Mr. MAHON. There is nothing in this 
limitation that would preclude the Nixon 
administration from amending the 
budget and placing the item in it. There 
is nothing in this limitation which would 
preclude Congress from providing the 
funds for the unbudgeted items. So there 
is nothing inflexible insofar as the gen
tleman's problem is concerned in the 
resolution now before us. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Therefore, if I un
derstand the gentleman correctly, the 
limitation goes only to the amount and 
the Congress can act independently or 
the executive can revise its budget. Is 
that what the gentleman stated? 

Mr. MAHON. I think the point is clear. 
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Mr. DE LA GARZA. I thank the gen
tleman. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

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

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I do not think 
this is such a novel approach. The Con
gress considered it before and in effect 
we have done it before. 

Mr. MAHON. I believe we have never 
done it before, I will say to the gentle
man. Not quite. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I think we 
have put a limitation in effect before 
when we put a limitation, for instance, 
'.>n the national debt. In effect, we said 
that there was a limitation on the bor
rowing budget. 

The gentleman will recall that the 
Hoover Commission recommended and 
this Congress debated the proposal that 
limitations on spending be placed upon 
each governmental department. In other 
words, taking the overall limitation 
which you are now proposing and 
breaking it down. The reason for the 
spending limitation was that the Con
gress could then control the expendi
ture budget, which we do not now 
control. All we can do here is appro
priate the money, and the executive 
controls the rate of expenditure. The 
Hoover Commission's proposal, which 
you are proposing to carry out now, was 
to put a limitation on what the Congress 
itself might control. It does not mean 
that you cannot vary that figure if con
ditions change which call for it. Congress 
can vary it. But it is a restraint on ad
ditional spending. It also advises the 
Congress, the way it was originally pro
posed, and if there were slippages, we 
could find out why there were, and if 
there were overages proposed, we could 
find out why. So it is not so novel. 

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman in effect 
is in favor of the limitation? 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I certainly 
am. And I think it should be done even 
more. We should do it on each depart
ment. I wish the chairman had agreed 
some years ago, along with some other 
members of the Committee on Appro
priations, to place expenditure limita
tions on Government departments be
cause we could have been doing it all 
these years and prevented a great deal of 
the wild spending that we have had. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. MAHON. My friend is entitled to 

his views. The ceiling should help but 
holding down authorizations and appro
priations is the surest way to cut spend
ing. No one can predict just what Con
gress will do, but I hope that the pro
posal here will be well supported by the 
House and by the other body. 
COMPARISON OF TITLE IV OF PENDING BILL WITH 

THE LEGISLATIVE BUDGET PROPOSAL IN THE 

1946 REORGANIZATION ACT 

Mr. Chairman, in elaboration, may I 
add that the discussion recalls the efforts 
of the Congress, some 22 years ago, to en
act a legislative budget, an important 
and really key feature of which was to 
put a ceiling on Government spending. 
I think it might be useful to insert an 
analysis comparing that effort with title 
IV of the pending bill: 

By proposing a ceiling on the aggregate of 
government spending for fiscal 1970, title IV 
of the pending bill would secure something 
of what the framers of the legislative budget 
plan in the 1946 Reorganization Act had 
in mind, but which Congress in fact never 
accomplished. It would be useful to recall 
briefly what that plan was about, refer to 
the experiences in attempting to carry it 
out, and m ake some note of the similarities 
and dissimilarities between the provisions 
of the 1946 plan and title IV of the pending 
bill. 

THE 1946 LEGISLATIVE BUDGET PLAN 

The legislative budget plan was spelled out 
in the 1946 law. It is now a part of Rule 
XLII of the Rules of the House, and reads 
as follows: 

"( a ) The Committee on Ways and Means 
and the Committee on Appropriations of 
the House of Representatives, and the Com
m it t ee on Finance and the Committee on 
Appropriations of the Senate, or duly au
thorized subcommittees thereof, are author
ized and directed to meet jointly at the 
beginning of each regular session of Con
gress and after study and consultation, giving 
due consideration to the budget recommend
ations of the President, report to their re
spective Houses a legislative budget for the 
ensuing fiscal year, including the estimated 
over-all Federal receipts and expenditures for 
such year. Such report shall contain a recom
mendation for the maximum amount to be 
appropriated for expenditure in such year 
which shall include such an amount +,0 be 
reserved for deficiencies as may be deemed 
necessary by such committees. If the esti
m ated receipts exceed the estimated ex
penditures, such report shall contain a 
recommendation for a reduction in the pub
lic debt. Such report shall be made by 
February 15. 

"(b ) The report shall be accompanied by 
a concurrent resolution adopting such 
budget, and fixing the maximum amount to 
be appropriated for expenditure in such year. 
If the estimated expenditures exceed the 
estimated receipts, the concurrent resolu
tion shall include a section substantially as 
follows: 'That it is the sense of the Congress 
that the public debt shall be increased in 
an amount equal to the amount by which 
the estimated expenditures for the ensuing 
fiscal year exceed the estimated receipts, such 
amount being$-----' " 

In other words, the joint committee, after 
study of the budget and consultations other
wise, was to bring in, early in the session, a 
concurrent resolution proposing an expres
sion of the judgment of the Congr_ess as to 
the probable budget revenues for the com
ing fiscal year and fixing a maximum budget 
expenditure goal for the year. 

There was nothing mandatory or compel
ling about any ceiling so fixed upon. 

It was not an enactment requiring approval 
of the President. 

It was to be not a binding statute but only 
a target for the guidance of the Congress in 
processing the spending and revenue bills. 

It was not directed to the Executive spend
ing agencies, but only to the Congress. In its 
individual actions in the appropriation and 
the other spending bills, and on the revenue 
side, Congress could either hue to the dis
ciplines implicitly suggested by the ceiling 
thus set, or it could ignore the ceiling. 

In the first effort-in 1947-to put the plan 
into effect, both Houses adopted a concurrent 
resolution. The House proposed an overall cut 
of $6 billion from projected fiscal 1948 budget 
expenditures. The Senate proposed a $4.5 bil
lion reduction. '!'he conferees did not resolve 
the differences and the resolution died in 
conference. Thus no target ceiling was set. 

The next year, Congress, on February 27, 
1948, did adopt such a concurrent resolution 
with respect to fiscal 1949, setting-for it
self-the goal of a $2.5 billion reduction in 
budgeted expenditures by expressing the 

judgment, "based upon presently available 
information", that • • • "expenditures dur
ing such fiscal year shall not exceed 37 .2 bil
lion dollars • • • ". 

Actual budget expenditures in fiscal 1949 
were $40 billion; they exceeded the target by 
$2.8 billion, in effect wiping out the reduction 
goal of $2.5 billion. They exceeded the original 
budget projection of $39.7 billion by some 
$300 million. 

In 1949, a move was made to set the date 
for action on the legislative budget for fiscal 
1950 back from February 15 to May 1. Noth
ing further happened. Nothing further has 
been done in direct response to the legislative 
budget plan. 

Many post-mortems have been rendered 
on the experiment. It was said that the joint 
committee of 102 members was unwieldy. 

It was said that the time limit of February 
15 was too short. 

It was said that to name an expenditure 
reduction total in advance in the manner 
pr oposed approximated a court rendering a 
verdict without evidence. It was said that to 
vote for a blanke·t reduction in advance of 
hearings and consideration of the individual 
budget proposals was a vote to cut without 
knowing what is to be cut, how much is to be 
cut, or where the cut is to be made. 

It was said that no legislative budget, 
logically premised, could precede a detailed 
study of the estimate. 

The majority report accompanying the first 
concurrent resolution submitted to the House 
in February, 1947, suggesting the goal of a 
$6 billion cutback, had this acknowledgment: 

"Of course, if the accompanying resolution 
be adopted there is no commitment as to any 
reduction in specific items contained in the 
budget. The resolution expresses an overall 
objective and its realization depends entirely 
upon the final action of the Congress upon 
budget estimates, individually and collec
tively." 
THE 1946 PLAN AND TITLE IV-SIMILARITIES 

AND DISSIMILARITIES 

There are a number of basic differences 
between the 1946 plan and title IV. There 
are also some similarities. 

Of course, title IV does not deal with the 
revenue side. The 1946 plan did. But Con
gress knows what the revenue estimates of 
the Executive Branch are-although it 
should be noted that an up-dating of the 
January figures are needed; the April 15 
budget review of President Nixon dealt only 
with appropriations and spending, not with 
revenues. The budget surplus of $5.8 billion 
projected by President Nixon is subject to 
revision on that account. 

Perhaps the most basic difference between 
title IV and the spending celling in the 
legislative budget resolutions of 1947 and 
1948 is that title IV would legislate a rigid 
ceiling into law, whereas the earlier resolu
tions merely sought to set a goal against 
which Congress would work in its actions on 
the various spending bills. 

The earlier "ceiling'' was not really a ceiling 
because it was not enacted as a law and was 
not binding on either Congress or the Exec
utive. Title IV would set a binding statutory 
ceiling. The ceiling figure , insofar as con
gressional decision is concerned, is a begin
ning, not an ending figure. But whatever 
figure Congress would wind up setting, that 
would become a maximum on the Executive 
Branch, changeable only by subsequent ac
tion of Congress. That was not the case in 
the 1947 and 1948 efforts. 

Unlike the earlier efforts which sought to 
declare at the beginning that the spending 
budget "should" be cut by not less than a 
pre-determined, arbitrary amount but 
which was cast in such a way as not to en
sure it, title IV would not impose any reduc
tion in advance-either as a "goal" for Con
gress or as a "ceiling" that would leave to the 
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Executive the allocation of an arbitrary cut 
to specific agencies and programs. 

Unlike King Canute who commanded the 
tide not to come in but was powerless to 
ensure it, title IV, unlike the earlier efforts 
"commands" that expenditures shall not 
exceed a certain sum and carries the mecha
nism to ensure the result. Of course, Con
gress can change tomorrow what it decides 
today, but that power, as to expenditures, 
is reserved to Congress by title IV. 

Unlike the earlier effort, nothing in title 
IV calls on Congress to vote for a reduction
either as a ' 'goal" or a "ceiling"-below the 
President's announced spending budget in 
advance of individual item consideration. 
The mechanism is there to adjust the initial 
ceiling figure---up or down-to comport with 
what Congress decides on each spending bill 
and proposition. 

Not unlike what the majority report-
quoted above-said about final results under 
the 1947 resolution "goal", what happens un
der title IV (which adopts the budget figure 
as a starting point)-... "depends entirely 
upon the final action of the Congress upon 
budget estimates, individually and collec
tively". 

Like the words used in both the 1947 and 
1948 resolutions, title IV is "based upon 
presently available information". The legis
lative budget effort wa.s based on the initial 
budget. Title IV is also based on the initial 
projection of the new administration. 

Like the earlier efforts, title IV encom
passes expenditures from unexpended carry
over balances of previow appropriations as 
well as expenditures from appropriations to 
be newly enacted in this session for fiscal 
1970. 

And unlike the noble but ineffective and 
impractical plan of 1946, title IV is a proposal 
logically based and practical of operation. 
If adopted end adhered to, it will not only 
focus on the total of government expendi
tures, but will keep the hands of Congress on 
the total. And the potential for retrenc~ent 
in expenditures is considera.ble. 

CONTRIBUTIONS OF MILITARY PROGR .~ MS AND 
LEADERS 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I wish to return 
to a matter I mentioned earlier, which is 
the business of military spending. 

As I said in the colloquy with the gen
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. RIV
ERS), I believe in military str~ngth. I 
believe we can negot:ate with the Soviet 
Union bettu if we have military strength. 
I believe our main opponent in the world 
is not Korea or North Vietnam but the 
Soviet Union and Red China. I think we 
have to keep ourselves militarily strong. 
I do not think we ought to permit those 
to succeed who are trying to destroy the 
image of our civilian and uniformed mili
tary personnel. It is true our military 
establishments have preventect woric war 
III, which was and is the great cata
strophic threat that has confronted us 
since World War n.· Our military have 
won their wars insofar as they were able 
to do so under all of the facts and cir
cumstances which pertained. 

They have reflected great credit upon 
this country and they have also shown 
some considerable managerial ability. 

It was Admiral Raborn who headed 
up the Polaris program. In this Polaris 
program he demonstrated leadership 
that was incomparable. 

It was Adminral Rickover who headed 
up the development of the atomic sub
marine program. He has performed a 
magnificent job in that field. 

It was Gen. Ben Schriever who headed 
CXV---827-Part 10 

up the intercontinental ballistic missiles 
program of the Air Force. 

Many good jobs have been done. There 
are countless examples of success by our 
military and civilian leaders. We cannot 
look only at shortcomings. We must look 
at the successes also, and we have rea
son to be proud. 

Mr. Chairman, I have taken more time 
than I had anticipated but I believe it 
has given the members of the committee 
an opportunity to propound certain 
questions about programs in which they 
are interested. 

UNEXPENDED CARRYOVER BALANCES 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield. 

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I alluded 
earlier to unexpended carryover bal
ances. The report reflects $226 billion. 
I will ask if it is not correct that this 
$226 billion unexpended carryover bal
ance, if added to the Nixon budget re
quest for new spending authority of $205 
billion, would not make a total of $431 
billion available for expenditure if the 
Nixon budget were approved as sub
mitted? 

Mr. MAHON. This is right. This $431 
billion would be, technically, available 
for expenditure in 1970. If we adopted 
the appropriation or obligational budget 
proposed by the President, there would 
be about $431 billion available in fiscal 
1970. But this requires a lot of under
standing and analysis before it is intel
ligible to the average citizen. It is a very 
complex matter. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. If the gen
tleman will yield further, it is a very 
flexible budget and it is not really put
ting a crimp on the Bureau of the Budget 
the $192.9 billion spending figure is the 
full amount projected by the Nixon 
budget review. 

Mr. MAHON. I thank the gentleman 
for his contribution. 

(Mr. BOW (at the request of Mr. 
JONAS) was given permission to extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD.) 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, H.R. 11400 
is the usual supplemental appropriation 
bill which we have each spring for those 
items not provided for in our regular 
appropriations bills approved during the 
preceding calendar year. 

Overall, I think this is a good bill. 
The committee considered appropriation 
requests totaling $4.3 billion, and ap
proved appropriations of $3.8 billion, thus 
we cut almost $600 million below the re
quested amount. Moreover, the $4.3 bil
lion request was reduced some $250 mil
lion by the Nixon administration under 
the amounts requested in the Johnson 
budget before we considered the request. 

While I shall not repeat the detail pre
sented by our distinguished chairman, 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. MAHON), 
I do want to point out that of the $3.8 
billion provided $1.2 billion is for military 
operations in Southeast Asia; $1.2 billion 
is for pay increases resulting from the 
Pay Act of last year; and the balance 
of $1.4 billion is for a variety of programs 
throughout the Government service. 

Significant among the amounts pro
vided are the funds requested by the ad-

ministration to fight crime throughout 
the United States. This effort to cope 
with organized crime should be welcomed 
by all law-abiding citizens. It is my hope 
that substantial inroads can be made 
by the Department of Justice and other 
investigatory and regulatory agencies in 
coping with the criminal problems which 
face us. 

Although each of the individual chap
ters in the bill will be handled by the 
respective ranking Republican Members, 
I do want to point out that this bill pro
vides for a spending limitation in fiscal 
1970 which will restrict budget expendi
tures to $192.9 billion. This $192.9 bil
lion figure is some $4 billion below the 
adjusted amounts projected by the 
Johnson budget. 

As we all know, President Nixon had 
the departments and agencies conduct 
an extensive review of their financial 
needs earlier this year, and the President 
was able to reduce projected expendi
tures by the aforementioned $4 billion. 
As all members of the Committee know, 
for more than 3% years I have offered 
the so-called Bow expenditure limitation 
amendment on most appropriation bills, 
and while it was adopted on a number 
of occasions by the House, in some in
stances unanimously, it was never ap
proved by the Senate on an individual 
appropiration bill. However, last year 
such limitation was included in the Rev
enue and Expenditure Control Act of 
1968 and it has had the effect of reduc
ing projected Federal spending in the 
current fiscal year by some $6 billion. 

The provision before us which would 
limit budget expenditures in fiscal 1970 
to $192.9 billion is much more rigid than 
was the expenditure limitation of last 
year because a number of budget ex
penditure items were exempted from the 
provisions of the limitation last year. 
Expenditures in the current fiscal year 
for the war in Vietnam, expenditures for 
interest on the public debt, those for 
veterans benefits and compensation, and 
so forth, were excluded from the limit 
and their exemption had the effect of 
increasing spending for exempted pro
grams and in the so-called uncontrol
lable areas by approximately $6 billion 
above original estimates. 

For example, interest on the public 
debt is up $1.1 billion above the original 
estimate of a year ago and farm price 
support outlays have risen $1.6 bi111on 
above the original estimate of last year. 

Of the $192.9 billion of proposed spend
ing for fiscal 1970, some $106.3 billion 
is in the relatively uncontrollable cate
gory. That includes $81.1 billion for un
controllable civilian programs and $25.2 
biillon for special Southeast Asia support. 
Of the $81.1 billion for relatively uncon
trollable civilian programs $49 billion is 
for outlays in the social security and 
public assistance programs. 

Thus it seems to me that the admin
itration will have serious difficulty hold
ing expenditures in fiscal 1970 at $192.9 
billion since there are no exemptions for 
the uncontrollables such as the war in 
Vietnam, interest on the public debt, and 
so forth. 

While it is true that expenditures may 
rise above or fall below the $192.9 bil-
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lion ceiling depending upon action or in
action by Congress on requests for appro
priations, the ceiling is indeed rigid and 
leaves little leeway for unexpected 
changes in budget outlays. 

As the ceiling is written in the bill it 
provides the fallowing: 

That whenever action, or inaction, by the 
Congress on requests for appropriations and 
other budgetary proposals varies from the 
President's recommendation thereon, the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget shall 
report to the President and to the Congress 
his estimate of the effect of such action or 
inaction on expenditures and net lending, 
and the limitation set forth herein shall be 
correspondingly adjusted. 

If, for example, Congress fails to ap
prove the postal rate increase in the 
amount of some $600 million, budget 
expenditures will rise by that amount 
since postal receipts are treated as off
sets against spending. Similarly, the 
$192.9 billion ceiling will rise by $600 mil
lion since the postal rate proposal is ac
counted for in the expenditure total. 
But, it also follows that where other un
controllable expenditures exceed current 
budget estimates, then expenditures for 
controllable programs would have to be 
cut below current estimates. 

Mr. Chairman, I think this is a good 
bill in terms of the reductions which we 
have made in obligational authority, and 
I urge favorable action by the House on 
it. I am somewhat distressed, however, 
by the rigid ceiling on spending since 
history clearly shows a wide variation 
between actual expenditures and those 
projected in a budget document some 18 
months before the close of a given fis
cal year. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self 10 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, we have just listened to 
50 minutes of what I believe to be as 
interesting a discussion of budget prob
lems that I have ever heard in this Cham
ber. The gentleman from Texas has han
dled this subject in a masterful way and 
in my opinion has covered it adequately. 
Actually, I see no real reason why I 
should extend the discussion, because I 
doubt if I can add anything that he has 
not already covered. 

However, there are a few points that I 
would like to make primarily by way of 
emphasizing what the gentleman from 
Texas has said. Actually, this bill con
tains four separate titles. They will be 
discussed, undoubtedly, by the chairmen 
of the various subcommittees that han
dle those topics and by the ranking mi
nority members who work with them. 

In summary, it can be said that in this 
supplemental bill the committee con
sidered budget requests amounting to 
$4.364 billion, reduced that total re
quest by $580,794,190, and recommend 
to the House a bill providing for $3,-
783,212,766, a reduction of 13 percent. 

Mr. Chairman, it is not unusual to 
hear remarks to the effect that the 
House Committee on Appropriations 
marched up the hill last year and cut 
the budget by $14 billion and now it is 
marching down the same hill and re
storing nearly $4 billion of that cut. 
But, as the chairman has pointed out, 
only about 1 percent of the funds con
tained in this bill amount w restora-

tion of funds that were eliminated in 
the regular bills last year. 

The remaining part of the bill covers 
mandatory increases that have been 
made necessary because of action taken 
by the Congress subsequent to the en
actment of the appropriation bills last 
year. 

I would like to discuss briefly the title 
of the bill which covers independent of
fices, and with particular reference to 
the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, because that subject was 
raised in the colloquy between the gen
tleman from Texas and a member of 
the committee. 

It is customary to read in the press 
that Congress has been very remiss in 
looking after the problems of the cities; 
that we have neglected them and that we 
have spent a lot of money on farm pro
grams and allowed the cities to grow up 
in slums and what-not. I believe at times 
such as these that it is appropriate to 
remind those who read the RECORD, and 
who report on these deliberations-be
cause it is not necessary to remind the 
Members of the House, because I am 
sure they are all familiar with the facts
but to those who are not familiar with 
the facts, I believe they need to be re
minded occasionally that Congress has 
been pretty gene.rous in spending the 
taxpayers' money on urban problems. 

For example, we have been hearing a 
lot this afternoon about unexpended bal
ances; and the budget does reflect that 
there will be on hand at the end of 
1969 $226 billion in unexpended funds. 
But I do not believe it has been men
tioned-and this is the most significant 
part of that figure-that $139,238,000,000 
of that total is not even obligated. The 
total of $226 billion includes unspent and 
unobligated funds, but there is approxi
mately $140 billion in the hands of the 
executive branch of the Government in 
previously appropriated funds which have 
not even been obligated, or will not be 
obligated at the end of fiscal 1969. 

The Department of Housing and Urban 
Development has on hand-or will have 
at the end of this year-$20 billion of 
previously appropriated money which 
has not been spent. Some of it has been 
obligated, but it will have $13.5 billion 
of unobligated funds at the end of this 
year. 

We have appropriated to that Depart
ment nearly $1 billion since 1967-$948 
million, to be exact, for the new model 
cities program, and very little of it has 
been spent. They announced nine grants 
a few months ago, and over the last week
end three more wer.e announced. 

I do not know what causes the delay. 
I know it took the previous Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development 7 
months after he had all of the plans in 
to even select the first group of cities. 

So I do not believe Congress can be 
justly charged with any lack of a sense 
of urgency about these problems. I be
lieve much of the delay can be attributed 
to paper shuffling, foot dragging and 
bureaucracy in the department. 

Let me tell you in brief capsule form 
some of the programs Congress has 
funded for the aid of cities. 

Urban renewal is one of the important · 

ones. Do you know that through 1969 
the Congress has provided HUD and its 
predecessor with $4.6 billion for urban 
renewal? Through 1969 the Congress 
has provided nearly $3 billion public 
hous~ng subsidies? Let me show you how 
the cost of the subsidy for public housing 
is ir1c:-easing as the years go by. 

The total was $208 million in 1965. 
It went up to $241 million in 1966. 
It went to $261 million in 1967. 
Then to $295 million in 1968. 
It went to $350 million, plus a $16 mil

lion supplemental or to $366 million in 
1969. 

The 1970 budget calls for $473 million. 
New public housing starts are sched

uled at 130,000 in 1970. 
We have the rent supplement program. 
We have the homeownership program, 

and we have the rental subsidy program. 
We have the housing for the elderly 

and the rehabilitation program. 
We have the below-market interest 

program and we have the community 
facilities program; the open-space land 
programs. 

You name them-there are about 70 
different programs in the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development be
ing funded by the Congress from funds 
extracted from all of the taxpayers of 
the United States-70 different programs 
operated by one Department of the Gov
ernment, in various aid to the cities. 

Yet we are accused of doing nothing. 
The truth of the matter is that we 

are spending about $30 billion a year on 
urban problems. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina has 
expired. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 5 additional minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, in a colloquy with the 
chairman earlier, I responded to the 
question as to what brandnew programs 
we are funding in this supplemental and 
what they will cost--and I refer now to 
the programs under section 235, that is 
the homeownership program, a program 
under which the Government will sub
sidize the interest for a homeowner who 
wishes to buy a house and cannot pay 
the interest charges. 

The subsidy will amount to the in
terest which exceeds 1 percent. So if the 
current interest rate is 7% percent, the 
Government will subsidize it at no more 
than 6 % percent. 

We put in the regular bill last year 
$25 million in contract authority for that 
program, and we are including in the 
supplemental an additional $40 million 
in contract authority. That is $65 mil
lion that is being voted this fiscal year 
for this new program which is just get
ting under way. That contract author
ity simply means that we give the de
partment authority to commit the Gov
ernment to spend $65 million a year on 
homeownership interest subsidies for 40 
years-or $2.6 billion. 

There is a companion program under 
section 236, known as the rental hous
ing assistance program, which carried 
the same figure of $25 million in the 
regular bill and another $40 million in 
this supplemental. So under these two 
sections, these two new programs, in 
addition to public housing and in addi-
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tion to urban area and in addition to 
community facilities and in addition to 
all of these other programs-here are 
two additional programs that are going 
to cost--even if we do not ever give them 
another dime in future years-that are 
going to cost the taxpayers $5.2 billion. 

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

Mr. JONAS. I yield to the chairman of 
the committee. 

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman is pursu
ing a very interesting aspect of Federal 
spending. I hope that he will place in 
the RECORD in connection with his re
marks, if the figures have been as
sembled-and I know the gentleman's 
subcommittee has asked for them-the 
continuing costs that are mandated by 
previous actions on all these various 
housing-type programs, rent supple
ments, and so forth. 

The reason I make this request is that 
there are those who feel that Congress 
is losing control of the purse. I think we 
are not losing control of the purse at all. 
When we appropriate money, we expect 
it to be spent for the programs which we 
have endorsed. In the past we have not 
tried to fix a rate of expenditure of the 
funds which we have provided for vari
ous programs except to a limited degree, 
which we discussed earlier. But if you 
approve a series of long-term programs 
and you grant the first down payment on 
a 40-year program, then for 40 years 
the Government is committed to that 
particular expenditure, because it is fixed 
by an action of the Congress. It is done 
by Congress. It is not a loss of control 
by Congress in the beginning, but we 
lock just that much more into the fixed 
and subsequently uncontrollable area of 
expenditure. 

I would like to have the gentleman's 
views on that matter. 

Mr. JONAS. I certainly agree with 
the chairman, and I believe he would 
agree with me that we ought to begin 
giving closer scrutiny to requests for 
contract authority. That is where the 
process begins. We cannot keep up with 
what is going on unless, as we grant 
contract authority, we know how long 
that authority is to extend and the total 
amount that will be involved, because 
when we grant contract authority, what 
we do is to pile up mandatory appropria
tions over the period of the contract. 
Some of those contracts go for 35 years, 
most of them for 40 years. What we are 
doing here, in funding sections 235 and 
236, is a clear example of the mistake we 
make when we talk about appropriating 
$80 million when the cost of the program 
is $3.2 billion. 

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

Mr. JONAS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Between the statements 
of the distinguished chairman of the 
committee and the distinguished gen
tleman from North Carolina, we are al
most drowned in figures concerning this 
bill, and it is proper that the chairman 
and the gentleman from North Caro
lina give us the figures contained in this 
bill. But let me see if I can get a small
sized handle on this big spending pro
posal in this way: This bill provides f (?r 

a ceiling of $192,900,000,000, is that cor
rect? 

Mr. JONAS. That is correct. 
Mr. GROSS. What are the total esti

mated expenditures for this fiscal year? 
In other words, this bill would fix a ceil
ing of $192.9 billion for fiscal 1970. What 
will be the amount spent in this fiscal 
year which ends on June 30? 

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

Mr. JONAS. I yield to the chairman 
of our committee. 

Mr. MAHON. The expenditure for this 
year will be about $185 billion. So, under 
the administration's expenditure pro
jection, expenditures would go up by $8 
billion, 1970 over 1969, and appropria
tions would go up by about $10 billion. 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman refers to 
the $192.9 billion. Does that include the 
expenditures that he is giving the House 
now for the present fiscal year? Does 
that include the $3.8 bililon in this sup
plemental? 

Mr. MAHON. Yes; the $3.8 billion is all 
within these figures. 

Mr. GROSS. They definitely include 
the $3.8 billion in this supplemental? 

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman is cor
rect. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I am glad 
the gentleman from Iowa made that 
point, because I did not want to forget 
to remind the Committee that if we adopt 
the recommendations of our committee 
with respect to the spending limitation, 
that will not be the end. We are going 
to have to work hard on every single 
appropriation bill to make reductions, 
because otherwise any reductions that 
are made will have to be made by the 
executive branch of the Government. 
There are Members of this body who 
do not want to give him the discretion 
or authority to decide where cuts shall 
be made. So we reserve the right, if we 
do our duty and live up to our respon
sibility and do not abdicate to the Pres
ident the authority to make these cuts, 
to make the cuts in subsequent appro
priation bills for fiscal year 1970 as they 
come before the House for adoption. 

We cannot just adopt this spending 
limitation and then sit back and rub
berstamp all the appropriation bills, and 
we do not intend to do it, but we have 
to have some support on this floor. 

I have already heard rumors that ef
forts are going to be made to increase 
the Nixon budget. While the majority 
leader in the other body is making state
ments that spending should be reduced 
$10 billion below the Nixon budget. And, 
there are people on this side of the Capi
tol who are saying already that the 
spending cuts are too deep. I think it is 
true, as it has been in all but 3 of the 
last 14 years, that spending has been 
underestimated by whoever was in the 
White House, and I think spending this 
year in the 1970 budget is under
estimated. I am sure it is underestimated 
in the interest on the national debt and 
in some other areas also. 

I agree with the chairman that this is 
not going to be any sweet pill for the 
administration to swallow. It is some
thing that the administration would like 
to avoid, I am sure. I certainly would not 

want to have to live under this limitation 
if I were the Executive or if I were his 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget, but 
they understand full well that they have 
the responsibility of trying their dead
level best to live up to these spending 
limitations, and they are going to have 
to live up to them unless Congress 
should unwisely I think exceed the budg
et requests on some appropriation bills. 

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

Mr. JONAS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. I do so merely 
to make the point that I agree again with 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. MAHON) 
and the gentleman from North Carolina 
(Mr. JONAS) that we cannot emphasize 
too strongly the necessity for watching 
the authorization bills as they come in. 

In that regard, I am not aware of a 
single authorization bill that has been 
approved so far in this session of Con
gress that has not carried an increase in 
spending. Is the gentleman aware of an 
authorization bill that has not been in
creased? 

Mr. JONAS. I am aware of the fact 
that one adopted on the floor of this 
House a few days ago was substantially 
above the budget. 

Mr. GROSS. I do not know of a single 
one that has not provided for an in
creased outlay of money. 

Mr. JONAS. The gentleman from Iowa 
is correct. That is the first place to start. 
The second place to start is within the 
Appropriations Committee, and I think 
we are going to bring some substantial 
cuts here for the consideration of the 
House, and we are going to ask for the 
Members' cooperation as we undertake to 
make some substantial reductions this 
year. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
LIPSCOMB). 

Mr. LIPSCOMB. Mr. Chairman, the 
need for supplemental appropriations for 
the Department of Defense for fiscal year 
1969 has been recognized as needed and 
required for many months. 

The Committee on Appropriations in 
their report dated July 19, 1968, No. 
1735 on the Department of Defense ap
propriation bill for fiscal year 1969, dis
cussed the budgetary effect of the war in 
Vietnam and the possibility of added 
funds. The report stated: 

It is probable that the funds provided will 
not be entirely adequate through the end of 
the current fiscal year and that a supple
mental request will be made in the next ses
sion of Congress. This has been the case in 
the past several years. 

The committee in their report also in
formed the House that funds were not 
included for military or civilian pay in
creases which became effective July 1, 
1968. The committee report when dis
cussing other fiscal considerations stated: 

In accordance with longstanding custom, 
this bill does not include funds for the mili
tary and civilian pay increase for fiscal year 
1969, which became effective this month. 
There will be, as has been the case in the 
past, a supplemental estimate presented to 
the next session of Congress covering such 
costs government-wide. 
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On September 11, 1968, when the fiscal 
year 1969 bill was before the House of 
Representatives, I remarked on the need 
for added appropriations as follows: 

It should also be noted that the Depart
ment of Defense will require additional fiscal 
year 1969 funds in order to meet present re
quirements, particularly in Southeast Asia. A 
supplemental request Will be required. This 
has been the case in the past several years. 
Known increases already indicate consump
tion of certain specific ammunition items 
has greatly increased. Force deployments al
ready approved are in excess of those upon 
which the budget was based. If the war con
tinues at the present rate of expenditure of 
material, other costs will rise. The military 
and civilian pay increases which went into 
effect July l, 1968, are not included in the 
budget now before the House. 

The additional new obligational au
thority recommended in this second sup
plemental appropriation bill for fiscal 
year 1969, H.R. 11400, now before the 
House, for the Department of Defense, in 
titles I, II, and m is a net total of 
$2,312,068,000. 

These additional funds are required to 
support United States and our allies mili
tary operations in Southeast Asia. Funds 
are included for the pay of military per
sonnel, for operation and maintenance, 
and for procurement of items to replace 
combat losses. The total request also in
cludes funds for military and civilian pay 
increases already implemented under 
provisions of previously enacted laws and 
mandatory increases in military retired 
pay. 

The supplemental budget estimates for 
fiscal year 1969 for the Department of 
Defense as proposed and transmitted to 
the Congress by President Johnson, Jan
uary 17, 1969 totaled $3,011,900,000. A 
reassessment by President Nixon's ad
ministration was completed in April and 
the revised estimate to Congress totaled 
$2,871,200,000 a reduction of $140,700,-
000. The Appropriations Subcommittee 
on the Department of Defense after de
voting considerable time to analyzing 
the request, recommended a further re
duction of $559,132,000. The $2,312,068,-
000 total recommended in this bill rep
resents a total decrease of $699,832,000 
below the January 17, 1969 estimate. 

For title I the revised estimates for 
military operations in Southeast Asia 
totaled $1,496,900,000. The committee 
reduced this amount by $262,900,000 and 
recommends appropriations totaling 
$1,234,000,000. 

In title II the committee recommends 
appropriations totaling $226,050,000, a 
reduction of $23,632,000 below the revised 
request of $249,682,000. The largest ll)art 
of the funds requested in this title, $175,-
000,000, is for "Retired pay, military." 
The requirement for additional funds 
results from increased benefits paid in 
accordance with cost of living allow
ances previously authorized by law. 

The balance of the appropriations in 
title II is funding for increased per diem 
costs for reservists in travel status based 
on a new law, Public Law 90-168, pre
mium pay and employee benefits for Na
tional Guard technicians, depot overhaul 
of Guard equipment and aircraft, and 
funds for training and other operational 
costs. 

Under title III there is recommended 

$852,018,000 for military and civilian pay 
increases. This is a reduction of $272,-
600,000 below the revised request. The 
subcommittee reduced all requests for 
funds to meet increased pay costs as the 
requests were estimated on the total an
nual requirements which were based on 
first quarter obligations. Many of the 
estimates have been proven to be over
stated at this point in time. 

The gross amount recommended for 
the Department of Defense in this bill 
for military and civilian pay increases 
under titles I and II is $903,768,000. Of 
this amount $678,950,000 is for military 
pay and $224,818,000 is for civilian pay. 
The additional pay costs and added 
funds stem from the second phase com
parability pay adjustments effective last 
July 1. These increases were authorized 
in Public Law 90-206, the Federal Salary 
Act of 1967, and Public Law 90-207, in
creasing the basic pay for members of 
the uniformed services. 

The Appropriations Subcommittee on 
the Department of Defense spent con
siderable time in analyzing the request 
for the funds requested to be assured 
that only those additional funds actually 
required were recommended. We feel 
that the funds which are included in this 
bill are needed and the appropriation 
should be approved. 

MILITARY OPERATIONS IN SOUTHEAST ASIA 

President Johnson's budget for fiscal 
year 1969 submitted in January, 1968, 
proposed defense expenditures for sup
port of Vietnam operations in the 
amount of $25.8 billion. It was known 
during 1968 that figure was a low esti
mate. 

The present estimate for military oper
ations in Vietnam for fiscal year 1969 
is $28.8 billion in expenditures. This 
amount includes the estimates submit
ted in connection with the pending bill. 

In January of this year the supple
mental requirement for fiscal year 1969 
in support of military operations in 
Vietnam was estimated at $1.632 billion. 
The reassessment which the new admin
istration completed in April confirmed 
the validity of the requirement but re
duced the funds requested to $1.497 
billion. 

The committee, in the bill before us, 
recommends $1.234 billion in funds for 
military operations in Southeast Asia 
which provides: 

Millions 
For additional personnel pay costs__ $239. 5 
For operational support and mainte-

nance of equipment_____________ 354. 4 
For procurement of ammunition 

and ground force equipment____ 640. 1 

Total ---------------------- 1,234.0 

These additional requirements result 
directly from f actor-s and events not 
contemplated when the fiscal year 1969 
budget was prepared. 

First, in January 1968 the Communist 
Tet offensive required the deployment of 
additional forces to Vietnam and re
quired increased support operations, 
additional equipment, ammunition, and 
other consumables. Losses sustained were 
great and material had to be repaired or 
replaced. 

Second, the seizure of the U.S.S. Pueblo 
and other aggressive actions by the North 

Koreans resulted in the callup of Reserve 
Forces to meet the possible military 
threat, deployment of additional air and 
sea forces to the area, additional equip
ment, and other requirements. 

This request now before us does not 
provide for increases to our current force 
levels which are somewhat below the 
presently authorized deployment of 549,-
500. 

The committee procurement recom
mendation provides equipment and con
sumables for American and Allied ground 
forces and also to upgrade our produc
tion base. More than 65 percent of the 
procurement funds--$419.5 million-is 
for ammunition. 

The operation and maintenance ap
propriations require supplemental ap
propriations for Reserve callup and addi
tional deployment, maintenance of ma
terial, aircraft fuel and oil and increases 
and modernization of the Armed Forces 
of the Republic of Vietnam. 

Included in this supplemental are 
additional funds for the modernization 
and upgrading of the South Vietnamese 
Armed Forces. This is a very significant 
part of this supplemental bill. 

President Nixon on Wednesday, May 
14, said that the strengthening of the 
South Vietnamese forces has been 
speeded up and the President said: 

That time is approaching when South 
Vietnamese forces Will be able to take over 
some of the fighting fronts now being 
manned by Americans. 

The funds in this bill will directly aid 
the speed up of the strengthening of the 
South Vietnamese forces. 

Significantly this bill as recommended 
by the committee includes a total of 
$246.4 million in funds which are for 
purposes which will enable the South 
Vietnamese to eventually defend them
selves and thus to gain the opportunity 
to determine their own future. 

Funds are included to procure for the 
South Vietnamese Armed Porces ammu
nition and equipment such as armored 
cars, trucks, rifles, communications, and 
electronic devices. Also included are 
funds for South Vietnamese training, as 
well as general supplies, spare parts, 
transpartation, and depot operations as
sociated with the major end items pro
vided the South Vietnamese. 

We must welcome the effective as
sumption by South Vietnamese forces of 
a larger share of combat operations for 
certainly our overall national interests 
do dictate that we begin reductions of 
U.S. forces as soon as is feasible and 
that our forces not remain in substan
tial number indefinitely if a negotiated 
settlement proves unattainable. 

It is clear the administration requires 
the additional defense funds to meet our 
commitment in Southeast Asia and other 
already incurred obligations as provided 
in this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, the committee ha-s 
made every effort in deleting unessential 
items and funds not related to South
east Asia military operations as well as 
correcting estimates which were over
stated. 

The funds recommended are necessary 
and should be appropriated. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 
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minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. MICHEL). 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, there is a 
portion of this bill to which I would like 
to address myself, and it is that having 
to do with the Departments of Labor, 
Health, Education, and Welfare. This in
volves $700 million of the bill, broken 
down as follows: $35.9 million for the De
partment of Labor and $677 million for 
the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare. 

The first item having to do with the 
Department of Labor is a $20 million 
item for unemployment compensation for 
Federal employees and ex-servicemen. 

The members of the committee will 
recall that earlier in the year we passed 
a supplemental in the amount of $36 mil
lion. This will be in addition to that in 
order to redify those faulty estimates 
that were submitted to us at the begin
ning of fiscal year 1969. 

Then, too, there is also an item of $15.9 
million for employees' compensation, 
claims and expenses. Now, both of these 
items are mandatory payments required 
by law. Both were set up by the Nixon 
administration, because the previous 
estimates, as I said, were too low. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it should be 
borne in mind that compensation benefits 
paid to surviving children are involved 
in this particular item. Back in 1966 when 
we amended the law we provided that 
full-time students could receive pay
ments until the age of 23; whereas, before 
they were cut off at the age of 18. We were 
told in our testimony that these pay
ments to these children average $110 a 
month or $1,320 per year per child. This 
is one of the factors which goes into this 
increase. 

Then, too, there is an item for the cost
of-living increase, and an increase in the 
maximum monthly allowance from $525 
to better than three times that amount, 
$1,600. That amount has led to many of 
our Federal employees choosing work
men's compensation instead of sick 
leave. An injured employee has the 
choice or option to use sick leave or re
ceive compensation. Twelve years ago 
only about 37 percent of our injured em
ployees chose to use the compensation 
route rather than choosing sick leave. 
But today that figure is practically re
versed to 57 percent of the employees 
using compensation rather than sick 
leave. 
· In the area of higher education the 
first item of interest is that of interest 
subsidy grants in the amount of $3,-
920,000. This will initiate a new program 
of debt service grants authorized in the 
higher education amendments that we 
passed last year. 

That was Public Law 90-575, signed 
into law October 16, 1968. It re
places the same amount of direct Federal 
loans permitting a substantial reduction 
in Federal expenditures for fiscal years 
1969 and 1970, as we pointed out earlier 
in our colloquy on the subject with the 
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. SMITH). The 
Federal Government in this program 
pays the difference between the 3-percent 
interest rate and the going rate-and 
incidentally, in the fiscal year 1970 
budget there is an item for interest 

subsidy in the amount of $10,670,000, 
which will provide for an increase then 
of $6,750,000 for fiscal year 1970. Obvi
ously this manifests itself in a greater 
construction of facilities at our institu
tions of higher learning in the years to 
come. 

Incidentally, they told us in our hear
ings that there are applications on file 
for in excess of $200 million worth of 
construction. As I said, this $3.9 million 
will give us $145 million of construction 
this first year. 

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

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gentle
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. JONAS. I believe the gentleman 
is approximately correct. We have the 
same problem in our bill in our subcom
mittee in funding HUD's requests. It is a 
lot better, I believe, to provide assistance 
with interest payments than for the 
Federal Government to go into the money 
market and compete with business en
terprises and individuals for the available 
credit, and thus put our fiscal house more 
in disorder than is already the case. 

Mr. MICHEL. I believe the gentleman 
from North Carolina makes a good point. 
Of course, Congress so expressed itself 
when we passed this law in October of 
1968 providing for this. 

I might say that this year we have 
about 6 million college students, and the 
projection is that in 1970 we will have 
10 million students at our institutions of 
higher learning, so the need for the 
construction of facilities is paramount. 

There is also an item in here of $7,241,-
000. This is for the Federal City College, 
a direct payment, or a one-lump-sum 
payment to the Federal City College in 
the District of Columbia. This was the 
amount authorized in Public Law 90-
354 as a one-time lump-sum appropria
tion in lieu of a land grant for the Fed
eral City College in the District of Co
lumbia. We were told that this sum will 
at the moment be invested in Govern
ment bonds to realize a return of some 
$360,000 for the Federal City College 
of the District of Columbia to be used 
for salaries and other expenses of the 
university. 

I might say, too, that over and above 
this the Federal City College will also 
receive a share of the annual appro
priation for land-grant colleges under 
the Bankhead-Jones Act, and that al
lotment in fiscal year 1970 will be ap
proximately $168,000, out of a total fig
ure of something like $12 million for the 
entire country. So here we are for fiscal 
year 1970 giving the District of Columbia 
a proportionate cut of the shares that 
normally go to the other 50 States. 

Then too under the second Morrill Act 
the Federal City College would come in 
for another share of $50,000 out of the 
total allotment of $2,600,000 for the 
country. 

In the item of the public health service, 
comprehensive health planning and serv
ices, there is an item of $128,000 for 
increased pay under Public Law 90-206 
and 207. $9,600,000, the biggest item 
here, is for a program to combat German 
measles, better known as Rubella, the 
3-day type of measles. We have now been 

told that an effective vaccine has been 
developed and is expected to be licensed 
within the very near future. 

What we are doing here is actually a 
forward funding so that we will not have 
to wait to get this program underway 
until the normal appropriation bill can 
be passed later in the year. 

Incidentally, to give you some idea of 
the proportions of the problem here, 
there is expected to be another epedemic 
either this year or next year. If we look 
back to the last Rubella epedemic that 
we had in 1964, there were some 20,000 
children born with defects. The testi
mony before our committee states that 
this will cost us in the end some $2.8 
million in medical costs without even 
considering the rehabilitation costs for 
these poor children, the 20,000 or more 
who were born with deformities of one 
kind or another as a result of that Ru
bella epedemic in 1964. 

So it is a very worthwhile project and 
one which should go forward immedi
ately. 

Then for District of Columbia medical 
facilities there is an item here of some 
$15 million. This is a portion of the 
amount authorized under Public Law 
90-457 for grants and loans to construct 
hospitals and other medical facilities in 
the District of Columbia. 

The item was included in the 1970 ap
propriation bill but we moved it forward 
here in this supplemental to enable hos
pitals in the District of Columbia to 
move ahead with their construction 
which is already underway. 

We have been told there are some very 
serious financial troubles among the vari
ous hospitals here in the District of 
Columbia. 

This is a very worthwhile item. 
The biggest item in this supplemental 

consists of HEW and has to do with 
grants to States for public assistance. 
This is a total of $651 ,546,000. This fig
ure merges together three appropria
tion requests-maintenance payments to 
States in the amount of $343,524, 'lOO and 
this is $30 million under their request. 
Although we were told in the testimony 
that this is a legitimate figure now that 
adjustments have been made in the 
States and that is is a bona fide figure. 

If you add this supplemental to what 
we have appropriated in the 1969 regu
lar bill of $3,051,900,000, you have a total 
amount of payments to States for public 
assistance for maintenance alone an ag
gregate of $3,395,424,000. 

The second item is for medical assist
ance in this supplemental for $278,022,-
000. 

If you add that to the original appro
priation in 1969 of $2,118,300,000-we 
have a total in this item for the fiscal 
year of 1969 of $2,396,322,000 or a grand 
total in this fiscal year 1969 in grants to 
the States of $5,791,746,000. For the fis
cal year 1970-and hold on to your 
hats-it is going up again-the projec
tions are that it will be $6,600,000,000. 

The reasons they gave us for the in
creased payments are--and these are all 
required by law-the deferral of the 
AFDC-that was pushed back as you 
will recall; the increased average pay
ments; the increases in the number of 
recipients; the increased use of inter-
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mediate car·e facilities; then finally the 
rising medical costs. 

So this is an astronomical figure that 
we are talking about here in these grants 
to the States for public assistance and 
something certainly has to be done ta 
reorient this whole program or else we 
are going to have to shoot the moon in 
the future to come up with sufficient 
funds to cover these programs that have 
been authorized. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen
tlewoman from Washington (Mrs. HAN
SEN). 

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, inquiries have been made 
about chapter VI, the Interior and 
related agencies section of the supple
mental bill, particularly in regard to ad
ditional funding for the increased pro
duction of timber. 

There is $610,000 provided in chap
ter VI to accelerate timber production in 
the fiscal year 1969 on national forest 
and Indian lands as part of the national 
effort to increase the timber supply and 
thus ameliorate the current shortage 
which has contributed materially to the 
increased price of lumber. Of that 
amount, $150,000 is provided for the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs and $460,000 
is for the U.S. Forest Service. It 
is estimated this will produce an addi
tional 75 million board feet from the 
BIA forests and an additional 270 mil
lion board feet from the U.S. Forest 
Service lands. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington. I yield 
to the gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. JONAS. I am very glad that the 
gentlewoman from Washington made 
that explanation, because the timber 
shortage, I am told, is quite acute. It is 
very appropriate that we open up these 
lands for the scientific production of tim
ber. I am very glad indeed that the 
record will show that these steps are 
being taken and that additional tim
ber will be made available. 

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington. I thank 
the distinguished gentleman from North 
Carolina. May I add that in the regu
lar hearings of the committee for fiscal 
year 1970, volume 3, on the U.S. Forest 
Service, you will find an excellent discus
sion between the U.S. Forest Service and 
the committee on t imber requirements 
and the funds that need to be spent in 
the national forests. You will also find 
similar discussions with the Bureau of 
Land Management and the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs in our 1970 hearings. 
The funding in this supplemental bill, 
$610,000, is just "a piece of adhesive 
tape" to meet the total problem before 
us. I assure you the committee in its 
consideration and markup of the regular 
1970 bill intends to provide the maxi
mum funds possib!e for the increased 
production of timber. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. LANGEN. Mr. Chairman, I take 
this brief time merely to call to the atten
tion of the House the items that are in 
the supplemental bill relating to the De
partment of Agriculture. There are just 

four items, each of which is demanded 
because of an emergency, or because of 
mandatory provisions which require the 
expenditures, which is the true purpose 
of the supplemental appropriation bill, 
in my estimation. 

The first item is a matter of $1,400,000, 
which is needed in order to combat a 
very serious outbreak of screw-worm in 
the Southwest part of the United States, 
which we were unable to forecast during 
the course of the regular appropriations 
for the fiscal year 1969. This amount of 
money has actually already been spent. 
The Director of the Bureau of the Budget 
has the authority to authorize these ex
penditures in order to meet the emer
gency, and for that reason they have 
to be reimbursed at this time. 

In addition, there is an item of $218,000 
which is to meet the mandatory Federal 
contribution to the retirement fund for 
the State extension personnel. These 
payments are related to the increased 
funds provided by the Congress in the 
regular 1969 appropriation bill to place 
the extension jobs on a salary basis more 
comparable with other agricultural per
sonnel. 

Then there is an item of $7 ,500,000, 
which is necessary in order to meet the 
regular sugar beet payments, which is a 
mandatory payment that must be made. 
The increased moneys become necessary 
because the crop last year was greater 
than the estimate. 

There are also increased pay costs 
necessary to be paid. They total more 
than approximately $28 million, but 
there is only $12,900,000 which is pro
vided by supplemental appropriations. 
$10 million is provided by releases from 
Public Law 90-364 reserves, and another 
$5,182,000 is provided by transfers from 
funds within the Department. 

Probably the most significant item 
within this supplemental appropriation 
as it relates to the Agriculture Depart
ment is the transfer of $25 million out of 
unobligated funds from the FHA direct 
loan account to the emergency credit 
revolving fund. This becomes necessary 
in order to meet the emergency needs 
for credit. Some very unusual demands 
have been placed upon this emergency 
fund because of floods that have oc
curred throughout the Midwest, in Min
nesota, North Dakota, South Dakota, 
Illinois, Missouri, California, and several 
other places. The demands are such that 
they are necessary in order to keep farm 
operations going during this coming 
fiscal year. 

In view of the fact that the Depart
ment is out of money in this category 
now, it becomes most essential that these 
moneys are provided by a transfer from 
the direct loan account, and requiring 
also that the account be repaid as the 
loans are repaid. 

I am sure it will be provide much 
needed relief to a great many farmers 
who otherwise would find themselves in 
economic distress were it not for this 
appropriation. 

In conclusion, let me say that each of 
these items is essential and necessary to 
the proper operation of the Department 

of Agriculture. I can very heartily rec
ommend them to the House for approval. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Kansas 
(Mr. SHRIVER). 

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Chairman, as the 
ranking minority member on the Sub
committee on Foreign Operations, I sup
port and the minority members support 
the committee's recommendation for 
supplemental appropriations for the 
Cuban refugee program. The committee 
recommends the appropriation of $2,-
700,000 of the $2,853,000 requested in 
new obligational authority, and the re
lease of $35,000 of the $38,000 in requested 
transfers from the Revenue and Ex
penditure Control Act reserves. 

The requested increase for this pro
gram will fund the following activities: 

There is $1,254,000 for unanticipated 
welfare costs of refugees resettled out
side the Miami area, due to the higher 
number of refugees requiring such as
sistance. The Federal Government has a 
commitment to reimburse the various 
States for these welfare expenditures. 

There is $755,000 for increased per
pupil rates for Cuban children in the 
Dade County, Fla., school system. This 
increase is due to increased operating 
costs to the Dade County system because 
of higher teacher salaries and other 
costs. These per-pupil rates will be 
studied again when the committee con
siders the fiscal 1970 budget requests. 

There is $844,000 for costs of transport
ing refugees from Cuba to Miami. Last 
year, Congress included language in the 
fiscal 1969 appropriation bill to fund this 
expense from this account, instead of 
the State Department account as had 
been the case in the past. It was hoped 
at the time that these costs could be 
absorbed by the program, but this has 
not occurred, thus these funds are neces
sary. 

Although the committee is recom
mending the appropriation of most of 
this request, I think it would be well to 
point out the rapidly increasing cost of 
the Cuban refugee program. In fiscal 
1968, Congress appropriated $49 million 
for this program; in fiscal 1969, includ
ing this supplemental, this figure had 
increased to $70.7 million; and the com
mittee now has pending before it a re
quest for fiscal 1970 of $87 .3 million. 

This represents an increase of $38.3 
million, or 78 percent, for the Cuban ref
ugee program in only 2 years. The Amer
ican people have been very generous with 
this program through the years, and our 
country has benefited from the influx of 
these energetic and enthusiastic immi
grants. At the same time, we should be 
aware of these growing costs. In an ef
fort to insure the most efficient opera
tion possible for this program, the com
mittee has recommended a decrease of 
$153,000 from the request for new obli
gational authority. It is expected that the 
administrators of this program can pro
gram these cutbacks to continue the ef
fectiveness of their operations. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Flor
ida (Mr. SIKES). 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, first let 
me touch on the immediate thrust of the 
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military sector of this bill. It. is designed 
to provide weapons and equipment to 
strengthen the South Vietnamese forces; 
to permit these forces to assume a great
er share of the burden of battle. This is 
most important. The South Vietnamese 
forces are showing greater capability 
and their battle effectiveness is much 
more encouraging. It would appear that 
American forces will no longer have to 
carry such a great part of the conflict 
and significantly, the South Vietnamese 
will be in stronger position to enforce 
peace when it comes. This is a very mean
ingful change in the overall picture. 

As we consider overall additional ex
penditures for defense purposes, we find 
ourselves buffeted by conflicting winds 
from ~any sources. There is a taxpayers' 
revolt against high levels of spending 
by Government and of course the prin
cipal offender from the standpoint of 
the number of dollars involved is the 
military. This is an inevitable part of 
the inflation that we in Government 
have helped to build; have almost per
mitted to get out of hand. The cost of 
weapons and equipment is fantastically 
high and the costs of development of a 
new weapons system is even higher be
cause of the unknown factors which are 
encountered. There have been a series of 
blunders, some of them colossal, which 
have shaken the faith of the people in 
the military and indeed in Congress and 
the Government. There was the TFX
the F-111 series-which was to be Mr. 
McNamara's great contribution and a 
great money saver. In the final analysis, 
it cost about twice as much as had been 
anticipated and, in some phases, has 
been junked. Just a few days ago, a new 
submarine sank at its dock while being 
fitted for service. It is absolutely incon
ceivable that such carelessness in work
manship could have or would have been 
permitted. 

There is the usual flap about the 
dangers of chemical and biological 
weapons which always is good for col
umn after column of horror stories in 
the liberal elements of the press. What 
they do not print is that the Russians 
have seven or eight times our capability 
in this field, and that we could be dan
gerously exposed in time to a Russian 
attack with these weapons as an altern
ative to a nuclear confrontation. In the 
field of nuclear weapons, we can at least 
trade destructiveness. 

The question of the ABM has been 
greatly overplayed. It is a simple case 
of survival for our nuclear weapons ca
pability. I have felt that at least equal 
protection should have been provided 
for people in cities but apparently in an 
effort to negate the antivotes, the ad
ministration has cut back on the scope 
and purpose of the ABM. Both aspects 
should have been approved. 

In other words, we in America find 
ourselves completing the cycle we have 
seen on so many other occasions in our 
country. The commentators tell us that 
people are getting tired of war-that 
they want it ended-and that they want 
no more involvement in foreign affairs. 
They are saying in effect that we want 
to retreat to the security of our own 

continent. All of this is more than a lit
tle disconcerting. I do not believe this 
fallacy is reflected in the thinking of 
the average American. I believe that a 
substantial majority of the American 
people know why we are fighting in Viet
nam. They want this war won. They do 
not want us walking away from Viet
nam with our tail between our legs, set
ting the tragic stage for another war 
when the Communists get ready for an
other takeover of territory and peoples. 

Our first mistake was in trying too 
hard to fight this war without incon
veniencing anyone-to fight it so that 
we could have both guns and butter. It 
is never possible to fight a war without 
inconveniencing someone. The fact of 
35,000 being killed in a war which is not 
yet resolved attest to the fallacy of this 
approach in the Vietnamese conflict. The 
people should have been told why we 
were fighting. They should have been 
shown that it is in America's best inter
ests to fight now and win rather than to 
risk having all of the Pacific fall into 
Communist hands in the years to come. 
We should have been told .that it is pa
triotic to wear the uniform, patriotic to 
be proud of the flag, patriotic to stand 
up for our country. Because this was not 
done, the antiwar crowd has had a field 
day, with the Communists happily at 
work stirring up anti-American senti
ment at every point. 

As a part of this pattern, attacks are 
now being leveled at our military leader
ship. Unfortunately, this too has always 
been a part of the American way of con
ducting its affairs. When those in uni
form are winning wars for us, they are 
our heroes. When we no longer need 
them, we pick them to pieces. The fact 
that many people now believe it is ad
ministration policy to get out of Vietnam 
regardless of the cost in strengthening 
the efforts of every person who seeks the 
eventual downfall of the American sys
tem of government. 

The uncertainty which is sweeping 
America is not confined to defense. It 
goes much broader. It involves the whole 
spectrum of national security, and in 
this I include all of the unrest which is 
reflected in the news media day after 
day and which in too many instances is 
promoted by them. 

We here in the House of Representa
tives have our responsibility. It has not 
changed because there is wholesale at
tack upon the military, or because there 
is concern about the cost of spending, 
or because people are tired of taxes. We 
have a responsibility to insure that those 
who fight our battles in Vietnam, under 
whatever orders they fight, receive inso
far as it is possible for us to do so, every 
single item that they need. We have the 
responsibility of demonstrating to the 
world that we are determined that this 
Nation shall not, if we can avoid it, be
come defenseless in the years ahead. We 
have a responsibility to demonstrate 
that there is solidarity in Government, 
and that we will confront communism 
everywhere with determination. Don't 
think for a moment that the Communists 
are not watching what is happening here 
on the floor of the House of Representa-

tives today. Do not think for a moment 
that they are not noting loud and clear 
what we say and what we do. I do not 
think I need to remind those here today 
that we could, by responsible action, help 
set the stage to throw away in Paris 
what the uniformed services have fought 
for on the battlefields of Vietnam. We 
could throw away whatever chance is 
left for success in this long, terrible and 
costly struggle. 

Those who say that America has lost 
the war or cannot win it, do our country 
a great disservice, for neither is true. 
By their steadfastness on the battlefield, 
America's fighting forces have brought 
the Communists to the point where they 
want peace. Now they are trying to 
achieve at the conference table what 
they could not achieve on the battlefield. 
More than ever, there is reason for unity 
at home and for a show of strength for 
America in this body, which really speaks 
with the voice of the American people. 

One of the items of great interest is 
the ABM. The question of deployment 
of this system should be resolved with
out further controversy. I hope the House 
will follow with me some comments from 
informed sources on the real function 
and the need for an ABM system. For 
instance there are those whp urge con
tinuing research and development
and not deployment. The principal pur
pose of ABM under the present proposal 
is to off er protection, as needed, to our 
deterrent forces. 

As Secretary Laird points out: 
Simply continuing research and develop

ment on the ABM without any initial de
ployment, would leave us with no option to 
provide defense to our deterrent on the 
schedule that might be required by the So
viet threat if we do not reach an agreement 
with the Soviets on limiting strategic forces. 

Before and since Secretary McNamara 
first included defense of our strategic de
terrent as an option of the Sentinel sys
tem, there has been a substantial body of 
testimony supporting the effectiveness 
of this type of deployment. 

Dr. Harold Brown said in testifying be
fore the House Armed Services Commit
tee in 1967: 

Because our missile sites are small hard
ened targ-ets, they are much easier to defend 
than cities. The exchange ratio is favor
able to us for the defense of this type of 
target. 

Dr. Edward Teller said in a recent U.S. 
News & World Report interview: 

Twelve years ago it seemed that a missile 
defense was 30 times as expensive as an of
fense. Today the ratio is estimated at 3 to 1, 
although still in favor of offense. In some 
respects it is even estimated at 1 to 1. The 
main point is we don't really know. We 
can't find out except by actual deployment. 

In rebutting recent unfavorable com
ment on the feasibility of defending 
Minuteman sites against a heavy threat, 
Dr. Foster made the following comment: 

Various estimates of the cost of an inter
ceptor including its assigned fraction and 
the radar and other systems costs have varied 
between $2.5 million and $7 million. The 
present cost to the U.S. and probably the 
Soviet Union for an offensive R/V ls in ex
cess of $10 million. The advances which we 
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expect in our forces over the next few years 
may reduce these to about $3 million .... 
In other words, the cost to attack and to 
defend in the 1970 time frame are roughly 
one t:::> one. 

Moreover, those who are responsible 
for our national defense have said that 
now is the time to get on with the deploy
ment of the Safeguard system to defend 
our Minuteman sites. I agree. 

secretary Laird said before the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee on March 
21 of this year: 

We cannot delay the decision beyond this 
budget that we presented to this Congress, 
covering the program for fiscal year 1970, 
which begins on July 1, 1969. We must in
clude this deployment on two sites in this 
particular budget. 

He had earlier said: 
We have sufficient strength today in the 

combination of our strategic forces--our mis
siles, our bombers, and our Polaris capabil
ity-to respond to any attack that might be 
launched against the United States. 

As Secretary of Defense, it is my obligation 
and my intention to keep it that way beyond 
any reasonable doubt. This is what the ABM 
discussion is all about. 

And that is why we have no alternative but 
to protect our options to safeguard our deter
rent forces. If the Soviet threat turns out to 
be, as the evidence strongly indicates, an at
tempt to erode our deterrent capability, we 
must be in a position to convince them that 
a first strike would always involve unaccept
able risks. 

In addition, and again quoting Secre
tary Laird: 

Safeguard ... offers protection, as needed, 
of the entire country from a small attack, 
such as the kind of attack that could be pos
sibly delivered by the Chinese Communists 
during the decade of the 1970's or from an 
accidental launch. 

The estimate of our intelligence commu
nity is that the earliest the Red Chinese 
could have this kind of capacity would be in 
the 1972-73 time period, and the estimate is 
that in the time period of 1975 and beyond, 
that the Red Chinese could have the capacity 
and the capability to have 15 or more mis
siles. 

Dr. Edward Teller, in U.S. News & 
World Report, said: 

A small nuclear force such as they will have 
in a few years could wreak real havoc on an 
undefended United States. We might have to 
give in to Chinese demands affecting not only 
South Vietnam but also Taiwan and even 
Japan, rather than take the slightest risk of 
their not bluffing. 

In regard to the Sentinel system as a 
defense against the Chinese threat, Sec
retary McNamara stated July 1967: 

This austere defense could probably pre
clude damage in the 1970's almost entirely. 

Dr. Foster stated more recently--on 
May 12, 1969: 

The Safeguard system has been designed by 
competent people, and the best that are avail
able. Its design has been reviewed by outside 
experts. Those who do, ln fact, study the 
aspects of the system that are within their 
area of technical expertise are convinced it 
will do what it is designed to do. There are 
some eminent scientists who, for one reason 
or other, claim it won't work. On that I'd 
like to say ... that they have offered no 
problem which we have not long since ad
dressed and resolved." 

Finally Under Secretary Packard 
stated on March 14, 1969: 

Loca ting sites away from major cities 
should make clear to the Soviet Union that 
the American defense is designed to preserve 
our deterrent-not to change the strategic 
ba lance. 

It has been suggested in some quarters 
that the administration has somehow 
misled Congress about its intentions in 
deploying the Safeguard systEm. 

I think it is useful to review the letter 
of the law here. 

The current authorizations for the 
ABM defense system for procurement, 
research and development and military 
construction for the Army read as 
follows: 

Public Law 90-500, for procurement: 
SEC. 101. Funds are hereby authorized to be 

appropriated during the fiscal year 1969 for 
the use of the Armed Forces of the United 
Sta tes for procurement of aircraft, missiles, 
naval vessels, and tracked combat vehicles, as 
auth orized by law, in amount s as follows: 
... For missiles: for the Army, $956,140,000. 

Public Law 90-500, for research and 
development~ 

SEc. 201. Funds are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated during the fiscal year 1969 
for the use of the Armed Forces of the United 
Sta tes for research, development, test, and 
evaluation, as authorized by law, in amounts 
as follows : For the Army, $1,611,900,000. 

Public Law 90-408, for military con
struction: 

SEC. 101. The Secretary of the Army may 
est ablish or develop military installations 
and facilities by acquiring, constructing, 
converting, rehabilitating, or installing per
manent or temporary public works, including 
site preparation, appurtenances, utilities, and 
equipment for the following projects: 

. UNITED STATES ARMY Am DEFENSE COMMAND 

CONUS, various locations: Operational and 
training facilities, maintenance facilities, 
supply facilities, medical facilities, adminis
trative facilities, troop housng, community 
facilities, utilities, and real estate, $227,-
460,000. 

The defense and military construction 
appropriation acts contain even broader 
language. 

Clearly both the Safeguard and Senti
nal systems fit under the lan guage of the 
law. 

In fact, there is an understanding in 
the Congress and in the Defense Depart
ment that funds must be spent for the 
purposes for which they were authorized 
and appropriated. 

In the case of the ABM system, the 
purpose for which they were authorized 
and appropriated was to provide a de
fense against ballistic missil(s. To accuse 
the officials of this administration of bad 
faith for deploying the best balanced 
ABM they can design is simply to dis
regard the previous actions of Congress. 

Congress should not get into the busi
ness of trying to design the anti-ballistic
missile system either in its minute tech
nical details or in its tactical deployment 
configuration. These decisions should be 
left to defense planners. I suspect that 
much of the agreement we hear, includ
ing many of the technical arguments, are 
being put forth by people who are already 

over their head or who are not apprised 
of all the facts. 

Congress has in the past given rather 
broad authority for the construction of 
the ABM system. If it wishes to change 
this method of operation, it can do so 
when the additional funds which will be 
required for the deployment of phase I 
of the Safeguard system are authorized 
and appropriated for fiscal year 1970. 

There are other items of more than 
average importance which are likely to 
escape specific attention because they are 
not sensational and because there ap
pears to oe no pressing need that they re
ceive other than casual consideration. 
Yet these may be of very great impor
tance. 

For instance, there is the problem of 
maintenance of real property facilities. 
The taxpayers should be very directly 
concerned with this problem. So should 
be the military officials. So it would seem 
would be the Congress. 

Nevertheless, this subject presents an 
increasingly aggravated picture which I 
want to discuss at this point. 

The Committee on Appropriations has 
for many years been urging that the mil
itary services properly and adequately 
maintain the extensive real property 
holdings within their jurisdictions. 
Some 15 years ago this interest was 
manifested in the appropriation of funds 
above the budget estimates for the then 
existing backlog of deferred mainten
ance. The committee found that much 
of this claimed deferred maintenance 
either did not rest on valid estimates or 
the need was subsequently ignored by 
the services and the practice of appro
priating over the budget for real property 
maintenance ceased. 

Indeed, during the ensuing several 
years it became apparent that moneys 
justified to Congress for the mainten
ance of real property facilities were be
ing diverted to other uses in the absence 
of any restrictive law or legislative his
tory. Consequently in recent years, the 
committee has recommended, and Con
gress has agreed to, language in the ap
propriation acts establishing floors or 
minimums in the amounts of money 
which must be devoted to real property 
maintenance. In the current Appropria
tion Act for the fiscal year 1969, for ex
ample, the language reads for the Navy: 
"of which not less than $155,600,000 shall 
be available only for maintenance of 
real property facilities." 

In the case of the Marine Corps the 
language reads similarly: "of which not 
less than $22,661,000 shall be available 
only for the maintenance of real prop
erty facilities." 

House Document No. 91-50 proposed 
revisions reducing those amounts. Tes
timony in the hearings on the second 
supplemental appropriation bill indi-
cated that reductions were made in the 
floors on real property maintenance 
based on "congressional intent." It ap
peared from the testimony that this in
terpretation of congressional intent was 
based on the Revenue and Expenditure 
Control Act of 1968 and its effect on 
Government expenditures generally. 
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It would seem to me, Mr. Chairman, 
that we have here a situation of either 
ignoring, or violating, congressional in
tent by the military. 

I should like to point out that the Rev
enue and Expenditure Control Act of 
1968 was enacted into law on June 28, 
1968, Public Law 90-364. While its terms 
and conditions allowed some flexibility, 
some considerable flexibility in the exec
utive branch, there was not in connection 
with its enactment----at le.a.st to my 
knowledge-,any discussion of an intent 
to cutback on the maintenance of real 
property facilities of the Department of 
Defense. Congress does not want these 
cutbacks. 

Now I should like to point out that the 
appropriation bill for the Department of 
Defense for the fiscal year 1969 was en
acted into law by virtue of the signature 
of the President on October 17, 1968, 
Public Law 90-580. The appropriation 
bill contains as a matter of law the 
phrases which I have previously quoted. 
I do not believe it likely that the Depart
ment can find a shred of evidence in the 
debate or in the committee reports on 
the defense appropriation bill indicating 
that the language of the law was intend
ed to be set aside by any assumed or 
presumed interpretation of congressional 
intent stemming from the earlier en
actment of the Revenue and Expenditure 
Control Act of 1968. On the contrary, it 
c::mld be presumed that the enactment 
of the floors on maintenance of real 
properties in specific numbers and at a 
later date indicates the precise opposite, 
namely, that it is the intent that such an 
amount must in fact be expended for the 
purpase. 

It is clear that much of the difficulty 
that we encounter in Congress, in the 
academic world, and through all facets 
of our society, stem from misinterpreta
tions of honestly presented sets of facts. 
It is further clear that in most instances, 
if not in all instances, those who so mis
interpret do totally and completely es
cape any remonstrance, much less 
punishment, for their willful acts. 

Although I do not wish to magnify 
the incident out of all proportion, it is 
safe to say that the taxpayers of the 
country will at some future date have to 
shoulder the burden of new construction 
prematurely or unnecessarily because of 
failure to adequately maintain facilities 
that are now in being. Certainly, some
one should be called to task for permit
ting such a situation to exist. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Florida has expired. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 additional minutes to the gentleman 
from Florida. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Florida is recognized for 5 additional 
minutes. 

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

Mr. SIKES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

ANTI-BALLISTIC-MISSILE SYSTEM 

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman from 
Florida made reference to the anti
ballistic-missile program. The gentle
man is aware that in the fiscal year 1970 

budget which is before Congress, but 
which is not under consideration in this 
bill, there is about $860 million for a 
continuation of the ABM program. 

In my opening remarks, I took the 
position that we should go forward with 
the ABM program. I would like to am
plify that by giving, in part, some of the 
reasons why we have been working on 
this program for years. The Soviet Union, 
our most formidable opponent, has a 
somewhat limited anti-ballistic-missile 
system deployed. It seems to me that it 
would be militarily and politically un
sound and indefensible for us not to 
undertake to have a defense against the 
intercontinental ballistic missiles of the 
Soviet Union and of Red China. 

My opinion is that we must proceed 
now with the anti-ballistic-missile pro
gram. It is my feeling that the Members 
of Congress, generally, will approve of 
this view, and I am convinced that the 
American people will approve of this 
view. I do not believe the American 
people want to be completely defenseless 
with respect to the intercontinental bal
listic missiles of the Soviet Union or of 
Red China. This would be illogical while 
the Soviet Union is providing some de
fense for its people. Whether or not their 
system is very far advanced begs the 
question. Therefore we should undertake 
to provide some defense against the 
possibility of attack by intercontinental 
ballistic missiles of either nation. 

I believe the gentleman's opening re
marks should be read by all Members of 
the Congress. 

Mr. SIKES. The gentleman from 
Texas has stated the situation precisely 
and he has stated it very well. 

We are trying to assure at this point 
that we can retaliate if the need should 
develop-we are seeking to insure for our 
country a capability which at least par
allels the development which has been 
proceeding on an ABM system within 
Russia for a number of years. I feel that 
the American people demand that this 
be done. I feel that their voice is not 
really being heard in the quarters where 
protests are raised against the ABM sys
tem. 

It is my opinion that we would be 
making a most serious mistake if we 
should not proceed with at least the 
small ABM program that has now been 
proposed. 
-Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, if the 

gentleman will yield further, I would ask 
the gentleman further if an article in 
the U.S. News & World Report, by Dr. 
Teller, one of the great scientists of the 
country, and a discussion by Dr. Wiesner, 
another great scientist, who are both 
very familiar with this problem, has been 
called to his attention. 

We are aware that there is much dis
cussion of the ABM in the scientific com
munity, but as I see it this issue is one 
of judgment, and that is not an issue to 
be settled by the scientists alone. I would 
hope that those interested in this matter 
will probe deeply enough to understand 
what the fundamental issue is, and that 
is whether or not we shall let our chief 
opponent have a protection against our 
missiles and have none ourselves against 
his. 

Mr. SIKES. The gentleman has stated 
the situation perfectly. 

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

Mr. SIKES. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. LIPSCOMB. Mr. Chairman, I con
cur completely with the gentleman from 
Florida and the gentleman from Texas 
in the need for the Safeguard ABM. I 
believe that it is absolutely necessary 
that we go ahead on this modified pro
gram as recommended by President 
Nixon. 

The decision of President Nixon an
nounced on March 14, 1969, calling for 
the deployment of the Safeguard anti
ballistic-missile system was made only 
after a searching and exhaustive analysis 
of the clearly emerging threat to the 
Nation and its people in the mid-1970's. 
All the available options and alternatives 
were thoroughly examined leading to the 
determination that Safeguard would pro
vide a beginning toward the best protec
tion against those threats. 

In the judgment of the President, and 
of others within the Government who 
are charged with the direct responsibility 
for preserving our national security, the 
lnitial deployment of Safeguard repre
sents the minimum action which must 
be taken now to preserve the credibility 
of our nuclear deterrent in the immedi
ate years ahead. 

The decision to deploy Safeguard is 
remarkable for the controversy which it 
has generated. Some Members of the 
Congress and some persons within the 
scientific community have taken issue 
with the President's decision. They have 
been joined in their opposition by others 
who find in Safeguard an excellent op
portunity to give vent to their frustra
tions over the course of events in Viet
nam, thereby injecting an emotionalism 
into a debate which, because of its criti
cal importance to national security, 
should be governed only by rational and 
reasoned factual presentations. 

Because the President is Commander 
in Chief of our military forces and, more 
than any other one man charged with 
the awesome responsibility of providing 
for the national defense, many Members 
of Congress, in the exercise of their con
stitutional responsibilities, have normal
ly followed the practice of according 
great weight to such momentous deter
minations by the President. The Pres
ident has immediately at hand the most 
sensitive intelligence information upon 
which these vital decisions must be 
based. 

For my own part, I would have to be 
absolutely convinced that I was right 
and the President was wrong before I 
could, in good conscience, oppose him 
on a national security matter of this 
magnitude. Moreover, in cases where the 
issue might be described as somewhat 
doubtful, my conscience would dictate 
that such doubts be resolved in favor of 
the President's determination that his 
recommended action is necessary for our 
country's protection. This has been my 
position with respect to all Presidents, 
of either political party. 

It is obvious that all the people of the 
United States have a vital stake in the 
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decision we make as to whether or not 
we should attempt a ballistic missile 
defense. It is appropriate to determine 
the desires of the people. And I mean 
all the people-not just those with the 
resources to publish and circulate their 
views, nor just those who participate in 
organized letterwriting campaigns to 
Congress. 

When President Nixon assumed office 
in January of this year, he inherited from 
his predecessor the beginnings of de
ployment of an ABM system, the Sen
tinel. The decision of President Johnson, 
announced in September 1967, to begin 
deployment had been endorsed by Con
gress in 1968 and funds had been pro
vided for a start on the system. Produc
tion of the various components of the 
system had been initiated, sites acquired, 
and, at some sites, work had commenced. 

The Nixon administration suspended 
work on Sentinel deployment while it 
conducted a broad and thorough review 
of the general problems of ballistic mis
sile defense including specifically the 
basic possible missions of such defenses 
and an analysis of the actual and poten
tial Soviet and Chinese nuclear threat 
capabilities to our cities and to our stra
tegic retaliatory capability. 

An important part of the review in
cluded an analysis of the many alter
native ways of accomplishing the bal
listic missile defense missions. The alter
natives examined included: 

First, not building any ballistic mis
sile defense at this time, maintaining the 
research and development program, and 
relying on improvements in our retalia
tory weapons to deter Soviet and Chinese 
attacks on our cities and strategic retal
iatory forces; 

Second, defending our strategic retal
iatory forces-our second-strike capa
bility-by hardening our missile silos and 
further dispersing of our bomber bases; 
and 

Third, several alternative ABM de
ployments, including: a "heavy" defense 
against Soviet nuclear attacks on our 
major cities, ballistic missile defense of 
our strategic retaliatory forces, the 
Sentinel defense against the expected 
Chinese threat and accidental attacks, 
a sea-based anti-ballistic-missile inter
cept system-SABMIS--and various 
combinations of these alternatives. 

Finally, the review included a careful 
evaluation of the technical and opera
tional feasibility of ballistic missile de
fense systems based on current tech
nology and current intelligence. 

After a careful consideration of the 
alternatives, President Nixon reached 
the following conclusions: First, the con
cept on which the Sentinel program of 
the previous administration was based 
should be substantially modified; sec
ond, the safety of our country requires 
that we should proceed now with the 
development and construction of the new 
system in a carefully phased program; 
third, this program will be reviewed an
nually from the point of view of tech
nical development, the threat, and the. 
diplomatic context including any talks 
on arms limitation. 

The Safeguard system has been de
signed so that its defensive intent is un-

mistakable. It will be implemented not 
according to some fixed, theoretical 
schedule, but in a manner clearly re
lated to a periodic analysis of the threat. 

The Safeguard system provides for the 
phasEd protection of our land-based 
forces and the light, overall protection 
of population. This deployment will per
mit a shift of radar and missile sites 
away from major cities. 

Both the Nixon administration and 
the Johnson administration agree on 
the capabilities and limitations of the 
ABM system which technology permits 
us to deploy at the present time. 

Both administrations agree that our 
ABM system at its present stage of de
velopment cannot be expected, no mat
ter how deployed, to provide an eff ec
tive defense of all our Nation's popula
tion against a heavy nuclear attack. 

Both administrations agree that our 
ABM system does have the capability, 
in several types of deployment, of de
fending all our population against a 
light nuclear attack. 

Both administrations agree that our 
ABM system does have the capability of 
providing a strong, although not preclu
sive, defense of a specific target of lim
ited area against a heavy nuclear attack. 

This evaluation, concurred in by both 
administrations, is extremely important. 
It was not made lightly, nor by any one 
person, or by any persons specializing 
in one field. This is not just a weapon, 
but a weapon system. It consists of a 
number of components, including nu
clear warheads, which were and con
tinue to be designed and tested under
ground by our nuclear physicists; mis
siles, which have been designed, con
structed, tested, repeatedly improved, 
and tested further; data processing 
equipment, which has also been built 
and tested; missile site radar, which has 
been built and tested; and perimeter ac
quisition radar, all the components of 
which have been tested. In addition, the 
system utilizes technology dealing with 
such diverse areas as component harden
ing and command and control. 

An evaluation of the ABM system is a 
complex matter, requiring the participa
tion of many specialists from various 
and sundry science and engineering 
fields, who base their evaluations on the 
results of the tests performed. This, how
ever, is the very type of careful evalua
tion which enabled the Johnson admin
istration and, thereafter, the Nixon ad
ministration to conclude that our ABM 
system would work, and would do the 
job proposed for it. 

Obviously, no one scientist, however 
learned, can credibly assume personally 
to evaluate the entirety of the system, 
particularly if he has not been privy to 
the testing accomplished with the com
ponents of the system. An impressive 
number of scientists, however, believe 
that it either will work or can be made 
to work. 

The Johnson administration, based on 
an evaluation of the limitations and ca
pabilities of the ABM system, devised a 
proposed deployment to provide a defense 
of our cities against the potential Chi
nese Communist capability to launch a 
light nuclear attack in the mid-1970's. 

This is what the Sentinel system, as de
signed by the Johnson administration, 
would have done; and this Safeguard 
will continue to do. 

The preceding administration was 
also very much aware of the possibility 
that the Soviet Union might seek to 
develop a capacity to overwhelm our 
land-based missiles and bombers. It 
continued to watch the missile buildup 
in the Soviet Union, believing, however, 
as Secretary McNamara said in January 
1968, that the growth of the Soviet ICBM 
force would decelerate instead of con
tinuing at a high rate. 

The Sentinel system of the Johnson 
administration has three purposes, ac
cording to Secretary Clifford: 

First, to ''prevent a successful missile 
attack from China through the late 
1970's." 

Second, to . "limit damage from an 
accidental launch from any source." 

Third, to "provide the option for in
creased defense of our Minuteman force, 
if necessary 1n the future." 

Safeguard will provide for the first 
two purposes as enumerated by Secre
tary Clifford, but most importantly, it 
also will provide for the defense of our 
Minuteman force which under Sentinel, 
had been only optional. 

Neither Secretary McNamara nor Sec
retary Clifford believed that the relative 
invulnerability of the missile forces of 
the United States was assured for the 
indefinite future. Both warned that ad
ditional steps might be required if that 
invulnerability was to be maintained in 
the 1970's. Just before leaving office, Sec
retary Clifford expressed his "increasing 
concern" about "the continuing rapid 
expansion of Soviet strategic offensive 
forces." He went on to warn that--

We must continually re-examine the vari
ous ways in which the Soviets might seek to 
strengthen their strategic forces beyond what 
now seems probable, and take appropriate 
actions now to hedge against them. 

The decision on whether or not to de
ploy the Safeguard system turns, it seems 
to me, on the answer to two questions: 

First. What is the nature of the threat 
which there is reason to believe will con
front our Nation in the mid-1970's? 

Second. Is Safeguard an effective way 
of coping with that threat? 

When I speak of a threat to our se
curity, I am not engaging in specula
tion about the intentions of any foreign 
power. As we should have learned from 
the Cuban missile crisis of 1962, it is dan
gerous to base our policy on assumptions 
relating to intentions. Anyone who is ::101 
privy to deliberations in the Kremlin 
can hardly speak with assurance about 
Soviet intentions at the present time. 
Even certain knowledge of present in
tentions would be a poor basis for judg
ing the intentions of those who may be 
in power in the Soviet Union 5 years 
or more from now. 

We would be derelict in our responsi
bility to the people if we failed to base 
our policies on an estimate of the ca
pability that the Soviet Union or Com
munist China will have in the future if 
they continue on their present course 
and if we failed to take timely action to 
thwart that capability. 
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Projecting into the future the current 
rate of construction and deployment of 
the SS-9, we arrive at a figure of 600 such 
ICBM's in operation in the Soviet Union 
by 1976. If each SS-9 is equipped with 
three independently aimed warheads
a capacity which is technically feasible 
and on which the Soviet Union is work
ing-our force of 1,000 long-range Min
utemen would be in danger of annihila
tion from the 1,800 Soviet warheads. Let 
me quote Dr. John S. Foster, Assistant 
Secretary of Defense for Research and 
Engineering, on this point: 

A missile system having a 20 percent failure 
rate and carrying 3 re-entry vehicles per 
missile, would require only 420 missiles to 
attack 1,000 silos. If the yield of each re
entry vehicle was a reasonable 5 megatons 
and the accuracy a reasonable ~ of a mile, 
about 95 % of the silos could be destroyed. 
This would mean 50 of the 1,000 Minutemen 
survive. 

Our present strategic offensive force 
includes, of course, not only land-based 
long-range missiles but missile-carrying 
manned bombers and Polaris submarines. 
Can we not be complacent about the 
future, some may ask, since two of the 
three elements of our deterrent force 
would still be in existence after an SS-9 
attack on Minuteman sites thereby en
abling us to inflict retaliatory devastation 
on an attacking nation? 

There are two answers to this ques
tion. First, if prudence had not required 
that we keep three elements in our de
terrent force, we would not have devel
oped and maintained three in the past. 
Our security is assured with three. The 
loss of one would leave us considerably 
less secure. We might get by with two, 
but that involves risks that we have been 
unwilling to take in the past. Further, 
we should remember that our bombers, 
even today, are to some degree vulner
able and that our submarines may be
come vulnerable in the future. We must 
now plan for our defense through the 
next decade. We know that the Soviet 
Union is at work on a fractional orbital 
bombardment system and other weapons 
which could make both bombers and sub
marines vulnerable to attack in the fu
ture. To assume that both will continue 
to be safe from attack would be sheer 
folly. 

I do not want to overstate the case. 
In order to achieve, in fact, the capa
bility of eroding our assured destruction 
capability in the future, it will be neces
sary for the Soviets to do a number of 
things, but all are things which they 
have demonstrated a competence to ac
complish. They would have to equip their 
SS-9 missiles with multiple, individual 
targeted reentry vehicles and improve 
their accuracy. They would have to con
tinue to increase the number of such 
ICBM's deployed. They would have to 
continue their ambitious submarine pro
gram and possibly add a submerged 
launch missile utilizing a depressed tra
jectory. They could improve and deploy 
a more effective ABM system around 
their cities. The accomplishment of these 
improvements in forces, or combinations 
of these programs, on all of which they 
are now engaged, could create doubts of 

the effectiveness of our assured destruc
tion capability, provided we take no steps 
not already programed to prevent, or 
to prepare to prevent, such an erosion. 

Because the Chinese ICBM develop
ment program has not progressed as rap
idly as estimated a year or two ago, there 
has been a tendency to overlook this 
potential threat in the present debate 
on the ABM issue. Today, the intelli
gence community is indicating that the 
Chinese Communists may have an oper
ational ICBM within 3 to 4 years. If that 
happens, it will be incumbent on the 
United States to have an adequate pro
tective force. 

There are a number of factors which 
point out the need for Safeguard to 
counter this growing Chinese threat. 
Most of them have to do with demo
graphic factors. The United States has 
63 percent of its population living in 
the 1,000 largest cities. The Chinese, on 
the other hand, have only 11 percent of 
their population living in China's 1,000 
largest cities. One can conclude that the 
Chinese population is widely dispersed 
throughout her large land mass. Fur
thermore, as Mao Tse-tung has pointed 
out on numerous occasions, China, with 
its population of 800 million, could sur
vive even with a loss of 200 million peo
ple from a nuclear attack. Thus, it is 
reasonable to conclude that our ability 
to deter Communist China with our stra
tegic offensive forces is considerably less 
certain than in the case of the Soviet 
Union, whose population is much more 
concentrated than China's. 

The population concentration factor 
has a vital bearing on our decision to 
proceed with the Safeguard program. 
The Chinese, with only a few, relatively 
crude ICBM's could inflict a great deal 
of damage on the United States. For the 
United States to retaliate against such 
a strike might require a greater portion 
of our deterrent force than we could 
safely commit. For, by responding to a 
Chinese provocation, we could leave our
selves naked to a Soviet attack. 

These reasons, I believe, point out that 
Safeguard is a good investment for pro
tecting against a possible Chinese at
tack as well as insuring the credibility of 
our deterrent against any possible So
viet attack. 

The second question which we must 
ask to reach the decision about deploy
ing Safeguard has to do with its effec
tiveness. Of all possible courses of action 
which we might take to guard against the 
potential threat of the mid-1970's, Safe
guard is the most effective, the least 
costly, the least provocative. 

There is strong support among the 
most respected scientists who are famil
iar with all aspects of our ABM program 
for the conclusion that Safeguard will 
provide effective protection to enough 
of our offensive force to make an attack 
upon that force unprofitable for any 
aggressor. 

Among the eminent scientists who 
have publicly expressed support for de
ployment of Safeguard are: Dr. Edward 
Teller, Lawrence Radiation Laboratory, 
recognized as one of the world's fore
most nuclear physicists; Dr. Eugene P. 

Wigner, Princeton University nuclear 
physicist, elected to the National Acad
emy of Sciences 1945, Atoms for Peace 
Award 1960, Nobel Prize for Physics, 
1963; Dr. William G. McMillan, Univer
sity of California at Los Angeles, profes
sor of chemistry, noted specialist on 
strategic nuclear matters such as reentry 
vehicle vulnerability, penetration aids, 
nuclear weapons effects, and missile 
vulnerability. 

If we could delay our decision on Safe
guard until we determine whether or not 
the Soviet Union continues to increase 
its capability to threaten our security
or whether success comes of negotiations 
to limit arms, I would be in favor of 
deferring the decision. Unfortunately, 
we cannot wait. It will require more than 
4 years to complete phase I of the Safe
guard system, the deployment of pro
tection for two missile sites in Montana 
and North Dakota. In the absence of 
authorization from Congress for fiscal 
year 1970, the Defense Department would 
be required to stop the activity in which 
it has been engaged under authority 
granted last year. It would have to close 
down developmental production lines, 
discharge skilled personnel, and cease 
engineering on sites. If Congress then 
gave authority to proceed in the next 
year, the program would be delayed 2 
years, and the first two sites would not 
be in operation until 1976. Time would 
be lost in the search for personnel with 
the necessary skills and in the training 
of a new force to begin the work anew. 

If we are not ready at the time a 
threat to our security comes into being, 
we will be no better off than we would 
have been if we had done nothing at all. 
As Secretary of Defense Melvin R. Laird 
has said: 

Too little and too late has been the epitaph 
of more than one great nation in history. 
J.t must not be ours. 

If, in fact, the decision to deploy Safe
guard imposed an obstacle to fruitful ne
gotiations toward arms limitation, this 
might well give us pause. But let us re
member that Premier Kosygin in 1967, 
speaking of the embryonic ABM system 
which the U.S.S.R. had already begun 
to deploy, said: 

I believe that defensive systems, which 
prevent attack, are not the cause of the arms 
race, but constitute a factor preventing the 
death of people. 

Let us remember, too, that President 
Johnson's decision to deploy the Senti
nel system, instead of hampering nego
tiations, was followed 4 days later by a 
statement of the Soviet leaders that they 
were interested in beginning talks on 
arms restrictions. 

· Safeguard is an inducement to arms 
limitation and a building block toward 
peace. We will go forward with talks on 
arms control with a better chance that 
these talks will result in effective agree
ments if it is clear to all the world that 
the United States does not intend to 
stand idly by while its capacity to defend 
its people is undermined. Indeed, an im
portant inducement toward agreement 
is missing if the U.S.S.R. is led to be
lieve that we will unilaterally limit our 
defensive capacity. 
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Safeguard is purely defensive. It is not 
an escalation of the arms race. It does not 
increase one whit the capacity of our 
country to inflict damage on any other 
nation. It is far more moderate step than 
the alternative some of its opponents 
propose-an increase in the size of our 
offensive missile force, or the reckless 
launching of our missiles upon a warn
ing, that may or may not be valid, that 
we are about to be attacked. Increasing 
our offensive forces would step up the 
arms race and might give Soviet leaders 
some plausible ground for fearing that 
we were seeking a first-strike capability. 

If the threat that may confront us in 
the mid-1970's fails to develop, whether 
because of international agreement on 
arms control or a change in the pace or 
chara.cter of the Soviet buildup, or for 
any other reason, Safeguard can be 
slowed down, altered, or abandoned al
together. Deployment is divided into 
phases so that our defensive precautions 
will match the threat and not become an 
overreaction to it. 

President Nixon clearly made these 
points in his announcement of his de
cision on Safeguard on March 14 of this 
year. He said: 

I have directed the President's Foreign 
Intelligence Advisory Board-a non-partisan 
group of distinguished private citizens--to 
make a yearly assessment of the threa t which 
will supplement our regular intelligence as
sessment. Each phase of the deployment will 
be reviewed to insure tha t we are doing as 
much as necessary but no more than that 
required by the threat existing at tha t time. 

Since our deployment is to be closely re
lated to the threat, it is subject to modifi
cation as the threat changes, either through 
negotiations or through unilateral actions 
by the Soviet Union or Communist China. 

To keep in perspective the decision 
which the Congress will be called on to 
make this year, it is important to keep 
in mind the phased program of deploy
ment that is proposed. This year, we de
cide only whether to begin on phase 
I so that by 1974 we may have in being 
an antimissile defense of two of our 
missile sites. We do not commit our
selves to go beyond that, and the Con
gress will have ample opportunity to 
check on the progress of deployment 
and to reassess periodically the con
tinued need for the system. 

If in fact Safeguard deprived us of re
sources needea to deal with our pressing 
domestic problems, that fact might give 
us pause. But Safeguard is not short
changing any program designed to cure 
domestic ills. The decision to deploy this 
system involves spending in fiscal year 
1970 only $250 million more than would 
be spent if we limited ourselves to con
tinuing with research and development. 
But a decision to def er deployment would 
add $250 million to the total cost now es
timated for deployment. The expenditure 
proposed for deployment in the next fiscal 
year amounts to three-tenths of 1 per
cent of the outlays proposed for defense. 
It amounts to a little more than one
tenth of 1 percent of proposed total 
Federal outlays. In its initial costs, it will 
be substantially less expensive than Sen
tinel would have been. 

The estimated expenditure for the 
total Safeguard program is in the neigh-

borhood of $8 billion, including the war
heads. This expenditure would, of course, 
be made over the course of many years. It 
is unlikely that in any year Safeguard 
will demand spending that would equal 
even one-half of 1 percent of the budget. 

To my mind, the basic issue which the 
Safeguard proposal presents is the degree 
of risk to which we are willing to expose 
the American people. I am not inclined to 
gamble when the stakes are the survival 
of our Nation and the safety of its people. 
I would rather be wrong by providing a 
measure of defense that the future might 
show we did not need than be wrong by 
failing to provide the protection required. 

I hope that all Members of Congress, 
when they vote on Safeguard, are con
scious that they may well be voting on 
the survival of the United States. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. SIKES. I am happy to yield to the 
chairman of the committee. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, there is 
the feeling on the part of many-and 
that includes myself-that if we move 
forward with our own ABM system, and 
we can move forward only at a certain 
rate of speed, that if we move forward 
with this program the likelihood will be 
enhanced that we can sit down at the 
conference table with the Soviet Union 
and arrive at some arms control agree
ment, not on disarmament, which I be
lieve is unobtainable, but some agreement 
for a limitation on armaments. But so 
long as the Soviet Union goes forward 
with the cieployment of its ABM and we 
take no steps at all, we are placed in a 
position in this particular field of de
fense-and this is defense, and not of
fense-of dealing from a position of 
weakness. 

Mr. SIKES. It was after it was an
nounced that we in this country were go
ing ahead with the ABM system that the 
Soviets first agreed to hold a discussion 
on disarmament. This in itself is indica
tive of the validity of the statement the 
gentleman has just made: if we have a 
basis of strength from which to nego
tiate the Russians are much more in
terested in negotiating. There is no rea
son for them to negotiate if they have 
the field for themselves. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Florida has again expired. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 
gentleman from Florida 5 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. SIKES. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding the additional time. 

CANCELLATION OF WEAPONS SYSTEMS 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, the com
mittee was advised yesterday of the 
cancellation of the procurement of the 
Cheyenne helicopter. It was canceled 
because it had not been possible for the 
contractor to solve the problems involved 
in developing this system. Of course, this 
program is subject to investigation by 
various appropriate committees. The 
Appropriation Committee intends to take 
a look at it. 

The military from time to time, in 
their sincere desire to provide superior 
weapons programs attempt to stretch the 

state of the art. They undertake to do 
things which are highly desirable by way 
of weapons development, but some of 
these things are not within the state of 
the ar t and cannot be accomplished. 

Many years ago, we spent $1 billion 
on a nuclear-powered aircraft, and fi
nally we agreed that the state of the 
art had not progressed to where it was 
feasible to produce an acceptable plane 
of this type . 

It is unfair and improper to condemn 
those who try to stretch the state of the 
art in order to improve our weapons. 
They make great efforts to add to the 
Nation's protection and to the budgeting 
capability of our servicemen. 

Is it n ot understandable that in a 
stretching of the state of the art it is 
from time to time necessary to admit 
defeat? We are prone to call that "money 
down the drain," but if it is in the in
terest of trying to provide better defense 
it is not in the truest sense always money 
down the drain. 

Mr. SIKES. This is of course the only 
way we can perfect our weapons sys
tems. There must be trial and error. It is 
through this procedure that we have been 
able to develop the highly effective sys
tems that we have. Fortunately most of 
them have not encounter ed problems as 
serious as the Cheyenne did. 

In the case of the Cheyenne, unfortu
narely, hopes did not work out. Defense 
officials were seeking to develop a more 
effective weapons capability in a fast 
helicopter. The helicopter is largely a 
defenseless aircraft and yet it has been 
tremendously useful and has filled an 
extremely important need in Vietnam. 

But it is highly vulnerable and the 
military were simply trying to provide a 
faster helicopter with an improved 
weapons capability that would enable it 
to stand off enemy attack and to provide 
greater support for th~ troops on the 
ground. 

The thought was good. It would have 
been an extremely important develop
ment had it worked out--and eventually 
it probably will work out. 

But in the effort to develop within a 
short time something that would be use
ful in the Vietnamese war, considerable 
moneys were expended. It has not been 
possible to develop the capability that is 
needed and rather than to continue to 
spend money on top of this already 
costly program, the military has decided 
to cancel the Cheyenne. 

Mr. MAHON. Is it not true that the 
object of producing the Cheyenne was 
an effort to make our military men more 
effective and to save the lives .of Ameri
can soldiers in Vietnam? 

Mr. SIKES. Yes, the purpose is to save 
lives-that is the primary purpose. It 
would have reduced the vulnerability of 
the helicopter, which is a very important 
vehicle, and made it into a gun ship. 

Mr. MAHON. Pursuing the matter 
further, reference was made today to 
the so-called TFX and the NaVY version, 
the F-lllB. 

Here was an effort to produce an air
plane which would be suitable for all of 
the services. The objective was highly 
desirable. A great effort was made to 
achieve it, but as we look back with 



May 20, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE 13143 

20/20 hindsight, and I am sure the gen
tleman from Florida would agree, it was 
a mistake to undertake to make the 
F-111 conform to the Navy's require
ments, which are in some ways quite dif
ferent from the Air Force requirements. 

Mr. SIKES. Yes, but we did not realize 
that at the time. The defense officials 
again felt that this was a way to save 
money. They made a very determined 
effort. The effort failed and we have to 
share in the blame because we financed 
what we thought would be a workable 
concept. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIKES. I yield to the distinguished 
gentleman. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I think all of 
us are indebted to the chairman of the 
committee and to the second ranking 
member of the defense subcommittee 
and the ranking minority member of the 
committee for this colloquy which is 
putting some of these things in the 
proper perspective, particularly with re
spect to the ABM system. I think this 
colloquy has made it clear that we do not, 
as a practical matter, have a choice be
tween the development of the ABM sys
tem on the one hand and some agree
ment or other limiting arms on the 
other. Quite to the contrary, if we were 
to unilaterally make the decision and 
announce to the world, as some of our 
colleagues would have us do, that we are 
not going to def end ourselves against the 
ICBM, we would thereby destroy our 
capability of reaching any meaningful 
agreement with reference to either the 
ICBM or the ABM. 

Certainly, if we announce beforehand 
that we are not in a position to defend 
ourselves, and that we do not intend to be 
in a position to defend ourselves, then 
we would be going to the conference 
table with no cards at all. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Florida has expired. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
additional minutes to the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I take this 
additional time, first, to thank the dis
tinguished gentleman from Wisconsin for 
this contribution which is sound, logical 
and. meaningful. 

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

Mr. SIKES. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. MAHON. It seems to make news to 

be against a major defense program, at 
this time the ABM, but it does not make 
news to be in favor of providing this bar
rier against an attack which might come 
from China or from the Soviet Union. 

There has been so much talk in the 
country and so many news columns writ
ten in opposition to our building a de
fense system designed to help to protect 
the lives of American citizens and to 
avoid world war III, it occurs to me 
that it is well for the world to know that 
there are many-and in my opinion the 
overwhelming majority of people in this 
country who believe that this kind of 
protection, as imperfect as it may be, is 
something we must seek to attain. 

I wish to thank the gentleman and my 
colleagues for making reference to these 

matters. No one can convince me that 
the people of the United States want to 
be second best when it comes to self
def ense. I do not think that we want our 
country to be second best, and I , predict 
it will not be second best. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. SIKES. Let me add that the de
ployment of the ABM system, which is 
now proposed, does not mean that we 
will have an imperfect system. We will 
have a system which has the benefit of 
years of research and development, and 
as deployment progresses, it will be pos
sible to build into it any improvements 
which the state of the art permits, to 
insure that we will have a fully work
able and an effective system. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. SIKES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. MAHON. Is not one of the prin
cipal obectives of those of us who support 
the ABM to bring about a situation which 
will enable the United States and the 
Soviet Union-and other countries, we 
hope-to make some reduction in arms 
expenditures? That, after all, is our ob
jective. I would hope we can join to
gether in this effort and eventually 
through these procedures bring to a low
er figure the vast resources we have to 
provide for defense. 

Mr. SIKES. That is our objective. It 
is what we are working toward, and I 
believe it is a meaningful step in that 
direction. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
North Carolina <Mr. JONAS) is recog
nized. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I have no 
further requests for time. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 8 

minutes to the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. RYAN). 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, it is un
fortunate and regrettable that the sup
plemental appropriation bill before us 
lumps together funds which are neces
sary and essential for important domes
tic programs with a request, as set forth 
in title I, for some $1.2 billion for addi
tional support for military operations in 
Southeast Asia. 

Once again we are faced with a choice 
of either approving the entire package 
recommended by the Appropriations 
Committee, and thereby allocating still 
more funds to the prosecution of the war 
in Vietnam, or having to vote against the 
entire supplemental appropriation bill. 
I regret that the Appropriations Com
mittee has put us in this situation again. 
There is strong and conscientious oppo
sition to continuing to fund the war, and 
Members should have an opportunity to 
vote separately on the $1.2 billion for 
military operations in Southeast Asia. 

When the bill is open for amendment 
under the 5-minute rule, I intend to of
fer an amendment to strike title I of this 
bill, in order to eliminate the $1.2 billion 
earmarked for Southeast Asian military 
operations. This would permit us to have 
an opportunity to vote on this question. 
However, of course, we know under the 
parliamentary procedure followed, there 
would be no opportunity for a rollcall 

vote. If my amendment does not prevail, 
then I intend to offer a motion to recom
mit if I have the opportunity. 

I believe that as long as these funds 
remain in this bill, it should be defeated. 
I have pointed out that one-third is al
located for the prosecution of the war in 
Vietnam. We have already allocated for 
this fiscal year some $27 or $28 billion for 
the war in Vietnam. Now we are con
fronted again with another supplemen
tal request. 

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

Mr. RYAN. I am happy to yield to the 
distinguished chairman of the com
mittee. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, one of 
the things that has been undertaken in 
this bill is to provide additional funds 
for the equipping of the South Vietnam
ese military forces, so that a lesser ef
fort will be required by the U.S. forces. 
I believe that this portion of the plan
of transferring to the Government of 
South Vietnam a greater responsibility 
for fighting the war and maintaining the 
peace when the war comes to an end
probably would meet with the approval 
of the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I would 
appreciate it if the gentleman from 
Texas, the chairman of the committee, 
would spell out exactly how much of the 
funds in the bill is for equipping the 
forces for South Vietnam. But it is clear 
also from the testimony, as I read it, that 
the supplemental provides funds for ap
proximately 17 ,400 more American serv
icemen than were planned 01iginally in 
the fiscal year 1969. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, in the 
Army procurement portion of the bill be
fore us, of the $640 million, there are 
$393.7 million for U.S. forces and $246.4 
million for the South VietnamP,se Armed 
Forces modernization and improvement 
program. So a quarter of a billion in this 
bill is for the improvemsnt and modern
ization of the equipment of the South 
Vietnamese forces. It is this quarter bil
lion that the gentleman from Texas had 
in mind in propound"ng the inquiry of 
the gentleman. There are additional 
sums related to this procurement, such 
as $50 million for the transportation of 
equipment, and so forth. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate 
the explanation of the chairman. Never
theless, that does leave for U.S. Southeast 
Asian military operations approximately 
$1 billion-a little less perhaps. And it 
raises a further question about our over
all policy in Vietnam in relation to the 
forces of South Vietnam. 

In any event, let me point out that 
according to the testimony, on page 361, 
of General Taylor, the supplemental 
also provides funds for 17 ,400 more 
troops, that is U.S. troops, than had been 
originally intended. 

It also provides funds for a 50-percent 
increase in bombing by B-52's in South 
Vietnam. I should point out that in an
swering a question raised by the distin
guished gentleman from Alabama (Mr. 
ANDREWS), General Crow said that the 
effect of the B-52 bombings was to make 
certain areas of South Vietnam look like 
the surf.ace of the moon. The gentleman 
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from Alabama then observed that the 
United States has used more bombs in 
Vietnam than in World War II and 
asked: 

I wonder how it is going to look when we 
get through over there. wm it be habitable? 
(Rea.rings, p. 296). 

I think that is a good question: Will it 
be habitable? Will anything be left? Or 
will we continue to destroy the country 
in order to save it? 

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

Mr. RYAN. I am happy to yield to the 
gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, as the 
gentleman knows, this bill does not pro
vide funds to send additional American 
fighting men to South Vietnam. It pro
vides for the payment of the men who 
were sent over there as a result of the 
Tet offensive which caused us to - in
crease our forces. It is not the intent of 
this bill to increase our manpower in 
South Vietnam. 

Mr. RYAN. I understand the gentle
man's argument. The impact, neverthe
less, is to provide funds for a higher level 
of troops there than had been budgeted 
for fiscal year 1969. 

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

Mr. RYAN. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. LIPSCOMB. Mr. Chairman on the 
point the gentleman is making ~nd the 
point the chairman of the Appropria
tions Committee made, the planned 
strength for U.S. forces in Southeast Asia 
has not been reached as yet, but the 
reason we are implementing funds in this 
supplemental bill is because the Tet of
fensive did extensive damage over there 
and made it necessary for us to commit 
more troops and more ammunition and 
other equipment. 

Then, the seizure of the U.S.S. Pueblo 
by Communist North Korea took place. 
It caused us to supplement our efforts in 
the Korean area. 

It was aggressive action by North Viet
nam and North Korea which made this 
supplemental which is before us neces
sary. We are just supplying additional 
funds for those two aggressive actions by 
the Communists. That is the purpose of 
this supplemental. 

Mr. RYAN. I do not quite understand 
how funds for the Korean situation come 
under title I, which is entitled "Military 
Operations in Southeast Asia." 

Mr. LIPSCOMB. If the gentleman will 
yield, I will explain it. 

Mr. RYAN. I do not have sufficient 
time. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman 2 more minutes. 

Mr. RY AN. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. LIPSCOMB. At the time of the 
Pueblo incident, the House o,f Repre
sentatives and the Senate, in the appro
priation bills, had included funds for 
Korea with funds for Southeast Asia. 

I might point out to the gentleman 
that there are South Korean troops who 
are helping the United States and the 
South Vietnamese effort in South Viet
nam. 

Mr. RYAN. This supplemental appro
priation bill is before us because of an 
underestimation of the cost of the war in 
Southeast Asia. Each year for the past 
5 years Congress has been asked to ap
propriate supplemental money for the 
war in Vietnam. 

I have pointed out on each one of those 
occasions-in 1965, 1966, 1967, 1968, and 
now 1969-that the only means the 
House has to change the Vietnam policy 
is to exercise the power of the purse. This 
bill presents us with another opportunity 
to vote on the conduct of the war. 

Since last May, when the Paris peace 
talks were started, over 12,000 American 
servicemen have been killed in this war. 
There is no end in sight. The only way 
that the Congress, if it feels that this war 
must be ended, as I do, can exercise any 
influence on the direction of our foreign 
policy in Southeast Asia, is to vote "No" 
to these funds. 

Therefore, I will offer an amendment 
under the 5-minute rule to strike title I. 
I hope it will have wide support so that 
we will be able to separate out the money 
for Southeast Asia military operations 
from the very essential funds contained 
in this bill for domestic programs. 

Almost one-third of this appropria
tion ls for military operations in South
east Asia. H.R. 11400 provides total ap
propriations of $3,783,212,766. Of this, 
$1,234,000,000 or about 31 percent is al
located for Southeast Asia. This is above 
and beyond an estimated $27 .6 billion 
which Congress has already appropri
ated for Vietnam for fiscal year 1969. 

Although President Nixon said in his 
nationwide television address last Wed
nesday that he intends to seek a mutual 
withdrawal of American and North 
Vietnamese troops from South Vietnam, 
testimony from officials of the Depart
ment of Defense suggests an increase 1n 
the size and scope of our military opera
tion in Vietnam. The testimony of Gen. 
A. B. Taylor, director of the Army 
budget, reveals that approximately 17,-
400 more soldiers were deployed in 
Southeast Asia then were originally 
specified in the fiscal year 1969 budget. 
According to General Taylor, these 
troops were not sent as replacements but 
as additions to the existing force. Gen
eral Taylor went on to say that addi
tional troops would be deployed during 
the next fiscal year. Hearings on second 
supplemental appropriations bill, 1969, 
page 361. 

For 5 years supplemental appropria
tions bills have been used to escalate the 
war and to deepen our military commit
ment in Southeast Asia. Although the 
appropriations sought in this bill may 
not result in the dramatic escalation 
that has occurred in the past, they will 
nonetheless be used to increase still 
further the killing and destruction that 
continues in Vietnam. 

Each year the costs of the war have 
been underestimated in the initial 
budget. This happened in 1965, 1966, 
1967, 1968, and now again in 1969. But 
each year the Congress has chosen to 
abdicate its responsibility to pass judg
ment on the war and has, instead, chan
neled more money into the quagmire in 
Southeast Asia. 

For 5 years now, the critics of the war 
in Vietnam have been urging that we 
pursue alternative policies in Southeast 
Asia. In 1964, I urged a specific strategy 
for the neutralization of Southeast Asia 
to avoid broadening the conflict. But the 
conflict was broadened. In 1965, I argued 
against the Americanization of the war 
and against escalating our military com
mitment. But the war was Americanized 
and our commitment escalated. In 1966, 
I tried again to point to the policy alter
natives available to us. But the choice of 
continued escalation was made. In 1967, 
I called again for renewed diplomatic 
efforts and an end to the bombing in the 
north. But diplomacy was secondary to 
the continued attempt to impose a mili
tary solution. 

As I pointed out earlier in my remarks, 
the request for supplemental funds for 
Southeast Asian military operations has 
been tied in to other appropriations for 
some vital domestic programs which I 
support and, in some cases, have even 
proposed. 

On January 30, I introduced an omni
bus supplementary appropriation bill, 
H.R. 5562, to fully fund several important 
programs established under the Housing 
and Urban Development Act of 1968. 
Later, I reintroduced th~s legislation with 
29 cosponsors-H.R. 7760, H.R. 7761. This 
legislation would provide supplementary 
appropriations to bring the section 235 
homeownership program, the section 236 
rental and cooperative housing program, 
the rent supplement program, the urban 
renewal program, and the urban renewal 
component of the model cities program 
to the full amount of funding authorized 
by Congress. 

The bill before us today includes sup
plemental appropriations for three pro
grams-section 235, section 236 and low
rent public housing program. Both sec
tion 235 and section 236 would receive an 
additional $40 million for fiscal year 
1969-which still leaves each program 
$10 million less than the amount author
ized by Congress. The low-rent public 
housing program-which remains the 
only effective way to reach low-income 
people 1n our larger cities-would receive 
an additional $7,168,000 for fiscal year 
1968 and $16 million for fiscal year 1969 
in contract authorization. 

While I am pleased that the Appropri
ations Committee has recommended sup
plementary appropriations to these three 
programs, I am disappointed that the bill 
does not provide additional funds for the 
rent supplement program, the urban re
newal program, or the urban renewal 
sector of the model cities program. Each 
year the rent supplement program has 
been starved for funds; the current fiscal 
year is no exception. While the adminis
tration recommended $65 million for rent 
supplements for fiscal year 1969, Con
gress appropriated only $30 million. Sim
ilarly, urban renewal in model cities, al
though it was authorized to receive $500 
million, has appropriated only $312 
million. 

These programs must be funded to the 
full amount authorized by Congress if 
we are to mount an effective attack on 
the crisis in urban housing which con
fronts this Nation. As has been the €ase 
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so often before, the appropriations pro
vided for Southeast Asian military 
operations in H.R. 11400 alone are 
greater than the amount which would 
be required to fully fund these vital 
housing programs. 

I am also disturbed that a request from 
the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development for an additional $2 mil
lion to carry out fair housing activities 
under title VIII of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1968 was denied by the committee. 
As Housing and Urban Development Sec
retary Romney stated in his testimony 
in support of this appropriation: 

"It is simply impossible to attain this goal 
(providing a decent home in a suitable liv
ing environment for every American family) 
without a major and continuing effort in 
pursuit of fair housing for every person in 
this country." (Parenthesis added) (Hear
ings on Second Supplemental Appropriation 
Bill, 1969, p. 570.) 

At present, the fair housing program 
has received only $2 million to carry on 
that effort from Congress. If fair hous
ing is to be guaranteed in this country, 
we must allocate more resources to pur
suing that goal. 

No doubt the argument will be made 
that, since the pending bill contains 
funds for several agencies which require 
supplemental allocations for their oper
ations, as well as for programs, such as 
section 235 and section 236, it should be 
supported despite the title I appropria
tion for the war. I cannot accept that 
argument, which ignores two basic fac
tors. 

First, if the House refused to approve 
this bill as long as it contained war ap
propriations funds earmarked for mili
tary operations in Vietnam would be re
moved; and the other parts of the bill 
would come back to the floor. 

Second, and more basic, it must be 
recognized that vital domestic programs 
will not be funded adequately until the 
bloody and costly war in Vietnam is end
ed. So long as appropriations bills con
t inue to allocate one-third of our avail
able resources to Southeast Asian mili
tary operations-as this one does-our 
cities will continue to rot, and the social 
fabric of our Nation will continl,Je to be 
ripped apart. We will never mount the 
concentrated attack on the multitude of 
domest·c problems facing us-including 
housing, education, discrimination, and 
pollution-so long as these programs re
ce ·ve only leftover scale allocations. The 
solut"on of our domestic crisis, in other 
words, must be preceded by an end to the 
wBr in Vietnam. 

For 5 years the Congress has acqui
esced in a disastrous policy. Some 35,000 
American servicemen have been killed, 
and many more wounded and crippled. 
The country which we supposedly set out 
to save today lies in chaos and ruin. For 
5 long years the resources of this country 
have been poured into an ill-conceived 
war, only to see our policymakers return 
the next year with requests for still more 
funds. 

How long will this war go on? An
other year? Another 2 years? Another 
3 years? 

If we are truly concerned with the con-

tinuation of this war-after it was 
thoroughly and roundly repudiated in 
the elections of last year; if we are con
cerned that after 1 year of negotia
t:ons in Paris we have not achieved 
peace; if we are truly desirous of termi
nating the death and distruction which 
continue to be wreaked on a small and 
unhappy nation-then let us now call a 
halt to this war through the only power 
the House possesses: the power of the 
purse. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I should 
like to state to the Members of the House 
that it is the purpose of the Committee 
to have read the first paragraph of the 
bill, which deals with "Military person
nel, Army," lines 6 and 7 on page 2, and 
then I expect to move that the Commit
tee rise. Of course, amendments will be 
in order, but I expect to be recognized 
by the Chairman to move that the Com
mittee rise, and then the amendment 
period would come tomorrow. 

I should like to say further that it 
is proposed on tomorrow before we begin 
further consideration of the bill, that 
the Rules Committee will offer a rule 
which will make in order the expendi
ture limitation, which is carried in title 
IV of the bill. 

So, if the rule is adopted-and, of 
course, we hope it will be adopted-we 
will proceed with the reading of the bill 
under the 5-minute rule. 

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

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. The language that you 
would have read this afternoon, do I 
understand, goes to line 7 on page 2? 

Mt. MAHON. Yes. It would end at 
the figure $110 million in line 7 on page 2. 

Mr. GROSS. That includes no lan
guage, then, that is subject to a point 
of order? 

Mr. MAHON. No. 
Mr. GROSS. The rule is designed to 

waive points of order. 
Mr. MAHON. The rule is designed to 

protect against points of order only in 
title IV, which relates to the expenditure 
limitation. It will not protect any other 
part of the bill than the expenditure 
limitation. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Texas has expired. All time 
has expired. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

H.R. 11400 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the fol
lowing sums are appropriated out of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro
priated, to supply supplemental approria
tions (this Act may be cited as the "Second 
Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1969") for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1969, and for 
other purposes, namely: 

TITLE I 
MILITARY OPERATIONS IN SOUTHEAST 

ASIA 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE-MILITARY 

MILITARY PERSONNEL 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY 
For an additional amount for "Military 

personnel, Army", $110,000,000. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. HOLIFIELD, Chairman of the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H.R. 11400) making supple
mental appropriations for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1969, and for other pur
poses, had come to no resolution thereon. 

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 
Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent that all Members speak
ing on the bill this afternoon may be 
permitted to revise and extend the:r :re
marks and that I may be permitted to 
revise and extend my remarks and insert 
certain tables and excerpts relating to 
the bill. 

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

There was no objection. 

SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATOR 
.ATTEMPTING TO COVER UP 
FUENTES AFFAIR 
(Mr. PATMAN asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter. ) 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, on 
April 26, Mr. Hilary Sandoval, Jr., the 
Administrator of the Small Business 
Administration, appeared before the 
Banking and Currency Committee to dis
cuss an SBA loan to a New York com
pany with alleged underworld ties. 

Shortly before the hearing, I received 
a telegram from the Honorable HENRY 
B. GONZALEZ, a distinguished member of 
the committee, concerning "an alleged 
shakedown" of a small business loan ap
plicant by Mr. Albert Fuentes, special 
assistant to Mr. Sandoval. 

The telegram follows: 
WASHINGTON, D .C ., 

April 25, 1969. 
Hon. WRIGHT PATMAN, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Affidavits in my possession and on file with 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation show 
that there is reason to believe that Albert 
Fuentes, special assistant to the Administra
tor, Small Business Administration, has en
gaged in or attempted to engage in shake
downs of SBA loan recipients. I have re
quested the administrator to suspend 
Fuentes pending full investigation and re
quest that you join in this action. I request 
that the committee under your able leader
ship investigate all loans either made or 
pending in Texas offices of SBA since Fuentes 
entered his position and that investigation 
be made particularly in the San Antonio area. 

Sincerely, 
HENRY B. GONZALEZ, 

Member of Congress. 

When Mr. Sandoval appeared before 
the committee, I asked him to look into 
the Fuentes situation and to report his 
finding to the committee. Mr. Sandoval 
agreed to this request. The transcript of 
the hearing clearly spells out what in-
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formation Mr. Sandoval was to provide. 
The transcript states: 

The CHAIRMAN. Now I will ask you to take 
this telegram and give me a report on Mr. 
Fuentes. You can do that, I assume? 

Mr. SANDOVAL. Yes, sir. 
The CHAIRMAN. And also to give me all the 

information about the loans in the San 
Antonio area. 

Mr. SANDOVAL. Yes, sir. 
The CHAIRMAN. And if any of them pro

voke your thinking along the lines as not 
being regular, call them to our attention. 

Mr. SANDOVAL. Yes, sir. 

Following Mr. Sandoval's appearance, 
I learned that SBA investigators had vis
ited the San Antonio SBA office and 
looked into the Fuentes situation. After 
allowing a reasonable length of time for 
the investigators' report to be forwarded 
to Washington, I wrote to Mr. Sandoval 
on May 12. The letter asks Mr. Sandoval 
not only to provide the Fuentes report 
but also to furnish the committee with a 
document that is extremely important to 
the committee's investigation of the New 
York loan to the alleged criminal con
trolled company. The letter follows: 

MAY 12, 1969. 
Mr. HILARY SANDOVAL, Jr., 
Administrator, Small Business Administra

tion, Washington, D.0. 
DEAR MR. SANDOVAL: It has come to my 

attention that a memo dated January 5, 
1967, from Mr. William Bowling to then 
Small Business Administration Administra
tor, Bernard Boutin, contains a great deal 
of background information concerning SBA's 
involvement with A.N.R. Leasing Corpora
tion. This memo is of vital importance to 
the Committee's examination of the A.N.R. 
loans and because of this, it ls imperative 
that the Committee be given a copy of the 
complete memo immediately. 

It is my understanding that there may be 
a problem in releasing the memo in that it 
contains FBI and Justice Department in
formation. In this regard, it would be ap
preciated if you would take action to secure 
the release of the memo from the Justice 
Department and immediately forward it to 
the Cammi ttee. 

In addition, you will remember that dur
ing your appearance before the Committee 
on April 26th, I asked you to make a com
plete investigation of the charges made 
against Mr. Albert Fuentes. While I realize 
you have turned the matter over to the FBI, 
it is my understanding that SBA investi
gators have been looking into Mr. Fuentes' 
relationship with the San Antonio office. Be
cause of the importance of this matter, it 
would be appreciated if you would immedi
ately inform the Committee as to the re
sults of your investigation of this incident 
and also if any other loans involving alleged 
improper action on the part of Mr. Fuentes 
have been uncovered. Your earliest reply 
would be appreciated. 

Sincerely, 
WRIGHT PATMAN, 

Chairman. 

It is quite clear from even a most 
casual reading of the letter that two dif
ferent subjects are covered in the letter. 
The staff of the Banking and Currency 
Committee had been informed by SBA 
officials that the memo from Mr. Bowling 
to Mr. Boutin contained information 
from the FBI and Justice Department 
and that permission would have to be 
obtained from these departments to re
lease the memo. Because of this, my let
ter specifically asked Sandoval to take 

action to secure release of the memo to 
the committee because of its important 
nature to our investigation. 

The last paragraph of the letter deals 
solely with Mr. Sandoval's promise to 
supply the committee with the report on 
the Fuentes case. 

It does not suggest that the Fuentes 
report, promised the committee by Mr. 
Sandoval, should be turne<.:. over to the 
Justice Department, nor does the letter 
make any reference to the Justice De
partment in connection with the Fuentes 
case. 

After the letter was sent to Mr. San
doval, a member of the Banking and 
Currency Committee staff called SBA to 
find out when the Fuentes report would 
be made available. He was assured that 
the report would be in the committee 
office the following morning, along with 
some other material that the committee 
had requested. The following morning, 
SBA did send information concerning 
its lending activities in cases under study 
by the committee, but did not send the 
Fuentes report. The SBA official who 
brought the material to the committee 
stated that he did not have a copy of the 
Fuentes report but that he would call 
back to his office and make certain that 
the report was placed on his desk and 
that he would personally hand deliver the 
report that afternoon. Later in the day, 
still another SBA official reported to the 
committee staff that the committee 
would not be able to get a copy of the 
report that afternoon because, "I do not 
know where a copy of the report is and 
even if I did, I do not have authority 
to release it." 

He said that Mr. Sandoval was out of 
town and could not be reached. The fol
lowing day, several members of the 
Banking and Currency Committee staff 
attempted to obtain copies of the report 
but were unsuccessful. The reason given 
at that time for the report not being 
made available was that Mr. Sandoval 
was out of town and the report could 
not be released without his approval. 
When the committee staff attempted to 
locate Mr. Sandoval they were told by 
his office that---

He is in New York but I don't know where 
to get in touch with him or exactly where 
he is. 

The following day, Mr. James Reed, 
congressional relations director for SBA, 
called the committee staff to state that 
the Fuentes report had been turned over 
to the Justice Department and would 
not be made available to the committee. 

Following Mr. Reed's disclosure, the 
committee staff contacted the Criminal 
Division of the Department of Justice 
and was told that the committee could 
not have the document. The Justice of
ficial did state, however, that if I wrote 
a letter to Justice stating that the report 
would be kept confidential, they would 
consider releasing the report to the com
mittee. The Justice Department was in
formed that the SBA report on Fuentes 
did not belong to the Justice Department 
since it was the committee that suggested 
that SBA conduct the investigation and 
the suggestion was agreed to by Mr. 
Sandoval. The Justice Department of-

fi.cial admitted that his Department had 
not asked SBA to conduct such a study 
but, in fact, that the direction for the 
study came from the committee. 

On Monday, Mr. Speaker, Mr. San
doval responded, in a highly unrespon
sive manner, to my letter of May 12. The 
letter follows : 

SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D.C., May 19, 1969. 

Hon. WRIGHT PATMAN, 
Chairman, Committee on Banking and Cur

rency, House of Representatives, Wash
ington, D .C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: We have discussed 
your written request of May 12, 1969, with 
the Department of Justice as you suggested 
and have been unable to secure the release 
of any part of the information sought. 

We understand the staff of the Criminal 
Division of the Department of Justice has 
apprised your staff of the Department's at
titude in this matter. 

We are sorry we cannot assist you at this 
time, but please be assured that when the 
Department of Justice is willing to release 
the material we will be most happy to co
operate with your Committee in any area 
in which we may be of service. 

Sincerely, 
HILARY SANDOVAL, Jr., 

Administrator. 

It should be noted that Mr. Sandoval 
has attempted to merge both of the 
points in my letter into one convenient 
alibi for his failure to live up to the 
promise that he made before the Bank
ing and Currency Committee. No men
tion was made in my letter of consult
ing with Justice concerning the Fuentes 
case, since the matter was clearly be
tween SBA and the Banking and Cur
rency Committee. 

I can only conclude from what tran
spired last week between SBA and the 
staff of the Banking and Currency Com
mittee and Mr. Sandoval's letter that the 
Small Business Administration is at
tempting to cover up the Fuentes case. 

Over this past weekend, Mr. Fuentes 
called a press conference in San Antonio 
in which he repeatedly referred to Con
gressman GONZALEZ as an "unmitigated 
liar." Mr. Fuentes denies the allegations 
against him and, in fact, indicates that 
he will bring a number of suits against 
the people involved in making the 
charges. 

It seems strange to me, Mr. Speaker, 
that while Mr. Fuentes is calling press 
conferences to deny his guilt and calling 
a respected Member of this body an "un
mitigated liar," the Small Business Ad
ministration refuses to release it;s inves
tigative reports on the Fuentes situa
tion. In short, if Mr. Fuentes is innocent 
of any wrongdoing, Mr. Sandoval would 
be more than willing to comply with the 
commitments that he made to the Bank
ing and Currency Committee. 

It certainly is convenient that just 
when it appears that Mr. Sandoval will 
have to make good on his promise and 
provide the committee with the Fuentes 
information, the Justice Department 
rushes in and impounds the report, a re
port which I repeat was requested not 
by the Justice Department but by the 
Banking and Currency Committee. At 
virtually the same time this is happen
ing, Mr. Fuentes calls a press conference 
to deny any wrongdoing. 



May 20, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 13147 
Despite the attempt by Mr. Sandoval 

to cover up the Fuentes situation, I want 
to assure this body that the Banking and 
Currency Committee will not be fooled 
by the literary slight of hand and devious 
actions of Mr. Sandoval. 

To this end, the Banking and Currency 
Committee will hold a hearing at 10 a.m. 
next Saturday, May 24, in room 2128, 
Rayburn House Office Building, to find 
out why Mr. Sandoval has not complied 
with the promises he made to the com
mittee. I have asked Mr. Sandoval and 
other officials of the Small Busin~ss Ad
ministration to appear at that time and 
to deliver to the commitee the Fuentes 
report. 

If Mr. Sandoval does not provide the 
committee with the report, then I will 
seriously consider asking the staff of the 
Banking and Currency Committee to 
undertake a full and complete investiga
tion of the Fuentes incident. 

Perhaps this will be the only way that 
we can learn the true facts of the 
Fuentes case. 

THE NADIR IN UNNECESSARY 
WEAPONS AND BARBARIC WAR
FARE 
(Mr. PODELL asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, evidence 
mounts daily that our Nation has com
mitted itself to a significant extent to 
preparing for the waging of chemical, 
bacteriological, and radiological warfare. 

Research goes on apace at several fa
cilities into the ultimate in horror-germ 
and chemical warfare. Nerve gas is stock
piled in several areas. Poison gas is re
tained and stored. Its very presence is a 
danger, as recent events have shown. 

These are grisly facts, indeed. Destruc
tive power of such newly developed 
agents approaches that of the most 
powerful nuclear or thermonuclear de
vices. Further, we know quantities are 
being produced and stored which pass 
beyond the unnecessary and enter the 
realm of the irrational. 

Worldwide epidemics which were 
thought to have been buried with old 
wars are now a definite possibility. Such 
weapons are cheap to produce, compared 
to thermonuclear weapons systerr 5. Their 
testing is infinitely less difficult than 
earthquake-causing proofs required of 
other devices. No bombers or missiles are 
necessary with which to deliver them. 
No massive defensive systems are a po
tential barrier to their delivery. As a re
sult, we are producing and proliferating 
a poor nation's world destroyer--chemi
cal and bacteriological devices. 

We already know too that these weap
ons are much more susceptible to mis
haps, as the Utah sheep kill proved. 
Damages awarded are mute proof that 
this is what transpired there. 

It is with deep sadness that I again 
confess to our use of defollants and ir
rit:lting agents in Vietnam. Do we wish 
to edge closer to the thin, condemned 
ranks of those who used poison gas 1n 
war since 1925, when the Geneva pro-

tocol against use of poison gas was 
signed? Will we join a list headed by the 
Egyptians in Yemen and Japanese war
lords in China? Ethiopia in the 1930's 
was the only other recorded instance. 
Do we wish to proudly stand alongside 
Nasser and the old warlords? How 
melancholy a sight we would present. 

We are toying with elementary forces 
of nature, loosing them upon an un
suspecting world and people as well as 
upon a helpless, vulnerable environment. 
Nothing is known about tests of these 
horrors, because this is still another se
cret the people must be kept from know
ing about for their own good. Where are 
they being tested? How? For how long? 
With what results? With what accidents? 
With what consequences to us in the 
future? I am not satisfied with feeble 
excuses and transparently false answers 
from gentlemen who vanish behind 
locked doors. If we allow this to con
tinue, we shall fully deserve the fate 
which will overtake us. 

There must be O_)en hearings on this 
subject. We do net need this research, 
testing, or preparation for such methods 
of waging war. We must not take such 
chances with our Nation, world, and en
vironment by toying with such volatile 
elementary forces. Even if we gain ex
pertise and a "lead" over our potential 
opponents, in the process we shall com
promise our ideals as a nation and our 
self respect as a people. 

This country never appended its sig
nature to the Geneva protocol of 1925 
on use of poison gas. Would it not be an 
excellent step in the direction of world 
easing of tensions for the President to 
resubmit the protocol to the Senate for 
ratification? 

Mr. Speaker, there is no rational argu
ment in the mind of man which could 
possibly argue successfully for expansion 
or retention of our capability to wage 
such warfare. It is brutally against our 
history and daily protestations of vir
tue and morality. By its very nature it 
does violence to the spirit of man. For 
decades and more we have done honor 
and paid lip service to those who freed 
men from nature's scourges. Each time 
God laid a curse upon man, he gave an
other man insight with which to lift it 
from the brow of his children. Are we 
then to lift the cover caging the fiend 
from the pit who so many good and 
sublime people have sacrificed so much 
to place and imprison there? Are we to 
do so in the name of all ideals we claim 
to hold holy? Do they still mean any
thing after that? 

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 
(Mr. DADDARIO asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. DADDARIO. Mr. Speaker, a major 
issue before Congress and the Nation is 
the quality and productivity of our nat
ural environment. The variety of legis
lation and the number of different com
mittees involved with these problems 
grows each session. I have noted on a 
number of occasions a call for a national 

policy to guide the activities of both the 
private sector and governmental agen
cies. I believe that such a policy now 
exists and is well agreed upon. I come to 
this conclusion on the basis of two sub
stantial efforts of policy formation. 

Last July 18 a joint Senate-House col
loquium on a national policy for the en
vironment was convened by Senator 
HENRY JACKSON, chairman of the Senate 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs, and Representative GEORGE P. MIL
LER, chairman of the House Committee 
on Science and Astronautics. The collo
quium met for an entire day with leaders 
from industry, universities, and Govern
ment. Formal presentations were re
ceived from Mr. Laurance S. Rockefeller, 
Chairman of the Citizens' Advisory 
Committee on Recreation and Natural 
Beauty; Secretary of the Interior Stew
art L. Udall; Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Developrr..ent Robert C. Weaver; 
Assistant Secretary of Agriculture John 
A. Baker; Dr. Donald F. Hornig, Director, 
Office of Science and Technology; Sec
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare 
Wilbur J. Cohen; Dr. Philip Lee, Assist
ant Secretary, Health and Scientific 
Affairs, Department of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare; and Mr. Don K. Price, 
dean, John Fitzgerald Kennedy School 
of Government, Harvard University. 

Over 100 informed and interested per
sons made up the participating audience, 
and the proceedings included written 
submissions from over 30 persons expert 
in one or another phase of environmental 
quality. As a result of the colloquium, the 
Legislative Reference Service prepared a 
congressional white paper on "A National 
Policy for the Environment," which was 
submitted to Congress over the signa
tures of Senators HENRY M. JACKSON and 
Thomas H. Kuchel, and Representatives 
GEORGE P. MILLER, JOHN A. BLATNIK, 
JAMES G. FULTON, CHARLES A. MOSHER, 
and myself. Support for th!s effort to set 
down the elements of policy is thus bi
partisan and bicameral. The white paper 
lists the following essential elements: 

It is the policy of the United States that: 
Environmental quality and productivity 

shall be considered in a worldwide context, 
extending in time from the present to the 
long-term future . 

Purposeful, intelligent management to rec
ognize and accommodate the conflicting uses 
of the environment shall be a national re
sponsibility. 

Information required for systematic man
agement shall be provided in a complete and 
timely manner. 

Education shall develop a basis of individ
ual citizen understanding and appreciation 
of environmental relationships and participa
tion in decisionmaking on these issues. 

Science and technology shall provide man
agement with increased options and cap::i.bili
ties for enhanced productivity and construc
tive use of the environment. 

The second major policy delineation 
has come from the Committee on En
vironmental Quality of the Federal 
Council for Science and Technology in 
the Executive Office of the President. In 
response to my suggestion, a group of 
experts from a number of executive de
partments and agencies was convened to 
examine the proposals of the white pa
per and provide a coordinated statement 
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of response. The result is most impres
sive because the basic principles of the 
congressional report are endorsed and 
some valuable extensions and additions 
are suggested. In particular I would call 
your attention to the executive branch 
policy proposal for a stipulation that: 
First, each person has a fundamental 
right to a healthful environment, and, 
second, each person has a responsibility 
to contribute to the preservation of the 
quality of the environment. 

Mr. Speaker, the exact words of these 
policy statements are not critical. We 
could very likely gather yet another 
group of environmental specialists and 
public scholars and produce different 
languages; but the essential points would 
remain the same. Therefore, I propose 
that the national policy is now clear in 
terms of the executive and legislative 
branch statements listed above. These 
elements of policy should now be ac
cepted by the various congressional com
mittees as they consider environmental 
ramifications of problems in their juris
diction. It is imperative that the widest 
distribution of these policy statements 
be made to the public and to organiza
tions and individuals for opinion leader
ship. Wi_th these elements of policy the 
executive branch should bring the action 
programs of the various agencies into 
conformity. 

The President has proposed a Cabinet-
~ level environmental coordinating com

mittee. Several congressional proposals 
have been made for a Council of En
vironmental Advisers or similar high
level groups. The recognition and accept
ance of policy may be more important at 
this time than the detailed form of 
organization. 

We are familiar with the frequent epi
sodes and dramatic ecological disrup
tions which are testimony to policy in
adequacies. It is easy to become en
grossed in the DDT story, off shore oil 
slicks, ocean disposal of CBW agents, or 
other headline-creating alarms. But pre
occupation with these incidents is like 
skipping a flat stone across the water. It 
is interesting as it hops along but it soon 
slows and sinks leaving nothing changed. 
To continue the allegory, what Con
gress should be concerned with is a 
policy which will float and support our 
activities in the environment over the 
long voyage. Policy planning is slow and 
unglamorous but it is the basis for a 
real solution to the deep problems re
vealed by these occassional attention
getting events. 

With the discussfon and development 
of policy accomplished we can concen
trate on a reduction to practice of these 
na.tional objectives. Every action of the 
individual citizen, local communi-ty, 
State and regional agencies, industry, 
and Federal departments can be tested 
against these clear and simple state
ments. The results should be guidelines 
for everyday decisions in m ·anagement of 
technology and the economy which will 
bring immedia,te and appreciable results. 
Environmental qu~Uty and productivity 
have never been mutually exclusive, but 
the balance has usually been far from 
optimum. With the economic and tech
nological resources at hand, these policy 

statements generated from both the ex
ecutive and legislative branches should 
equip our organizational institu'tions to 
proceed in a logical manner toward spe
cific practical gains for our natural en
vironment and human welfare. 

I include the communication from the 
Executive Office of the President, Office 
of Science and Technology, at this point 
in the RECORD: 

APRil.. 24, 1969. 
DEAR MR. DADDARIO: Your letter of Novem

ber 29, 1968, invited comments on the Con
gressional White Paper on A National Pol
icy for the Environment. 

In response to your suggestion, I invited 
the members of the FCST Committee on En
vironmental Quality (CEQ) to examine the 
proposals of the White Paper and to provide 
me with a coordinated statement of their 
personal views. Their comments a.nd sug
gestions have been fully considered in the 
prepara,tion of the enclosed document. Com
ments are restricted to Part III of the White 
Paper. 

These comments are not to be taken as de
partment or Administration views, but rather 
the personal views of individuals deeply in
volved in environmental quality matters. 

We certainly appreciate the chance to com
ment on the White Paper and hope our reply 
will contribute to the formulation of a na
tional policy for the environment. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN L. BUCKLEY. 

COMMENTS ON PART III OF THE CONGRESSIO~AL 
WHITE PAPER 

1. We endorse the basic principles implicit 
in the five l)Oints listed in bold face in Part 
III of the White Paper as vital elements of 
any national policy dealing with the prob
lems of the environment, namely: 

a. Recognition of the worldwide and long
range character of the problem of environ
mental quality; 

b . Essentiality of purposeful and intelli
gent management of the problem as a mat
ter of n ational responsibility; 

c. Continuing need for fuller, up-to-date 
information through intensified, in-depth 
research on the nature of the problems, as 
essential to responsible and effective man
agement; 

d. Systematic use of education on all levels 
as a means of facilitating public understand
ing and, as appropriate, of laying the ground 
for responsible citizen participation in com
munity action programs; 

e. Application of science and technology in 
developing and executing policies and pro
grams concerned with the abatement and 
correction as well as the improvement of 
present conditions. 

2. We suggest that the following additional 
issues are of major importance and should 
be raised to the level of basic principles: 

a. The interrelationship between deterior
ating environmental quality, rapidly expand
ing technology and population growth which 
necessitates an effort to bring the needs of 
the population into bala.nce with natural re
sources, and 

b. The international spread of environmen
tal problems which calls for positive action 
on an international scale. 

3. We wish to give special emphasis to the 
following points made in the balance of Part 
III, without prejudice to the order of prior
ity: 

That "the policy must recognize the re
sponsibility to future generations of those 
presently controlling the development of 
natural resources ... 

That "priorities and choices among altern
atives ... must ... be planned and managed 
at the highest level of our political system 
(and that) all levels of government must 
require developments within their purview 

to be in harmony with environmental quality 
objectives ... 

That "alteration and use of the environ
ment must be planned and controlled rather 
than left to arbitrary decision ... 

That "the system of free enterprise democ
racy must integrate long term public 
interests with privat e economic prosperity ... 

That "decisions to m ake new technical ap
plications must include consideration of 
unintended, u n anticipa ted, and unwanted 
consequences (and that) technology should 
be directed to ameliorating these effects so 
that the benefits of applied science are 
retained." 

4 . We propose that, in addition, a national 
policy dealing with the environment contain 
the following elements: 

a. A declaration pronouncing the environ
ment as a public resource whose quality must · 
be: 

(1) Defined and assured in terms of safety, 
healthfulness, productivity, social amenity, 
cultural portent and aesthetic appeal; 

(2) Protected against abuse, irreversible 
damage and irretrievable loss ; and 

(3) Managed to provide an optimum state 
of physical, mental and social well-being and, 
at the same time, to permit the widest range 
of beneficial uses of the environment that is 
possible, without risk of degradation, to 
satisfy the present and future needs of man; 

b. A stipulation that: 
( 1) Each person has a fundamental right 

to a healthful environment; and 
(2) Each person has a responsibility to 

contribute to the preservation of the quality 
of the environment; 

c. A national commitment upholding the 
first line responsibility of state and local 
governments to manage their environment, 
affirming the responsibility of the Federal 
Government to manage environmental prob
lems which are of nation-wide scope or ex
ceed the competencies of state and local gov
ernments, and recognizing the authority of 
Federal, state and local governments, with
in their respective area of jurisdiction to: 

(1) Set priorities in dealing with environ
mental problems; 

(2) Make a technological assessment to de
termine the effects of present and new ac
tivities on the quality of the environment; 

(3) Study the ecological, biological, eco
nomic and social effects of environmental 
changes; 

(4) Develop criteria and promulgate stand
ards defining desirable levels of environ
mental quality; 

( 5) Establish measurements, mechanisms 
and systems for monitoring levels of pollu
tion; 

( 6) Issue regulations prescribing observ
ance of established standards and ensure 
that such regulations are effectively enforced 
so that parties responsible for breach of reg
ulations be held fully accountable for their 
action; 

(7) Utilize economic incentives designed 
to stimulate private enterprise to act in the 
public interest insofar as environmental pro
tection and management are concerned; and 

(8) Coordinate, as far as practical and de
sirable, activities of governments on various 
levels in the exercise of these responsibilities; 

d. A definition of the role of the science 
community in its broadest sense in provid
ing policy makers and program managers 
with the needed data and criteria for de
cision-making, specifically 

(1) By devising measures for immediate 
action aiming at the arrest, abatement and 
correction of the most critical problems; 

(2) By developing long-range programs 
aiming not only at the elimination of exist
ing and the prevention of future hazards 
but at the restoration and the progressive 
improvement of the quality of the environ
ment in its ecological, physical, social, cul
tural and aesthetic aspects; 
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(3) By formulating alternatives that might 
be available to decision-makers in all major 
programs and actions affecting the environ
ment; 

(4) By intensifying in-depth research on 
the nature, causes and effects of environ
mental changes with a view to determining 
critical thresholds of deterioration requiring 
preventive or corrective action; 

(5) By choosing a systematic inter-dis
ciplinary approach which will ensure the in
tegrat ed use of resources of the natural as 
well as the social sciences and the coopera
tion of scientists dealing with the physical 
and biological aspects of the problem and of 
those dealing with social and economic, spe
cificially behavorist and managerial, aspects; 
and finally 

(6) By facilitating coordination among 
competent non-governmental organizations 
and by enlisting their assistance and mobi
lizing their resources in support of govern
ment programs and those of inter-govern
mental organizations; 

e . An appeal to the citizenry 
( 1) To alert people everywhere to the 

existence and the growth of present hazards 
caused by abuse of the environment and by 
technological changes; 

(2) To arouse interest in the need for sys
tematic use of information media and of 
educational institutions on all levels for pur
poses of public enlighment; and 

(3) To foster a sense of civic responsibility 
on the part of the private citizen for broad 
community action in support of programs 
aiming at the presex:vation and improvement 
of the environment; 

f. Recognition of the international aspects 
of the environmental problems based on the 
assumptions: 

That, ecosystems are not limited by na
tional boundaries; 

That, for the sake of future generations, 
all of mankind has a responsibility to 
preserve the viability of this planet and the 
quality of the environment; 

That, with the accelerated spread and 
transfer of technology creating new environ
mental hazards, and with pollutants drift
ing across politica l frontiers, more and more 
peoples and their national resources will be 
exposed to the threat of mutual pollution and 
degradation; 

That, in view of the pressing population 
problem, depletion and destruction of na
tional resources has become a matter of in
ternational concern and conservation a mat
ter of common responsibility; 

That, even where deterioration is purely a 
local or national phenomenon, similarity of 
causes, symptoms and effects to those in 
other countries is creating a worldwide com
munity of interest of peoples thus affected; 

That the difficulty in coping with these 
problems is compounded by the disparity of 
resources available for research, development 
and demonstration and remedial action, no
tably of developed as against less developed 
countries; 

That, whereas the bulk of the problem and 
the heavier responsibility will continue to 
rest with national governments and local 
authorities, intergovernmental agencies and 
international non-governmental organiza
tions must increasingly assume a subsidiary 
responsibility, notable for the solution of 
problems which exceed national capabilities 
and which require the :nobilization and the 
coordinated use of national resources in sup
port of agreed international priorities; 

g. And a pledge of support of multilateral 
initiatives, resolutions and programs spon
sored by intergovernmental or international 
non-governmental organizations and aiming 
at: 

(1) Immediate measures to arrest, abate 
or prevent further deterioration in critical 
areas of the environment threatened by seri
ous hazards to human life and health or 

with the extinction of important biotic com
munities and species; 

(2) The development of international ar
rangements to coordinate existing or initiate 
new programs, providing on a continuing or 
regularized basis: 

Exchange of information and transfer of 
technical expertise; 

Training of experts; 
Worldwide information and education pro

grams; 
Joint research programs to help govern

ments establish baselines, criteria and stand
ards; 

National, regional and global monitoring 
systems to measure pollution hazards and 
levels of pollution and lay the ground for a 
"world pollution watch," and eventually; 

The establishment of a permanent inter
national system to act as a coordinating body 
for the above activities carried out under 
national or international auspices, with au
thority to recommend the adoption of spe
cific measures to national governments. 

Mr. Speaker, a letter to the President 
follows, and is inserted as a significant 
step in the development of environmen
tal policy: 

The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

MAY 14, 1969. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The quality and pro
ductivity of the environment have been 
recognized by both the Congress and Exec
utive agencies as a major public policy issue. 
Your personal long-term interest in this 
question together with some recent impor
tant results of Congressional programs 
prompts me to suggest the possibility of im
mediate action which would enhance the 
productivity and quality of our natural 
environment. 

In discussions of matters such as pollu
tion, pesticide practice, and major ecological 
disruptions the appeal for guiding policies 
is made. I believe that the national goals 
and objectives which make up these ele
ments of policy are now clear. An immediate 
declaration of policy by the Administration 
and the Congress could provide valuable 
guidelines for decisions affecting the environ
ment which are made daily by individuals, 
corporations and the government. 

Last July 18 a joint Senate-House collo
quium brought together over 100 experts and 
opinion leaders from the private sector, and 
over 20 committee chairmen, interested Sen
ators and Representatives. As a result of this 
day-long meeting a Congressional White Pa
per on a National Policy for the Environment 
was submitted to the Congress over the sig
natures of Senator Henry M. Jackson, Repre
sentative George P. Miller, Senator Thomas 
H. Kuchel, and Representatives John A. Blat
nik, James G. Fulton, Charles A. Mosher, and 
myself. The support was bipartisan and bi
cameral. The White Paper identified the fol
lowing elements of policy: 

"It is the policy of the United States that: 
"Environmental quality and productivity 

shall be considered in a worldwide context, 
extending in time from the present to the 
long-term future. 

"Purposeful, intelligent management to 
recognize and accommodate the conflicting 
uses of the environment shall be a national 
responsibility. 

"Information required for systematic man
agement shall be provided in a complete and 
timely manner. 

"Education shall develop a basis of indi
vidual citizen understanding and apprecia
tion of environmental relationships and par-
ticipation in decisionrnaking on these issues. 

"Science and technology shall provide 
management with increased options and ca
pabilities for enhanced productivity and con
structive use of the environment." 

On April 24, 1969 I received a communica-

tion from Executive leaders in the Committee 
on Environmental Quality of the Federal 
Council for Science and Technology which 
added several valuable elements to the state
ments developed by Congress. Taken together, 
it is remarkable and significant that there is 
no point of disagreement in these elabora
tions of a national policy. 

Having reached this stage, I am convinced 
that the call for policy can now be answered. 
The exact language or words of the stat ement 
are not crucial. With your leadership and 
the cooperation of Congressional interests it 
should be possible to move beyond this policy 
discussion stage into improvement of existing 
action programs. The setting of priorities for 
future Federal efforts can do much to rec
oncile the conflicts of use of our environ
mental resources and enhance the quality of 
our surroundings. In addition, a declaration 
of policy would enable this country to pro
ceed effectively in the international situation 
which is so obviously a necessary context for 
many urgent environmental decisions. The 
United States should be in a position of dem
onstrated accomplishment and leadership at 
the time of the proposed United Nations Con
ference in 1972. 

I believe that the Administration and the 
Congress must act promptly to bring these 
policy statements to the widest possible audi
ence of citizens and to forums of opinion 
everywhere. I offer my personal cooperation 
to pursue this matter in the Legislative 
Branch, and I believe that a parallel declara
tion of policy from your office would give 
the greatest impetus to this effort. Could ar
rangements be made to this end? 

Sincerely yours, 
EMILO Q. DADDARIO, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Science, Re
search, and Development. 

STATEMENT OF PRESIDENT NIX
ON'S PROGRAM TO COMBAT HUN
GER 
(Mr. SCHWENGEL asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend his 
remarks and to include extraneous mat
ter.) 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, Pres
ident Nixon is certainly to be congratu
lated for h :s t:xcellent, forward-looking 
program for dealing with hunger in 
America. It is a reasoned and rational 
program which should be a good deal 
more effective than the emotional and 
uninformed response we have so often 
seen in earlier programs to eliminate 
hunger. 

It was just a short while ago that we 
were hearing rumors from some quarters 
that President Nixon had "sold out" in
sofar as the hunger program was con
cerned. Those responsible for these ru
mors should be very red-faced indeed, 
for they should now be aware that Pres
ident Nixon will in due time advance 
reasoned responses to the problems of 
this country. They should now end their 
repeated calls for instant solutions to the 
problems of this country. 

An excellent summary of the steps and 
procedures leading to the final program 
is contained in an article by Mr. Godfrey 
Sperling, Jr., carried in the Christian 
Science M'Onitor of May 13, 1969: 

NIXON'S PLAN To BAN HUNGER NEVER 
FALTERED 

(By Godfrey Sperling, Jr.) 
w ASHINGTON .-The inside story on the 

President's recently announced $1 billion 
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hunger program is that it was never 
shelved-as was widely reported. 

Instead, it moved along steadily over a 
three-month period. 

In fact, at no point did the President 
even slightly move away from the goal he 
set forth in a March 17 meeting of his urban 
affairs council, which was to develop the 
program: 

"This administration," he told the group, 
"wlll produce the first comprehensive, far
reaching attack on the problem in our his
tory." 

The incident provides further-and highly 
significant-insight into the President's ap
proach to declslonmaking. 

What stirred reports that the President 
had pulled away from a hunger program, 
and, moreover, that it was presidential do
mestic-affairs adviser Dr. Arthur Burns who 
had dissuaded him from moving ahead? 

The answer, from documents made avail
able to this reporter and from conversations 
with those who were in on the decision
making process; is as follows: 

The false reports came from certain of
ficials within the Departments of Agricul
t ure and Health, Education, and Welfare 
who thought they saw their hopes for a 
hunger program dashed by a Nixon budget 
that showed only $15 mill1on additional 
money for hunger-type programs. 

STRONG QUESTIONS RAISED 

At the same time, Dr. Burns was raising 
strong questions within the Urban Affairs 
Council about the hunger program. He 
asked where the money would come from, 
how much hunger there actually was in the 
United States, and he challenged the philo
sophical approach of providing free food 
stamps to the poor, without incentives. 

These interested parties, at HEW and 
Agriculture, together with several highly 
interested congressmen and senators, put 
the small budget allocation and the Burns 
position together and came to the conclu
sion that the program was shelved. 

So said a number of newsmen who reported 
the demise of a program that really was just 
moving along in the way that Mr. Nixon fully 
encourages-with much debate and with the 
pros and cons argued strongly. 

Those close to the decision actually are not 
certain what Dr. Burns' position was. They 
say he is quite enigmatic in such a context. 
He is often the devil's advocate. But regard
less of whether he was actually opposed or 
whether he merely was trying to encourage 
a full discussion, there was one outcome: 

He stirred up a response of additional and 
better staff work on the subject. From this, 
the final program emerged. 

At this time Secretary of Agriculture Clif
ford M. Hardin produced a new in-depth 
analysis of hunger in low-income areas of 
Texas, Louisiana, New York, and Kentucky. 
Other surveys and analysis also were pro
vided to the council. 

DATA CALLED SOFT 

Budget Director Robert Mayo also was in
volved. He and Mr. Hardin worked closely ·to
gether in searching for budget areas where 
money could be found-and reallocated-for 
a hunger campaign. 

They found $1 billion, of which White 
House sources will only say : "It was not taken 
from programs that were in any way con
nected with aiding the poor." 

In describing the slow, emerging process 
involved in the making of the hunger pro
gram, one White House source said: 

"The trouble was tha.t the data on hunger 
was relatively soft, not the sort of thing you 
have in m.athe:matics or economics. It is ha.rd 
to prove empirically who the poor and hun
gry are, where they are, how many there are." 

It was Dr. Burns who pushed the group, 
and, particularly, Mr. Hardin, toward the 
gathering of ever more solid information. 

What Dr. Burns wanted was some indica
tion of how many people were suffering from 
malnutrition because they didn't have 
enough money to buy the food they should 
be eating. 

GROUP REMINDED 

He wanted to separate this group from 
those who are suffering from malnutrition 
because of ignorance or misinformation-but 
who, in fact, have enough money to buy the 
necessary food. 

Finally, the information desired was gath
ered and it was from this data that the Pres
ident •s expanded food-stamp program was 
put together. 

It is directed toward helping those who are 
hungry because they are poor. This was seen 
as No. 1 priority. 

Thus, the administration's program will 
for the first time provide free food stamps 
for those in the very lowest income brackets. 

What then of the pressure from the critics 
on Capitol Hill? Did it have no bearing on 
the administration coming up with a hunger 
program? 

The role of Congress in this instance does 
not appear to have been controlling, despite 
stories to this effect. 

It is true that advocates of the program, 
within the Urban Affairs Council, at times 
reminded the group of the political liabilities 
involved in delaying too long an announce
ment of a program. 

But-from at least one reading of the evi
dence-the question was never really whether 
there would be a Nixon hunger program or 
whether the President wanted such a pro
gram. 

It was merely a question of how long it 
would take to put the program together. 

In the last analysis, congressional critics 
may well have helped in hastening the put
ting together of the hunger pack.age. 

ROGERS OF FLORIDA SAYS OVER
THROW OF CASTRO WILL MARK 
SECOND INDEPENDENCE OF CUBA 
(Mr. ROGERS of Florida asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex
tend his remarks.> 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I would like to join with freedom-loving 
Cubans around the world who are cele
brating the 67th anniversary of Inde
pendence Day for Cuba. 

Unfortunately, the day which normal
ly takes a very high place in any na
tion's holidays, will not be celebrated in 
Cuba. For the people now living in Cuba 
are not allowed to celebrate Independ
ence Day. 

I find it sadly ironic that on this 
CU ban Independence Day, the people of 
Cuba are more dependent on a foreign 
power than at any time in this century. 
Russia's annual ransom to Fidel Castro 
for the use of the Cuban people and the 
island itself is now more than $1 million 
per month. 

Yet last week it was necessary for 
Castro to initiate rationing on bread to 
a quarter a pound per person per day. 
It is obvious that Castro's asking price 
from Russia for the enslavement of Cuba 
has been adequate to support him to the 
extent that he has lived well, but has 
not been enough to even feed the Cuban 
people. 

Castro has perpetr&.ted himself 
through a dictatorship without even the 
pretense of free elections which he prom
ised when he came into power. But this 
is not unusual. He has broken about 

every promise he made to the Cuban 
people. Their economy continues to slide 
downward and they continue to be a 
state enslaved by communism. 

I think it interesting that even Cas
tro has noted in recent speeches that 
acts of economic sabotage are 011 the 
increase. Especially noteworthy is the 
fact that most of this comes via robber
ies of food and clothing stores. 

Since Castro took control, more than 
half a million Cubans have fled their 
homeland rather than live as Soviet 
slaves. 

I can only say that I hope someday all 
Cubans will be able to celebrate the 
second Cuban Independence Day. That 
day will mark the date when Fidel Cas
tro has been overthrown and a Cuban 
Government again controls the affairs 
of the CUban people. 

I am sure that the free nations of the 
Western Hemisphere and all democracies 
of the world look forward to that day 
when we all can join in the celebration 
of the independence of Cuba from its 
present enslavement. 

And I hope that day will not be long 
incoming. 

MISUSE OF FUNDS-A CLASSIC 
EXAMPLE 

(Mr. GIAIMO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend his remarks 
and to include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Speaker, I have al
ways advocated the use of Federal funds 
and grants from independent organiza
tions such as the Ford Foundation in a 
sincere effort to solve the many problems 
which exist in our cities today. I have al
ways felt that the problems of poverty, 
ignorance and hunger, among others, 
must be attacked with all the resources 
at our command. 

Yet today I and many other concerned 
Americans are disgusted with what ap
pears to be a chronic misuse of these 
funds, which are supposed to be used 
to ereate jobs, provide better housing, 
and improve education. We are disturbed 
over the flagrant use of these funds to 
promote activities which in no conceiv
able way are improving the lot of Ameri
ca's pcor. We are dismayed by the seem
ingly callous attitudes of community ac
tion program employees toward these 
funds. Finally we are concerned about 
the improper use of tax-exempt grants 
and about the apparent attitude of the 
Ford Foundation and the organizations 
which receive these grants that they do 
not have to be accounted for. 

The instances of this misuse of money 
are too numerous to mention here, but I 
would like to relate one classic example 
which occurred. in my district recently. 
The incident, which concerned the activ
ities of a VISTA employee in New Haven, 
Conn., also leads me to question the pro
priety of recent actions by certain fed
erally paid poverty workers. 

In order to describe both the chronol
ogy of events and my complaints, I would 
like to include at this paint the text of 
my letter to the Office of Economic Op
portunity, which runs the VISTA pro
gram and sponsors the New Haven anti-
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poverty program, Community Progress, 
Inc.: 

MAY 9, 1969. 
Mr. BE!tTRAND M. HARDING, 
Acting Director, Office of Economic Oppor

tunity, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. HARDING: I am greatly concerned 

about the actions of a worker in your VISTA 
program in New Haven, Connecticut. Mr. 
Herbert Johnston was employed by VISTA 
at a salary of $220 per month at the time of 
his arrest on February 26, 1969, for disorderly 
conduct at Lee High School. 

According to the Hartford Courant of Feb
ruary 27, Johnston was arrested: "following 
an unscheduled speech he made at a Lee High 
School assembly program last week that 
erupted into fighting. Five students and one 
teacher were injured during the melee. 

"According to some present, Johnston used 
inflammatory language in addressing ap
proximately 800 black and white students at
tending a National Brotherhood Week pro
gram at the school." 

As to what was said by this supposed 
"Volunteer in Service to America," I quote 
from the Connecticut Sunday Herald of 
April 20: 

"Students questioned by The Herald after 
the disturbance said that a man they de
scribed as a 'Black Panther' grabbed the 
microphone and began spouting off against 
whites. He ridiculed everything and every
body in the white society, some said, and, as 
one girl put it, 'knocked us constantly and 
unmercifully.' " 

Johnston is currently awaiting his trial on 
the disorderly conduct charge in the Sixth 
Circuit Court of Connecticut. 

It disturbs me that a worker who is paid 
with Federal funds and who ls supposed to 
be working for the betterment of his coun
try has become involved in such an incident. 

I am also distressed by the fact that $100 
of Johnston's legal fees was advanced to him 
by Community Progress, Inc., the New Haven 
anti-poverty agency, out of funds granted to 
that agency by the Ford Foundation. This 
"loan" to Johnston was admitted last week 
by CPI Executive Director Milton Brown after 
he had received a telephone inquiry from 
Ford Foundation Vice President for National 
Affairs Mitchell Svirldoff. 

While this loan was admitted by CPI only 
last week, I had been aware of it since early 
March, at which time I made inquiry to the 
Ford Foundation about it. In a letter dated 
April 4, Assistant Secretary Wllliam H. Nims 
replied, "Although in many cases it ls within 
the rights of non-profit organizations to pro
vide support for legal defense, it was not 
within the terms of our grant to Community 
Progress, Inc. We accordingly brought this 
to the attention of the Director, and the 
funds were replaced by contributions received 
subsequently." 

I do not believe that this loan constituted 
proper use of tax-exempt funds, nor do I 
consider such action proper for a community 
action program under your auspices. Further
more, there are agencies which could and 
would have afforded legal counsel to Mr. 
Johnston at no charge. This incident ls an
other classic example of the misuse of money, 
and it reflects the callous attitudes of many 
of your community action program people 
towards funds which were intended to pro
mote better jobs and housing for the poor. 
I want to know what steps you plan to take 
as the acting director of OEO to prevent 
this chronic mishandling of money by OEO
sponsored organizations. 

I am even more interested, however, in a 
rumor that pending the disposition of his 
criminal case, Mr. Johnston has been em
ployed recently by CPI. I hardly think that 
this action should have been ta.ken at this 
time, but again it is so typical of the actions 
of community action agencle!:1. 

I would appreciate your looking into this 
matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
ROBERT N. GIAIMO, 

Member of Congress. 

According to their reply of May 15, the 
OEO is looking into the matter. 

Even though the charges against Her
bert Johnston were subsequently dropped, 
I still question his involvement in this 
incident and the role of Community 
Progress, Inc., and the Ford Foundation 
in his defense. 

When I first became aware of this sit
uation I wrote to the Ford Foundation 
asking for an explanation. The reply I 
received did nothing to answer my ques
tions about the guidelines used by the 
foundation to govern its tax-exempt 
grants. I therefore found it necessary to 
write a second letter to Ford Foundation, 
the text of which I will include at this 
point in the RECORD. I have not yet re
ceived any acknowledgment of this 
letter: 

MAY 9, 1969. 
Mr. MCGEORGE BUNDY, 
President, the Ford Foundation, 
New York, N.Y. 

DEAR MR. BUNDY: On March 14, I wrote to 
you concerning the role your Foundation 
played in disbursing funds which were used 
to help defray legal expenses for Mr. Herbert 
Johnston, a VISTA worker in New Haven. 
I reiterate my statement that the time has 
come for Foundations which use tax-exempt 
monies to account for many of their actions. 
I again express interest in the guidelines, i! 
any, which govern grants to organizations 
such as Community Progress, Inc. 

The April 4 reply from Asslstan t Secretary 
William H. Nims did absolutely nothing to 
answer my questions. Mr. Nims told me that 
Mr. Johnston was arrested for breach of the 
peace in connection with an incident at Lee 
High School. I already knew this. He told me 
that CPI used $100 to cover part of John
ston's legal expenses. This I obviously was 
aware of since I brought it to your attention. 
Finally, Mr. Nims admitted that this use o! 
Ford Foundation funds "was not within the 
terms of our grant to Community Progress, 
Inc." 

What were these terms, Mr. Bundy? That 
was one of the things I wanted to know and 
stlll want to know. What kind of control does 
your organization have over such grants? 
How do you determine the manner in which 
the grant money is to be used, and how do 
you insure that it will be used for those 
purposes? 

Mr. Nims also noted that the funds used 
for Mr. Johnston's defense "were replaced by 
·contributions received subsequently." Does 
this absolve CPI from blame? Can any orga
nization which receives a Ford Foundation 
grant use the money any way it chooses as 
long as it replaces that money at a later date? 
Do you prescribe and enforce penalties for 
misuse of your funds? 

I am greatly concerned that apparently 
such misuse of tax-exempt funds must be 
brought to your attention before it will be 
corrected. I wonder how many cases of this 
sort are never brought to your attention and 
are thus never corrected. How many orga
nizations are using your funds improperly 
and what are you going to do about it? 

It would seem that the highly sophisticated 
Ford Foundation could at least require a 
periodic audit or a statement from the gran
tee organizations accounting for how its 
grants are being used. If you do not use such 
a system at present, I strongly recommend 
that you give serious consideration to this 
proposal. 

It ls ironic that while many individuals 
connected with the Ford Foundation and 
grantee organizations decry the so-called 
"secrecy" of some portions of the Federal 
establishment, the Ford Foundation itself 
continues to issue large grants of tax-exempt 
funds in an equally secretive manner. I am 
pleased to note I am not the only legislator 
who is demanding that many of these grants 
be explained. In this time of increasing taxes, 
the people have a right to know how tax
exempt money ls being spent. I will do every
thing in my power to see that they find out. 

Please send me a complete description o! 
the terms of your grant to CPI and an expla
nation of your guidelines for this and other 
grants. I suggest that you owe Congress and 
the public an explanation as to why the Ford 
Foundation should not be accountable for 
tax-exempt funds and why its funds should 
be tax-exempt in the first place. 

In your 1968 annual report, you state, "The 
Ford Foundation is a private, non-profit in
stitution dedicated to the public well-being. 
It seeks to identify and contribute to the 
solution of problems of national and inter
national importance." I think it is high time 
that the Ford Foundation proves that its 
grants are indeed being used to solve such 
problems. 

Sincerely yours, 
ROBERT N. GIAIMO, 

Member of Congress. 

I might note here that my distin
guished colleague, the chairman of the 
House Ways and Means Committee has 
also expressed interest in this case' and 
has received copies of both letters. 

The questions I have raised remain 
U.."lanswered. I and many other Ameri
cans want them answered quickly. It is 
time for the Ford Foundation and simi
lar groups to explain why they should 
not be accountable for tax-exempt 
money. It is time for the Office of Eco
nomic Opportunity to stop this waste of 
money which is badly needed elsewhere. 
It is time for the local community action 
programs to use every cent of their 
money to improve the lot of the poor in 
this country. 

For if Community Progress, Inc., and 
other poverty agencies can afford to de
f end the Herbert Johnstons, while at 
the same time providing better jobs, 
housing, and education for the millions 
who desperately need it, perhaps we will 
not have to appropriate more funds for 
them. If they cannot afford to do both, 
and I am sure they cannot, I say that it 
is time for them to help us complete 
the unfinished business of America in 
stead of misusing the resources which 
should be directed toward that goal. 

MINING INDUSTRY WORKMEN'S 
COMPENSATION IMPROVEMENT 
ACT OF 1969 
(Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey asked 

and was gven permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex
tend his remar~s.) 

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey, Mr. 
Speaker, I introduce, for appropriate ref
erence, a bill entitled "The Mining In
dustry Workmen's Compensation Im
provement Act of 1969." The purpose of 
this bill is to encourage the States to im
prove their workmen's compensation 
laws to assure adequate coverage and 
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benefits to employees injured in the min
ing industry. 

It is an appalling fact that today by 
conservative estimates over 100,000 men 
suffer coal miners' pneumoconiosis
commonly called black 1 ung disease. An 
additional 20,000 more coal workers have 
some state of silicosis and another 5,000 
have a mixed dust pneumoconiosis. 

Death and disability from coal dust 
inhalation is the price that coal miner s 
nave had to pay for their employment in 
an occupation among the most hazard
ous in the United States. In Great Brit
ain, dust-derived diseases have been 
compensable since 1943, but in this coun
try in only seven of the 26 States with 
coal mining is coal miners' pneumoco
niosis specifically compensable. 

Earlier this year, the eyes of the Na
tion focused on the activities of three 
courageous doctors in West Virginia who 
fought decades of apathy, tradition, and 
entrenched interests to lead the coal 
miners in a successful fight to win ap
proval by the State legislature for a long
overdue black lung compensation bill. 

Theirs was a noble effort. Today I pro
pose that the Congress of the United 
States follow their leadership and con
sider this bill which would stimulate 
every State to compensate for these dust 
diseases in the mining industry and to 
provide compensation for those workers 
and their families who have suffered 
deaths and injuries prior to the enact
ment of this legislation and would have 
been entitled to compensation had this 
act been in effect. 

The workmen's compensation system 
in this country is basically a series of 
independent State programs of private 
insurance administered by the Sta.tes 
under State laws. Each system is separate 
from other disability programs, such as 
social security, and can be viewed as an 
independent unit. 

This program is a major source of sup
port for the families of about 14,000 per
sons who are killed at work each year 
and for a large number of the 2.2 million 
who are injured. In 1967, some $2.2 bil· 
lion of benefits was paid under work
men's compensation programs, one-third 
for medical costs a.nd two-thirds for cash 
payments. 

Despite the size of the program, some 
workers in the mining industry may not 
be covered because their employers 
elected not to come under the State's 
workmen's compensation law-23 States 
have elective rather than compulsory 
laws-or because their employers are ex
empt from the law as a result of an ex
emption for small firms. Even where the 
employment is covered, the workers may 
not be protected because of a restrictive 
definition or interpretation of what con
stitutes an occupational disease or be
cause of inadequate time limit provi-
sions for filing occupational disease 
claims. 

The standard specified in most State 
laws for cash benefits is 66% percent of 
the worker's own average weekly wage. 
However, because of statutory monetary 
maximums in these laws, only six States 
today actually equal or exceed this stand
ard. In 1940, by contrast, 37 States met 
this standard. 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of this bill is to stimulate 
and encourage the States to conduct an 
inventory of the serious inadequacies of 
their present laws relating to compensa
tion for employees in the mining indus
try who are disabled by work-related ac
cidents or diseases, and to amend such 
laws so that these employees and their 
dependents will not suffer substantial 
economic hardship. 

To assist the States in improving their 
administration, they are authorized to 
apply for grants up to 75 percent of any 
additional administrative costs they in
cur as a result of cooperating in this 
program. 

If the States with'n a certain period 
do not have or extend the coverage of 
their workmen's compensation laws as 
prescribed in the proposed act, the act 
would apply the procedures of the Long
shoremen's and Harbor Workers' Com
pensation Act generally to uncovered em
ployees of employers engaged in the min
ing industry. Further, if within the same 
period the States do not have or increase 
the benefits of their workmen's compen
sation laws for such workers to the level 
of the benefits of the Long.shoremen's 
and Harbor Workers' Compensation Act, 
employers engaged in the mining indus
try must secure insurance providing 
benefits not less than that of the Long
shoremen's and Harbor Workers' Com
pensation Act. 

Since this bill is applicable to the entire 
mining industry, the insurance costs 
would be applied uniformly throughout 
the country and thus would eliminate 
unfair competition among the various 
States. 

PROVISIONS OF THE BILL 

TITLE I-GRANTS FOR ADMINISTRATION 

Over a period of 5 years the Secre
tary is authorized to make grants to the 
States for the additional cost of improv
ing the administration of their work
men's compensation laws relating to the 
mining industry. Grants may be made 
for additional costs of administration 
during the fiscal year immediately pre
ceding enactment and in subsequent 
years. 

Thus, to determine the additional costs 
which will be financed under this title, 
the Secretary will use as a base, upon 
which to make the determination, the 
costs to the State during the second fis
cal year prior to enactment of the act. 
Before payment of the grant may be 
made, the State law, as administered, 
must also meet certain specified report
ing, expenditure, and reimbursement re
quirements. 
TITLE n-EXTENSION OF LONGSHOREMEN's AND 

HARBOR WORKERS' COMPENSATION ACT TO EM

PLOYEES IN THE MINING INDUSTRY NOT COV

ERED BY STATE WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION 
LAW 

Two years from the end of the calen
dar year in which the proposal is passed 
all employees of employers engaged in 
the mining industry, if such employees 
are not covered by State workmen's 
compensation laws, will have extended to 
them the provisions of the Longshore
men's and Harbor Workers' Compensa
tion Act, as amended. This title will also 
extend specific coverage to employees in 

the mining industry who suffer death or 
disability from pneumoconiosis. 

The administration of this title will be 
under the procedures of the Longshore
men's and Harbor Workers' Compensa
tion Act in the same manner as the ad
ministration of extensions of that act to 
other classes of employees, such as those 
of defense base contractors. It will thus 
be necessary for employers subject to 
this title to secure insurance as required 
by such act. 
TITLE III-MINIMUM COMPENSATION BENEFITS 

FOR EMPLOYEES COVERED BY STATE LAWS 
OBLIGATIONS OF EMPLOYERS TO SECURE 

Two years from the end of the calendar 
year in which the bill is passed, employ
ers engaged in the mining industry will 
be required to secure compensation for 
their employees covered by State work
men's compensation laws at least equal 
to the benefits of the Longshoremen's 
and Harbor Workers' Compensation Act, 
as amended. The employer may satisfy 
his obligation either by purchasing in
surance or by qualifying as a self-insurer. 
Certain terms of the insurance policy 
are specified. 

CLAIMS PROCEDURE 

In those States where the level of 
compensation benefits is less than that 
prescribed by the proposed Act and 
where an agreement has been made witb 
the Secretary, the person claiming bene
fits under the State law may concurrent
ly file a claim with the State agency for 
an order to bring total compensation to 
the level as herein proposed. Where there 
is no such agreement, the claim may be 
filed with the Secretary. The State deter
mination will be final except as to bene
fits. In cases where uninsured employ
ers within the time period specified by 
the Secretary or his designee fail to pay 
compensation due, the Secretary will 
make payments from the Employees' 
Benefit Fund established under section 
305 of the Act. The Secretary would be 
subrogated to all rights of the person re
ceiving such payment. Appeals from 
awards in excess of State levels shall be 
processed in accordance with section 21 
of the Longshoremen's and Harbor 
Workers' Compensation Act. 

AGREEMENT WITH STATES 

The Secretary of Labor may enter in
to agreements with the States to utilize 
their services and employees in process
ing claims subject to his jurisdiction, 
and to recompense the States for the 
services performed. 

EMPLOYEES' BENEFIT FUND 

In order to - provide a fund out of 
which the Secretary of Labor may pay 
compensation to employees of employers 
who fail to secure payment of compen
sation at the level of the Longshoremen's 
and Harbor Workers' Compensation Act, 
as required by title III, the proposal es-
tablishes an employees' benefit fund in 
the Treasury of the United States. The 
manner of establishing the fund and for 
paying benefits from the fund is speci
fied in the proposal. The fund would 
be primarily financed by amounts recov
ered by the Secretary from defaulting 
employers. Other sources of revenue, in
cluding appropriations from general rev
enues, are also authorized in order to 
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give the fund initial revenues and at 
other times when additional funds are 
necessary. 

CRIMINAL PENALTIES 

Employers failing to secure payment 
of compensation will be subject to a fine 
of not more than $1,000 or by imprison
ment for not more than 1 year, or both. 
Employers who dispose of property with 
the intent of avoiding payment of com
pensation to an injured employee are 
subject to a similar penalty. Any person 
who willfully makes false statements for 
the purpose of obtaining or defeating 
any benefit shall likewise be subject to 
fine or imprisonment or both. 

TITLE IV-ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

RULES AND REGULATIONS--SUBPENA POWERS 

The Secretary is authorized to issue 
necessary rules and regulations to carry 
out the provisions of this act. The Secre
tary is also authorized to issue sub
penas, administer oaths, and compel the 
attendance of witnesses and production 
of books, and the district courts of the 
United States are given jurisdiction to 
enforce the orders of the Secretary under 
this section. 

PRESUMPTION OF IN JURY 

Provides for a rebuttable presumption 
that the claim comes within the act if 
the worker was employed for 5 years or 
more in the mining industry. 

PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE ON 
NUTRITION 

(Mr. GERALD R. FORD asked and was 
given permission to address the House for 
1 minute, to revise and extend his re
marks, and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
in addressing the 1968 Republican Na
tional Convention as permanent conven
tion chairman on August 6, 1968, I made 
a number of prophecies as to what the 
election of a Republlcan administration 
would mean to America. 

One of my shortest predictions con
tained just five words-"And nobody will 
go hungry." 

Mr. Speaker, House Republicans are 
elated that President Nixon has moved 
swiftly and surely to make good that 
prediction during his first hundred days 
in office. In testimonial to that Presi
dential action born of compassion and 
determination to solve a shameful na
tional problem, House Republicans today 
are placing in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
a statement regarding President Nixon's 
national nutrition program. 

I join with my colleagues in calling 
special attention to the President's pro
gram of nutrition for a healthy America 
because I believe the problem of hunger 
and malnutrition to be second to none 
in this land. I also take great pride in 
the fact that a commitment to free this 
Nation from hunger and malnutrition 
has been implanted in the heart of 
America by a Republican President. 

No program coming before Congress 
in this or any other year can be more 
important than the Nixon administra
tion's proposals for properly meeting the 
nutrition needs of low-income Ameri
cans. 

I urge the Congress to go on record-

as the Nixon administration already has 
done-in support of a new national goal, 
an end to both hunger and malnutrition 
in America. This is one of the most mean
ingful contributions Congress could make 
to raising the level of life in our country. 

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, President Nixon's legislative 
and administrative recommendations to 
end hunger and malnutrition constitute 
a truly comprehensive approach to this 
pervasive problem. 

The food stamp and food distribution 
programs are in need of an extensive 
overhaul, because quite simply those who 
are malnourished and hungry often do 
not receive the food. Substantial num
bers of poverty-stricken families cannot 
even afford the cost of food stamps. Pres
ent commodity distribution programs 
result in severely limited quantities and 
varieties of food reaching those who most 
urgently need them. Hundreds of coun
ties still do not have any kind of food 
supplement program. Hundreds of others 
administer the programs they have in 
such a manner as to exclude large num
bers of malnourished individuals. 

The reforms President Nixon suggests 
will bring a measure of effectiveness to 
the antihunger programs that they have 
lacked in the past. The President has re
sponded to the challenge of hunger and 
malnutrition in America in an imagina
tive and responsible manner. The Con
gress can certainly do the same. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, more 
than a year ago, the President's Science 
Advisory Committee reported on the 
world food problem. The report opened 
with a quotation from the Bible. As I 
recall, it began: 

And lo a black horse; and he that sat on 
him had a pair of balances in his hand. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to join my 
colleagues today who have presented a 
statement expressing support for Presi
dent Nixon's proposal to get to the root 
of the problem of hunger. There is not a 
person within the sound of my voice who 
can-in conscience-reject this proposal 
embodied in the message of May 6, 1969, 
knowing that the specter of hunger 
haunts this land and that malnutrition 
weighs down the "pair of balances" by 
which the true progress of our Nation is 
determined. 

Part of the President's proposal in
volves revision of the food stamp pro
gram. This well-intentioned plan has 
failed to meet the needs of hungry Ameri
cans despite the availability of surplus 
foods and the bargain services which our 
coordinated food stamp program can 
provide. 

President Nixon seeks to correct these 
deficiencies by: First, providing poor 
families with enough food stamps to 
purchase a nutritionally complete diet, 
and, second, by providing food stamps 
without cost to the very poor and per
mitting others to purchase stamps at no 
more than 30 percent of their income. 
The President's plan is also aimed at 
cordinating the food stamp program with 
public welfare and directing the Secre
tary of Agriculture to work closely with 
county and local officials. 

Many other changes have been recom
mended by the President, some of which 

may need legislative support, and others 
which can be accomplished through ad
ministrative action. 

To quote President Nixon: 
More is at stake here than the health 

and well-being of 16 million American citi
zens. . . . Something very like the honor of 
American democracy is at issue. . . . America 
has come to the aid of one starving people 
after another. But the moment is at hand 
to put an end to hunger in America itself. 
For all time .. .. It is a moment to act with 
vigor; it is a moment to be recalled with 
pride. 

Mr. Speaker, I pledge my unqualified 
support to the President's program to 
banish the fifth horseman-hunger
from the American scene. Constructive 
action by Congress, consistent with the 
recommendations in President Nixon's 
message, can hasten the day when this 
goal may be attained. 

Mr. BURTON of Utah. Mr. Speaker, 
President Nixon's crusade against hun
ger has started, and in my opinion, it is 
more than mere rhetoric. 

The President has found that we are 
still operating under programs which 
were started decades ago-noneffective 
programs that meant promise in the 
thirties, but not the seventies. 

Mr. Nixon has stated: 
That hunger and malnutrition should per

sist in a land such as ours is embarrassing 
and intolerable. 

No one would disagree with that. Why 
should we-the richest and most progres
sive nation in the world-be in such a 
position? 

True, we in Utah do not have the mul
titude of problems faced by Los Angeles, 
Chicago, New York, or here in Washing
ton, D.C. But we are knowledgeable about 
the problems of hunger and economic 
deprivation as outlined in Mr. Nixon's 
message. 

The root causes of hunger in our Na
tion must be examined and then dealt 
with comprehensively by all the agencies 
of government involved. If this requires 
legislation, then it should have the sup
port of every Member of Congress. 

As we all know, the Hunger Commis
sion, established last year, did not re
ceive Executive support. We now have 
that Executive support under President 
Nixon. His statement on hunger, an
nounced on May 6, hits at the core of 
hunger problems in every State of the 
Union. I invite my colleagues to support 
his proposals and bring an end to what 
we all know exists-hunger in America. 

Moreover, the President's message is 
proof of the administration's recognition 
of the hunger problem in America and its 
determination to deal vigorously with it, 
and to ascertain why our Federal food 
programs are not reaching millions of 
impoverished Americans. 

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
join in expressing approval of the Presi
dent's national nutrition program, a 
program which will take great steps to
ward alleviating the disgraceful problem 
of hunger which plagues too many of 
the American people today. 

By his action in this area, President 
Nixon has greatly complemented his 
progressive and action minded adminis
tration. By carrying the involvement of 
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the Federal Government beyond the 
stages of recognition and into a specific 
and comprehensive proposal, he has bol
stered the faith of the American people 
in our commitment to meet this problem 
and deal with it squarely. Surely his re
sponse to this continuing dilemma will 
provide the leadership necessary to in
volve those outside of Government as 
well, recognizing as he has that partici
pation by the private sector of our econ
omy is of great importance if the battle 
against gross inequality is to be won. 

I share the hope of other Members 
of thJs body that Congress will give its 
undivided support to the President's pro
p osal, and that the ills of economic dEP
rivatioa will soon be a thing of the past 
for all segments of our society. 

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, 
I should like to take this opportunity to 
join with my colleagues in commending 
President Nixon on his plan to combat 
h:mger which he presented to Congress 
on May 6. 

The President has clearly outlined a 
program of action, a program that is not 
just an idea, but a practical plan for 
combating the very serious problem of 
hunger in this country. I concur with the 
President's statement that it is incon
ceivable that, in a country with the 
riches of America, there should be those 
who do not have food to put on their 
table. 

On July 29, 1966, a House task force 
on agriculture reported, and I quote: 

Unless the United States remains able to 
meet its own food needs without the fear of 
scarcity, our Government will never be in 
a position to provide even token assistance 
to the hungry nations of the world. 

So, Mr. Speaker, we not only must as
sume the commitment to our own people, 
we have the responsibility of setting an 
example for the entire world. And, in 
"Famine, 1975," the authors predict that 
by 1975, the United States, even with its 
huge productive capacity, will be unable 
to produce enough food to stave off 
famine in the underdeveloped nations of 
the world, unless drastic measures are 
taken to meet this crisis. 

I would remind you that communism 
has advanced only in areas where the 
people are hungry. As evidence of this, 
we need only recall the peasants of Cuba 
and the masses of China. We must re
member that the minds and hearts of 
men can be most effectively won for 
freedom only after the pangs of hunger 
in their stomachs has been stilled. 

How, then, are we to be able to supply 
the food to stave off the famine of the 
world, if in fact we cannot provide the 
necessary nutrition for our own country
men? 

To me, the answer can be found in two 
key words-"production" and "tech
nological genius" that has put three men 
in orbit around the moon. Technology 
must be combined with our great produc
tive genius in the agricultural field. We 
can no longer be satisfied with restrict
ing our present level of production of 
agricultural products, but we can and 
must expand as we look to the future. 

We also must make this genius avail
able to the underdeveloped nations of 
the world. What is really needed are 

"flying farmers"-men and women with 
the knowledge and bilingual capabilities 
who can go into hungry corners of the 
world to work with and to assist those 
people in increasing their food produc
tivity. 

In the final analysis, in my judgment, 
those countries that produce and/or con
trol the world's food supply, will direct 
the destiny of man. 

Mr. Nixon has set in motion a program 
that is well thought out, dynamic, and 
practical, and goes to the heart of the 
problem here at home. Also, we can and 
must push forward at our earliest op
portunity with a viable, multinational 
program that has as its goal the monu
mental task of eliminating starvation 
worldwide, and gives the people of the 
underdeveloped nations the food re
sources and productive capability of fill
ing the empty stomachs of their people. 

I sincerely believe we have the tech
nological and productive capacity and 
ability to turn our agricultural produc
tion efforts into a major advantage in 
our arsenal of "nonmilitary weapons" 
that will ultimately win the cold war 
and promote the cause of peace with 
freedom in every section of the globe. 

At this point, I would like to insert a 
copy of a speech I made at a statewide 
4-H convention at the University of 
California at Davis on August 22, 1967, 
with the thought that it might hold some 
interest for my colleagues: 
REMARKS O:P CONGRESSMAN DON H. CLAUSEN 

TO THE 4-H CONVENTION AT UNIVERSITY OF 
CALIFORNIA, DAVIS, AUGUST 22, 1967 
No doubt you are wondering what a Con

gressman from Washington could possibly 
have to say at a 4-H Convention? First, let 
me say, as a statement of my qualifications 
to speak to you, that I was born and raised 
on a farm and that I am a product of the 
4-H system. In Humboldt and Del Norte 
Counties, where I have spent the better part 
of my life, and where I have served in both 
business and public service, I have literally 
grown up with the farmer and his problems. 
My first elective office was to that of Presi
dent of the Ferndale 4-H Club in Humboldt 
County. 

Many of the concepts and principles on 
which my philosophy of government and life 
are based, were forged on my Father's dairy 
farm and in the rural atmosphere of Hum
boldt. And as a former County Supervisor 
in Del Norte County, I became intimately 
familiar with every phase of agriculture from 
beginning to end-or, you might say-from 
manure to marketing and that, I think, cov
ers quite a broad spectrum. 

This experience has been invaluable to me 
in Washington. As a Congressman represent
ing the First Congressional District of Cali
fornia, it has been my great privilege to 
represent one of California's and, indeed, one 
of America's truly great agricultural areas. 
In Congress, I have worked closely with the 
agencies concerned, in an attempt to develop 
plentiful supplies of low-price agricultural 
water for our North Coastal counties. In ad
dition, I have worked consistently to correct 
inequitable quotas on imports of foreign 
beef, poultry, dairy products, sugar, wines, 
lamb, wool and lumber. Mainly, however, I 
have devoted my efforts toward strengthen
ing agricultural production in America which 
I have many times described as "The Back
bone of Our Nation." 

But, enough about me. What I really want 
to talk about today is agriculture and what 
I believe its role will be in the future-not 
only in California and throughout the Na
tion-but throughout the world. 

In case you don't know it, many non
Californians are quite confused as to exactly 
what we do out here in the "Golden State". 
Many think our economy is based on mak
ing movies, or entertaining tourists, or in 
defense contracts. In fact many "out-of
staters" are, frankly, quite surprised to learn 
that our major industry in California is 
agriculture. For those of you who have not 
traveled far beyond our borders, I can tell 
you that, back East, we do not have an agri
culture image here in California. But, what 
are the facts? 

California agriculture, over the years, has 
set a record of productivity that is the envy 
of the world. This ls so, mainly, because 
we have been able to operate units of suffi
cient size to make farm mechanization and 
farm technology feasible. We are proud of 
that record and we have every right to be 
proud. I regret to say, however, and I trust 
you will note this fact well-there is an 
effort underway at present to break up the 
very system which has made Galifornia's ag
r icultural output the best in the world. I 
refer to the attempt by some misguided social 
planners in Washington to impose acreage 
limitations in large areas of California where 
Congress never intended them to be. To this 
end, a federal suit has been filed in the U.S. 
District Court in San Diego to impose acreage 
limitations in the vast 500,000 acre Imperial 
Irrigation District. And similar actions are 
reported to be in the making in the one-mil
lion-acre area of the Kings River and in the 
350,000 Kern River basin. 

If successful, these court actions would 
have the effect of destroying some of the 
world's most productive farms by breaking 
up our highly efficient and highly success
ful units into small, subsistence size farms. 
Such "land reform myths", in light of prog
ress made and the tremendous challenge of 
the future, just don't make sense! This type 
of thinking, moreover, represents a danger
ous trend in American agriculture which we 
have seen developing for some years. 

Agriculture is still the major industry in 
California, in spite of the tremendous de
crease in American farms in the past 10 years. 
In fact, it appears obvious to me that soon 
we will need to develop a term to replace 
agriculture, such as "Urbiculture", for in
stance. Your own organization is, perhaps, 
the best example of this trend. 

Of the 40,268 young people now enrolled 
in 4-H projects in California, only 12,547 
actually live on farms-less than a third! As 
a matter of fact, more are listed as "urban" 
than "suburban". This means, quite simply, 
that the majority of you who are engaged in 
4-H projects, actually live in towns and 
cities. I hasten to add, that this in no way is 
detrimental to 4-H; it merely points up the 
fact that there has, indeed, been a vast shift 
in our geographical distribution in America. 
In contrast to this, nearly 75 % of those in
volved with 4-H work lived on farms when I 
was a youth. So, we see vividly what is hap
pening to the farm picture in general in this 
country. 

What does all this mean-this apparent 
"phasing out" of the American farmer and 
our capacity to produce agricultural prod
ucts? This brings us to the "nitty gritty" of 
the problem in terms of your future, Amer
ica's role in that future, and which way the 
world is going to go in the next 15 years. 

As you well know, the world has many 
problems today. We bounce from one crisis to 
another--each seemingly threatening to 
"blow the lid off" any hope for peace we ever 
expected or dreamed of. And, like people in 
crisis, we have a problem of being "too close 
to the forest to see the trees"-as we say in 
the Redwood Empire. What I mean is, that 
we have become so accustomed to viewing 
everything with alarm-such as Vietnam and 
the riots-that we have completely over
looked an impending crisis more critical than 
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Vietnam and more imminent than the 
dangerous threat of nuclear holocaust. 

I submit to you today that, of all the 
world's problems, the awesome prospects of a 
world population explosion and the potential 
it holds for the year 1980, is, by far, the most 
critical. 

What is at stake, quite frankly, is the fact 
that by 1980, the world is going to have five 
times more mouths to feed than it does now 
in 1967. With present world food problems 
and the curtailments which have predom
inated American agriculture 1n recent years
think for a moment what this means. In 
terms of escalating hunger, I see the world 
developing in three significant stages. The 
first is critical shortages of food in certain 
underdeveloped countries beginning in 1968. 
Unless this food eris.is can be quickly met 
and resolved, the next stage wlll be wide
spread famine in about 1975. And, if we are 
not able to stem the initial stages, there will 
follow large scale hunger throughout the 
world accompanied by acute malnutrition 
and starvation of such magnitude as to 
stagger the imagination. 

At this point, I w-ant to say that I do not 
tell you this to frighten you but to "spur 
you on" to greater heights in 4-H work. 
What I am telling you is the best judgment 
of experts in the field of population growth 
and world food resources. Two such experts, 
are William and Paul Paddock who have 
written an excellent and authoritative book 
entitled "Famine 1975", which I comm.end 
to your reading. Last year, the Oongress 
made extensive studies on the potentials 
of world hunger. The House Committee on 
Agriculture made its findings known in a 
704-page report which they called "World 
War on Hunger-1966". From that title, I 
need not tell you what their specific find
ings were. 

In view of these facts, what has been done 
to meet the awesome challenge that lles 
a.head? The President, several years ago, ap
peared concerned when he talked about 
"Food for Peace". In fact, he even appointed 
an Assistant Secretary of State for Food
for-Peace. Unfortunately, however, this man 
retired seven months ago and no successor 
has ever been named. In addition, the Ad
ministration has failed to make public !ts 
1966 report on "Food-for-Peace", which it 
was supposed to do last April. This is tragic 
because President Eisenhower's "Food for 
Peace" program has been one of our most 
successful, in the field of foreign affairs. 

The next logical question which arises, is, 
ca.n we meet this challenge, based on our 
present capability and efforts in this regard? 
On July 29th, a House Task Force on Agri
culture reported (and I quote): " ... Unless 
the United States remains able to meet its 
own food needs without fear of scarcity, our 
Government wlll never be in a position to 
provide even token assistance to the hungry 
nations of the world." And, ln "Famine 
1975", the authors predict that by 1975, the 
United States, even with its huge productive 
capacity, will be unable to produce enough 
food to stave off famine in the under
developed nations. 

At the present ti.me, the underdeveloped 
nations of the world are capable of producing 
only about 650 million tons of food each year. 
To meet the population increase of those 
already born, these underdeveloped nations 
are going to require, by 1980, an additional 
400 million tons each year--or more than 
half of what they are now capable of pro
ducing. To meet these minimum tonnage and 
nutritional requirements would require a 
capital investment of $80 billion. That, in 
statistical terms, is the "long and short" of 
the problem. 

Must America, however, in the face of such 
evidence try to pretend the problem doesn't 
exist? Should we, because of these findings, 
give up? When I think of a starving world 
pleading at America's doorstep for food to 
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survive-my mind conjures up all of the 
challenges we have had to face in the past. 
The answer, my friends, is no--we mu.st not 
give up in the face of this crisis and, indeed, 
we cannot unless we are prepared to fall 
victim to it ourselves. If you share that feel
ing with me, let us, then, examine ways to 
overcome it. 

As farm-oriented people, you know that 
food cannot be grown or produced over night. 
Crops take time and, like any other industry, 
agriculture has to be "geared up" before mass 
production can be realized. We tried this in 
WW II when our farm industry was operating 
at peak capacity and, I would remind you, 
we encountered serious problems. To meet 
the needs of the 1940's we had to revert to 
food rationing and food substitutes on a 
National scale. 

Today, although we have made great strides 
in food production techniques, we neverthe
less have fewer farms and fewer farmers, 
and the potential food demand of the 1970's 
makes the need of WW II seem like "chicken 
feed". The question then, is, "where is the 
food going to come from to feed five times 
more people?" In search of that answer, it is 
first necessary to examine the nature of the 
problem. 

In some respects, the picture is not all 
black. Population growth need not continue 
to explode indefinitely even though those 
who wlll be 35 in the year 2000 are already 
born. Advancements of biomedical science 
have made family planning feasible and both 
the United States and the United Nations 
have made significant progress in the field 
of birth control. Decreasing the birth rate of 
the world is not the answer, nor the solu
tion to this problem, alone, but it is a vital 
adjunct. 

Quite honestly, I have long felt the need 
to completely overhaul our agricultural poli
cies--1t's time we "took the bit out of the 
mouth" of American agricultural production. 

In the field of foreign assistance alone, we 
would be much better off to cut loose Ameri
can agriculture and send our grain surpluses 
to hungry countries of the world rather than 
propping up some corrupt governments with 
U.S. funds-look what this would do to help 
our balance-of-payments problem. 

All this money would be paid to American 
farmers-the dollars would remain in this 
country to re-circulate for the benefit of 
everyone. 

We could then establish a phase-out of 
subsidies in this country and offset this un
realistic funding by permitting increased 
production. 

As I've said many times, American agri
cultural genius and the food it produces can 
be the most effective weapon in our arsenal 
as we seek ways and means of beating the 
Communists in the Cold War. 

The most critical aspect of this problem is 
the fact that a livable world cannot long 
exist where two-thirds don't get enough 
to eat while the remaining third ls overfed. It 
goes without saying, I think, that the future 
of all mankind is now being ground out in 
India. If man falls to solve this problem, all 
the world will live like India, where, today, 
people die in the streets from starvation. 

From what we have said, thus far, it is 
obvious that the United States just is not 
capable of feeding the world. The key is help
ing them produce their own food, concentrat
ing first on the underdeveloped countries. To 
this end, we can furnish assistance but with a 
lesser emphasis on dollars. If our foreign aid 
programs of the past have taught us anything 
at all, it is that people can't eat money. 
Together-helping them produce their own 
food coupled with technical assistance from. 
us-we can rise to the challenge with some 
assurance of minimizing its devastating ef
fects. That, realistically, is the best we can 
hope for, but lt is a goal. 

In spite of the Administration's neglect 
in facing the reality of tomorrow, there are 

some concerned Members of Congress who are 
aware of the problem, Last month, for 
example, I had the pleasure of cosponsoring 
a bill in the House calling for establishment 
of a "World Food Study and Coordinating 
Commission". This group of experts-the best 
minds we can find in this field-would 
examine every facet of an impending world 
food shortage and develop concrete plans to 
meet it, along the lines I have mentioned. 

I have deliberately left for last, why it is 
so important that America rise to meet this 
challenge. If you remember anything I say 
here today-remember this: "Whoever Con
trols the World's Food Supply Will Direct the 
Destiny of Man!" 

For more than 20 years, man has been 
forced to accept a very inadequate substi
tute for peace. "Cold War" has been that 
substitute while man desperately ponders 
how to achieve true peace. During that peri
od, we, in this country, have had some wide
ly varying views on just where we "lost 
peace" and how to regain it. The fact that we 
have yet to find the answer is indicative of 
the means we have employed to achieve peace 
and, tragically, we are now "paying the price" 
in Vietnam. Some have said that the "Cold 
War" is a battle to see whether Communism 
or Democracy can win the "hearts and minds 
of people everywhere". The "Cold War" in 
actuality is ideological warfare between free 
nations and the Communist states. 

In the first instance, I would remind you 
that Communism has advanced only ( and I 
stress only) in areas where people are truly 
hungry. As evidence of this, we need only re
call the peasants of Cuba or the masses of 
China. 

In the second instance, I submit that the 
"minds and hearts of men" can most ef
fectively be won for freedom only after the 
pangs of hunger in his stomach have been 
stllled. The security that man seeks, begins 
with such basic needs as security from hun
ger and freedom from want. A hungry man 
ca.res very little about polltlcal idealism and 
the more hungry he becomes-the less he 
cares. Hitler proved this simple doctrine in 
"selling" Nazism to a hungry Germany after 
WW I and Communism has exploited this 
problem wherever they could. To me, it is in
conceivable that we have failed to recognize 
this basic human factor and to employ it in 
the struggle against Communism. 

In the final analysis, in my judgment, the 
country that can respond by 1980--not with 
promises but with food-for the general up
lift of mankind everywhere, will truly win 
the hearts and minds of the people of the 
world. If America is that country and meets 
that challenge, Communism will fade like a 
"leaf in the Fall" and be exposed as the farce 
that it is. And that experience, in my view, 
will negate any need for guns and bombs 
being used to halt aggression. 

This, then, is the challenge we face. No-
,on second thought, this is the challenge you 
face. Each of you here today, ls in an ex
tremely unique position, to make a mean
ingful and previously undreamed of, con
tribution to American agriculture and to 
world peace. As you emerge from 4-H proj
eots into the world of "human projeots", I 
challenge you-based on what you have 
heard today-to "think big." As we enter 
the 1970's (and that's only three years away), 
we can no longer afford to think in terms of 
food supply and demand as we have pre
viously known them. The fact of the matter 
is, the supply is low, the source is limited
and the demand defies our present capabiU
ties. 

What I am sa.ying, really, ls ths.t in the 
future, you cannot be satisfied With just 
being a good fa.rm.er-or home economist-
or a.g,ricultural speoialist--or farm manage
ment analyst. To eXitend the genius of Amer
ican Agriculture to a hungry world, you must 
be wlliLng and able to go out into that world 



1315G CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE May 20, 1969 
and communicate with the hungry and those 
who oa.n do something about that hunger. 

This requires us to tap another promise 
ot the future--Americ:a's aviation genius. If 
we are to do the job for which we are being 
called-we must literally "Put Wings on 
American Agriculture." In a word-what we 
re.ally need are "Flying Farmers", men and 
women with a bilingual capability who can 
go into the hungry corners of the world to 
work and talk with the people. This is the 
kind of an America I think we are capable 
of becoming. 

It is true the.t we have our problems. Try
ing to do what's right in the face of insur
mountable odds-always creates problems 
and that has been America's plight for too 
long. But make no mistake about it--Am~r
ica is a g,rea.t country and great countries 
produce great people. Contrary to popular 
opinion in some circles, America has great 
faith in you-the youth of our Nation. This 
is a big ord& and a great challenge but I 
know you have what it takes to do the job 
that lies ahead. 

In the long run, America has never 
"dropped the ba.11" and, so long as our free
doms remiain intact, America will meet the 
challenge and grow greater than ever be
fore. You the 4-H Clubber, can contribute 
to this worthy goal today by "thinking big" 
about tomorTOw and then setting your course 
to make the "best of America even better." 

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, in recent months, we have been 
startled out of the complacent belief that 
the American people enjoy a universal 
high standard of health. Now that al
though we have obtained for a broad seg
ment of our society a very high standard, 
we can see deep problem areas and we 
must move ahead to correct this situ
ation. 

We in Congress. I believe, should start 
by exploring legislation to expand the 
national health survey to cover each of 
the 50 States so that we will have a bet
ter understanding of the nature and ex
tent of such hunger and malnutrition as 
exists in the country. It is disturbing that 
the U.S. Public Health Service can tell 
us in some detail about the health of 
much of the rest of the world, but is un
able to provide a very full picture about 
our own Nation. I hope we will correct 
this situation in the very near future. 

As we consider the various programs 
now operated by the Federal Govern
ment, we should give serious attention 
to the role which private industry, par
ticularly food processing, can play. We 
must find new ways to develop the means 
that will contribute to balanced diets and 
good nutrition in the country. Protein
enriched food, for instance, is clearly 
needed as much as the vitamin-enriched 
bread and milk we now have. 

The President's message has indicated 
some of the areas in which action is 
needed. But if malnutrition and hunger 
are to be removed from the American 
scene, all Americans must be involved, 
and we in Congress must start by taking 
positive action on those proposals which 
have been put before us by the President. 
We must act, not because of America's 
honor or some other abstract concept, 
but because the health and well-being of 
our people require that we respond mean
ingfully and effectively to the problem. 

Mrs. MAY. Mr. Speaker, I am happy 
to join in commending the President for 
his bold and comprehensive proposal for 
a program to combat the problems of 

hunger and malnutrition wherever they 
exist in this country. 

President Nixon and his administra
tion, with this proposal, have moved con
fidently forward to assume leadership in 
what must be a concerted eff ort--both 
public and private-to assure every man, 
woman and child in the United States 
of the opportunity to obtain adequate 
food and nutrition. 

As a member of that small coalition of 
Representatives here in the House who 
1 year ago called for a Presidential 
commission to make an emergency eval
uation of the problem of hunger and to 
recommend remedial action, and who 
expressed our earnest desire to "press 
impatiently and urgently on every front 
available to us to alleviate this problem 
immediately and eliminate it quickly," 
I am highly pleased and gratified that 
the President has recognized the urgent 
necessity of a direct frontal attack with 
a force and battle plan adequate to do a 
thorough and effective job. 

Hunger in this food-rich nation is in
deed "embarrassing and intolerable," in 
the words of our President. But it is an 
exceedingly complex problem, he also 
pointed out, not at all susceptible to fast 
or easy solutions, and his program is not 
one that can be achieved with the wave 
of a magic wand. It will require time, 
energy and effort. 

The issue of malnutrition and hunger 
in the United States has reached deeply 
into the social consciousness of the more 
fortunate and affluent of the American 
people. Weekly, or monthly, food expend
itures are a matter of no :=:mall concern 
to the great majority of our families. But 
authenticated stories of real hunger in 
this land of plenty have carried heavy 
shock value. 

It is less important in the national 
scale of values that food, fur the family 
costs less than 1 day of work from a 
5-day workweek; that no other simi
lar-size population group in all history 
has obtained their food with so small 
a fraction of their total production effort; 
or even that our overall national afflu
en~e has reached the present high level. 
More important, to most of us, is that 
hunger-and hidden hunger-should ex
ist among our fellow citizens, and show 
in the faces and bodies of children. The 
great majority of the American people 
are willing and eager to participate in a 
national effort to eradicate hunger and 
malnutrition from this country and have 
welcomed the President's recommenda
tions to achieve that objective. 

A factor of major importance in the 
President's national nutrition program 
is his recognition that the efforts of Gov
ernment alone are insufficient. In seek
ing the involvement of the private sector 
through mobilization of the agricultural 
industries, the President has reaffirmed 
the need for creative Government
industry partnership in important areas 
of national concern. 

President Nixon's hunger proposal is 
more than just a program recommenda
tion. It is evidence of a commitment by 
this new administration to meet the 
problems of our Nation head on, to grap
ple with them face to face, and to deal 
with them through direct, effective ac
tion. 

Our President has provided the leader
ship-now it is up to us to give him the 
support he needs to carry his plans 
through to fruition and success. It is my 
sincere and deep hope that my colleagues 
here in Congress and the American peo
ple will join together behind the ad
ministration to provide that needed 
support freely and in a spirit .of national 
cooperation. 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, last week 
the President sent to Congress his pro
posal for a comprehensive program to 
combat the problem .of hunger that exists 
in this country. I join our President in 
being concerned over the widespread 
hunger and malnutrition that exists in so 
many families. In our land of plenty and 
scientific know-how, it is hard to believe 
hunger and malnutrition could stalk so 
many of our people. Mr. Nixon has out
lined his ideas for coping with the diffi
cult task of reaching these people. We 
must endeavor to find out whether the 
principal cause of inadequate diets is 
poverty .or ignorance. We must do every
thing within our power to improve our 
Government food programs. Our adver
tising industry must develop educational 
advertising and packaging campaigns to 
publicize the importance .of good food 
habits. Whether or not we agree on the 
number of hungry persons in our land 
there is no doubt we must improve our 
food programs f.or the needy. We have a 
number of programs already operating 
but Congress must make an effort to im
prove and implement these programs. 
Mr. Nixon's program offers a redirec
tion of our efforts. The efforts of the 
Government alone is not sufficient. We 
must seek the involvement of the private 
sector of our land through mobilization 
of our agricultural industries and adver
tising media. Our effort should be bi
partisan and should involve all citizens of 
this country interested in making realis
tic the hope that in our land of affluence 
no one is hungry. I commend our Presi
dent for his leadership and foresight in 
trying to get to the root of this problem. 

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Speaker, our 
consciences stirred by revelations that 
hunger and malnutrition are realities in 
the United States, this House last year 
called for the creation of a National 
Commission on Hunger. This House ac
tion followed on the heels of intensive 
hearings by the Education and Labor 
Committee during which the testimony 
we heard was often conflicting and the 
documents presented were frequently 
not a~ objective as they should have been, 
hence, the recommendation for a com
prehensive study to determine the scope 
and extent of the problem, and thus the 
remedy. 

The glaring disclosure of the hearings 
was testimony by the then Secretary of 
Agriculture that, in spite of the fact that 
the Federal Gcvernment had been spend
ing over $950 miilion a year since 1964 
on food programs, he said: 

The reason there have not been programs 
in some places has not been the lack of funds 
where direct distribution is concerned. It 
has been a lack of machinery. 

Although our proposal for a Hunger 
Commission did not come to fruition, 
a Select Committee on Nutrition and 
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Human Needs was created in the Senate 
and a national nutritional survey was 
embarked upon by the Public Health 
Service. More to the point, I believe our 
propasal for a Commission on Hunger 
laid the groundwork for the study Pres
ident Nixon's Council on Urban Affairs 
instituted on coming into office in Jan
uary and the resulting machinery the 
President has started moving to make 
our food programs work, to make the 
funds for these programs do the job in
tended. 

The national nutrition program an
nounced last week by the President 
means action, not empty promise. I sup
port the President in his commitment, 
and I believe Congress will, also. 

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, our Presi
dent has demonstrated again last week 
that his first 100 days in office have been 
utilized as the catalyst for a broad leg
islative and executive program which 
will extend throughout his years in the 
White House. 

The President's propasal for a com
pr,ehensive program to combat the prob
lem of hunger wherever it exists in this 
country reflects the extensive research 
and analysis which have gone into its 
formulation in the past 3 months. Al
though any program of this type will re
quire months of additional work to re
solve the details of efficient adminis
tration, it is most beneficial that the 
President has recognized the urgency of 
this problem by laying the groundwork 
so soon in his administration. 

While we applaud the President's early 
response, we must, however, recognize 
the fact that action on this problem ls 
long overdue. This country has for many 
years harkened to the cries of famine 
and starvation in other lands and has 
replied with massive food assistance 
from our own agricultural surpluses. But 
while we heeded the summons abroad, it 
appeared that we could not even hear the 
call of our own plight. 

Many of my distinguished colleagues 
in both Houses of Congress have investi
gated this problem in detail. With their 
findings before us, we can justify no re
course but to take the opportunity which 
the President's proposals afford us and 
establish a viable means of eradicating 
the dire conditions which exist in some 
parts of our country. The time for ex
amination has past. The time for ac
tion-immediate action-by the legis
lative branch as well as the executive 
branch of Government has come. 

I wholeheartedly urge that we listen 
and hear the domestic cries where, in the 
past, we have not heard but have ig
nored. 

Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker, de
spite our incredible standard of living, 
which is the highest in the history of the 
world, it is a shameful fact that there are 
children in the United States who go to 
bed hungry, and that there are Ameri
cans who suffer from malnutrition. 

The President has given us a goal-to 
put an end to hunger in America. He has 
recommended various legislative and ex
ecutive steps to accomplish this most 
worthy endea vor, and we should lose no 
time on our end of things in helping him 
accomplish it. 

It is estimated that it will cost $2.5 
billion a year. This is a mammoth sum, 
not to be bandied about lightly. But 
really, is there any better place it could 
go? 

If there were suddenly discovered a 
tribe of starving people in South America, 
a boat would already be on the way. If 
malnutrition walked the land in Canada, 
our Federal dollars would flow to our 
northern neighbor. If the war in Vietnam 
were ended tomorrow morning, our relief 
trucks would be feeding the Vietnamese 
people tomorrow afternoon. 

Can we do less for our own? 
Mr. PETTIS. Mr. Speaker, hunger? 

Malnutrition? Surely these are problems 
of underdeveloped countries. At least 
this was the assumption until recent 
years. To Americans, whose standard of 
living is a wonder for the rest of the 
world, it is not only distressing to learn 
that millions of their countrymen suffer 
from malnutrition-it is embarrassing. 

Recognition of the situation is but the 
first step in conquering a problem, and 
I applaud President Nixon's proposals 
to end hunger and malnutrition in our 
land by offering a plan of action. 

The President's proposals are many 
faceted-the result of a 3-month study 
by the Urban Affairs Council. This com. 
prehensive program calls for involve
ment of the private sector of our econ
omy together with internal reorganiza
tion of Government programs to make 
more effective use of our resources. 

Certainly this great Nation which has 
come to the aid of starving people all 
over the world must now take the neces
sary action proposed by our President to 
make these United States a land of 
plenty for all Americans. 

I am proud to support President Nix
on's national nutrition program. 

Mr. POLLOCK. Mr. Speaker, hunger
that faceless, formless enemy-has 
plagued mankind since its beginnings. 

But here-in America-it had been 
our proud boast that we had beaten this 
enemy at home and were fighting it else
where. We were the breadbasket, feed
ing the hungry of other lands from our 
rich stores. 

Now we must face the unhappy fact 
that this enemy has not been beaten 
here at home. We have our own hungry, 
our malnourished, our rickets-ridden, 
our belly-swollen, leading less-than-pro
ductive lives or falling early victim to 
disease. 

But now we have the opportunity to 
strike at the roots of this problem of 
hunger. President Nixon has proposed 
a program of action, not of words, to
ward conquering this scourge. I pledge 
my full support to the President's pro
gram. 

Mr. VANDER JAGT. Mr. Speaker, the 
time for aclion has come. Hunger and 
its related problems should no longer be 
permitted to exist in the midst of our 
unparalleled wealth. On May 6 the Presi
dent sent to Congress his proposal for 
a comprehensive program to combat the 
problem of hunger in America. This 
great step forward has conveyed a feel
ing of action on Capitol Hill, a feeling 
that at long last an administration is 
willing to act and commit itself to end-

ing once and for all the disgrace of 
hunger in America. I urge that Congress 
act positively as President Nixon ex
pressed in his May 6 proposal: 

I ask this of a Congress that h as already 
splendidly demonstrated its own disposition 
to act. It is a moment to act with vigor; it 
is a moment to be recalled with pride. 

Mr. RUPPE. Mr. Speaker, I wouid like 
to add my voice to those who praise the 
President's bold efforts to mount an all
out campaign against hunger and mal
nutrition. During the 90th Congress, 
I was among the original sponsors 
of legislation to seek an open-ended au
thorization for the food stamp program. 
Bipartisan efforts in the 90th Congress 
to create a Commission to learn more of 
this critical problem were not sanctioned 
by the previous administration. However, 
we were successful in focusing attention 
on the breadth and seriousness of hunger 
in our American society. 

Now President Nixon has put the full 
weight of h is office behind the effor t to 
eradicate this menace. Executive support 
should now lead to the establishment of 
the Hunger Commission and a better 
program for the distribution of food 
stamps. The President has clearly dem
onstrated his concern by making the 
hunger campaign one of the initial ele
ments of h is administration. Never be
fore has any administration clearly ac
knowledged the problem of hunger or 
sought actively to eliminate it. 

Mr. Speaker, I feel that there can be 
no right more basic than the right to 
have enough to eat in a land that pro
duces a surplus of food. I wish to com
mend the President for his initiative and 
for the direction of his policy to rid the 
Nation of hunger once and for all time. 

Mrs. REID of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
am happy to join my colleagues in ex
pressing support for President Nixon's 
goal of eliminating hunger and malnu
trition in America. 

Sometimes we Americans forget how 
truly fortunate we are. With only 6 
percent of the world's population this 
country has set a standard of agricul
tural production without equal any
where on the globe. Nevertheless, many 
Americans today find themselves in
capable for one reason or another of 
providing adequate and nutritional food 
for themselves and their families. While 
the solution to this problem is not to be 
found in any instant program expected 
to eradicate overnight the blight of mal
nutrition and insufficient diet, it is clear 
that we must pursue an effective and 
well-thought-out course of action. In this 
regard, President Nixon's proposals 
merit serious consideration and I ap
plaud his initiative. 

I am particularly gratified that our 
President has included as a key portion 
of his program the necessity of private 
sector involvement. This program should 
be particularly well suited to a creative 
Government-industry partnership of the 
kind the President has advocated in 
other important areas of national con
cern. With the help of Congress, Presi
dent Nixon can inaugurate this drive to 
end hunger in America with sound, 
reasoned solutions to the problem. 

Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, hunger can-
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not be tolerated in the most affluent 
society in the history of man. 

President Nixon and Congress are 
about to establish a program which will 
put an end to hunger in America. 

The President's message, which fol
lows guidelines recommended by con
gressional leaders, includes these major 
changes in the food-stamp program: 

First, allotments of stamps to furnish 
a minimum adequate diet for all fam
ilies· 

S~ond, free food stamps for families 
at the very bottom of the income scale; 

Third, a limit on the cost of stamps 
to other families at 30 percent of income; 
and 

Fourth, authority for the operation of 
food stamps along with distribution of 
surplus foods simultaneously in localities 
where this is requested by local officials. 

These measures are a step in the right 
direction toward the goal of eliminating 
the consequences of poverty and depriva
tion. 

We cannot stop here. 
Certainly, the virtues taught in the 

Judeo-Christian ethic should help guide 
us. A hungry man cannot work effec
tively. A nation of hungry people cannot 
work effectively either. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, the President's 
nutrition program is a multipronged at
tack on hunger and malnutrition in this 
country. I trust Congress will soon ap
prove the legislation necessary to imple
ment it completely and that the Execu
tive will move quickly to implement 
those portions which need no new 
authority. 

Having authored the amendment to 
the 1967 OEO amendment which estab
lished the emergency food and health 
service program, I am pleased that the 
President has found the service "in
valuable" and is recommending expan
sion of it. The community action agen
cies have proven that they are 1n a bet
ter position to find people needing emer
gency food and health care than other 
governmental agencies. An expansion of 
this program should go a long way to
ward eliminating hunger from that seg
ment of society which has suffered in 
silence. 

I support the President's proposal to 
have direct distribution of food programs 
in the same county with stamp programs. 
While the Department of Agriculture 
contends that the usual drop off in the 
number of persons participating in a 
supplementary food program when a 
county converts from a direct distribu
tion program to a food stamp program 
results because ineligible persons ac
cepted the surplus foods in the direct 
distribution program, I doubt that this 
is the case. The administrative proce
dures in the food stamp program should 
be simplified so that they do not scare 
off persons who are stymied by bureau
cratic mazes. Providing both programs 
concurrently in a county will give eligible 
persons a broader spectrum from which 
to obtain required food elements. 

It is also encouraging that the Presi
dent's nutrition proposals portend a re
vision of the total welfare system. If 
his welfare reform is as comprehensive 
as his nutrition program, lt should meet 

the needs of deserving citizens very 
adequately. 

Mr. BEALL of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, 
the President's national nutrition pro
gram is the basic first step toward the 
national goal of a paverty-free nation. 
Certainly this plateau will not be easy to 
reach and may never come within our 
graSp. However, the recognition of the 
widespread deprivation of food for many 
in our land, and the implementation of 
a comprehensive program to combat it, 
is a giant stride forward. 

As the Representative from a district 
which includes areas of Appalachia, I 
can testify to the need that exists. It ls 
a deep need, of much wider scope than 
many of us like to admit. But now at last, 
we are going after it on a scale that will 
produce results. 

The result will not only be more per
sons with full stomachs. Our efforts on 
this front will show up in the classroom 
where the hungry child before did not 
have the strength or motivation to con
centrate on educational materials. It 
will be demonstrated, I predict, by an 
eventual lessening in the number of 
young men rejected for military service 
for physical reasons. It will, most prob
ably, be reflected in a diminishing num
ber of children born with mental de
ficiency caused by nutritional imbalance 
in the diet of the mother. Those trained 
in medicine and nutrition could go on 
and on as to the physiological effects 
that we can expect, I am sure. 

And we, Mr. Speaker, can be proud 
that we have the oppartunity to serve in 
Congress which will be the first to 
make an all out attack on this most 
fundamental of all problems. When WE 

visit our districts now and are con
fronted with conditions of hunger, we 
can tell our people that thanks to the 
initiative taken by our President, vigor
ous action is being taken so that hunger 
does not continue to be a problem in our 
rich and bountiful land. 

Mr. ZWACH. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to associate myself with the remarks of 
my distinguished colleagues in regard 
to the President's program to end mal
nutrition of millions of Americans. I be
lieve that for the first time, very prac
tical, solid measures are recommended 
to implement and to carry out this vital 
program. 

The President's plan would extend the 
present food stamp program to provide 
more poor families with enough food 
stamps to enable them to have a nutri
tionally complete diet. More importantly, 
a :flexible program would be imple
mented in the remaining 440 counties 
which do not yet have either the direct 
distribution or the food stamp program. 

In addition to making these recom
mendations, the President's plan has also 
emphasized that it takes more than just 
making these programs available, and 
has made the necessary administrative 
changes which will coordinate all Fed
eral food programs so that more needy 
people will have greater access to these 
programs. 

We as a Nation should be embarrassed 
that poverty still exists in many areas, 
and it is time that we set priorities and 
meet these priorities with positive action. 

The additional funds that have been re
quested can be furnished by an evalua
tion of priorities and reasoned judg
ment to make these funds available. 

Food alone will not solve the complex 
problem of poverty but I am sure no one 
will deny that this program is a step in 
the right direction. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. Speaker, I have from 
the outset questioned the effectiveness 
and operation of the food stamp pro
gram in meeting the nutritional needs of 
those Americans needing such help. The 
Nixon administraition's early review of 
the problem of hunger and the alarming 
conclusions drawn indicate that my 
doubts were well founded. It was better 
than nothing, but was doing the least 
for those who needed help the most. 

Therefore, I strongly welcome the 
President's new approach to the problem 
and the meaningful stei>s he has al
ready taken. We in Congress should rap
idly implement them with necessary 
financial support and needed changes in 
operational authorization. 

Mr. KLEPPE. Mr. Speaker, I strongly 
endorse president Nixon's program to 
eliminate the specter of hunger, wher
ever it may exist in this country. Ameri
can agriculture produces an abundance 
of food-enough not only to meet the 
nutritional needs of our own people, but 
also enough to share with our friends in 
other lands. Certainly at this time in this 
country there can be no justification for 
the continued existence of hunger. Ob
viously our past efforts to provide food 
for the needy have not been completely 
successful. Now, for the first time, a com
prehensive program to meet the problem 
of hunger has been put forward by 
President Nixon. 

Mr. BROTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I agree 
with President Nixon's statement that 
the persistence of hunger and malnutri
tion in America is intolerable. A nation 
that has come to the aid of one starving 
nation after another cannot continue to 
accept this contradiction in its midst. 

I applaud the initiative of the Presi
dent in calling for a unified and deter
mined program to weed out the pockets 
of malnutrition scattered across our land. 

The President's propasal for establish
ment off ood assistance programs by 1970 
in the 440 counties without any food 
stamp distribution will greatly acceler
ate previous commitments to this pro
gram. 

At the same time the emphasis on bal
anced diet in the new programs will end 
one of the most serious criticisms of the 
program to date. 

Mr. Speaker, the President's plans for 
better coordination of the food distribu
tion effort and for tapping the expertise 
of the private sector through a White 
House Conference on Food Distribution 
Problems are positive steps toward end
ing the blight of hunger in America. But 
the most hopeful sign, I feel, is the pri
ority given this entire program in the ad
ministration's domestic program. I am 
encouraged by such leadership and 
applaud the President for it. 

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Speaker, all of us 
have been disturbed by the reports of 
malnutrition and hunger in our own 
country which have come to public atten-
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tion in the recent past. Americans are 
accustomed to hearing of these problems 
in other nations and acting vigorously to 
alleviate them. Certainly we must re
spond with the same compassion and en
ergy to these conditions in our own coun
try. 

President Nixon has summoned the 
Naition to meet the needs of those Amer
icans who are not receiving an adequate 
diet. Typically he has called upon the pri
vate sector as well as the Government to 
join in efforts to eliminate hunger; wise
ly, he has recognized that the problem is 
more than a matter of money and food, 
but also one of education, distribution, 
and cooperation. 

The direct distribution program has 
the capacity to make large quantities of 
basic goods available economically and 
efficiently, and I am pleased that the 
President proposes to expand these efforts 
to areas where the need is evident. The 
special aid he proposes to prevent mal
nutrition among pregnant women and 
infants is highly commendable. Concen
trated administration of the food pro
grams in a single agency is also desirable 
to make the best use of our food re
sources. 

Creation by the President early in his 
administration of an Urban Affairs Coun
cil to coordinate planning and direction 
of domestic programs was a sound deci
sion, and I believe the food program de
vised to meet this basic national problem 
testifies to the valuable role being fulfilled 
by the Urban Affairs Council. 

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Speaker, for more 
than a year I have worked diligently 
pursuant to my deep concern over the 
problem of hunger in America. In that 
time, through the work .of my Committee 
on Appropriations, we have taken sub
stantial steps toward alleviating the 
problem of hunger among our school
children in the District of Columbia. 

Now there has come a step from the 
White House that all of us must applaud 
vigorously. I refer, of course, to Presi
dent Nixon's statement on hunger in his 
message to Congress on May 6 of this 
year. 

I vigorously concur with the Presi
dent's request to add a billion dollars to 
our fight against hunger in America. 
Added to the $1.5 billion already re
quested, this $2.5 billion represents a 
wise, prudent, and very humane expend
iture of our national resources. I am 
certain all of my colleagues will applaud 
the President for his message, and will 
support it vigorously when it comes be
fore the Congress in legislative form. 

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Speaker, I think it 
is pretty clear that President Nixon and 
this administration, with the coopera
tion and help of Congress, intends to 
wage a real fight against the hunger and 
malnutrition which exists in the most 
bountiful and, yes, compassionate, coun
try in the world. 

On May 6, the President announced 
his special message and the action that 
was to be taken. He spelled out a major 
five-point program which included family 
food assistance programs; special sup
plemental food program; administration 
of food programs; private sector involve
ment; and interagency efforts. 

The President also said it well when he 
stated: 

More is at stake here than the health and 
well-being of 16 million American citizens 
who will be aided by these programs and the 
current Child Food Assistance Programs. 
Something very like the honor of American 
democracy is at issue. 

I applaud the President's vigorous pro
gram. It is of particular significance that 
this is one of the major domestic pro
grams that he has presented in the early 
days of his administration. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, few, if any 
of us have ever experienced the gnawing 
pain of hunger that many Americans 
feel each and every day of their lives. 

National attention has been focused 
on the plight of our poverty stricken and 
the severe effects of malnutrition, espe
cially among the young. 

The President has proposed actions to 
combat malnutrition in America, and in 
doing so has made a major commitment 
to meet the nutrition needs of every 
American. His proposals deserve our full
est and unqualified support. 

When he took office, the President 
found that our food and nutrition pro
grams were not doing the job. He did not 
seek to place the blame on anyone-he 
sought answers to why the programs were 
unworkable. He asked us for a new legis
lative approach to more effectively use 
this country's resources-both private 
and Government. The President proposes 
a great crusade to banish hunger from 
our land and deliver on commitments 
made decades ago. 

In President Nixon's words: 
The moment ls at hand to put an end to 

hunger in America itself. For all time. It is 
a moment to act with vigor. 

I urge my colleagues to devote their 
immediate attention to respond in a 
manner similar to the President. Let us 
work together with the hope that Amer
ica-the land of plenty-will no longer 
have many who have so little. In a land 
as bountiful as ours, we should not have 
anyone feeling the gnawing pangs of 
hunger. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I rise to join 
my colleagues in discussion of President 
Nixon's attack on hunger and the tragic 
results of hunger in our Nation. The pro
gram to combat hunger as outlined by 
President Nixon combines both wisdom 
and heart-the wisdom to promulgate a 
program that will cut at the root of 
hunger, the heart to know that such a 
program is long overdue in our country. 

President Nixon well understands that 
one of the basic drawbacks to the food 
stamp program as it existed in the past, 
is that the very needy could not par
ticipate, as they had no money with 
which to purchase stamps. Yet, any 
county could elect either the stamp pro
gram, or the surplus commodity pro
gram. They could not elect both. Presi
dent Nixon's proposal that food stamps 
be provided at no cost to those in the 
very lowest income brackets will ade
quately surmount this problem. 

Mr. Speaker, although I only touch on 
this one aspect of the President's pro
posed program, the same combination of 
understanding, and sympathy runs 
throughout it. I believe such a solid na-

tional attack on hunger in the United 
States is long overdue. That this new ap
proach is needed one realizes when it is 
indicated over 440 counties have no food 
assistance programs of any sort at the 
present time. I believe President Nixon's 
program will fill the need, and meet the 
crisis problem of malnutrition in the 
United States. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
wish to join with my colleagues today in 
endorsing the President's message to 
Congress on hunger in America. He has 
called for an expansion and improvement 
of Federal food assistance programs and 
for the development of comprehensive 
data on which future improvements can 
be based. 

The President's nutrition program can 
play a key role in attacking the prob
lems of the disadvantaged. I see our 
long-range goal as enabling the children 
of today to have the sense of responsibil
ity and the capability to care for the chil
dren of tomorrow. We cannot expect to 
achieve a society which all have the 
opportunity to develop and flourish if 
we cannot achieve a society in which all 
have the opportunity to survive. If we 
want to see each child of today grow up 
to be a responsible, educated, contribut
ing member of our society tomorrow, we 
have to take steps to provide his mind 
and body with the food they need to 
grow and develop normally and ade
quately. 

The most advanced nation in the 
world, a nation which pays its farmers 
not to produce, certainly has the re
sources and the technology to do this. 
And I would like to applaud in particular 
the President's plans to give special at
tention to the needs of pregnant women 
and mothers of inf ants, to study the rela
tion of malnutrition and mental retarda
tion, and to educate families about good 
nutrition. 

Last year I cosponsored legislation to 
establish a National Commission on 
Hunger. The Commission would have 
identified the problem of hunger and 
malnutrition in detail and recommended 
improvements in Federal programs to 
meet it. This legislation was passed by 
the House, but not by the Senate. I 
commend the President for assuming the 
leadership role in accomplishing these 
objectives. 

Mr. DELLENBACK. Mr. Speaker, 
hunger in America is often virtually 
invisible. We rarely see the physical de
formities that can result from sheer star
vation; yet malnutrition can leave marks 
that are just as deadly. Even though the 
effects are not always clearly visible, it 
is an acknowledge fact that hunger and 
malnutrition have far-reaching conse
quences for their victims in our country. 
As the National Nutrition Survey pointed 
out, "hidden hunger" in America often 
irreversibly cripples the physical and 
mental development of its victims. The 
survey also reveals: 

No one seems to be more vulnerable to 
this insidious . . . hidden hunger than the 
child under six years. 

Tragically it ls too late to help many 
Americans whose developments have al
ready been irreparably damaged. The in
dividual who has been anemic through-
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out his school years, always lacking the 
energy to learn, has been harmed beyond 
the possibility of complete cure. But 
President Nixon's proposals offer an op
portunity to revise the trend for millions 
of children who are potential victims of 
hidden hunger. The President's plans to 
improve the food stamp, direct distribu
tion, and special package programs would 
set up immediate means to alleviate mal
nutrition. The establishment of a Food 
and Nutrition Service and the encourage
ment of private assistance would make it 
possible for programs to be extended, 
strengthened, and supplemented by long
range solutions. 

I urge my colleagues to act immediately 
on the President's proposals so that we 
may help those children for whom there 
is still time. In the recent past, Congress 
has demonstrated a concern about mal
nutrition that went beyond partisan con
siderations. I am convinced that con
tinuing this nonpartisanship will 
strengthen our efforts to combat the 
tragic hidden hunger in our Nation. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
extend their remarks on the subject of 
my 1-minute speech today, the Presi
dent's message on nutrition. 

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

There was no objection. 

INDIANA DUNES NATIONAL 
LAKES HORE 

(Mr. LANDGREBE asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks at 
this point in the RECORD and to include 
extraneous matter.) 

Mr. LANDGREBE. Mr. Speaker, insert
ed in the RECORD of May 19 was a state
ment by the Honorable ABNER J. MIKVA of 
Chicago, Ill., who availed himself of this 
means for attacking my bill H.R. 11084, 
which was introduced with the intention 
of restoring some sanity to the matter of 
providing for a Federal park in North 
Porter County. Mr. MIKVA's surprise by 
my proposal is no greater than mine at 
his reckless statements of yesterday. For 
the record, I should like to make the fol
lowing comments in response to Mr. MIK
VA's statement, which I find to be loaded 
with misleading statements and glaring 
untruths. 

H.R. 11084 does in fact specifically de
fine the boundaries for a national park 
in Porter and La Porte Counties in Indi
ana. While Mr. MIKVA contends the 
boundaries of countless other national 
parks, national seashores, and national 
recreational areas have been defined by 
reference to a public map or drawing, I 
wish to point out that those areas that he 
refers to specifically such as Spruce Nob, 
Bighorn Canyon, et cetera, are all Fed
eral parks established in undeveloped 
and, in many cases, completely unpopu
lated areas of our country. I beg to re
mind the gentleman from Illinois that 
there is no comparison to highly popu-

lated Porter County, where in 1966 the 
Honorable Paul Douglas, then senior 
Senator from Illinois, with the political 
power available to him by virtue of his 
seniority, and with the cooperation of a 
Democratic administration and Demo
cratic controlled House and Senate, was 
able to impose upon the good people of 
Porter and La Porte Counties the seven
segmented, noncontiguous monstrosity 
called the Indiana Dunes National Lake
shore, defining its boundaries only by 
reference to a public map or drawing. 

Yes, H.R. 11084 would reduce the over
all land area in comparison to the Doug
las bill, and it is my intention to do just 
that. H.R. 11084 exempts the heavily de
veloped areas of Beverly Shores, Tre
mont, and Bailleytown, which have hun
dreds of homes, small businesses, streets, 
roads, ~nd so forth. Not only would con
fiscation of those homes and businesses 
result in substantial hardship to the 
present occupants, but would result in 
permanent loss of local tax revenue so 
badly needed to provide education, trans
portation, protection, and other services 
of vital importance in a fast-growing 
community. 

Mr. MIKVA makes reference to the 8,-
721-acre area in the proposed Indiana 
Dunes National Lakeshore. But the fact 
is that the 2,100-acre Indiana Dunes 
State Park is always erroneously in
cluded in the total land area by the pro
ponents of the original Dm.:glas bill. This 
is completely misleading to the gen
eral public and extremely offensive to 
Hoosiers who still believe in States' rights 
and who are proud of the fine park that 
has been operated in the dunes area by 
the State of Indiana for many years. 
Indiana, to the best of my knowledge, 
has no intention of giving up the Dunes 
State Park under any circumstances. 

The land area encompassed in my bill 
when added to the Indiana Dunes State 
Park will provide for a total of about 
7 square miles of recreation and con
servation areas and preserve those areas 
in north Porter County which still re
main in their natural state. It is my sin
cere opinion that the Federal park as 
defined in my bill plus the Indiana Dunes 
State Park will provide adequate and 
reasonable recreational facilities as well 
as retention of areas of educational and 
conservation value. 

Mr. MIKvA states further: 
If it is true that the present boundaries 

of the park include private homes-which I 
do not know of my own knowledge • • • 

Yet he has told me personally that he 
enjoys a summer home just east of the 
area encompassed by the Douglas bill. 
He, therefore, must be familiar with the 
many homes in the area that will be de
stroyed should the Douglas park remain 
in its present form. 

The Chicago South Shore Railroad is 
not building a marshalling yard on land 
supposedly set aside for park purposes 
nor has anyone proposed a jetport in 
that specific area. Mr. MIKvA's statement, 
"I know that some people still think 
longingly of building a harbor facility on 
Dunes land," must be a figment of his 
imagination and further evidence of the 
"big lie" aimed at the destruction of 

hundreds of homes and millions of dol
lars worth of private property under the 
guise of conservation and recreation. I 
personally do not minimize the impor
tance of conservation or recreation. 
However, in America today, food, shelter, 
and gainful employment are still of pri
mary importance and must be balanced 
against the 765 million acres of land al
ready under the ownership and control 
of the Federal Government. 

Also, Mr. MIKVA makes reference to 
the need for recreational facilities for 
the millions of persons within a 2-hour 
drive of the dunes. I wish to remind the 
gentleman from Illinois that within a 
2-hour drive of his own congressional 
district in Chicago, there are 15 State 
parks located in Illinois, five in Michigan, 
10 in Wisconsin, and four in Indiana, in 
addition to the many parks and for est 
preserves provided by the city of Chicago 
itself. If, however, the gentleman wishes 
to become involved even further in the 
Federal park issue, perhaps he could con
sider establishing a Federal park between 
55th Street and Garfield Avenue in Chi
cago. Such a park would be even more 
convenient to the people that he is elect
ed to serve than the Indiana Dunes Area. 
This idea is no more ridiculous than de
stroying hundreds of homes and con
suming large developed areas in northern 
Indiana for a Federal park. 

In conclusion, I find that the argu
ments put forth by the gentleman from 
the Second District of Illinois regarding 
my bill to be equally as invalid and mis
leading as those of his political mentor, 
the former Illinois Senator Paul Douglas. 

If Congressman MIKVA would agree, I 
would respectfully suggest that hereafter 
he address his time and energies to the 
problems of the Second District of Illi
nois and I, in tum, will confine my in
terests to those of the Second District 
of Indiana, which it is my privilege and 
honor to represent in the U.S. House of 
Representatives. 

NATIONAL NUTRITION PROGRAM 
<Mr. BROWN of Michigan asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute, to revise and ex
tend his remarks and include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Speak
er, the new national nutrition program 
honors an oft repeated American com
mitment. Mr. Nixon ha.s put first things 
first for hunger is the most pernicious 
of the facts of poverty. 

Severe protein deficiency in pregnancy 
and the early years of life can cause ir
reversible brain damage, condemning its 
victim to a lifetime of dependency. 

Hunger in later years saps the will to 
learn and thus the ability to earn. 

The medical toll of malnutrition in 
terms of lowered resistance and diseases 
is measured in. lost pay, industrial a-eci
dents, and listlessness. 

Clearly, the inroads of hunger impair, 
if not frustrate, other programs, both 
public and private, to help the poor help 
themselves, yet we have pathetically little 
precise knowledge of how and why. 

The President has directed intensive 
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research to determine with scientific ac
curacy the relationship between malnu
trition and human development. This 
action, long overdue, offers at least the 
hope that we may at last be on the road 
to discovery of one of the root causes of 
poverty. 

TRADE RESTRICTIONS 
(Mr. ASHLEY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Speaker, the time 
has come for new initiatives to spur East_ 
West trade by reducing export restric
tions on trade between the United States 
and the Soviet Union and the other 
Communist nations of Eastern Europe. 

Mr. Speaker, the Export Control Act, 
which expires on June 30 unless extended 
by the Congress, was enacted in 1949 
as a temporary measure as a necessary 
weapon in the evolving cold war. West
ern Europe, still economically weak from 
the ravages of the Second World War, 
appeared to the Congress then to be in 
realistic danger of attack from the mon
olithic Sino-Soviet bloc under the leader
ship of Stalin; and it was further be
lieved, comparing our industrial might 
with both Eastern and Western Europe 
at that time, that goods withheld from 
the Soviets by means of controls on 
American commodities could not be else
where obtained. 

Now, 20 years later, these underlying 
premises have drastically changed. From 
the standpoint of our national security 
and th~ conduct of foreign a.ff airs, which 
of course remain paramount in our con
sideration of export controls, a.s well as 
from the vantage point of domestic eco
nomic considerations, the time has come 
for Congress to assess realistically the 
changes that have taken place and to 
reshape our export controls so that they 
are in accordance with and responsive to 
policies being pursued by the United 
States today. 

Responding to the aggressive, mono
lithic Communistic structure which con
fronted the free world in 1949-50, two 
separate administrative agencies were 
established to impose restrictions on free 
world trade with Eastern Europe. One 
was our own Office of Export Control and 
the other was the combined CoCom ap
paratus by which Western Europe, Japan 
and the United States sought coopera
tively to withhold certain goods and com
modities from the Communist bloc coun
tries. 

One of the controlling facts before 
us is that these two mechanisms, both 
designed to restrict trade with the Com
munist nations, have never been closely 
coordinated. In mid-1968, for example, 
there were some 1,300 export control 
commodity classifications unilaterally 
administered by the Office of Export Con
trol of the Department of Commerce but 
not controlled by CoCom. 

Of these 1,300 commodity classifica
tions, each of which requires the issu
ance of a validated license for each ship
ment by an individual U.S. exporter, it is 
estimated that 1,100 represent goods 

which cannot be unilaterally controlled 
by the United States because they are 
freely available from other sources, in
cluding CoCom nations. And of the re
maining 200, many are not of a military 
or strategic character. 

I think it can be accurately stated that 
the reason for the disparity in the ad
ministration of our Export Control Act 
and the multilateral CoCom arrangement 
is that the United States has taken a very 
different view of East-West trade than 
Japan and the countries of Western Eu
rope have taken. 

The United States has demonstrated 
an almost compulsive tendency to regard 
the denial of trade with Communist na
tions as a primary instrument or weapon 
of the cold war, whether trade be in stra
tegic or nonstrategic goods. The coun
tries of Western Europe and Japan, on 
the other hand, have sought through Co
Com to prevent strategic exports to Com
munist bloc nations but they have re
garded trade in nonstrategic goods and 
commodities to be not only in their com
mercial interest but also a means of re
ducing East-West tensions. 

Ironically, Mr. Speaker, this lack of 
alinement between the policies of the 
United States and our trading allies has 
hurt our country economically far more 
than it has the Communist nations, and 
instead of improving the political rela
tionship between the United States and 
the Communist world, it has resulted in 
tensions between the United States and 
our CoCom partners while political rela
tionships have been building between 
Western Europe plus Japan and the Com
munist countries of Eastern Europe. 

If there is any question about this, we 
need only consider the fact that the trade 
of Eastern Europe with the non-Com
munist world in 1967 was almost $14 bil
lion, of which Western Europe and Japan 
accounted for almost $9 billion. The 
United States is virtually a nonpartici
pant in this trade. While we account for 
about 16 percent of world exports, we 
have only about three-tenths of 1 percent 
of the exports to Eastern Europe. It is 
worth mentioning, too, that East-West 
trade has more than doubled during the 
past 10 years and has grown faster than 
trade either within the Eastern European 
bloc or among the Western countries 
themselves. Over the past decade, world 
trade has been growing at about 8 percent 
a year, while East-West trade has been 
growing at about 12 percent. But because 
of the frozen trade policy pursued by the 
United States, we have forfeited any ad
vantage from this increased commerce, 
and in so doing have given other trading 
nations a most unique and enviable com
petitive position. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill that I am intro
ducing today is predicated upon the same 
essential findings as the Export Control 
Act of 1949; namely, that the availabil
ity of certain materials at home and 
abroad varies so that the quantity and 
makeup of U.S. exports and their distri
bution among importing countries may 
affect the welfare of the domestic econ
omy and may have an important bearing 
upon fulfillment of the foreign policy of 
the United States; and that the unre-

stricted export of materials without re
gard to whether they have significant 
military applicability may adversely af
fect the national security of the United 
States. 

However, Mr. Speaker, I want to be 
clear about the changes that are in
corporated in my bill. Most important is 
the additional finding that expanded 
trade in peaceful goods and technology 
with all countries with which we have 
diplomatic or trading relations can fur
ther the sound growth and stability of 
the U.S. economy as well as further its 
national security and foreign policy ob
jectives. Let me emphasize that I am 
talking about trade in peaceful goods. 
The United States and CoCom nations 
would continue to maintain lists of prod
ucts of direct military relevance which 
we all agree should not be sold or trans
ferred to Eastern Europe. These include 
direct military items, items in the 
atomic energy field, and a list of non
military items which are considered to 
be closely related to the military capa
bilities of the Soviet Union and the 
other Communist nations of Eastern 
Europe. These items are embargoed and 
are not sold at all, or if sold, are sold 
only after full consultation with the 
members of CoCom. This would continue 
to be the situation. 

Briefly stated, the basis for this new 
finding is no more than a return to the 
historic and traditional policy of the 
United States to engage in world com
merce with nations with whom we are 
not at war. Our Nation has many obli
gations but none is more important than 
our responsibility to the cause of peace. 
This cause, rs we know from our history, 
can be promoted by contacts--including 
trade-with nations with whom we have 
very real ideological differences. It is 
equally clear that inflexibility and re
fusal to communicate and explore con
tacts can only foster deeper antagonisms 
and bring us closer to war. 

There logically follows from this a new, 
additional congressional declaration that 
it is the policy of the United States to 
encourage trade in peaceful goods and 
technology with all countries with which 
we have diplomatic or trading relations, 
except those countries with which such 
trade has been determined by the Presi
dent to be against the national interest. 
There has been an entirely unwarranted 
stigma attached to legitimate trade with 
Eastern Europe which has inhibited 
many firms from actively pursuing trade 
opportunities which would cumulatively 
serve our national security, foreign pol
icy, and economic welfare. It is time to 
remove what may be even so much as a 
hint or trace of any such stigma. 

American exporters should feel free to 
trade in peaceful goods with any nation 
other than those for which an embargo 
has been instituted. Such embargoes 
should be established only in an emer
gency for the most compelling reasons of 
national interest, and subject to review 
by the Congress which has the authority 
''to regulate commerce with foreign na
tions" under article I of the Constitution. 

To effectuate the policies set forth, the 
President is authorized to prescribe rules 
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and regulations requiring that express 
permission and authority be sought and 
obtained to export articles, materials, or 
supplies, including technical data, or 
any other information, from the United 
States, its territories and possessions, to 
any Communist nation if the President 
determines that such exported item is 
capable of a significant military appli
cation which would prove detrimental 
to the national security and welfare of 
the United States. It is further provided 
that the export of a particular item shall 
not be denied unless there is substantial 
evidence that the particular exportation 
is likely to be used for military pur
poses. 

The grant of this authority would en
able the President to remove from the 
commodity control list administered by 
the Department of Commerce the hun
dreds of classifications which are unre
lated to any significant military appli
cation which would prove detrimental to 
our national security. Denials of vali
dated licenses would be based on evi
dence of an item's likely military use, not 
speculation or conjecture. 

Finally, the bill establishes the require
ment that the Government agencies and 
their officials responsible for implement
ing expart controls more fully inform 
exporters about any considerations 
which may cause prospective license re
quests to be denied or to be the subject 
of lengthy examination, that these offi
cials advice of any circumstances arising 
during the Government's consideration 
of an export license application which 
are cause for denial or for further exami
nation, and that these officials inform 
the exporter of the reasons for a denial 
of an export license request. 

This provision is meant to better 
enable U.S. exporters to coordinate their 
business activities with our export con
trol policies and procedures. I have al
ready mentioned the stigma attached to 
trading with Eastern Europe. It is not 
the only factor inhibiting an aggressive 
marketing campaign in that area by U.S. 
firms. Many businessmen believe, either 
correctly or incorrectly, that a sales trip 
through Eastern Europe might come to 
naught because their subsequent license 
applications would be denied or so de
layed so as to make such sales efforts 
fruitless. The framework should be es
tablj.shed to insure that there is no lack 
of information available here which 
might diminish the incentive to seek 
trade opportunities. 

The businessman who does decide to 
pursue Eastern European opportunities 
and who obtains sales orders which lead 
him to request export licenses should be 
informed of circumstances making for 
delay or probable denial, so that he can 
better communicate with his prospective 
customer and make better choices in al
locating his marketing resources. And in 
view of the fact that there are a variety 
of bases for denial, often arising out of 
the specific circumstances of the case, 
the exporter should not be deterred from 
further effort in this area because he 
does not know how general or special 
and specific is the ground for the denial. 

In sum, within the framework of na-

tional security, the American exporter 
should be afforded, to the greatest extent 
possible, information which will mini
mize uncertainty about the Eastern 
European market. 

Mr. Speaker, it has been many years 
since a positive step has been taken in 
our posture toward Eastern Europe. Ex
tension of the Export Control Act with 
the proposed amendments offers a dis
tinct opportunity to advance our foreign 
policy and strengthen our economy while 
we maintain national security. 

THE HONORABLE JOHN M. COYNE 
(Mr. FEIGHAN asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend his remarks 
and to include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, Brook
lyn, Ohio, has had an outstanding civil 
servant as their mayor for the last 22 
yea:rs. His name is John M. Coyne. 

The Cleveland Plain Dealer recently 
printed an article about Mayor Coyne. 
The story of this unusual man is of in
terest to all concerned Americans be
cause his example of fine civic leadership 
is one th.a.it should be emulated. 

Mayor Coyne has guided Brooklyn in 
the right dirootilon. His positive leader
ship in all areas is noteworthy. I believe 
that it is appropriate that I include this 
informative article in the RECORD for the 
benefit of my colleagues. It follows: 

BROOKLYN MAYOR KEEPS IN PERPETUAL MOTION 

Dear Everett Dirksen: I! people who sniff 
a.t na.m.ing the marigold the nattone.l flower 
and rock'n'roll recording magnates ever cause 
you to decide to retire from the U.S. Sena.te, 
you might drop off in Brooklyn, 0., on your 
way home to Illinois to pay respects to a man 
who says you're the only politician he would 
go 26 miles Just to see. He thinks you are 
fam,ta.sttc. 

He also is a politician. The mayor of Brook
lyn, in fact. The first time he ever voted, he 
voted for himself. He has not been wi.thout a 
public office for 80 years. 

Whra.t makes his feelings for you a bit 
unusual is that he's a Democrat. In fact, 
he was a delegate to their Last national con
vention. 

John M. Coyne was in his office in Brooklyn 
City Hall, perpetual motion in one ma.n's 
museum. 

There on the wall were Bobby, Lyndon, 
G. Mennen Williams, Hubert, Walter Reuther 
and even Dick Nixon. All with John Coyne. 

On the desk and bookcase and window sill 
were Buddhas, ceramic cowboy boots, a pair 
of fighting cocks made out of feathers. Gifts 
from sm.a.11 boys or distinguished foreign vts
i tors. You never know when one might come 
back unexpectedly. 

Never ait rest among his dust catchers, 
Coyne ts always either getting up or sitting 
down. He takes down the autographed pic
ture of Bobby Baker from the corner where 
he keeps him Just for kicks. He puts up his 
picture of Tony Celebrezze framed with a 
pre-<iepression oversized dollar bill. He dashes 
out to another office for a statistic or a 
scrapbook. 

Fifteen years ago, Coyne was a 118-pound 
weakling with an ulcer. He quit smoking and 
became a full-time mayor, and his stomach 
settled down. 

Coyne got into politics because something 
was wrong in the community, he decided. 
His parents' home burned to the ground 
because Brooklyn had inadequate fire 
equipment. 

Years later, when Cleveland sought an in
come tax, Coyne was the only suburban 
mayor to support it. He remembered the 
times Cleveland fire equipment had helped 
Brooklyn. 

Coyne was first elected mayor 22 years 
ago. Before that he was treasurer for two 
years and clerk-auditor for six years. 

"I don't know about retiring," he said. "I 
look at some of my friends who have retired 
from public office and they're not happy. This 
Job ts like a personal electric train. It's a 
fascinating business." 

Coyne sees his Job as "taxes and services." 
"Keep the taxes down and the services up." 

Because industry pays more than 76% of 
Brooklyn's tax dollar, services are good. The 
city is one of the few in the county that picks 
up all garbage and rubbish. The school dis
trict plans to build its own vocational school. 
Most other districts have had to combine 
for this service. 

"We need good schools more than the 
school needs the city," Coyne said. "I really 
care about what happens to them." So he 
favors all the industry Brooklyn can get. 

Coyne ls known around the county for the 
tight rein he holds on his council and city 
employees. 

"Nine times out of 10, the guy making a 
fuss in council wants to be mayor," he said. 
"We don't have that here. I don't think peo
ple like fighting in their city administration 
any more than they like domestic fights. At 
least that's not our tradition in Brooklyn." 

Coyne is a member of the study commis
sion that is looking at new ways to run the 
county government. He personally thinks the 
county government is in pretty good shape 
now except for a low budget. 

He is intrigued with the idea of an elected 
executive who could be called a mayor. He 
thinks the mayor of Cuyahoga County might 
prove impressive to federal money holders. 

A countywide airport co~ion or water 
commission ls out, he thinks, because Cleve
land would not give up control of anything 
that makes money. 

JUSTICE WILLIAM DOUGLAS AND 
THE CENTER FOR THE STUDY 
OF DEMOCRATIC INSTITUTIONS 
(Mr. RARICK asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, high in 
the hills overlooking the Pacific Ocean 
at Santa Barbara, Calif., is located the 
Center for the Study of Democratic In
stitutions. 

This controversial enterprise has 
among its more recent projects the pro
motion of U.S. recognition of Red China 
as well as a seat for her in the United 
Nations and rewriting the U.S. Constitu
tion. 

The center over the past 8 years has 
been the eager recipient of some $177,-
000 advanced by the Albert Parvin Foun
dation whose manager is Justice William 
O. Douglas of the Supreme Court. But 
then Justice Douglas is also identified as 
the chairman of the board of the center. 

While Justice Douglas is salaried for 
his labors at the tax-free foundation, the 
reports indicate that he only receives 
fees and expenses from the center, which 
are recorded as $500 per day plus ex
penses. 

Other notable fellows connected with 
the center are Robert M. Hutchins, 
Stringfellow Barr, Linus Pauling, Bishop 
James A. Pike, John R. Feeley, Rexford 
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Guy Tugwell, and Harry Ashmore, the 
center's executive vice president. 

Are we expected to believe that Justice 
Douglas' association and remuneration 
from these institutions carries no in
fluence on his judicial opinions? As 
shocking as the very questionable finan
cial arrangements are, how could any 
person, especially a judge, remain mod
erate and open-minded when saturated 
with such one-sided philosophy and nar
row intellectual contacts? 

What is good behavior in a Supreme 
Court Justice? This perversion of our 
judicial system cries for congressional ac
tion. We must reform our Federal ju
diciary so that Americans can regain 
confidence in "equal justice under law"
the motto inscribed over the building 
housing our Supreme Court. 

Mr. Speaker several articles on this 
subject follow: 
[From the Washington Post, May 19, 1969) 

MORE TROUBLE IN PARADISE 

(By Nicholas von Hoffman) 
SANTA BARBARA, CALIF.-The Union 011 

Company continues to soil paradise. The 
natives hear reports that the wells still aren't 
repaired although the volume of refouling 
11qu1d has lessened. They report that when 
the wind blows from the wrong direction, 
the sticky stuff returns to smear their 
beaches again. 

Even when the wind isn't bringing in more, 
they say so much oil has soaked into the 
sands that your feet are black after a short 
walk on the shore. A few days ago 150 seal 
pups, half the baby seal population, were 
found dead on San Miguel Island. Santa 
Barbara probably hates all politicians. 

But not all that's slippery and slick around 
here is the black goo spoillng one of the 
world's most moving combinations of sea and 
mountain. There's another sticky situation. 
High up in the hills overlooking the ocean 
ls the intellectual lamasery called the Center 
for the Study of Democratic Institutions. 

The Center's president is Robert M. Hutch
ins, its board chairman, Supreme Court Jus
tice Wllliam 0. Douglas. It has many famous 
and highly regarded fellows, writers, phi
losophers, social and physical scientists: 
Stringfellow Barr, Linus Pauling, Bishop 
James Pike, John R. Feeley and Rexford Guy 
Tugwell, who is working on the 35th draft 
of his new constitution for the United States. 

Every day when Dr. Hutchins rings a bell, 
these men and their guests meet to discuss 
the problems of mind and man. Their words 
are carefully taped, edited and printed in 
pamphlet or book form for us to read and be 
guided by. 

Two hundred and forty-two of these tapes 
are available for $7.60 each. One is called 
The Ocean and Common Heritage, which the 
Center Inight consider offering gratis to the 
Union 011 Co. or the Secretary of the Interior. 

Justice Douglas is the manager of the Al
bert Parvin Foundation, which has given the 
Center $177,000 over the past eight years. 
Harry Ashmore, the Center's executive vice 
president, is a director of the Parvin Founda
tion. Carol Agger Fortas, Abe's wife, ls the 
Parvin Foundation's lawyer. Ashmore says 
that while Douglas received no compensa
tion as the Center's Board Chairman, he gets 
fees and expenses for lectures and consulta
tions, a-s is the case with members of Con
gress. The ordinary honorarium, as it's called 
in these circles, is $500 a day plus expenses. 

This information isn't new. It was de
veloped by the Los Angeles Times, which has 
been digging into the Douglas-Parvin rela
tionship for a long time. It hasn't received 
wide play 1n the East, perhaps because the 
llberal editors there are reluctant to bring 
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out such questions about men they adlnire 
and who are in many respects a.dlnirable. 

Ashmore certainly is. He was the editor of 
the Arkansas Gazette during the bad days of 
Little Rock, the man whose newspaper 
fought the -segregationists. After being the 
editor of the Encydopedia Britannica, he 
came here and in the course of his work 
went to Hanoi, bringing back a version of 
the war which put him forehead to forehead 
against the Johnson Adininistration. 

For all the good things that he and his 
circle of friends have done, what they are 
doing now at the lamasery may raise some 
eyebrows. If it were discovered that H. L. 
Hunt was paying Justice Byron R. White to 
run a foundation that had Sen. J-0hn Tower 
on the payroll, you can bet y-0ur sweet hippy 
there would be a big noise. 

"Blll gets $12,000 a year from the Parvin 
Foundation. It's a Caesar's wife case, some
what different from Abe's," says Ashmore. 
"Bill keeps the whole foundation's business 
in his hat. Blll's the entire staff. He didn't 
want to take expense money. He took it that 
way so it could be reported as in<iome. I 
can't imagine he could net more than $5000 
or $6000 on it. 

"Douglas is a slightly unconventional fel
low by Supreme Court standards, but to blow 
this up like the Fortas matter is to compare 
apples and oranges. There has never been 
any secret about it, and you have to remem
ber he has alimony to pay. He bats around 
the country lecturing in order to get along. 
I suppose any lawyer of equal status would 
probably be making $250,000 a year in pri
vate practice." 

Ashmore feels pretty much the same way 
about members of Congress even when they 
get their stipends from an organization 
whose board chairman ls a Supreme Court 
Justi<ie: "They work from morning to night. 
There's no lolling around the beach. In the 
case of Congress, this sort of thing goes back 
as far as I can remember. I've known a hell 
of a lot of them in the past 30 years. They've 
had to supplement their incomes by going 
on a sort of Chatauqua circuit. This seems 
to me the most innocuous way of doing it." 

Members of Congress are paid $42,500 a 
year; Supreme Court justices get 60 grand. 
By the standards the fellow citizens must 
live by, these are gigantic salaries, and yet 
apparently they're not enough. They seem 
to feel they must scavenge the countryside 
for more dough while explaining to us self
sacrificing they are to endure the penury 
that publlc llfe imposes on them. 

Even leaving aside the question of undue 
influence, which Inight border on the uncon
stitutional in the case of the judge sitting 
on top of an organization hiring members 
of Congress, there is stlll the question of 
when do these guys get time to do their 
proper work? If the Parvin Foundation ls a 
bonaflde operation, how can Douglas handle 
it, and also be the head of the Center and 
still run around making speeches for money 
while reserving his best attention for 
judging? 

But what gives with the Parvin Founda
tion? You call Albert Parvin's office in Los 
Angeles and you're given the run-around by 
a girl on the phone who says she ls alone 
there and doesn't know where her boss ls, 
and isn't going to know where her boss will 
be, and he's the only one who can talk about 
the Foundation. Ashmore, on the other hand, 
argues that, "It's all a private crusade of the 
Los Angeles Times. They've whacked time 
after time. 

"Parvin's constantly being shaken down 
by the Internal Revenue Service. I've never 
seen anybody who's been gone over as often, 
but nobody's ever charged him with any
thing. The allegation was made by the IRS 
that Parvin was using the Foundation's 
funds to his own benefit, but that wasn't 

proven. He's one of those wheeler-dealer 
types." 

Maybe you have to be a wheeler-dealer to 
get rich. Another 0ontributor to the Cen
ter's work is Bernard J. Cornfeld, who put 
up the money for a conference in Geneva, 
Switzerland, where people and their wives 
were flown over, all expenses paid, to discuss 
world peace. Cornfeld ls an international 
stock market and mutual fund operator who, 
like Parvin, has had his troubles with the 
Securities and Exchange Cominisslon. 

Ashmore contends that the Center ls not 
the place to look for abuses of tax-exempt 
foundations, that the real scandals are else
where. He may have something there. Some 
miles south of the lamasery in Santa Monica 
you will find the J. Paul Getty Museum. 
Some $10 million worth of classical art has 
been taken off the tax roll by the museum, 
whose board of directors consists of four 
members of the Getty family, Getty's lawyer 
and a Getty Oil Company employe. The col
lection is sequestered on Getty's baronial es
tate. There, behind walls and "no trespass
ing" signs, guarded by dogs, this public ex
hibition may be viewed between the hours of 
2 and 4 p.m. on Wednesdays and Saturdays 
by appointment only. A maximum of 24 
appointments are granted on each day. 

This sort of thing backs up Ashmore. But 
it doesn't satisfy doubts about the way peo
ple in Government are behaving. There ls 
now a great calling for real tax reform, in
cluding the use of foundations as tax shel
ters, but how are members of Congress going 
to act if they are beneficiaries of the system? 
What are they going to do about the clubby 
arrangements of you-sit-on-my-board-and
I'll-sit-on-yours? To ask the question is to 
answer it. 

[From Human Events, May 24, 1969] 
As REsULT OF FORTAS REVELATIONS: Wn.r.. 

LOOK INTO DOUGLAS' AFFAIRS COME NEXT? 
(By Allee Widener) 

While the Justice Department and Oon
gress are looking into Associate Justice Abe 
Fortas• allegedly questionable activities from 
the moral and ethical point of view, why 
don't they look into those of Justice Wil
liam 0. Douglas, specifically, his connection 
with and fund-mising for the tax-exempt 
Fund for the Republic and its Center for 
the Study of Democratic Institutions at 
Santa Barbara, Calif.? 

The May 1969 issue of the Center Maga
zine lists Justice Douglas a.s chairman of the 
Fund for the Republic. As chairman and 
fund-raiser !or the Fund, what subsidies or 
fees or travel expenses does Justice Douglas 
receive? Moreover, is Justice Douglas the 
Center's supreme voice? In matters involv
ing issues before the Supreme Court, do the 
Center's "occasional papers" and "discus
sions" (6111 of which are printed and Widely 
distributed) form the basis of Justice Doug
las' decisions on the bench? Or does he 
formulate issues for the Center that involve 
eventual judicial decision and sort of shep
herd them on up thr-0ugh a tortuous pa.th 
to the High Oourt? 

All this ls of much greater import to the 
American people than it might seem. For 
example, important cases involving student 
subversion probably will be brought before 
the Supreme Court before we see the end of 
violence on campus. 

In a May 1969 press release by the Center, 
Robert M. Hutchins, director of the Fund 
for the Republic, president of the Center, 
and close associate of Justice Douglas, de
clares that no matter how bad things get on 
campus the police should not be called in. 
"They cannot be trusted," declares Hutchins, 
"and an invitation to them to enter in the 
name of 'law and order' is evidence that the 
university has given up trying to become a 
center for independent thought and crit1-



13164 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE May 20, 1969 
cism, for such a center can live only by dis
cussion." 

How much discussion can take place dur
ing a race riot and arson, such as occurred 
at City College in New York City recently? 
What does Hutchins mean by saying the 
police cannot be trusted? Trusted by whom 
for what? And how can Justice Douglas re
main chairman of a Fund and "consultant" 
to a Center in company with a fellow execu
tive who believes the police cannot be trusted 
to maintain law and order? 

How much money does Justice Douglas 
receive as "consultant" to the Center? Is he 
paid on a per diem or annual basis? Does any
one know? What is the connection, if any, 
between his having been a director of the 
Parvin Fund in Las Vegas and his being 
chairman of the Fund for the Republic? Is 
there any interlock between the Las Vegas 
gambling enterprise and the Santa Barbara 
tax-exempt funds? 

Recently, Americans were shocked by black 
militant James Forman's demand to churches 
for $500 million "reparations" to blacks for 
their "exploitation." But we aint seen nothin' 
yet. John R. Feeley-permanent "Fellow" 
of Chairman Douglas' Funded Center-pro
poses in a May 1969 press release issued by 
the Center that universities "issue a full 
and general confession, plus a self-imposed 
and large-scale penance, plus an irrevocable 
promise of radical refrom, plus guarantees 
thereof" and declares the penance might be 
"a refund to all students of all expenses, say, 
for five years of their lives of the 15 or so 
given over so far to their miseducation." 

Obviously, it isn't only Justice Fortas' fi. 
nances and ethical conduct that ought to be 
investigated. Justice William O. Douglas ' 
activities ought to be, too, because his extra
curricular association with the Fund for the 
Republic and Center for the Study of Demo
cratic Institutions appears to be much more 
serious and has far graver implications. 

[From "Strike From Space" by Phyllis 
Schlafly and Chester Ward] 

THE OFF-CENTER STUDY 

An indispensable factor in creating the 
climate is to have a "foundation"-a rich, 
free-flowing gusher of tax-free money to fi
nance books and publications, sponsor pres
tige meetings, and discreetly subsidize those 
in education, communications, religion, and 
even Government, who wlll spread the grave
diggers' message. The perfect answer turned 
out to be the Center for the Study of Demo
cratic Institutions. It soon began to play the 
same role in promoting U.S. unilateral dis
armament that the notorious Institute of 
Pacific Relations played in the 1940s in per
suading the U.S. State Department to assist 
the Communists to take over China. 

The Center, a wealthy offshoot of the Ford 
Foundation with lineage through the mal
odorous Fund for the Republic, defines it
self as an "intellectual community." The 
Honorary Chairman is Paul G. Hoffman, who 
has made a life career of losing other peo
ple's money: at Studebaker, as U.S. foreign 
aid czar, and now with the UN Special Fund. 
The Chairman of the Board is William O. 
Douglas, Supreme Court Justice who advo
cates recognition of Red China but non
recognition of God in our public life and 
public schools. The President is Robert M. 
Hutchins who, when asked by an official 
State legislative investigating committee 
how much he knew about Communism, re
plied under oath: "I am not instructed on 
the subject." In 1964 Hutchins wrote: "My 
candidate for President is Norman Thomas. I 
voted for him in 1932 and I'd like to do it 
again." 

The Center's own list of Directors, Con
sultants, Staff Members, Participants in 
Publications, or Recipients of Grants, shows 
how far-reaching are the tentacles of this 

foundation in education and communica
tions. This list includes Professor Linus 
Pauling; Henry Luce of Time, Life and For
tune; Reinhold Neibuhr of Union Theologi
cal Seminary; George Gallup of the Gallup 
Poll and Elmo Roper of the Roper Poll; Har
vey Wheeler and the late Eugene Burdick, 
co-authors of Fail-Safe; Eleanor Garst, co
founder of Women Strike for Peace; Barry 
Bingham, editor of the Louisville Courier
Journal; Cyrus Eaton, moneybags of the 
Pugwash Conferences; Erich Fromm, friend 
of SANE; Justice William J. Brennan, Jr. of 
the Supreme Court; Arthur Larson, chair
man of the discredited National Council of 
Civil Responsibility, a hypocritical front 
which claimed to be impartial and available 
for tax-deductible gifts, although it was 
secretly subsidized by the Democratic Na
tional Committee; nuclear strategist Henry 
A. Kissinger; Hans Bethe, Pugwasher and 
participant in another gravedigger confer
ence called "Scientists on Survival"; Stanley 
Kramer, director of the movie On the Beach; 
Mike Wallace and the late Edward R. Murrow 
of television; James Reston of the New York 
Times; Adam Yarmolinsky, the man who had 
the strangest background and the most sen
sitive job in the Pentagon; Walter Reuther; 
and Hubert Humphrey. The President's Re
port in 1962 listed Robert S. McNamara as 
one of the 54 Founding Members who "con
tribute $1,000 or more each year." 

The senior gravedigger on the staff of the 
Center for the Study of Democratic Institu
tions is Walter Millis, author of numerous 
books and pamphlets urging the dismantling 
of American military strength. In his pamph
let Permanent Peace published by the Cen
ter, Millis says: 

"I/ the price of avoiding all-out thermo
nuclear war should prove to be acquiescence 
in the 'Communist domination of the world,' 
or any other of the unpleasant imaginings 
against which we cling, futilely, to the war 
system to preserve us, it seems probable that 
the price will be paid." (emphasis added) 

The Vice President of the Center is the 
same W. H. "Ping" Ferry who, at the Demo
cratic Party's Western States Conference in 
Seattle on August 6, 1962 made an attack 
on FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover so outra
geous that Attorney General Robert Kennedy 
immediately apologized to Mr. Hoover for 
the insult. On January 13, 1960, the Santa 
Barbara News-Press printed a long letter 
to the editor by Ferry urging the U.S. to 
junk all its weapons "of whatever kind," and 
"accept as a possibility" that "this country 
would be taken over by the Reds" as well 
as Western European countries. Though such 
a future is a "desperate and repellant vi
sion," Ferry nevertheless finds it "thinkable" 
and urges unilateral disarmament upon us 
as "an alternative to our present policy." 
· Is the Center influential? Justice William 
0. Douglas boasted that more than 2,000,000 
copies of its pamphlets and reports are now 
in circulation; and that "the faculty and 
students of hundreds of educational institu
tions-ranging from large universities to 
high schools-are using the publications as 
reference material and classroom texts." 

[From the Washington Post, May 20, 1969) 
LAS VEGAS TIES ARE SEVERED BY DOUGLAS' 

FOUNDATION 

(By Robert L. Jackson) 
The Albert Parvin Foundation, the char

itable organization of which Supreme Court 
Justice William 0. Douglas is the only paid 
officer, has severed virtually all its ties with 
Las Vegas gambling interests, it was learned 
yesterday. 

Harvey Silbert, secretary of the Los Angeles 
based Foundation, said it sold its remaining 
21,791 shares in the Parvin-Dohrmann Co. 
in early March. The firm owns three Las 
Vegas casinos. 

Silbert said a mortgage on the Flamingo 
Hotel and gambling casino, from which the 
Foundation has derived income, also has 
been paid off within the last few months. 

Douglas first came under criticism in Con
gress three years ago after the Los Angeles 
Times revealed he was being paid $12,000 a 
year by the Foundation, which drew sub
stantial income from the gambling industry. 

This arrangement with the Parvin Foun
dation was recalled by newspapers and Con
gressmen during the recent controversy that 
forced another member of the high court-
Abe Fortas-to resign last week. 

Spokesmen for the Foundation had said 
all along that they knew of no appreciable 
change in the organization's assets. How
ever, Silbert, in discussing the stock sales yes
terday, said the Foundation's board-which 
includes Douglas as president-decided to 
dispose of its Parvin-Dohrmann stock "be
cause we thought it was a good price at the 
time." 

The Foundation sold its shares through a 
New York brokerage house for $1,999,324, or 
more than four times the value assigned to 
the stock on its 1967 Internal Revenue Serv
ice return. The selling price was $91.75 a 
sh,are. 

ANNIVERSARY OF CUBA'S 
INDEPENDENCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HANNA) . Under previous order of the 
House the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
FASCELL) is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, 65 years 
ago today, on May 20, 1904, a great mo
ment came to pass in the history of the 
Cuban people: 

The flag of the sovereign Republic of 
Cuba was unfurled in Havana, marking 
the success of one of the longest, most 
costly in human terms, and tragic strug
gles for liberty in the Americas. 

On that memorable day, Spain's co
lonial empire in the Western Hemisphere 
reached its end. 

And the history of the free Cuban Re
public began. 

Like the records of much of mankind's 
progress through time, that history has 
been filled with different, at times con
tradictory, passions and emotions-joy 
and tragedy, hope and despair, exhila
ration and disillusionment. 

Yet at all times, the history of the 
Cuban people has been characterized by 
a certain air, a certain style: It has been, 
above all, the history of a people who 
passionately love life and freedom, who 
delight in a song, beauty and excite
ment; who work hard and achieve much; 
but who also know how to enjoy the 
fruits of their labor. 

Unfortunately, their moment of free
dom was short. History, which has a 
habit of repeating itself, came the full 
circle. Tyranny once again reestablished 
its sway over the beautiful island of Cuba 
and its people. 

In Fidel Castro, the Cuban people 
came to experience the embodiment of 
all the dictators, C:.emagogs, petty ide
ologists and o_ther assorted tyrants who 
have had their moment on the Latin 
American political scene-and then, in 
the words of William Shakespeare, "were 
heard of no more." 

Propped up and supported by his 
shadowy masters in the Kremlin, thinly 
disguised in the garb of a self-pro-
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claimed "liberator," Castro has occupied 
the center of the stage in Cuba for near
ly a decade-talking, haranguing, op
pressing, squelching the people's initia
tive, stamping out freedom. 

In many respects, therefore, this is a 
sad day-because Cuba's present condi
tion is tragic. 

But it is also a day to honor and cele
brate-for the cause of freedom con
tinues alive, dwelling in the heart of 
every true Cuban, be it in Havana, Mi
ami, Fla., or in some distant part of the 
world. 

We must recognize this fact as we 
commemorate the anniversary of CUba's 
independence. 

And because of that factor, the day 
will com-J when the political and spiritual 
heirs of such great Cuban patriots as 
Maximo Gomez, Antonio Maceo, and 
Jose Marti will once again feel at home 
in Havana and in every hamlet and 
town across the length and the breadth 
of the island of Cuba. 

Thousands of Cubans, in and out of 
Cuba, are longing and working for that 
day. Here in Washington today are Jose 
R. Julia, president of the CUban Crusade 
for Relief and Rehabilitation and other 
representatives who join in this com
memoration and pledge undying zeal for 
the restoration of liberty to Cuba. 

To those of us who share their love of 
freedom and liberty, the course before 
us is clear: 

We must continue to do all in our 
power to hasten the day when the legit
imate aspirations of the Cuban people
for freedom, justice, and a better life
will be realized. 

The United States of America has sup
ported that goal. I am confident that 
under the new administration of Presi
dent Richard Nixon we will continue to 
work with freedom-loving Cubans, and 
all the sons of liberty in our hemisphere, 
for the achievement of the goal of Cuban 
liberation. 

Mr. Speaker, in closing I want to read 
the following communication from Jo
seph R. Julia, president of the CUban 
Crusade: 
CUBAN INDEPENDENCE DAY, 1969-CRUSADE 

1969-70 MESSAGE HONORING PRESIDENT 
THEODORE ROOSEVELT'S MEMORY 

His Excellency, President Richard M. Nixon 
and administration, Hon. Speaker John 
McCormack, Congressman Dante B. Fas
cell, and Members of the House and 
Senate. 

May 20th Anniversary of the liberation o! 
Cuba, gained through the payment of Amer
ican and Cuban blood, spilt purchasing free
dom and liberty to live as free men under 
God is the very symbol of American hemi
spheric brotherhood. For the first time in 
United States history, its citizens volun
teered offering their lives to defend the 
birthright of every north or south American, 
it being, life, spiritual and material, liberty, 
and the pursuit of happiness unhampered 
by any colonial system of oppression. 

Today, more than ever, Americans and 
Latin-Americans have an urgent call to heed, 
the distant cry of the Spanish-War American 
and Cuban dead to remember the first vic
tory won by Hemispheric brethern fighting 
as one to win freedom for all. May 20th, 
Cuban-American or Latin-American Sol
idarity Day is the Anniversary of the very 
first day of Hemispheric Brotherhood. 

We honor today, the late Theodore Roose
velt, President of the United States, leader 
of the American Rough Riders, who aided 
their Cuban brothers win their liberty and 
who once stated, "Speak softly, but carry a 
big stick". This message should be remem
bered and deeded by all of our hemispheric 
peoples, especially Americans on this date. We 
should extend charity to all wherever possi
ble, but always be prepared to defend your
self and way of life at all times against 
aggressors. 

JOSEPH R. JULIA, 
President. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, May 20, 1969. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, to 
the Cuban people freedom and independ
ence came the hard way, and after suf
fering under the oppressive Spanish co
lonial government more than 400 years. 
Even after they had attained full free
dom in 1902 by the withdrawal of the 
U.S. military authorities and the es
tablishment of the Cuban Republic, the 
people of Cuba did not enjoy their free
dom in peace, because political disturb
ances and the resulting rise of dictatorial 
regimes made a mockery of freedom. 

This large island with an area of 44,000 
square miles, rich in natural resources 
and fertile soil, was part of the overseas 
Spanish empire from its discovery by 
Columbus in 1492 until 1898. During that 
time the Cuban people worked hard and 
were exploited by their overlords. At 
times they rebelled against their rulers, 
but were not successful in their fight 
until they were aided by the interven
tion of the United States in 1898. When 
the short Spanish-American War ended 
by the Treaty of Paris in December 1898, 
Spain agreed to relinquish Cuba to the 
United States "in trust for its inhabi
tants." From January of 1899 until May 
1902 Cuba was governed by U.S. military 
rule, though most of the offices were 
filled by Cubans. After this brief period 
of tutelage and training, on May 20, 1902, 
the U.S. authorities granted full and un
conditional freedom to the Cubans. That 
day marked the Cuban Independence 
Day and became a memorable date in its 
history. 

After that historic event Cubans be
came masters of their national destiny, 
and their government became a member 
of the community of free and sovereign 
states. They made good use of the riches 
of their island homeland and lived in 
prosperity. But they have not always 
lived in peace. Political disturbances 
have been frequent there, and often 
these have given rise to dictatorial re
gimes. And the freedom for which the 
Cuban people fought and which eventu
ally they won, became a casualty under 
such regimes. That was true for certain 
periods before the last war, and has been 
true since the end of that war, especially 
since the establishment of Fidel Castro's 
Communist regime in 1959. 

In today's Cuba Castro's dictatorial re
gime is the master of Cuba's destiny, but 
some 8,000,000 Cubans do not enjoy the 
freedom which is their inalienable right. 
Today they are almost as cruelly treated 
and exploited by Castro's tyrannical gov
ernment as were their ancestors by the 
colonial rulers of Spain. They are prison
ers in their island homes, and at present 
they are unable to better their political 

lot. But on the observance of Cuban In
dependence Day, let us all hope that soon 
a way will be found to free these unfor
tunate Cubans from Fidel Castro's 
tyranny. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, it is sad 
and tragic that Cuban people in exile are 
forced to observe the 67th anniversary of 
Cuban Independence Day today removed 
from the native land they love and 
cherish. I am reminded of the verses: 

Yo soy un hombre sincero 
de donde crece la palma, 
y antes de morirme quiero 
echar mis versos del alma. 

Cultivo una rose. blanca. 
en julio como en enero, 
para el amigo sincero 
que me da su mano franca. 

Y para el cruel, que me arranca 
el coraz6n con que vivo, 
cardo n1 ortiga cultivo; 
cultivo la rosa blanca. 

The Cuban patriot understands well 
the meaning and longing of these verses 
for its author, Jose Marti, was as revered 
in Cuba's struggle for independence as 
was George Washington in this country. 

Marti, called the Apostle of Cuban In
dependence, still commands the wide
spread devotion of the Cuban people, 
who consider him the greatest hero of 
their independence movement. 

The Cuban Revolution of 1895 began 
with the Grito of Baire-a town near 
Santiago in eastern Cuba-on February 
24. Maceo from the Dominican Republic, 
and Marti and Gomez from the United 
States, set sail for Cuba with recruits 
gathered in the United States, Mexico, 
Central America, and the Caribbean is
lands. Gomez and Marti landed on the 
Cuban coast on April 11, 1895, and began 
a march to Santiago to unite the revolu
tionists. On May 19, en route to Santi
ago, the group was attacked by a Span
ish patrol, and Marti was killed in the 
skirmish. Of Marti's death, a Cuban his
torian wrote, "Jose Marti died, but a 
people was born." The loss of the beloved 
leader fused the people of Cuba into an 
adamant struggle for their freedom. The 
revolution had been his creation, and he 
remained the first among many martyrs 
and heroes of revolutionary Cuba. 

It is regrettable that there is today the 
need for further struggle and a call for 
more heroes to challenge the Communist 
dictatorship that has been entrenched 
for a full 10 years just off' our southern 
shores. 

We, as Americans, must pledge and 
dedicate ourselves to the task of working 
with the Cuban patriots in exile to 
achieve the liberation of our island 
neighbor. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, 67 
years ago today a new feeling of hope 
and encouragement spread through 
Cuba as that nation convened its first 
all-Cuban congress and proclaimed itself 
a republic. 

Today that feeling of encouragement 
is gone, but for many there remains hope 
that they will overcome the yoke of Com
munist domination which suppresses 
their individualism. 

As we rejoiced in their success 67 years 
ago, so we join in the sorrow today that 
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they are unable to express that freedom 
for which they fought so long. 

But we must marvel at the strength 
and determination of the majority of the 
Cuban population who continue to strive 
to return liberty to their nation. 

There have been many, who, fearing 
death because they disagree with the 
present government, have fled to the 
United States. 

Twice a year in Birmingham, on Law 
Day and Thanksgiving, naturalization 
ceremonies are conducted in the United 
States District Court. In nearly all of 
these sessions, former Cuban citizens dis
avow their homelands to embrace U.S. 
citizenship. The story behind these 
changes is evident in their expressions as 
they verbally renounce allegiance to 
their native lands. 

For, many fled their homeland-a 
country which they dearly loved but one 
in which they could no longer live be
cause of the suppression of freedom. 
Each has a story to tell of his happiness 
in at last finding liberty, but each also 
carries the sadness of friends and family 
left behind to live in oppression. 

There are many thousands more, how
ever, who remain in CUba to take what 
action they can to restore the hope their 
nation held in 1902 as the first republic's 
flag was raised. 

The CUban Government, under Fidel 
Castro, cannot deny that its citizens are 
unhappy. Last year incidences of sabo
tage against the Castro regime rose to 
28,000 according to official CUban Gov
ernment reports. And so far this year, the 
rate ls known to be even higher. 

CUba's population is increasing at a 
tremendous rate and ls expected to reach 
8.35 million by next year and 18 million 
by the year 2000. 

Although it is a rapidly growing coun
try, it faces many economic problems
cllfflculties which have led to the ration
ing of almost everything from shoes to 
gasoline and cigarettes. 

But Premier Castro has been quoted as 
saying: 

With technology and science it ls possible 
to produce enough so that a large popula
tion can receive everything it needs. 

He made no mention of the freedom of 
expression and political belief that his 
countrymen need and for which they 
have so long striven. 

Their struggle has been a continuous 
one. In recent years it has taken tanta
mount strength on the part of non-Com
munist Cubans to merely survive. But, 
the spirit of independence which the na
tion revelled in in 1902 persists in the 
hearts of many and urges them forward 
today to recapture their now lost liberty. 

It is fitting today that we pay tribute 
to the thousands of CU bans who fought 
several bloody wars to overthrow the 
domination of a foreign nation. The 
parallels to today's CUbans are evident, 
but this time they seek to eradicate 
domination by an internal power. 

And so, although CUba obtained its in
dependence 67 years ago, its people are 
still :fighting today to maintain that free
dom. With their continuous courage it 
ls my hope and belief that they will 
prevail. 

Mr. MAILLIARD. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to join my distinguished colleague from 
Florida, the Honorable DANTE B. FASCELL, 
chairman of the Subcommittee on Inter
American Affairs, in commemorating 
CUba's Independence Day. 

Many of us, I am certain, greet this 
occasion with mixed emotions. While we 
rejoice with freedom-loving Cubans in 
honoring their country's long and suc
cessful struggle for liberty, we cannot ig
nore the tragic plight of their country
men today. 

What Maximo Gomez, Antonio Maceo, 
and Jose Marti fought for, what another 
generation of Cubans was able to wrestle 
from Spain, is no longer being enjoyed 
by the people of Cuba. 

They are neither free, nor well-to-do, 
nor content with their present condition. 

As much as Castro may try to deceive 
the world and the Cuban people them
selves with his endless diatribes about 
the Communist paradise which he is at
tempting to fashion for CUba, the facts 
of life in that country stand out for all 
to see. 

Under Castro's regime, most of the 
people who possessed the skills and tal
ents necessary to develop a nation have 
been decimated and driven from Cuba. 

The average Cuban worker lives today 
in a condition of enforced labor and per
sistent want-rarely able to secure even 
ordinary articles of clothing and foot
wear for his family. 

And the entire "socialist" experiment-
and I use that word in quotes-survives 
on two key factors: the reign of terror 
instituted by Castro to do away with all 
political opposition; and the massive out
pouring of Soviet dole which props up 
the faltering economy and enables it to 
stagger along. 

We should not mistake these facts. No 
matter how much Castro may try to 
flaunt his "independence," he remains a 
stooge of the Kremlin, critically depend
ent on the Soviet Union for his very 
survival. 

Similarly, his ruthless elimination of 
all opposition makes a lie of his claim to 
be the vanguard of a democratic, social
ly-oriented revolution in Cuba and else
where in Latin America. 

All of us, I am certain, are aware of 
these facts. 

We decry them-and we extend our 
profound sympathy to the people of Cuba 
who have been isolated from their broth
ers and friends in this hemisphere, and 
forced to suffer their present condition, 
by Castro's shenanigans. 

Mr. Speaker, the spirit of liberty which 
sustained the Cuban people during the 
bitter decades of the 19th century while 
they struggled to shed the Spanish colo
nial yoke, will again sustain them in 
their hour of trial. 

I am certain that all Cubans, where
ever they may be for the present, cherish 
the dream of one day living again in a 
free and independent Cuba, ruled by a 
government responsive to the aspirations 
of the Cuban people. 

I know that we, in the United States, 
will continue to do all we can to help 
them realize that dream. 

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 
Mr. MARSH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to ex
tend their remarks on Congressman FAS
CELL's special order on CUban independ
ence. 

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

There was no objection. 

THE GENERAL FUND FOR THE OP· 
ERATIONS OF THE FEDERAL GOV
ERNMENT IS STILL IN DEFICIT 
AND NOT IN SURPLUS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

previous order of the House the gentle
man from Virginia (Mr. MARSH) ls recog
nized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. MARSH. Mr. Speaker, the Presi
dent is to be commended on the revised 
budget, particularly for the reductions 
it reflects; however, it still must be un
derstood by the Congress and by the 
country thaJt the general fund for the 
operations of the Federal Government 
is still in deficit and not in surplus based 
on present estimates. 

True, the deficit has been reduced be
low the deficit in the proposed Johnson 
budget for fiscal year 1970, but it is still 
in deficit. 

President Johnson's budget antici
pated a surplus of esitmated gross re
ceipts collected by the Federal Govern
ment from all sources including social 
security trust funds-which are not 
available for expenditure for general 
opeating costs of government---over all 
Federal payments including checks to 
social security beneficiaries-to be the 
sum of $3.4 billion. 

Some time ago, I pointed out to the 
House the serious misunderstanding oc
curring because of the new budget con
cept which was first adopted for fiscal 
year 1969. This system of showing Fed
eral accounts is misleading, unless all 
those who consider Federal surpluses 
clearly recognize what the new budget 
concept includes in Federal receipts, trust 
fund receipts, particularly social security 
collections. The Congress cannot spend 
for the operation of Government over $45 
billion of expected receipts because these 
are social security funds collected in trust 
from employers and employees for fu
ture beneficiaries of the social security 
system. The new budget concept as ap
plied to fiscal year 1970 budget merely 
states that the total number of dollars 
paid to the Federal Government from all 
sources will exceed total Federal pay
ments for all purposes-including social 
security checks-by over $5 billion under 
President Nixon's budget, and $3.4 bil
lion in the Johnson budget. 

The surplus which many are applaud
ing but some are criticizing is a surplus 
in trust funds, not in general revenues. 
The trust fund surplus is about $10.2 bil
lion over amounts paid to the Treasury 
and amounts to be paid to trust bene
ficiaries. The hard cold fact is there is a 
deficit in general fund revenues which 
go to the operation of Government and 
come from the fallowing principal 
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sources--personal income tax, corporate 
income taxes, excise taxes, and miscel
laneous collections. This deficit in gen
eral funds in the proposed Johnson 
budget is $6.8 billion. In the budget 
revised by President Nixon, it is ap
proximately $5.5 billion. It is quite likely 
that this deficit will be financed in whole 
or in part by borrowing from the trust 
fund receipts. The fact these trust fund 
loans must be repaid demonstrates clear
ly we do not have a surplus in the true 
sense of the word. 

In this connection, I am particularly 
grateful to Mr. Paul Wilson, assistant 
clerk and staff director of the Committee 
on Appropriations, for his assistance to 
me in pulling out of the original and 
revised budgets the key figures neces
sary to an understanding of the revenue 
and expenditure projections. 

I should emphasize, however, that the 
remarks I make at this time represent 
my own observations and conclusions 
and do not reflect, necessarily, those of 
any other member of the committee, or 
of any member of its professional staff. 

In the Johnson January budget for 
fiscal year 1970, using the so-called uni
fied budget concept, the outgoing Presi
dent projected a budget surplus of $3.4 
blllion. The word projected is the right 
word to use here because like all budgets, 
it rests on a number of assumptions, and 
these assumptions include certain legis
lation on both the revenue and expendi
ture side. 

The $3.4 billion projected surplus is a 
net figure; that is, it is a combination 
of a projected surplus of about $10.3 bil
lion in the trust funds of the Govern
ment, offset by a projected deficit of 
about $6.8 billion in Federal funds. 

Trust fund receipts are projected at 
$58.693 billion; trust fund expenditures 
are projected at $48.431 billion; produc
ing a projected surplus in trust funds 
of $10.262 billion. 

As to Federal funds, expenditures are 
projected at $154.722 billion; receipts are 
projected at $147.874 billion, with a re
sulting projected deficit in Federal funds 
of $6.848 billion. 

Thus deducting the $6.848 billion def
icit in Federal funds from the $10.262 
projected surplus in trust funds produces 
the projected unified budget surplus of 
$3.414 billion in the Johnson budget. 

President Nixon's review of President 
Johnson's budget did two things. It first 
went through an exercise of "correcting" 
certain of the estimates in the Johnson 
budget which the Nixon administration 
said were underestimated. On the expen
diture side, those corrections amounted 
to an addition of $1.6 billion in round 
figures, and involved principally interest 
on the debt, farm price supports and sev
eral other items. 

From the expenditure sid~ of the 
Johnson budget as thus corrected, the 
Nixon administration review and revi
sions proposed expenditure reductions of 
$4 billion. Thus, the net reduction from 
the Johnson January figures is $2.4 bil
lion-increase of $1.6 billion offset by $4 
billion of proposed cutbacks. 

A significant item of the $4 billion pro
posed cutbacks by Nixon is $1 billion re
lating to social security trust funds. 

President Johnson had included in his 
spending total for trust funds, $1.6 bil
lion of additional expenditures relating 
to his legislative proposal to increase so
cial security benefits effective early next 
calendar year. In the Nixon budget re
view, this $1.6 billion was skimmed back 
to $600 million-thus the cut of $1 
billion. 

Since the net cutback in proposed 
spending by President Nixon as com
pared to President Johnson's original 
spending estimate is $2.4 billion, and 
since $1 billion of that relates to the 
social security item just mentioned, $1.4 
billion relates to various Federal pro
grams. 

Proceeding with the arithmetic, first 
as to the trust funds: 

First. The $1 billion cutback on social 
security, being a reduction in proposed 
expenditures, would increase the pro
jected surplus of $10.3 billion to $11.3 
billion. 

Second. The remaining net cutback of 
$1.4 billion mentioned above would op
erate to reduce the Johnson budget defi
cit in the Federal funds by that 
amount-that is, from $6.9 billion down 
to $5.5 billion. 

Third. Thus, combining the $11.3 bil
lion surplus projection for trust funds 
with the $5.5 billion projected deficit in 
Federal funds gives the net surplus of 
$5.8 billion projected by President Nixon 
in his April 15 budget release. 

An important footnote to this is that 
the $5.8 billion projected Nixon surplus 
is an interim, incomplete figure for the 
reason that, while President Nixon up
dated the Johnson spending budget, he 
did not update the Johnson revenue 
budget. 

If he had updated, or when he does 
update, the revenue side of the Johnson 
budget, at least two main factors would 
have a bearing on the $5.8 billion pro
jected Nixon surplus: 

First. President Johnson had included 
in his revenue assumptions $1. 7 billion of 
increased social security taxes that would 
be collected in fiscal year 1970 under the 
proposed legislation to increase social 
security benefits. Well, President Nixon 
has proposed that that proposition be cut 
back on the spending side by $1 billion, 
but he did not propose any correspond
ing cut back in the $1.7 billion revenue 
:figure. Not to do so seems unrealistic; 
the two more or less hang together. 

Second. The most important consid
eration in estimating Federal revenues 
is the performance of the economy. 
Probably, if either President were mak
ing a forecast today rather than last 
December as to the revenue outlook 
based on the economic outlook, he cer
tainly would produce a revenue estimate 
different from the one that is in the 
January budget, and I believe most econ
omists probably would say that the reve
nue estimate would be higher than what 
is in the Johnson budget. 

In any event, a reestimate of revenues 
would have some effect on this $5.8 bil
lion-surplus projection-you cannot 
realistically update one side of the 
budget without updating the other side. 

Third. The principal legislative as
sumption involved in the Johnson budget 

revenue estimates was the assumption 
that Congress would extend the 10-per
cent surtax for all of fiscal year 1970. 
President Nixon has subsequently rec
ommended that it be extended at the 10-
percent rate only for the first 6 months 
of fiscal 1970, and at a 5-percent rate for 
the last 6 months of fiscal 1970. This 
would mean some revenue loss, but it 
probably would be either wholly or sub
stantially offset if Congress adopts Presi
dent Nixon's recommendation for re
peal of the 7-percent investment tax 
credit. 

There are some other big "if's" in the 
Johnson budget as revised by President 
Nixon which, if not met, will send the 
above deficit figures soaring. The first 
"if" is extension of the surtax. If it 1s 
not extended at the rate of 10 percent, 
then add $9-plus milllon to the deficit. 
Another "if" is the postage hike. If it 1s 
not enacted, add nearly $600 million. An
other "if" is the user fee revenues. If 
these transportation user fees are not 
enacted, add about $400 million. 

If these budget conditions are not met, 
instead of having a deficit of nearly $5.5 
billion, it could exceed $15 billion. 

This unreal, or at least unavailable, 
surplus contained in the new budget 
concept harbors a risk for the country, 
the Congress, and the administration as 
we face up to the hard realities ahead in 
this first session of the 91st Congress. 
This is the risk of misunderstanding 
what we can or cannot do. 

If the country believes the Federal ac
counts are in surplus, when for the oper. 
ation of Government they are in deficit, 
where will be the support for additional 
revenue measures such as the surtax ex
tension on which the current budget is 
predicated? If it is believed there is a 
surplus, can we expect less demands on 
the Federal purse, or adequately explain 
expenditure controls if the Congress en
acts them? 

If the Congress believes there is a sur
plus, will there be more or less legisla
tive restaint in authorizing and fund
ing programs? 

The reduction made by the adminis
tration in the budget, including approxi
mately $1 billion in proposed improve
ments in social security benefits, are 
modest, and, outside of defense, total 
$2.9 billion. Already, however, the at
tack is being mounted on these reduc
tions. Why, some are asking, should such 
reductions be made, in the face of great 
domestic needs, to obtain a surplus of 
$5 plus billion? Why not reduce the sur
plus and thereby not achieve it at the 
expense of domestic programs? 

The irony is there is no surplus, there 
never has been, there never will be-at 
least not in fiscal year 1970. 

WHAT IS BEING DONE WITH OUR 
MONEY? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
HANNA) • Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. PODELL) is recognized for 60 min
utes. 

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, during the 
decade of 1957 to 1966, America spent 
upward of $520 billion on armaments 
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and space programs. Our entire society 
has been affected and partially milita
rized. Half our national budget now 1s 
spent on arms which increasingly are 
called into question in terms of actual 
performance. Repeated failures of mill
tary contractors to produce workable 
systems after years of time and billions 
spent is undermining faith of many 
Americans in our system. They question 
military performance, truth of their Gov
ernment, viability and meaning of their 
institutions, and intrinsic worth of their 
own contributions. 

We have been struck in recent months 
by a series of stunning revelations on 
useless weapons systems. Among these 
have been the TFX airplane, C-5A, Chey
enne helicopter, and main battle tank. 
Massive cost overruns have come to light 
which have run into billions. This is es
pecially true of the TFX-F-111 and C-5A 
transport aircraft. No wonder Members 
of Congress are asking why we have al
lowed such expenditures and counte
nanced such failures. In a case involving 
the main battle tank, we are confronted 
with the Army's continuation of work on 
a project it knew was a failure in order to 
maintain a flow of appropriations. In the 
case of the Lockheed C5A, a high Penta· 
gon civilian official acted in a highly 
questionable manner, in order to protect 
the stock market position of a major 
military contractor. 

The list of faulty or canceled projects 
undertaken in the name of national de
fense is as sad as it is lengthy. Billions 
upon billions of dollars have been poured 
into one dead end endeavor after an
other. A list of their names is a catalog 
of frustration and national shame. 

We tried to create a jet-powered sea
plane, abandoning the attempt after it 
cost us in excess of $400 million; $1,100 
million sailed down the drain marked 
"useless projects" before we canceled 
the atomic-powered bomber. Before the 
Snark missile was canceled, we spent 
$677 million. We wasted $679 million on 
the Navajo missile before heaving it onto 
the national junkpile. Of course, the B-
70 is a classic. For a mere $1 billion we 
received exactly one museum piece-per
haps the most expensive one in history. 
The Skybolt missile, masterpiece of in
accurate missilery, drained off $440 mil
lion before it was aborted. An already 
obsolete Bomarc missile merited $2 bil
lion before its gravy train was derailed. 
Knowing the missile was unworkable for 
its basic purpose, the military still in
sisted on constructing more of them. 
Yet the lit tle black box and how it grew 
provides us with perhaps the most damn
ing evidence of the monster raging un
chained across the Potomac from this 
Capitol. The little black box is otherwise 
known as Mark II, the avionics of the 
black box electronics of the F-111, in
cluding radar, navigating equipment, and 
computer. Mark I was not precise 
enough, so the Air Force gave the con
tract to produce a new, advanced model 
to Autonetics Division of North Ameri
can Rockwell Corp. Just 2 months after 
receiving the contract, the contractor 
asked for relaxation of agreed-upon 
standards. In March 1967, the first batch 
of finished products was found to be 

costing $357 million, almost three times 
original projected cost. 

What choices confronted the Air 
Force? Strict enforcement of contract 
regulations to set an example through
out the defense procurement and pro
duction establishment was one. Weak
kneed kowtowing to the contractor, 
making a mockery out of the agreement 
and giving every contractor carte blanche 
to violate contracts with impunity was 
the other. 

The decision was in favor of allowing 
the company to triple its cost at expense 
of the Nation. The black box, in fact, 
makes Topsy seem like a century plant. 
In June of 1966, cost of an estimated 800 
of these units was $610 million. In No
vember 1968, costs for the same number 
had escalated, to borrow a term, to $2,510 
million. 

Yet how are we to know of these over
night gems of growth? The Air Force 
began bunching together all F-111 costs, 
including avionics, to hide the Mark n 
cost spiral. Another method discovered 
of doctoring cost estimates is the tidy 
maneuver of omitting cost of auxiliaries 
for any piece of hardware. We delved 
into this world of many wonders on the 
C-5A, of blessed memory. 

Perhaps it is a mistake to operate 
under the assumption that a contract, 
legally binding and solemnly covenanted, 
is enforceable and binding. Perhaps it is 
correct for chief procurement officers of 
a military service to act as if they were 
vice presidents in charge of profits and 
protection of the contractor involved. 
Maybe it is honorable for senior military 
officers to hide cost figures in memos to 
their superiors on cost of a project. 

These are but a few highlights of a 
situation which is already insufferable. 
In light of projected major new military 
projects which would stretch out over 
many years and involve even greater ex
penditures, Congress must prevent fur
ther repetition. It must create an agency 
or method of scrutiny to act as a critical, 
revealing, scanning agent. 

Some would argue against such action, 
citing already existing safeguards on 
Capitol Hill and in the executive branch 
of Government. Such procedures and 
and agencies are either ineffective, un
able or unwilling by their very makeup 
to play a guardian or watchdog role. 

The second line of defense for Gov
ernment and taxpayer has become just 
as weak for purposes of scrutiny and 
criticism of military expenditures. It was 
my understanding that our Bureau of 
the Budget was supposed to act as a 
devil's advocate, scrutinizing and crit
icizing all budget requests to keep all 
agencies of Government fiscally respon
sible. Such has not been the case as far 
as military matters are concerned. It is 
increasingly obvious that while the Bu
reau of the Budget painstakingly re
quires projected civilian expenditures to 
be fully explained, it does not treat De
partment of Defense fund requests sim
ilarly. No eloquent denials, explanations, 
excuses or hedging explains away the 
fact that the Pentagon and major mili
tary contractors have all but placed the 
U.S. Treasury on wheels, treating it as 
a private preserve, all to the detriment 
of crying social needs. No hand has been 

raised to stop this headlong rush over 
the fiscal precipice. 

We know the Bureau of the Budget 
consults with the Pentagon closely on 
all money matters, in a cozy family-style 
manner more conductive to polite ques
tioning and acquiescence than to con
structive criticism. A limited number of 
staff members are assigned to review 
Pentagon fund requests. Further, the 
Bureau of the Budget is a Presidential 
agency, responding to the Executive's 
wishes, rather than those of Congress. 

The broad outlines emerge clearly. 
Fund requests are brought with minimal 
critical questioning from the Pentagon 
to appropriate committees on Capitol 
Hill. After secretive meetings and 
agreements within these committees, 
bills for military spending emerge and go 
to the House floor under a closed rule. 
They are then slammed through the 
House with a maximum of swiftness and 
a minimum of critical probing. This is 
how the lion's share of our annual Fed
eral budget is being allocated and spent. 
Is it any wonder why our military and 
major military contractors feel free to 
perpetrate such atrocities upon America 
as the TFX, main battle tank and the 
C-5A? Should there be surprise over dif
culties which beset the M-16 rifle? Is 
this not an explanation of the fiscal hor
ror of the Cheyenne helicopter? Do not 
worse pitfalls lie ahead in the form of 
the ABM, if we allow such permissive 
procedures to continue? There is no 
agency which critically examines or 
holds the Pentagon and contractors re
sponsible for mistakes. 

Congress, which is supposed to act as 
critic, financial watchdog and guardian 
of the public interest, has allowed the 
many closed committees of the House 
and Senate to spend vast sums as they 
see fit. Members of Congress may not 
question past rulings or daily determina
tions. 

So instead of mass transit, we have 
the TF:X:. Instead of low-cost housing, 
we got the main battle tank. Rather 
than air and water pollution funds, we 
have been given the C-5A. The only 
trouble is that none of them work, or 
are worth even a portion of money 
poured into them by agencies I have 
ref erred to. Blame resposes as much in 
Congress as in the Pentagon. Further
more, the greater the abdication by Con
gress of its overseeing function, the fast
er temptation grows to take advantage 
of the power vacuum left by our non
performance. 

Those who question are taken to task 
by innuendo, direct attack, or other 
methods of assault on grounds we are 
unpatriotic or indifferent to defense of 
the Nation. How macabre. If question
ing these military abortions is unpatri
otic, then show me patriotism. Does it 
consist of blind obedience to orders and 
patriotic catchwords? Criticism of estab
lished policy is the hallmark of a society 
which places premiums upon people and 
their rights rather than on slogans and 
hardware. 

It devolves upon Congress to rectify 
the situation by placing a perm.anent, 
unforgiving eye upon any major expendi
ture such as those already touched upon. 
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Congress must find a tool with which to 
exercise its overseeing function. We have 
i·t close at hand in the form of our Gen
eral Accounting Office. 

The GAO is an independent agency 
under the Comptroller General of the 
United States. In short, he is the chief 
accountant of the Nation. This is our po
tential tool and probe which Congress 
may utilize to obtain proper objective in
vestigation and scrutiny of executive 
branch expenditures, especially military 
ones. Therefore, Congress should and can 
provide GAO with a specific legislative 
command to provide regular, annual 
scrutiny of Government contracts of all 
executive agencies, and report publicly to 
Congress and the public any violations of 
contract agreements, particularly in the 
area of date of delivery and cost increase. 

In this manner, Congress would restore 
its own and the public's rightful access 
to knowledge of fraud and misuse of 
funds by those who now consistently 
hide such information from public view. 
This is money we are charged with re
sponsibility for, and this measure would 
allow us to fulfill that responsibility, 
reclaiming our prerogative to do so · in 
the process. Once this information is in 
such a manner reported to Congress and 
the Nation, it will be a matter of open 
record for both Congress and the public 
to debate and correct. 

This is a reform in guise of a congres
sional tool, a means for acquiring knowl
edge now denied us. Arguments about 
patriotism and national security simply 
would not wash. There must be an end 
to abuse of trust, misspending of money, 
and self-defeating secrecy. 

I am, therefore, submitting this day a 
bill that would effectively curb this in
tolerable situation, placing us in a posi
tion to insure that there will be no more 
C-5A's; insuring that highly placed civil
ians in the Pentagon will never again 
dare to protect a company's position in 
the stock market at expense of the Amer
ican people. It will insure that the Penta
gon will not be able to disappear behind 
locked doors on Capitol Hill, hiding an
other national disgrace like the main 
battle tank. It will allow us to see what 
is being done with national resources, so 
that never again will a group of uncom
municative elected officials be able to 
stand and say that in the name of God, 
mother, Bunker Hill, and apple pie, the 
people have no right to know. Our people 
do have the right to know, and they will 
exercise that right. 

My measure would amend the Legisla
tive Reorganization Act of 1946 to pro
vide for annual reports to Congress by 
the Comptroller General concerning 
price increases in Government contracts 
and failures to meet Government con
tract completion dates. 

The bill reads as follows, amending 
section 206 of part I of title II of the act 
(31 United States Code, section 60): 

H.R. 11493 
A bill to amend the Legislative Reorganiza

tion Act of 1946 to provide for annual re
ports to the Congress by the Comptroller 
General concerning certain price increases 
in Government contracts and certain fail
ures to meet Government contract comple
tion dates 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 

America in Congr ess assembled, That (a} 
section 206 of part 1 of title II of the Legis
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (31 U.S.C. 
§ 60) is amended by-

( 1) inserting " (a)" immediately following 
"Sec. 206.", and 

(2) adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new subsection: 

"(b) Within 90 days following the close of 
each fiscal year the Comptroller General 
shall submit to Congress a report on each 
contract of the United States in which the 
price was increased in such fiscal year to an 
amount in excess of 110 percent of the price 
estimated by the person contracting with 
the United States at the time the contract 
was signed or which was completed in such 
fiscal year at a date more than six months 
after the completion date estimated by the 
person contracting with the United Sta,tes at 
the time the contract was signed. For pur
poses of his subsection, the term 'contract 
of the United States' means any contract 
executed by the United States (including 
contracts subject to chapter 137 or 139 of 
title 10 of the United States Code) for-

" ( 1) services, including research and de
velopment, 

"(2) the construction, alteration, or repair 
of any public building or public work of the 
United States, or 

"(3) the manufacture or furnishing of any 
materials, supplies, articles, or equipment, 
in which the price estimated by person con
tracting with the United States at the time 
the contract was signed was $10,000 or more." 

(b) The heading for such section 206 is 
amended by adding at the end thereof "; 
reports on Government contracts". 

This, then, is the shape of the reform 
I introduce now. Let us remember that 
if we do not control this monster we 
have created, it will, in the end, destroy 
us. 

SCANDAL AT SBA-VII 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ) is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I am 
advised by the newspapers that Albert 
Fuentes, Special Assistant to the Admin
istrator of the Small Business Adminis
tration, is on leave of absence without 
pay, at his own request. I assume that 
the leave without pay is being taken not 
as a gesture of his concern for the pub
lic purse, but simply because he is not 
entitled to any other kind of leave, not 
having worked long enough to have 
earned any leave. 

In any event, this man is still em
ployed by SBA, and the Administrator 
has taken no action to suspend h im, de
spite my repeated requests that he do so, 
and despite growing evidence that he, in
deed, is not worthy of the high trust that 
was placed in him. Indeed, Chairman 
PATMAN informs me that the SBA has 
gone to great lengths to conceal the 
results of its investigation into this af
fair , having lost contact with the Ad
ministrator for a mysterious period when 
he was "out of town" and could not be 
reached, until his subalterns turned over 
what they claim is the sole copy of their 
investigation to the Department of Jus
tice, where it remains safely out of reach 
of this House and its committees. 

I would be interested in studying the 
investigation into this case. Although 
both the SBA and the FBI say that they 
have completed their studies, neither the 

FBI nor SBA investigators ever contacted 
me to ask for the material and inf orma
tion in my possession. That being so, one 
can only wonder how zealously the in
vestigators carried out their tasks. One 
wonders, too, how closely the Civil Serv
ice Commission investigated Mr. Fuentes, 
and what, if anything, they found. 

Whatever has been found is now sealed 
in the safes of the Department of Jus
tice, whence it may never emerge. 
Fuentes, conveniently, is in San Antonio 
conducting a campaign against those who 
have dared reveal their mistrust in him, 
and their fears that he has done wrong, 
and acted contrary to the public interest. 

Fuentes has filed-or rather mailed 
in-several affidavits regarding his con
duct. Even assuming these affidavits to 
be wholly true, and assuming that the 
case is what Fuentes himself says it is, 
he is still subject to serious questioning, 
and I believe that enough evidence exists 
out of his own mouth that he should be 
dismissed, forthwith. 

Mr. Speaker, tomorrow I shall exam
ine the case from Mr. Fuentes' side, and 
show the reasons for my concern and 
belief that he has violated the public 
trust, even conceding him every benefit 
of the doubt. 

TRIBUTE TO A DEDICATED PUBLIC 
SERVANT 

(Mr. ASPINALL asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I take 
great pleasure in this moment from my 
regular congressional duties to pay trib
ute to a fell ow Coloradan, who has 
gained a monumental reputation among 
the people of Colorado for his perceptive 
ability, willingness to serve, and his sound 
commonsense approach to his adminis
trative responsibilities. 

I have had great pleasure in serving 
with Mr. Hamil while a member of the 
Colorado General Assembly and have 
maintained throughout these years a 
most harmonious working relationship 
with him in whatever capacity he has 
accepted to dedicate his time, energy, 
and ability. 

At this point, I include the editorial 
in the RECORD: 
A HOMECOMING: WHAT LIES AHEAD FOR REA? 

For many new Nixon appointees, the ad
justment to life in the Washington Est ab
lishment has been decidedly painful. Not so 
for David A. Hamil, administrator of the 
Rural Electrification Administration. 

Hamil's return, in fact, was a homecoming 
of sorts. He had been REA administrator 
under the Eisenhower Administration be
tween 1956 and 1961. The faces of many of 
his aides were familiar. When he sat down 
at his desk, it was with the smooth grace of 
an accomplished horseman (which he is) 
easing himself into the saddle of Old Paint, 
the faithful ranch horse he used to ride 
regularly but hasn't seen in years. 

The new REA administrator arrived in 
Washington with mixed emotions. On the one 
hand, he was eager to get to work tackling 
new problems facing REA-for example, the 
growing accumulation of rural electric and 
rural telephone system loan applications
but on the other, he found Washington, the 
city, more problem-ridden than it had been 
during his earlier tenure ("you see whole 
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busloads of people and not one smlling") 
and the creaky Federal bureaucracy some
what stifling to a Colorado rancher used to 
getting things done promptly in a congenial 
Big Sky Country "can-do" atmosphere. 

A genial, friendly man with a Westerner's 
natural story-telling abillty. David Ham.11 is 
an expert both at the legislative and public 
relations infighting, which has marked the 
relationship between the REA and private 
investor-owned electrical companies over the 
years, and the tough task of placating mem
bers of his constituency-the rural electric 
cooperatives-when the latter complain that 
the Federal Government is not doing enough 
to protect their interests. 

Since its establishment in 1935 by Franklin 
D. Roosevelt as an emergency relief program 
to alleviate widespread unemployment and 
rejuvenate depressed rural areas, the REA 
has spent considerable amounts of its insti
tutional energy fending off charges by the 
commercial power industry and other that 
it is a classic example of a bureaucratic agen
cy which was set up for one specific purpose, 
but which continues to endure by develop
ing new reasons for its existence long after 
1ts original goals have been met. 

In recent years, commercial power com
panies and electrical cooperatives getting 
low-cost REA loans have been at ea.ch other's 
throats over the issue of territorial invasion 
of certain regions in the area of power gen
eration and transmission, as opposed to power 
distribution. From the power companies' 
point of view, in short, the rap against the 
REA over the years is that the REA, using its 
advantage of Government subsidization, has 
steadily encroached on the prerogatives of 
the free enterprise power industry, to the 
latter's disadvantage. 

A spokesman for the Edison Electric Insti
tute, the national trade association of in
vestor-owned electric light and power com
panies serving about 80 percent of the Na
tion's electric customers, summed up the 
EEI position this way during congressional 
testimony last year: 

"Our position is that the distribution co
operatives should continue strong and 
healthy, and that they should be granted 
subsidies where needed," he said. "We be
lieve firmly, however, that there is no need 
for authortzing monies to be loaned by the 
Rural Electrification Administration for gen
eration and transmission purposes when the 
distribution cooperatives can obtain their 
power supply at reasonable rates from exist
ing sources of supply." 

And a Wisconsin power company official, 
testifying against "rural electric bank" bUls, 
said: "The original concept of REA has been 
badly warped by decisions of its administra
tors in recent years. The original purpose, to 
distribute power into rural areas, would be 
officially scrapped ... and the new concept of 
a totally integrated power system would be 
given the blessings of the Congress." 

Representatives of rural electric coopera
tives, however, see the matter quite dif
ferently. 

One testified that the commercial power 
companies have been "high-handed and 
monopolistic,'' had launched a "shameful 
propaganda campaign" against his ooopera
tlve and were trying to "harass and spend" 
the cooperatives into "submission." 

The battle continues, and the man in the 
ntlddle these days is David Hamil, who must 
constantly remain aware of his obligations 
both to the forces of economy in the White 
House and on Capitol mu and to the needs 
of his rural constituents. 

"Just during the period between June 
1956, when I left this job, and the present," 
Hamil said, "there's been a tremendous 
change in the electric utlllty business. It's 
bigger and more complex than ever. The in
crease in capacity of transmission lines has 
been dramatic ... voltage has doubled ... 

it's the same ball game, but it's being played 
before a larger crowd in a bigger park." 

"The way we see it is that both the REA 
and the commercial companies are needed to 
meet the demand. The REA cooperatives have 
developed into a part of the utility business 
that is on the scene to stay as long as the 
service is needed. Territorial integrity can't 
be handled only one way, and that has to 
be by legislation within the states." 

When he got to Washington, Hamll said, 
he found a "flood" of rural electrical and 
telephone system loan applications on his 
desk. 

The electric loan, backlog reached $386 
million in February, and continued to rise. 
By March, REA was holding 226 applica
tions-all but 10 from its rural distribution 
systems-for a total of more than $416 mil
lion in loans. And by the end of March, the 
figure totaled $436 million. 

Addressing cooperative members, Hamil 
said: "During the period ahead, we ask your 
continued cooperation in holding ca.sh 
requisitions to as low a figure as possible and 
in increasing your cushion of credit." 

The Rural Electrification Act of 1936 re
quires that "no loan shall be approved unless 
the administrator certified in his judgment 
that it was reasonably well secured" ( oppo
nents in the past have attacked loan grants 
for specific projects on this ground alone). 
Congress later fixed the interest rate on REA 
loans at two percent per annum and the 
maximum repayment period at 35 years. 

To many hard-headed businessmen, the 
two percent loan provision rates in the same 
class with the penny newspaper, the 35-cent 
steak dinner, the nickel cigar and the $12,000 
house. To them, it ls offensive on principle in 
an era of high-interest loans and highly dam
aging to them as free enterprise competitors. 

Among the problems facing Hamil is the 
present campaign by rural cooperative leaders 
to establish a nongovernmental financing 
agency that will provide an estimated $4.26 
blllion over 15 years for expansion of co-op 
electric systems. 

During the past 34 years, the co-ops, now 
numbering a.bout 1,000, have gotten their 
financing almost entirely from Government 
loans. Congressional loan authority has aver
aged a.bout $350 million during each of the 
past few years. But as of March, the REA 
loans available were far less than the backlog 
of requests. 

Last January, co-op leaders recommended 
creation of a private credit institution to be 
held by co-ops and to provide funds to 
members. 

As is the case now, all loan applications 
would come through the Washington REA 
office, and REA would determine the best way 
of handling applications. 

When the proposal was first made, Hamll 
said: "I wm need a little time to study it ... 
it will be necessary to check with important 
committees of Congress which provide funds 
!or REA programs, and the Bureau of the 
Budget will also have something to say about 
the proposal." 

Hamil said, however: "I'm in 100 percent 
agreement that there should be a means of 
bringing outside credit into the rural electri
fication program in addition to that provided 
by Congress." 

Since his college days, Hamil has been a 
rancher engaged in the cattle-feeding busi
ness in Logan County, Colo., and he and a 
brother, Donald, also raise sugar beets, al
falfa and corn. 

"I miss the ranch," he said, "and I don't 
mind a bit when REA business takes me out 
that way and I can spa.re a few hours to 
check on things at home." 

He first became active in the rural elec
trlfl.catton program in 1939 when he helped 
organize part of the Highllne Electric Asso
ciation of Holyoke, Colo. 

"People today don't realize the thrill 
thousands of rural residents got back in 
those days when they first got electricity," 
he said. "Electricity and a phone meant the 
whole world to a farmer whose nearest neigh
bor was four or five miles away. It's hard to 
remember that a lot of today's suburban 
areas were quite rural 25 years ago." 

Under House Agricultural Committee con
sideration this session was a blll (H.R. 7) to 
create a telephone bank which would make 
intermediate, four percent loans to rural 
telephone systems. The loans would be in
tended to serve rural telephone systems 
capable of paying a higher rate than the two 
percent required under the existing REA 
loan program, but not capable of paying 
higher rates in the private money market. As 
amended in committee, the blll would bar 
appllcants from receiving two percent loans 
if their net worth amounted to 20 percent 
of assets. 

REA Adminlstra.t.or Hamil said: "The Ad
ministration rejects the ridiculous claim we 
hear so often that the job of rural electrifi
cation is done. Nothing could be further from 
the truth. 

"How can the job be done in rural Amer
ica when the record shows that the input of 
power into our systems is doubllng every 
seven to 10 years and that new consumers 
are coming on our lines at the rate of better 
than 150,000 a year?" 

Unlike many other, Hamil sees the rural
to-urban population trend reversing itself in 
the not too distant future. 

"There's just no other solution to the 
problems of city overcrowding," he said with 
a faraway Big Sky Colorado glint in his eye. 
"Rural areas will be where the opportunities 
are in years to come." 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
APPROPRIATIONS 

(Mr. EDWARDS of California asked 
and was given permission to extend his 
remarks at this point in the RECORD and 
to include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, the Members of this Chamber 
will soon be called upon to vote on the 
fiscal 1970 appropriations for the De
partment of Agriculture. Before this 
matter is before us for a vote, I wish to 
raise an issue which reflects on the abil
ity of the Department of Agriculture to 
expend those sums in accord with Fed
eral law. 

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964 prohibits the use of Federal funds 
in programs that discriminate on the 
basis of race, color, or national origin. 
I am distressed to report that the De
partment of Agriculture is a flagrant 
violator of that law. As Attorney Gen
eral John Mitchell recently wrote in a 
letter to Secretary of Agriculture 
Hardin: 

Patterns of violations of Title VI and the 
Department of Agriculture's implementing 
regulations persist, •.. and despite the 
evidence of these widespread violations of 
law ... I am not a.ware of any meaningful 
action which has been taken to correct this 
situation. 

In 1965, the U.S. Commission on Civil 
Rights released a shocking report en
titled "Equal Opportunity in Farm Pro
grams." Its review of the Cooperative 
Extension Service, Farmers Home Ad
ministration, Soil Conservation Service, 
and Agricultural Stabilization Service 
showed widespread discrimination in 
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employment and discriminatory program 
administration. 

Unfortunately, the situation is little 
changed today. A staff report on the U.S. 
Commission on Civil Rights hearings in 
Montgomery, Ala., last year includes the 
statement that--"the Extension Service 
and Farmers Home Administration have 
been important in increasing the incomes 
and economic well-being of farmers 
throughout the Nation." In Alabama and 
the Blackbelt they have been instru
mental in assisting and financing the 
transition from cotton to other agricul
tural enterprises. Their services however, 
have not benefited the black poor of the 
16-county hearing area. In short, the 
Commission found that ''Testimony at 
the hearing in Montgomery showed con
ditions described in the 1965 report are 
substantially unchanged in 1968." 

Among the Commission's findings are 
the following: 

First. The Cooperative Extension Serv
ice renders assistance on a racially seg
regated basis with whites serving whites 
and Negroes serving Negroes. 

Second. In 12 Alabama counties 
studied by the Commission last year, 
there were 46 white extension workers 
and only 26 Negro extension workers t.o 
serve a rural population of potential re
cipients of more than 72,000 blacks and 
27,000 whites. Thus each Negro agent 
had a potential caseload almost five 
times as great as each white worker. 

Third. Widespread discrimination in 
4-H club programs persists. For example, 
white agents who work with 4-H club 
youths are assigned t.o white schools in 
Alabama while Negro agents are assigned 
t.o Negro schools. Local program admin
istrators argue that instead of desegre
gating the 4-H clubs they are waiting 
for the schools to become desegregated. 
Some States have desegregated these 
clubs since 1965, however. 

Fourth. There is a great disparity in 
the programs to which Negro and white 
4-H club youths have access. For ex
ample, in Alabama, white youths tended 
to be enrolled in programs such as trac
tor use, raising of beef cattle, and so 
forth, while black youth were enrolled 
in such projects as field crops and 
poultry. 

Fifth. The Famiers Home Administra
tion gives Negroes in the same economic 
status as whites smaller loans. In a 16-
county airea of Alabama, whites in 1966 
and 1967 constituted 24 percent of the 
borrowers but received 57 percent of the 
funds; blacks, who constituted 76 per
cent of the borrowers, received only 43 
percent of the funds. 

Sixth. Loans by FHA to Negroes are for 
different purposes than loans to whites; 
64 percent of the money loaned to Ne
groes in the 16-eounty hearing area in 
1966 and 1967 was for subsistence or 
marginal development. Most of the 
money loaned to whites was for rural 
housing and farm ownership loans which 
are rarely available to blacks. 

In addition, findings of the 1965 study 
covering the Soll Conservation Service 
and the Agricultural Stablli21ation and 
Conservation Service Committee in the 
South revealed widespread discrimina-

tion. The SCS provided less service to 
Negroes. No Negro had ever been ap
pointed to a State ASCS committee in 
the South and Negroes were not em
ployed in Federal or coWllty ASCS posi
tions in the South. While not specifically 
covered in the 1968 staff report, these 
conditions have improved only slightly. 

The Civil Rights Commission has pre
pared yet another report which also doc
uments the serious failures of the De
partment of Agriculture to provide equal 
opportunity. This report, the "Mechan
ism for Implementing and Enforcing 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964," 
was transmitted to the Department of 
Agriculture and the Attorney General in 
October 1968. It finds that the Depart
ment's title VI operation is severely un
derstaffed and suffers from a lack of clear 
cut authority to command agency per
formance. It scores failure to collect the 
racial data which precludes meaningful 
evaluation of the effect of USDA pro
grams on minority group recipients. It 
documents the lack of civil rights train
ing for program staff charged with im
plementing the civil rights aspects of the 
programs. In addition, it makes a series 
of specific recommendations designed to 
correct some of the deficiencies in the 
administration of agriculture programs. 
Unfortunately, most of the recommenda
tions of this report have not yet been im
plemented. Further, it is my understand
ing that additional funds requested by 
the previous administration for the civil 
rights enforcement program have now 
been stricken from the Department of 
Agriculture budget request. 

Attorney General Mitchell, who has 
chief responsibility for coordinating the 
title VI enforcement efforts of the Fed
eral agencies, in an April 16, 1969, letter 
to Secretary Hardin outlined some of the 
:flagrant violations of law perpetuated at 
Agriculture and made a series of specific 
recommendations for substantial change 
in the USDA procedures. 

The Attorney General's recommenda
tions include the following: 

First. Replacement of the present Of
fice for Civil Rights in the USDA with 
a centralized Equal Opportunity Office, 
directly responsible to the Secretary, 
with authority like that of the Office for 
Civil Rights at HEW and the Assistant 
Secretary for Equal Opportunity at HUD. 
The new organization's proPoSed func
tions are spelled out in the Attorney 
General's letter and are sufficiently com
prehensive so as to affect a major change 
in the Department's ability to achieve 
equal opportunity should the recommen
dation be implemented. 

Second. Improved functioning of the 
Equal Opportunity Office. The recom
mendations specifically note the need to 
(a) clear up long-standing refusals to 
file adequate program assurances, in
cluding refusals of the State of Louisi
ana to submit an acceptable plan for de
segregaing its extension service; (b) in
crease the use of complaint investiga
tions and compliance reviews made by 
the Office of Inspector General; and (c) 
provide a more uniform and comprehen
sive compliance review procedure for all 
program areas supervised by the Equal 
Opportunity Office. 

Third. Assignment of full-time equal 
opportunity personnel to program areas 
and provision of training programs spe
cifically related to types of assistance 
provided by the Department so as to in
crease delivery of services to eligible mi
nority group beneficiaries. 

Fourth. Establishment of a compre
hensive racial data collection system to 
provide a factual basis for follow-up ef
forts aimed at improving minority group 
pa1ticipation. 

The Attorney General prefaced these 
recommendations to Secretary Hardin 
with the comment: 

In my view it is imperative that your De
partment develop and implement an effective 
program to assure compliance with the re
quirements of law that federally assisted 
programs be conducted on a basis which pro
vides for equal opportunity to all; and that it 
commit its time and adequate resources to 
accomplish that end. 

Mr. Speaker, I could not agree more 
with the statement of the Attorney Gen
eral. Because this matter is vital to the 
integrity of the entire Federal civil rights 
program and critically affects the lives of 
so many of our citizens, I have written 
to Secretary Hardin as~ing what steps he 
has taken or is planning to take to imple
ment the recommendations of the Attor
ney General and the Civil Rights Com
mission. 

Hunger and rural poverty need not 
exist in America today. The exclusion of 
millions of the Nation's rural Negroes 
from full and equal participation in the 
programs administered by the Depart
ment of Agriculture has severely crippled 
their ability to improve the basic condi
tions of their lives. If USDA programs 
are not to be administered as required by 
law so as to provide equal participation 
for all, the Congress should evaluate 
whether continued support for the pro
grams is justified. 

Mr. Speaker, in order to inform my 
colleagues more fully as to the serious
ness of the issue at hand, I include my 
letter of May 19 to Secretary Hardin 
at this point in the RECORD. I also include 
the Attorney General's letter of April 16, 
as well as the two reports to which I have 
ref erred in my remarks. The first report 
is a staff report of the U.S. Commission on 
Civil Rights on farm programs and was 
released in July, 1968. The second re
port, the mechanism for implementing 
and enforcing title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964, has been withheld from the 
Congress and the public until recently. 
I urge all Members to study these docu
ments which reveal the extent to which 
Federal law is being subverted by the 
USDA: 

DEMOCRATIC STUDY GROUP, 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, D.a., May 19, 1969. 
Hon. CLIFFORD M. HARDIN, 
Secretary of Agriculture, 
Washington, D.a. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: Several reports pre
pared by the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights 
documenting the !allures of your Department 
to enforce laws against d1scr1mlnat1on in 
federal programs have recently come to my 
attention. In addition, I have reviewed At
torney General Mitchell's letter of April 16, 
1969, to you commenting on the seriousness 
of the situation and recommending several 



13172 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE May 20, 1969 
specific steps to improve civil rights enforce
ment in the programs of your Department. 

I find the materials included in the Civil 
Rights Commission report of its hearings in 
Montgomery, Alabama la.st year and the re
port entitled The Mechanism for Implement
ing and Enforcing Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 extremely shocking. I am further 
concerned by reports that additional sums 
requested for the USDA Title VI implementa
tion program by the previous Administra
tion have now been stricken from the budget 
requests. In addition, I understand that sev
eral authorized positions on the USDA staff 
for civil rights program monitoring remain 
unfilled. 

The above facts coupled with the Attorney 
General's conclusion in his April 16 letter 
that "Despite the evidence of widespread vio
lations of law disclosed by your Department's 
investigations, I am not aware of any mean
ingful action which has been taken to cor
rect the situation," raise serious questions 
as to the ability and willingness of the USDA 
to conduct its programs in compliance with 
federal law. 

Therefore, I ask that you advise me at your 
earliest convenience-and in any event be
fore the Agriculture Appropriations bill 
reaches the House floor-of the steps you 
have taken or are planning to take to imple
ment the suggestions of the Attorney Gen
eral and the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights. 

Sincerely, 
DON EDWARDS, 

Chairman, 
Task Force on Civil Rights. 

Hon. CLIFFORD M. HARDIN, 
Secretary of Agriculture, 
Washington, D.C. 

APRIL 16, 1969. 

DEAR SECRETARY HARDIN: By letter of Octo
ber 8, 1968, the United States commission on 
Civil Rights forwarded to your Department 
its report on a study of the Department of 
Agriculture's implementation of Title VI of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 which prohibits 
discrimination in Federally assisted pro
grams. In connection with our responsibili
ties under Executive Order 11247 {1965), as
signed the Attorney General the function of 
coordinating the Title VI enforcement pro
grams of all Federal agencies, we received 
and have reviewed the report of the Com
misslon based on that study. 

Before commenting upon the specific rec
ommendations made by the Commission, 
however, I want to express our concern as 
to the adequacy and effectiveness of the 
past efforts of the Department of Agricul
ture to achieve equal opportunity in its pro
grams. 

The underlying objective of Title VI is to 
assure that all persons are given a fair and 
equal opportunity to participate in, and re
ceive the benefits from Federally aided pro
grams. Viewed in terms of the programs re
ceiving assistance from the Department of 
Agriculture, this objective coincides with 
the priorities which we understand you have 
established for your Department that are di
rected at alleviating hunger and malnutr i
tion among the rural poor and other de
prived members of our society. 

Title VI took effect on July 2, 1964. Since 
that time, as pointed out in your predeces
sor's letter of January 17, 1969, to Mr. Glick
stein, the Department of Agriculture had 
made some progress in eliminating discrimi
nation in programs receiving financial as
sistance from the Department . Yet p atterns 
of violations of Title VI and of the Depart
ment of Agriculture's implementing regula
tions persist. For example, audits of six 
state cooperative extension services con
ducted by the Office of the Inspector General 
of your Department revealed substantial and 
Widespread noncompliance With civil rights 

requirements in each of these states (see 
Report p. 37) . An earlier publication of the 
Commission, Cycle to Nowhere (1968), states 
(p. 22) that in Alabama and elsewhere in the 
South the practice of assigning extension 
workers on the basis of race is widespread. 
Since there are proportionally fewer Negro 
extension agents, that practice means that 
Negro farmers do not receive a fair and ade
quate share of the services provided. Thus, 
even apart from being a flagrant violation of 
law, this practice denies Negroes the oppor
tunity to improve their farming methods 
and economic status. The evidence available 
to this Department suggests that the condi
tions found by your investigations are wide
spread and continuing. 

Despite the evidence of these widespread 
violations of law disclosed by your Depart
ment's investigations, I am not aware of 
any meaningful action which has been 
taken to correct the situation. The failure of 
state extension services to achieve their 
full potential with respect to serving mem
mers of minority groups could aggravate such 
problems as migration from rural to urban 
areas and the inability of families to provide 
adequate diets. Conversely, meaningful en
forcement of Title VI in regard to the cooper
ative extension services and other programs 
of your Department could contribute to 
your effort to alleviate hunger and rural 
poverty. 

In my view it is imperative that your De
partment develop and implement an effec
tive program to assure compliance with the 
requirements of law that Federally assisted 
programs be conducted on a basis which 
provides for equal opportunity to all; and 
that it commit its time and adequate re
sources to accomplish that end. 

The recommendations for substantial 
change which I set forth below reflect our 
concern over the lack of adequate progress 
to date. 

1. ORGANIZATION OF TrrLE VI ENFORCEMENT 
Our experience with the Title VI compli

ance operations of other Federal agencies 
tends to support the view of the Civil Rights 
Commission that the present office for Civil 
Rights in the Department of Agriculture 
be replaced by a centralized Equal Oppor
tunity Office, directly responsible to the Sec
retary, with authority like that of the Office 
for Civil Rights at HEW (see 32 Fed. Reg. 
15190) and the Assistant Secretary for Equal 
Opportunity at HUD. The new organization 
would have responsibility for implementa
tion and enforcement of Title VI, including 
the authority to initiate all compliance re
views and complaint investigations, and to 
secure compliance where the reviews indi
cate lack of compliance. It would also be 
given authority to conduct negotiations; 
make settlements; initiate compliance pro
ceedings; refer cases to the Department of 
Justice for suit where necessary; and work 
with constituent program agencies at Agri
culture in translating equal opportunity re
quirements into program delivery terms. The 
director of this Office would need direct and 
continuing contact with and support from 
the Secretary, as well as authority commen
surate with these responsibilities vis a. vis 
the program administrators. In addition to 
a substantial staff' which should be assigned 
directly to the new Office, it may be desir
able to assign one or more full-time equal 
opportunity personnel to each of the major 
Agriculture programs affected by Title VI 
(FES; c and MS; FHA: and ASCS) . 

We would also agree with the desirability 
of combining in this Office all equal oppor
tunity responsibilities, including those de
rived from Departmental regulations, from 
Executive Order 11246 wit h respect to con
tract compliance, and those concerning the 
programs directly administered by your De
partment. 

2. FUNCTIONING OF THE EQUAL OPPORTUNrrY 
OFFICE 

The Commission's report highlights several 
specific areas where improvement in the 
effectiveness of the equal opportunity office's 
functioning might be sought. Of particular 
interest to us among these findings were 
those related to (a) clearing up long-stand
ing situations of refusals to file adequate as
surances, including the refusals of the State 
of Louisiana to submit an acceptable plan for 
its extension service (see page 16 of the Re
port); {b) increasing the use made by the 
equal opportunity office of complaint investi
gations and compliance reviews conducted by 
the Office of Inspection General, particularly 
their three-phased audit of the overall civil 
rights enforcement operation, and their spe
cial audit of the activities of six of the State 
Cooperation Extension Services ( see pages 19 
and 34-37); and (c) providing a more uni
form and comprehensive compliance review 
procedure for all program areas, supervised 
by the equal opportunity office (see pages 
26-33.) 

3. PROGRAM IMPACT 
The strengthening of the equal oppor

tunity office would be the necessary first step 
towards improving the Title VI compliance 
capability of the Department of Agriculture. 
In addition, we think it important that your 
Department adopt methods for making cer
tain tha t equal opportunity requirements are 
effectively translated into increased delivery 
of services to eligible minority group bene
ficiaries who presently may not be receiving 
their fair and intended share of Department 
of Agriculture assistance. Assigning full-time 
equal opportunity personnel so that continu
ing day to day liaison with program per
sonnel can be maintained, and organizing a 
training program specifically designed to re
late to the types of assistance provided by 
your Department, are two methods mentioned 
in the Commission's Report for moving to
wards this objective which we support. 

4. RACIAL DATA COLLECTION 
We agree with the Commission that there 

ls a need for establishing a comprehensive 
racial data collection system that would pro
vide a. meaningful factual foundation upon 
which follow-up efforts aimed at improving 
minority group participation can be based. 
We believe this to be an essential part of any 
effort aimed at making the equal opportunity 
requirements of Title VI meaningful in pro
gram terms. 

Although a. Committee on Program Review 
and Evaluation has been created in your 
Department, I understand that this Com
mittee has not considered its mandate broad 
enough to implement a uniform agency-wide 
policy for data collection and evaluation in 
terms of minority group participation. The 
providing of such authority, either as part 
of the function of a reconstructed equal op
portunity office, or as a responsibility to be 
shared between that office and the regular 
program, planning and budgeting staff, 
would be one available method for initiating 
the data collection and evaluation function 
at your Department. 

I hope that these comments, in conjunc
tion with the more detailed findings and 
recommendations of the Commission's Re
port, will be of some assistance to you. 

If you feel that it would be useful, the 
Attorney General's Special Assistant for Title 
VI would be available at your convenience 
to discuss the Commission's Report and our 
comments with your representative, and per
haps also a representative from the Civil 
Rights Commission. 

I will be looking forward to your respon se. 
Sincerely, 

JOHN MITCHELL, 
Attorney General. 
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U.S. COMMISSION ON CIVIL RIGHTS: STAFF 
REPORT 

FARM PROGRAMS 

The Cooperative Extension Service and the 
Farmers Home Administration, together with 
the Agricultural Stabilization and Conserva
tion Service (ASCS) and the Soil Conserva
tion Service, are the major technical and 
financial assistance agencies of the Depart
ment of Agriculture. This briefing paper deals 
with the Cooperative Extension Service and 
the Farmers Home Administration. The Soil 
Conservation Service was not treated at the 
Montgomery hearing and the ASCS ii: the 
subject of a separate report by the Alabama 
State Advisory Committee to the Com.mission 
on Civil Rights, copies of which have been 
distributed. 

The Extension Service and the Farmers 
Home Administration have been important 
in increasing the incomes and economic well
being of farmers throughout the nation. In 
Alabama and the Blackbelt they have been 
instrumental in assisting and financing the 
transition from cotton to other agricultural 
enterprises. Their services, however, have not 
benefitted the black poor of the 16 county 
hearing area. 

The Commission on Civil Rights in 1965 
studied the Extension Service and the Farm
ers Home Administration in its report, "Equal 
Opportunity in Farm Programs". The testi
mony at the hearing in Montgomery showed 
that the conditions described in the 1965 re
port are substantially unchanged in 1968. 

Cooperative Extension Service 
The Commission investigated the Alabama 

Cooperative Extension Service to determine 
whether black farmers are receiving its bene
fits and whether the Service is effective in 
improving the farming practices and home 
life of black farmers and rural residents. 

The Cooperative Extension Service, a joint 
Federal-State program of the Department of 
Agriculture, supplies current information 
about improvements in farming and home
making practices to farmers and rural fam
ilies, helping them identify their problems 
and assisting in devising solutions. At the 
Commission's hearing, testimony indicated 
that (1) the Alabama Cooperative Extension 
Service is not meeting the needs of black 
people--particularly those who are poor with 
only a few acres to farm; (2) the services it 
provides are racially segregated and unequal 
in violation of Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964, and (3) the Extension Service 
discriminates in employment against black 
people. 
Failure of Program To Reach Low-Income 

People 
The work of the Cooperative Extension 

Service is carried out by the State Extension 
Services of the land-grant colleges in each 
State through a system of more than 11,000 
farm and home agents in almost every county 
of the United States. These agents, acting as 
joint representatives of the Department of 
Agriculture and the land-grant colleges, work 
with local people on how to apply knowledge 
and information developed at the colleges to 
improve their farm, home, and community 
life. Linking the agents to the colleges are 
subject matter specialists who keep the 
agents informed on new agricultural ad
vances and conduct demonstrations on how 
this knowledge should be applied.1 

1 Extension work is financed from Federal, 
State, county and local sources. Primarily the 
funds are used to employ the county agents 
and specialists who conduct the educational 
programs of the Extension Service. In fiscal 
year 1967, the breakdown of funds for Ala
bama was as follows: Federal: $2,585,740 
(41.4%); State: $2,579,270 (42.0%) and 
Oounty: $1,035,694 (16.6%). Hearings of the 
Subcommittee on Agriculture of the House 
Committee on Appropriations "Department 

In addition, the Extension Service organ
izes 4-H clubs and home economics clubs. 
The 4-H clubs, usually organized in public 
schools, enroll young people in projects which 
provide information and demonstrations on 
such subjects as farming and career explora
tion. The home economics clubs provide 
women with information and demonstrations 
on such subjects as food preparation, family 
budgeting and money management, health 
and sanitation. 

The Extension Service programs, however, 
are not reaching many poor people. No spe
cial plan to reach low income people has been 
devised in Alabama. Dr. Fred R. Robertson, 
the State Extension Service Director, said 
that there are some demonstration programs 
but that they are inadequate because they 
are "vastly under-funded." The failure to 
reach low-income people particularly affects 
black people, who in the 16 county hearing 
area constitute 66 percent of the rural popu
lation and over 87 percent of the rural poor. 
Common responses to Commission investiga
tors by black farmers and women were that 
they had never seen or had rarely seen Exten
sion a.gen ts. 

A reason for the Extension Service's failure 
to reach low income black farmers was sug
gested by Calvin Orsborn, black owner of a 
cotton gin in Selma and business manager of 
the predominantly black Southwest Alabama 
Farmers Cooperative Association (SWAFCA). 
Mr. Orsborn told the Commission that the 
inability of many poor black farmers to fol
low recommended farming practices stems 
from their lack of resources to finance the 
necessary costs. 

(We) can determine how many pounds or 
tons of fertilizer a man needs or what variety 
of seeds he needs and all this. And how much 
insecticide he needs on his crop. That is all 
well and good, to tell this man this. But now, 
if this man cannot follow recommended prac
tices, if he doesn't have the finances 
and . . . the means to get finances to follow 
recommended practices, you are telling him 
(something that) does no good. 

I think Extension realizes this, and if they 
are short staffed, then why bother with these 
little people who can't follow recommended 
practices anyway? ... you're spinning your 
wheels really, so Extension has to concen
trate on people who can follow recommended 
practices so their program will be success
ful .... 

Mrs. Clara Walker, a farmer in Dallas 
County and an administrative assistant in 
SWAFCA, testified that many members "did 
not even know what a soil test was, they 
hadn't heard about it." 

The Department of Agriculture has pro
grams under the Farmers Home Administra
tion which provide loan funds to farmers to 
follow recommended practices. But, as the 
hearing testimony on the Farmers Home Ad
ministration indicated, the loan programs of 
the Farmers Home Administration have little 
impact on the poorest black farmers. 
SWAFCA has attempted to remedy this by 
lending money to its members so that they 
can put into practice the recommendations 
of SWAFCA's field representatives and horti
culturists. 
Discriminatory and Unequal Service to Negro 

F armers 
Even when black farmers receive services, 

they generally are not equal to those received 
by white farmers. The inequality stems from 
the fact that (1) nearly all visits by white 
agents are to white farmers and nearly all 
visits by black agents are to black farmers, 
(2) black agents have a much heavier case
load than white agents, since there are many 
more white than black agents serving a 
population which ls predominantly Negro, 

of Agriculture and Related Agencies Appro
priations for 1968," 90th Cong., 1st Sess., 
Ft. II, p. 431. 

and ( 3) white agents have received better 
inservice training than Negro agents and 
have been able to specialize, while Negro 
agents remain generalists. 

(a) Racially segregated services.-Histori
cally the Extension Service in Southern 
States was segregated. Black agents were 
trained at segregated agricultural schools, 
occupied separate offices and worked only 
with black farmers, families and youth. Title 
VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibited 
racial discrimination in programs receiving 
Federal financial assistance, and the Depart
ment of Agriculture in implementing regula
tions specifically prohibited "discrimination 
in making available or in the manner of mak
ing available instructions, demonstrations, 
information, and publications offered by or 
through the Cooperative Extension Service." 
Nevertheless, the Commission in its 1965 re
port, "Equal Opportunity in Farm Pro
grams" made the following finding: 

Responsibility for work with Negro rural 
residents, in counties where Negro staff are 
employed, is assigned almost without excep
tion to the Negro staff and the caseloads of 
Negro workers are so high as not to permit 
adequate service. 

In 1968, the conditions disclosed at the 
hearing showed that there has been little 
change in blackbelt Alabama since the Com
mission made its finding three years earlier.2 

Staff members in their investigation ana
lyzed activities reports of agents in 12 Ala
bama Black Belt counties. These reports show 
services rendered to rural persons by race in 
two months (April and October) CJ! 1967. It 
was found that 91 percent of the office and 
field visits made by white extension personnel 
were made to whites. At the same time, 97 
percent of visits to black farmers, rural fami
lies and 4-H youths were made by black 
agents. Dr. Robertson, the State Extension 
Service Director, testified that the Extension 
Service is "supposed to work by the demon
stration method, and through volunteer lead
ership." Service has "always been on a free
dom of choice basis" and "this perhaps is due 
to custom and tradition and longevity that 
you would have a natural inclination by 
many Negro farmers and homemakers to re
quest services from people of their own ra.ce." 
The Extension Service, however, was racially 
segregated as a dual system until 1965 and 
there is no evidence to suggest that any pro
cedures for a meaningful choice have been 
instituted since that time. "Freedom of 
choice", moreover, cannot explain why black 
agents are assigned to work with 4-H youth 
only in black schools and white agents only 
in white schools. Dr. Robertson testified toot 

2 In its 1965 Report "Equal Opportunity in 
Farm Programs" the Commission recom
mended that the President direct the Secre
tary of Agriculture to end discriminatory 
practices in the Department. In a report on 
"Progress of Cooperative Extension Service in 
Meeting Adverse Findings of the Report 
'Equal Opportunity in Farm Programs'", the 
Department's statement on segregated serv
ice is as follows: 

Subject matter assignments are made with 
increasing frequency on the basis of agents 
working in their areas of specialty without 
regard to race. However, with regard to 4-H 
and Home Economics activities, progress is 
particularly needed to ensure that no assign
ments are made on the basis of the race of the 
agent or the clientele. Since consolidation of 
white and Negro county offices, and the as
signment of staff members on a program or 
subject matter basis, efforts have been made 
to increase the amount of time Negro agents 
spend in assisting white clientele, and the 
amount of time white agents spend in assist
ing Negroes. (Letter of May 23, 1968, from 
Secretary Freeman to Rev. Abernathy in re
sponse to requests made by the Poor People's 
March, Attachment D.) 
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instead of desegregaiting the 4-H clubs he was 
waiting for the schools-now, fourteen yea.rs 
after Brown v. Board of Education, virtually 
segregated, with roughly 1.7 percent out of 
the Negro chlldren in the 16 county a.rea at
tending all-Negro schools-to become inte
grated.: 

You have to make a choice as an adminis
trator. What you can do to serve the most 
good-now, I had the choice to pull out all 
the 4-H clubs from the schools and go to a 
community basis and say, these are going to 
be open to 4-H Club meetings and no dis
crimlnation---or, in other words, Just let the 
chips fall where they may. 

And the other alternative was to remain in 
the schools, and as the schools become in
tegrated, the clubs would become integrated. 
I chose the latter. 
... Now the State of Mississippi did [the 

former], and I think they 'have perhaps a 
fourth as many 4-H Club members. So it is 
a value Judgment as an administrator, which 
course to take. 

(b) Disparity between case loads of white 
and Negro agents.-In the twelve counties 
studied, there were 46 white extension agents 
and only 26 Negro extension agents to serve 
a rural population of potential recipients of 
more than 72,000 Negroes and 27,000 whites. 
In view of the degree of segregation in serv
ices, each Negro a.gent had a potential work
load almost five times that of each white 
agent. In Greene County, for example, there 
was a single Negro male a.gent for more than 
2,400 Negro farm operators and young men 
of 4-H club age-potential recipients of ex
tension services-while there were two white 
male agents for only approximately 400 white 
farm operators and young men of 4-H club 
age. In Hale County there wa.s a. single Negro 
female agent for nearly 3,100 Negro women 
and girls of home economics club and 4-H 
club age but there were two white female 
agents for only 1,100 white women and girls 
of home economics club and 4-H club age. 
Thus if a black person was served at all, it 
was by a Negro agent who was overworked; 
the white person was served by a white agent 
who had the time to spend on his problems. 

(c) Better inservice training and greater 
specialization.-Black and white agents, most 
of whom have been graduated from segre
gated land grant colleges, may have been 
equally well trained at the time of gradua
tion. Over the years, however, black agents 
have been left out of the information meet
ings, seminars and training institutes at
tended by their white peers, and their land
grant Institutions have received less appro
priations for agricultural research than white 
agricultural schools and therefore have been 
less able to serve them well. Furthermore, 
counties generally hired only one black agent 
and two or more white agents. The whites 
were able to concentrate on specialties, such 
as 4-H work, livestock and agricultural enter
prises. The black agent, on the other hand, 
served a much larger population and had to 
be a generalist. As a result the black agents, 
knowing less than the white agents, have 
provided less satisfactory service to the farm
ers they serve. 

The gap in training between white and 
Negro agents was confirmed by the State Ex
tension Service Director. Asked whether there 
would be problems if Negro agents were told 
that in the future they should go out and 
serve white people and white agents were told 
to serve Negroes, Dr. Robertson said it would 
be difficult to select which agents should 
serve those of another race and that If a 
Negro were sent out "you might run into 
trouble on some of the technical lnfcrmation 
in relation to beef cattle or some of the other 
highly technical subjects." 

(d) Underenrollment of black youth in 4-H 
Club projects aimed at furthering social and 
economic opportunity .-Among the aims of 
4-H projects a.re giving young people knowl
edge of scientific agriculture and home eco-

nomics, exploring career opportunities and 
continuing needed education. These aims, 
however, are more fully realized for white 
youth than for black youth. For example, in 
Alabama white youth tended to be enrolled 
in such projects as tractor use, raising of 
beef cattle, personal development, career ex
ploration and home management while black 
youth tended to be enrolled in such projects 
as field crops and poultry. This difference in 
project emphasis is explained in part by the 
fact that, following "custom," the Extension 
Services assigns black agents to service the 
Negro schools. The black agents usually do 
not specialize in the subject areas involved 
because historically Negroes have been lim
ited to traditional agricultural activities and 
restricted in their opportunities. 
3. Discrimination Against Negroes in Exten

sion Service Employment 
The testimony also disclosed that black 

people are excluded from significant positions 
in the Service. Although twelve of the coun
ties in the hearing area were predominantly 
Negro, the State Director, Mr. Robertson, 
who appoints persons to the positions of 
County Extension Chairman and associate 
chairman, testified that no black people held 
these positions because no local governing 
board-all of which are controlled by white 
persons-had ever recommended a black per
son.a He gave the following explanation: 

" ... as you know, we work on a cooperative 
basis, a.bout 42 percent of our budget comes 
from Federal and about 58 [percent] from 
the State and county. And over the years we 
have, and we still think this is a basically 
sound idea, to stay with the power structure 
in order to keep the lines of communication 
and the rent coming in."' 

Asked whether he would affirmatively sug
gest to a local governing board that it rec
ommend a Negro county chairman, Dr. Rob
ertson replied: 

"I don't think this would be a good ad
ministrative move, frankly. I don't do it 
because he is a Negro but I have a lot of 
compassion and feeling for his effectiveness 
and his future. 

• • • • • 
''I think you have to recognize the fact 

to be a county chairman there is a great 
deal more than Just being a representative 
of the county. You have to maintain con
tact with the technical field, with the land 
grant universities and with the business 
community. And the county people and so 
forth. 

Negro extension workers in the Alabama 
State Extension office at Auburn are given 
titles different from whites although they 
do the same work. For example, in 4-H work 
the black agents are known as 4-H Club 
Specialists and their white counterparts are 
known as 4-H Club Leaders. In home eco
nomics work, two black workers are known 
as District Home Agents while their four 
white counterparts are known as Associate 
District Extension Chairmen. In work with 
farmers, the two black agents a.re known as 
District Farm Agents while their four white 
counterparts a.re known as District Extension 
Chairmen. Of the 112 employees, only eight-
all transferred from Tuskegee Institute in 
order to comply with the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964-are black. Black extension workers, 
regardless of experience, are subordinated 
to white extension workers. 

The Commission's hearing and investiga
tion also disclosed that the Department of 
Agriculture has not dealt satisfactorily with 
the matter of eliminating segregated offices. 

a Of the approximately 1,385 county chair
men in the 16 Southern States, none are 
Negro. 

, The county contribution to Extension 
work in Alabama averages only a.bout 16% 
of the total Alabama Extension Service 
budget. 

In Montgomery, a Commission staff member 
observed that the black agent and his secre
tary occupy an office in the Post Office build
ing isolated from the area where all of the 
white agents and their secretaries have their 
offices. Another incident was described in 
testimony at the hearing. 

When the Sumter County Extension Office 
was directed to desegregate in 1965, the black 
employees were moved from another building 
into the same building as the white em
ployees, but their offices were located in 
another section of the building. The Chair
men of the Sumter County Extension Service, 
B. B. Williamson, Jr., testified that in 1967 
he was ordered by the Department of Agri
culture to desegregate his office. This wa& 
accomplished by moving the black secretary 
into what had been the storage room and 
moving the supplies into the office used by 
the two white secretaries. The white super
visor of the home demonstration agents 
shared her office with a white subordinate, 
while the subordinate black demonstration 
agent was placed in an office by herself. The 
two white farm agents also shared an office, 
while the black agent had an office to him
self. 

This practice of office segregation not only 
violates the prohibition of the 1964 Civil 
Rights Act against discrimination in federally 
assisted programs, but it facilitates choices 
by whites to seek service from whites and 
blacks from blacks. Sumter County had one 
of the highest rates of segregated service in 
any of the counties investigated by the Com
mission----05 percent of white agents' time 
and visits were with whites and 98 percent 
of black agents' time and visits were with 
blacks. 

Farmers Home Administration 
The Farmers Home Administration was 

established in 1938 to help small tenant 
farmers get out of debt, acquire family size 
farms, and build decent homes and commu
nities. The financial and technical assistance 
provided by FHA over the years has been an 
important factor in maintaining the family 
fa.rm as a significant part of American 
agriculture. 

The Commission discovered, however, that 
in the 16-county Black Belt region of Ala
bama FHA programs have had only a neg
ligible effect on black rural poverty and that 
white farmers and rural residents, who rep
resent only 38 percent of the rural population 
in the 16 counties, receive by far the greater 
share of FHA resources. Testimony at the 
Commission's hearing also showed that the 
loan practices of FHA tend to perpetuate 
rather than alleviate the economic depend
ency of black farmers and rural residents by 
providing them primarily with marginal sub
sistence loans rather than growth and de
velopment loans. 

The Commission learned that for Negro · 
farmers agriculture is little changed from 
the 1930's. They continue to plant only a 
few acres of cotton and some feed corn. They 
plow and cultivate with mules and sow, 
fertilize and spread insecticides and weed 
poisons by hand. They mortgage their crops 
before the planting season to their landlords 
and to the furnishing merchants 1S for rent, 
seed, fertilizer, poisons and rations or cash 
for subsistence, for which they are charged 
six to eight percent interest on the principal 
and outstanding indebtedness. At the end of 
the harvest they have nothing and often 
owe more than they have taken in. Approxi
mately two-thirds of the black farmers in 
the 16 county area of rural Alabama investi
gated by the Commission fa.rm less than fifty 
acres. Economic progress has been made 1n 
Southern agriculture, but today black 
farmers a.re not significant in the farm econ-

IS A "furnishing merchant" makes advances 
of goods to farmers in return for a mortgage 
on the farmer's crop. 
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omy of the Black Belt except as a source of 
economic exploitation by white landowners, 
furnishing merchants and others. 

Unequal Participation in FHA Programs 
Contrary to the original intent of Congress 

in establishing the Farmers Home Adminis
tration, poor black farmers in Alabama have 
benefitted little from FHA programs. 

Much of the oapital required to finance 
the shift from row crops, such as cotton, to 
diver$ified farming has been provided by FHA 
at favorable interest rates. In addition, FHA 
County Supervisors have been active in en
couraging many farmers to diversify and have 
provided the necessary technical assistance 
to make the transition a successful one. 11 But 
this assistance has mainly benefitted white 
farmers. 

Today only 32 percent of white-operated 
farms in Alabama are stm classed as cotton 
farms; 78 percent of Negro-operated farms 
are so classified. Robert C. Bamberg, State 
FHA Director, explaining the role of FHA in 
financing the shift from cotton to diversified 
agriculture, stated that "I expect that we 
financed 75 percent of the dairymen in Ala
bama. . . . " Dairying was a $50 million farm 
business in Alabama in 1967, but of the 
State's 1,400 commercial dairy farms only 65 
were operated by Negro dairymen. The Farm
ers Home Administration has helped many 
farmers with only small acreage to enter the 
poultry business, which is Alabama's number 
one source of farm income for 1967. But of the 
State's 5,900 commercial poultry farms only 
32 are operated by blacks. FHA has been the 
single most important source of financing 
for livestock operations of all sizes, but less 
than 4 percent of the black operated farms 
were considered livestock farms while nearly 
one-fifth of the white operated farms were 
livestock operations. 

FHA Loan Programs 
Generally individual farmers and rural 

residents obtain five types of loans from 
the Farmers Home Administration--operat
ing loans, farm ownership loans, rural hous
ing loans, emergency or disaster loans and 
economic opportunity loans. The loans are 
made on favorable terms at low interest 
rates. FHA closely supervises the loans by 
placing funds in supervised accounts, devis
ing a farm-home plan with the borrower, and 
furnishing him with teclml.cal assistance 
from FHA experts in farm management, home 
construction, livestock management and 
other farming practices. This active super
vision of high risk loans reduces the rate 
of failures and affords the borrower the 
benefit of FHA management experience. 

The testimony of Charles Griffin, a black 
farmer who farmed all his life on the planta
tion of J. H. Hain in Dallas County and who 
was evicted two years ago, suggests what 
FHA could mean to poor black farmers. He 
and 11 other black tenant farmers, after great 
effort, secured economic opportunity loans 
from FHA which they used to purchase some 
acreage. He testified what his first year of 
farm ownership meant to him. 

"When I was on the Hain place, I was 
just blind, didn't know nothing but work, 
make it and give it to him, but now if I 
make anything I know which way it went, I 
know what I made and know what it bought 

o The Commission's 1965 Report "Equal Op
portunity in Farm Programs" noted: 

"A borrower is not left to decide for himself 
what kind of loan he will request and receive. 
The FHA staff plays a vital role in helping 
him decide the uses to which FHA funds will 
be put. . . . When a farmer comes in to apply 
fol' a loan, the FHA county supervisor often 
takes the initiative, and recommends the ac
quisition of additional land, enlarged allot
ments, off-farm employment, soil conserva
tion assistance, and the use of extension spe
cialists or other educational resources to im
prove the economic position of the farmer." 
at p. 72. 

and everything. That's a lot better; just 25 
or 30 years too late. I hope it ain't though. 
I hope I have some more years to live and get 
some enjoyment out of it." 

Black farmers however, are not participat
ing in proportion to their numbers in FHA 
loan programs. White farmers and rural resi
dents received the majority of FHA loan 
funds in the 16 county area. and a propor
tion of funds far greater than the proportion 
of the population which they represent. 
Whites in 1966 and 1967 constituted 24 per
cent of the borrowers but received 57 percent 
of the funds;" blacks, who constituted 76 
percent of the borrowers, received 43 percent 
of the funds. 

In the 16 county area, during 1966 and 
1967, applications for loans and loans to 
black farmers were concentrated in the op
erating and opportunity loan programs. Of 
a total of 1,875 FHA loans made to Negroes 
in this area, 1,565 were opera ting or economic 
opportunity loans. Operating loans consist 
of advances for the purchase of feed, seed, 
and fertilizers. Although these funds can 
be used to purchase machinery or livestock, 
very few of the operating loans made to 
Negroes were approved for these purposes. 
Economic opportunity loans are made to 
increase the income-producing capacity of 
rural residents.8 

In dollar amounts, FHA loaned $3,034,960 
to Negroes in all FHA programs in 1966 and 
1967; of this amount $1,958,840 was in the 
operating and economic opportunity loan 
programs. This means that 64 percent of the 
money loaned to Negro farmers went for sub
sistence or marginal development purposes 
rather than for growth and capital improve
ments. Most of the money loaned to whites 
was concentrated in rural housing and farm 
ownership loans, and thus were for growth 
and development. 

NUMBER AND TOTAL AMOUNT OF FHA LOANS, 16 ALABAMA 
BLACK BELT COUNTIES, FISCAL YEARS 1966 AND 1967 

Operating •••••••• 
Farmownership ••• 
Rural housing •••• 
Economic oppor-

tunity ••••••••• 
Emergency ••••••• 

TotaL •••• 

Num
ber 

306 
71 

184 

26 
9 

616 

White Black 

Num-
Amount ber Amount 

$1, 208, 220 1,226 $1, 493, 700 
950, 832 53 359,380 

1, 730, 300 155 664, 590 

43, 840 339 465, 140 
41,660 102 52, 150 

3,974,852 1,875 3,034,960 

The size of a loan, in pa.rt, ls related to the 
ability of the borrower to repay the loan and 
those borrowers with larger operations, pro
portionately more of whom are white, are 
more likely to be able to repay larger loans. 
As State FHA Director Bamberg explained, 
"some people have more resources to borrow 
more money than others . . . it goes back to 
this, in many cases our nigger [sic] popula
tion has small acreage ... Well, there is a. 
tremendous difference [between] what we 
would loan to a m.an who has 170 acres and 
one who had 2 or 12." v 

1 Thus, the situation is substantially un
changed since the Commission, in its 1965 
report "Equal Opportunity in Farm Pro
grams", surveyed 18 Southern Counties (two 
of which were Wilcox and Greene Counties in 
Alabama) and found that 88 percent of the 
borrowers were white and received 66 percent 
of the funds. 

8 The maxim.um llmlt on economic oppor
tunity loans is $3,500 per borrower. The aver
age economic opportunity loan to Negroes 
in the 16 county area was $1,506 (the average 
economic opportunity loan to whites was 
$1,712). 

9 Mr. Bamberg-the person responsible for 
administering Farmers Home Administration 
programs in Alabama--also operates a 4,000 

The Commission heard testimony that to 
borrow money, a farmer needs security, a 
history of crop production and some means 
of repaying the loan. Many of the black 
farmers were unable to meet these conditions. 

Calvin Orsborn, business manager of the 
Southwest Alabama Farmers Cooperative As
sociation, a predominantly black farmers 
cooperative, testified: 

"A large segment of our people don't either 
have one of these basic requirements ... 
most of these fellows have worked 30 or 40 
years in a plantation type setup. All of the 
production that they made, everything that 
they did for 80 or 40 years, the credit did not 
go to him, the credit went to the plantation, 
which means when this fellow is put off of 
this place or when he decides to move he has 
no history. He can show no basic method of 
repaying this loan and he has no security 
nine times out of ten." 

One result is that black farmers must seek 
credit from furnishing merchants who have 
done business with them for many years 
instead of going to banks or the Farmers 
Home Administration. L. R. Haigler, a white 
furnishing merchant who does business in 
Lowndes County, was asked why black 
farmers came to him rather than to banks 
for financing, despite the fact that his inter
est rates were higher. He answered: 

"Well, just been doing business with us so 
long. I reckon that would be the answer. We 
have been in business down there--my father 
did this business and my grandfather did it. 
So I just imagine that's the reason ... The 
banks don't--wouldn't go out on a limb like 
I would, naturally, because they don't know 
too much the history of these people like we 
do, see." 

Rural Housing Loans 
The Commission heard testimony that the 

need for housing for blacks in rural areas 
of Alabama is "grave." More than 90 percent 
of the rural housing occupied by blacks is 
substandard. Farm tenant evictions continue 
to create many homeless black people in the 
16-county area. 

In 1966, FHA made rural housing loans to 
64 whites and 63 blacks in the 16 counties; 
blacks received less than half the money 
loaned to whites. In 1967, the Farmers Home 
Administration made 212 rural housing loans 
in the 16 counties. Whites received 120 of 
the loans which totaled $1,141,140. Blacks 
received loans totaling $440,460. 

Reverend Daniel Harrell, who directs a 
self-help housing project in Wilcox County, 
testified that even if FHA loaned all its rural 
housing money to blacks it would not help 
those who need help the most: 

"Now through Self-Help housing we can 
reach only a certain group of people. Because 
they have to have the abil1ty to repay the 
loan. And a lot of people in Wilcox County 
are not making over $500 a year . . . these 
people are left out." 

Reverend William Branch of Greene 
County told the Commission how the black 

acre farm in Perry County. He rents on a 
share basis to about 25 black farm families, 
advances them seed, fertilizer, cash for ra
tions and charges six percent interest on bal
ances through September 1 of each year. As 
State Director of the Farmers Home Adminis
tration he is responsible for administering 
loan programs that provide funds for pur
poses similar to those for which he lends 
money to his tenants and for which the Gov
ernment charges five percent interest. Asked 
whether this practice was inconsistent with 
his responsibility for administering programs 
designed to lift tenant farmers out of the 
debt cycle Mr. Bamberg stated that he runs 
his office by the rules and his farm to make 
the most money for his family. He also volun
teered to the Commission: "The 'human 
kingdom' is just like the 'animal kingdom'. 
The strong take it away from the weak, and 
the smart take it away from the strong." 
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community drew on its own meager resources 
to house evicted tenant families after they 
were turned down by FHA: 

"Many of them went to the FHA there in 
the county to try to secure some help in 
building these houses. But, due to the small 
acreage or the small lots, and due to having 
no income whatsoever, they were not ap
proved, their loan was not approved." 

• • 
"And we have spent many, many nights 

calling people together who already have 
land. We couldn't buy land from the whites, 
and calling these people together who had 
land and we had to sit down and sometimes 
had to reflect on the Scripture saying, "When 
the Master came," we said, "When I was out
doors you took me in, when I was naked you 
gave me clothes." And we used that state
ment, and we have oonverted a lot of people 
who owned land to be willing to permit those 
people to either live on their land free of 
charge, until they can do better, or sell them 
a portion of that land." 

Discrimination by FHA Committees 
All loans made by the Farmers Home Ad

ministration are first approved by a local 
committee in each county composed of three 
persons representative of the rural population 
eligible for FHA assistance. Negro witnesses 
stated their belief that racially discrimi
natory attitudes on FHA County Committees 
may be a factor in refusing loans to black 
applicants. 

Reverend Daniel Harrell, who has assisted 
a number of evicted tenant families in pur
chasing land on which to build, testified 
that: 

"I think FHA is okay, but I am kind of 
questioning FHA's committee. I do know of 
a case down in Coy, where Mr. Le Croy (the 
county supervisor) and I sat down in his 
office. I took into him 14 applications, we 
discussed them and he knowing most of the 
people because he has been in the county for 
maybe 15 or 16 years, maybe more than that. 
He and I came to the conclusion that nine 
of these said persons would pass. However, 
out of the whole group after the committee 
meeting, out of the total group of 14 persons, 
only one passed. And so I kind of question 
the committee a little bit." 

The Farmers Home Administration has 
directed that at least one black person be 
placed on each local committee. Although 
this directive has been followed, in no county 
in which black rural residents predominate 
has more than one black person been named 
to the local committee. 

Supervised Credit 
Testimony was heard that the supervised 

credit policy of FHA when applied to self
help cooperatives conflicts with efforts to 
establish initiative and self-reliance in the 
members. William Harrison, president of the 
largest black cooperative in Alabama, the 
Southwest Alabama Farmers Cooperative 
Asocia tion ( SW AFCA) , told the Commission 
that "the whole idea behind SW AFCA is to 
create some kind of economic basis by which 
people will be able to think for themselves." 
Supervised credit by FHA, according to Mr. 
Harrison, "would simply destroy the whole 
philosophy behind the co-op ... that in
dividuals will learn and do for themselves. 
As I view the restrictions, it simply means 
that FHA will have a co-op in Southwest 
Alabama, rather than a board of directors 
running the co-op . .. " 

Mr. Calvin Orsborn, business manager of 
SW AFCA, stated: 

"Under ordinary circumstance, I wouldn't 
hesitate one minute to take this loan. But 
SW AFCA, being as controversial as it is, 
being a whipping boy for politicians, having 
all of the clifficulties that it does have, there 
is a possibility that this loan, would be- car
ried to the letter." 

The proposed loan restrictions included 
such requirements as FHA participation in 
all meetings of the board of directors, weekly 
and monthly reports on specific accounts, a 
ban on demonstration plot farming and 
loans by SW AFCA to members, all sales on 
a 30-day cash basis to members, and a num
ber of others r~lating to reserve accounts 
and security. The State Director of FHA is 
authorized to reqUire additional security 
or to release security as well as to make other 
important decisions within his discretion to 
determine "that such action will not be to 
the financial detriment of the FHA." 10 

Mr. Bamberg, State FHA Director, who is 
responsible for administering the FHA loan 
to SWAFCA, testified that supervised cred
it "is one of the successes of the Farmers 
Home Administration." He added: 

"Of course you can see this, it takes less 
supervision with certain intelligent people 
than others. You have got that, it doesn't 
take as much with some people as it does 
with another one." 

Mr. Bamberg did not think SW AFCA's 
chances for success were great. He said: 

"The chairman here [Dr. Hannah] knows 
the ingredients that is necessary for a suc
cessful co-op, and if they haven't the in
gredients, I see no reason. All I can say is 
that that we, that are employed in FHA are 
dedicated to try and make it a successful 
venture if and when the funds are funded." 

Mr. Bamberg's position on the require
ment of supervised credit and the total in
volvement of FHA in all management deci
sions of the board of directors is shared by 
FHA officials in the Department of Agri
culture. Thus FHA, which is not reaching 
many poor black farmers with its programs, 
also is imposing restrictions which prob
ably will inhibit aid to black farmers who 
seize the initiative and join together to help 
themselves. 

RESOLUTION BY VIRGINIA JAYCEES 
(Mr. MARSH asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. MARSH. Mr. Speaker, the U.S. 
Jaycees share the concern of many citi
zens, including the President, on the 
need to strengthen public support of the 
American position in Vietnam in order 
to achieve an honorable conclusion of 
that war. Evidence of this Jaycee con
cern is manifested in a recent resolution 
that was adopted by the Virginia Jay
cees, which is set out below. 

It is interesting to note that during 
World War II, the Jaycees similarly 
went on public record in support of ex
tending the draft, which support, many 
feel, was crucial to the success of the 
extension effort. 

I call to the attention of my colleagues 
this resolution of the Virginia Jaycees, 
and point out that the resolution follows 
with only slight modification the procla
mation issued by the U.S. Jaycee presi
dent, Wendell E. Smith, who met with 
President Nixon on Monday to give him 
the Jaycee proclamation: 

RESOLUTION 
The following is a resolution the Virginia 

Jaycees adopted in support of President 
Nixon's recent peace proposal: 

10 FHA Instruction 451.3, Sheet 1, Pt. III, 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Farmers 
Home Administration (5-25-65). 

"A proclamation in support of President 
Richard M. Nixon's peace proposal. 

"Whereas, the Jaycees stand at full sup
port of the efforts of President Nixon in his 
quest for an honorable and positive peace in 
the country of South Vietnam, and, 

"Vlhereas, we support the more than one
half million Americans in South Vietnam 
and salute and pay tribute to those 35,000 
men who gallantly and unselfishly sacrificed 
their lives in this quest for peace, and 

"Whereas, we seek nothing for America but 
rather a climate for a self-determination of 
the proposals of South Vietnam, and 

"Whereas we believe that now is the time 
to indicate to the other side that they should 
not plan on the resolve of the United States 
to crumble from within, be it, therefore, re
solved that we, the United States Jaycees, 
seek the individual support of every organiza
tion, every American, to provide a positive 
unity behind the President of the United 
States of America in his efforts to effect a 
lasting world peace." 

As evidence that this expression is na
tional in spirit, although individual reso
lutions may differ in phraseology, Mr. 
Speaker, I include a press release dealing 
with the meeting with the President of 
United States Jaycees executives on yes
terday, as follows: 

U.S. JAYCEES FAVOR WORLD PEACE PROPOSAL 
WASHINGTON, D.C., May 19.-President 

Richard M. Nixon learned today a,t a White 
House conference that the United States 
Jaycees firmly support his proposal for world 
peace through self-determination for all 
man.kind. The Jaycees feel that only through 
a strong display of national unity can the 
goal be achieved. 

During the meeting, U.S. Jaycees president 
Wendell E. Smith pledged the support of the 
300,000-member Jaycee organization in 
spearheading a move to unite the American 
people. Smith was joined at the conference 
by Richard Headlee, a past national president 
Of The U.S. Jaycees. 

Jaycee Chapters throughout the country 
are working to have Memorial Day also ob
served as a Day of National Unity in support 
of the President's position on Vietnaim as 
enunciated in his address to the nation on 
May 15. The program was organized and ini
tiated by the Jaycees immediately following 
the speech. 

"We would like the world to see and hear 
what support a vast majority of Americans, 
young and old, give to the principles laid 
down by President Nixon," Smith said. 

"We firmly believe that a strong show of 
unified support for the administration's ef
forts toward world peace will definitely aid in 
future negotiations," stated the 35-year-old 
Jay<:ee leader. 

"Toward this goal," added Smith, "Jaycee 
chapters in 6,400 communities across the 
country will conduct special Memorial Day 
observances in our effort to bring about a 
renaissance of positive public support toward 
our country's commitment to world peace." 

Plans also include a national "Lights ror 
Peace" project, whereby drivers will be en
couraged to drive during the entire Memorial 
Day weekend with their headlights on to 
symbolize peace. All citizens will also oo 
asked to light up the exterior lights of their 
homes for the full weekend of May 30-31. 

Endorsement telegrams from local Jaycee 
chapters began arriving today at the White 
House. In the past three days, seventeen 
states have passed resolutions and are 
mobilizing unit drives. 

The official Jaycee proclamation presented 
to President Nixon by Smith stated: 

"Whereas, The United States Jaycees 
stand in complete support of the efforts of 
President Richard M. Nixon in the quest for 
honorable and positive peace in the country 
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of South Viet Nam as well as the rest of the 
world, and 

"Whereas, we enthusiastically support the 
more than one-half miHion Americans in 
South Viet Nam and proudly salute and pay 
tribute to those 35,000 Americans who have 
gallantly and unselfishly sacrificed their 
lives in this quest for peace, and 

"Whereas, we believe that the National 
Liberation Front and the North Vietnamese 
government should unquestionably under
stand the resolve of the people of the United 
States, not to crumble from within but to 
stand firmly and resolutely in support of 
our President in the quest for honorable 
peace and the right of self-determination in 
South Viet Nam; 

"Therefore, be it resolved, that we, The 
United States Jaycees, encourage and solicit 
the support of every organization and every 
American in providing complete and positive 
unity in support of the President of the 
United States of America in his efforts to 
effect a lasting world peace and pledge to 
him our continued support for his endeavors 
in our behalf as Americans." 

Some eighty-seven civic and service orga
nizations have been contacted by the U.S. 
Jaycees and encouraged to adopt similar reso
lutions and forward them to the President. 

Several times in the past, the Jaycees have 
endorsed national policies of the President of 
the United States. In 1940, the organization 
was the first group to give full endorsement 
to the peacetime draft. In 1965, the Jaycees 
adopted a resolution supporting the nation's 
Viet Nam involvement in defense of freedom 
throughout the free world. 

FEDERAL CONTROL OF EDUCATION 

<Mr. SAYLOR asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous material.) 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, the super
intendent of education for the State of 
California, Dr. Max Rafferty, writes a 
syndicated column which appears in 
most newspapers in the country. In one 
of his recent articles, Dr. Rafferty drew 
attention to the real aims and purposes 
of the National Education Association, 
being complete federalization of the 
American education system. 

In the official indoctrinating manual 
called Profiles of Excellence: Recom
mended Criteria for Evaluating the 
Quality of a Local School System, NEA 
advises that a school district is superior 
if its lunch program is educational as 
well as nutritious, but inferior if it re
fuses to provide payroll checkoffs for 
National Education Association dues; it 
is good if its teachers are all certified by 
the State, but is not so good if it uses 
merit pay to reward good teaching; and 
it is commendable if the system spends 
at least twice as much per pupil as it 
did 10 years ago, but not among the 
superior school systems if it does not 
take advantage of all Federal-aid pro
grams. 

As Dr. Rafferty has indicated, anyone 
familiar with the power and influence of 
the NEA is aware of the "futility of ques
tioning such an establishment bible as 
this." However, it is -a sad and ironic 
tragedy as well as an indictment against 
the NEA and its practices, that increas
ing numbers of our young people today, 
after 12 years of schooling for which 
they receive a high school diploma, are 

unable to obtain a job because they do 
not know the fundamentals of mathe
matics, or how t;o read an instruction 
and understand its meaning, or even 
write a letter which is coherent. 

I agree thoroughly with Dr. Rafferty 
in his statement that our school districts 
have a fetish for raising tax money and 
then spending it on the most glamorous, 
most ruttractive programs, but none of 
them having much to do with the basics 
of education. 

I include, as a part of my remarks, the 
article by Dr. Rafferty: 
[From the Johnstown (Pa.) Tribune-Demo

crat, Apr. 28, 1969] 
Goon SCHOOLS DEFINED 

(By Dr. Max Rafferty) 
You didn't know, I'll wager, that a school 

system is good (a) if its lunch program is 
educat ional as well as nutritious, (b) if its 
teachers are all certificated by the state and 
(c) if it spends at least twice as much per 
pupil as it did 10 years ago. 

Contrariwise, I doubt your awareness that 
a school system is automatically no good 
(a) if it uses merit pay to reward good teach
ing, (b) if it refuses to provide payroll check
offs for National Education Association dues 
and (c) if it doesn't take advantage of fed
eral aid programs. 

See? I told you you'd be surprised. You 
question my criteria? I'm sorry. You simply 
cannot do that. They aren't my criteria at 
all, you see; they're the Na.tional Education 
Association's criteria. 

I was, in fact, citing examples from an 
official NEA manual called "Profiles of Ex
cellence: Recommended Criteria for Evaluat
ing the Quality of a Local School System." 
There are 124 of these criteria, and presuma
bly any school distriot lucky enough or suf
ficiently diligent to meet all 124 would qual
ify forthwith for education's Hall of Fame, 
with its superintendent a cinch for either 
canonization or apotheosis. 

If by any chance you happen to be an 
educator, you're aware of the futility of 
questioning such an establishment bible as 
this. It would be unthinkable . 

However, to be purely hy,pothetical, here's 
what you might be saying if you did dare 
to disagree with the NEA's definition of 
what makes a school system good. 

"A school district is superior not because 
it's big enough to provide all necessary edu
cational services within its boundaries, as 
NEA avers , but because the educational serv
ices it does supply turn out graduates who 
are cultured, learned and good citizens. 

"And despite 'Profiles of Excellence,' 
school system is not necessarily inferior just 
because it refuses to grab all the federal 
money in sight. It's inferior only if its pupils 
do not read and spell and calculate up to 
their own innate pot entials." 

I guess I 'm a little bothered about a rating 
system for !schools which refuses to concern 
itself with the only reason for a school's 
existence : t he systematic imparting of or
ganized and disciplined subject m atter to its 
pupils in such a way as to insure their maxi
mum mastery of the essentials of human 
knowledge. 

This isn't so tough an outcome to meas
ure, incidentally. In California, statewide an
nual tests in the "Three Rs" are required 
by law and have been conscientiously ad
ministered by every public school since 1962. 
We know precisely which are our best school 
systems, and we are even now conducting 
research to find out exactly how they get 
that way. 

Certainly America 'l3 schools need more 
money. Equally certainly, money alone will 
not make children learned. Beautifully kept 

school grounds are nice. Good teacher salary 
schedules should be the goal of every school 
system. Adequately staffed guidance and 
cunseling services are highly desirable. 

But confound it! A school can have all 
these advantages and at least 121 more, and 
it can still turn out graduates who can't 
tell the difference between Andrew Jackson 
and Andrew Johnson or between the Wars of 
the .Roses and the Flowering of New Eng
land. 

The trouble with so many school districts 
is their penchant for first raising tax money 
and then funneling it into umpteen glitter
ing, seductive channels, all glamorous, all 
attractive, but none of them having much to 
do with education in depth. 

Remember this: If your school system's 
philosophy includes such concepts as abolish
ing report cards, using the look-say Egyptian
hieroglyphic approach to reading, abandon
ing history and geography in favor of the 
mishmash known as "social studies,'' then 
it won't make much difference how much 
money it uses to water its educational waste
la.nds. 

PRESIDENT NIXON'S PROGRAM TO 
COMBAT THE PROBLEM OF HUN
GER IN AMERICA 
(Mr. CONTE asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and t;o revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to take this opportunity t;o join my dis
tinguished colleague, the gentleman 
from Maryland (Mr. MORTON), in ex
pressing support for President Nixon's 
program to combat the problem of hun
ger in America. 

The elimination of hunger in America 
must be given high priority. There is 
simply no justification for hunger in 
any nation, let alone one whose agricul
tural system produces more food than it 
can consume. 

The President has given the necessary 
high priority to this problem by adding 
over $1 billion to family food assistance 
programs, strengthening special supple
mental food programs, and streamlining 
administration of these and related pro
grams. 

The existence of hunger in the United 
States is distressing. It is regrettable 
that it has taken so long to publicly ac
knowledge it. On the other hand, recog
ni tion of the problem is encouraging be
cause it repr esents a first step from 
which we must, and we will, move for
ward. 

There has been much publicity in the 
last few months about hunger in Amer
ica. I remember watching the highly ac
claimed CBS special on hunger not too 
long ago. What I saw was amazing. I 
doubt that anyone who saw that show 
will soon forget those vivid scenes. 

The problem of hunger is, as President 
Nixon has said, an "exceedingly com
plex" one. To those who would falter be
cause of its complexity, I would merely 
point out the implications of their in
action. 

We are all aware of the rising tensions 
in every segment of our society. The.re 
is no easy answer to this unrest just as 
there is no easy answer to each of the 
factors responsible for it. This does not 
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mean that we should close our eyes and 
ignore it. 

On the contrary, the need to work to
ward solving these problems ls greater 
now than it has ever been in the past. 
Hunger is certainly one of the great 
problems facing us today. We have a 
moral obligation to eliminate it. We also 
have a social obligation to eliminate it 
because it is such an important factor 
contributing to domestic unrest. 

For all these reasons, I am pleased 
with the President's forthright initiative. 
I look forward to working with my col
leagues in Congress in this fight against 
hunger in America. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. _ 

LOW INTEREST RATE ON SERmS E 
AND H BONDS 

(Mr. FASCELL asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at 
this point in the RECORD and to include 
extraneous matter.) 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, my con
cern with the low interest rate paid by 
the Government to the purchasers of 
series E and H bonds has been previously 
noted. I had been encouraged, however, 
by the Treasury Department's expres
sions of realization that the holders of 
savings bonds should receive a more 
realistic interest rate than the 4%, per
cent that is presently paid. In the past 
several months Treasury has indicated 
that it is working on the matter and that 
it expected to request some legislative re
lief from the 4% percent interest ceiling, 
but it has not yet taken any decisive 
steps in that direction. 

The large purchasers of Government 
obligations are earning as much as 6 ¥2 
percent on their investments. Most sav
ings bonds, however, are bought under 
regular payroll plans by our lower and 
middle income citizens. That they should 
receive a more equitable rate of in
terest is beyond argument. I realize that 
the savings bonds interest problems must 
be considered in the whole context of 
the Government's financial needs and 
the actions that are necessary to stem 
inflation. The plain fact is, however, that 
the purchasers of savings bonds are be
ing hit twice, both by the low return 
on the bonds, and the eroding effect of 
inflation. 

A very realistic appraisal of the situa
tion was made in a recent editorial in 
the South Dade News Leader of Home
stead, Fla. I commend its May 5, 1969, 
lead editorial to all Members and am 
pleased to insert it in the RECORD: 

INFLATION Is GNAWING AT U.S. SAVINGS 
BONDS 

Suppose the deal were put as follows: 
Deposit your money with us, let us use it 

for 10 years and at the end of that time 
we'll give you back something less, maybe 
a lot less, than 100 per cent of what you 
deposited. 

Takers, obviously, would be hard to find 
and no financial organization interested in 
attracting loose money would think of of
fering such disadvantageous terms. Neither 
would the U.S. Treasury. But it ls, in effect, 
the deal investors in U.S. savings bonds are 
receiving. 

The government is not, of course, delib
erately defrauding citizens. The villain ls 

inflation, currently chewing into the dol
lar's real value at a 4.7 per cent annual rate. 
It doesn't take an expert in economics to 
recognize that at this rate, savings bonds, 
at 4.25 per cent for series "E" and "H,'' are 
obviously losing ground in the inflationary 
spiral. 

And to the Treasury's increasing concern, 
savers-millions of Americans currently 
holding some $52 milllon in bonds-are be
coming increasingly a.ware of the situation. 
For the first quarter of this year, more sav
ings bonds were cashed in than sold-a net 
overflow of $61 million in January, $13 mil
lion in February and a. record $78 mUlion in 
March. Should redemptions continue to ex
ceed sales, the Treasury could find itself in 
a. real payments pinch after June 30, when 
the annual budgetary doldrums set in. 

One way out would be to raise the interest 
rate, set by Congress, to something like the 
return the small investor can expect from 
private institutions, currently around 5 per 
cent from savings and loan associations and 
mutual savings banks. The administration 
is reported considering such a. move. 

But it would be only partial and tempo
rary at best. Congress already has raised the 
interest rate five times since 1941, when the 
original "E" bonds returned 2.9 per cent. 
The latest boost, from 4.15 to 4.25 per cent, 
ca.me a.s recently as last June. 

Curbing inflation is the only satisfactory 
solution. Until the erosion of the dollar's 
real value is brought under control, the 
government will continue to offer a poor deal 
to millions of its citizens. Neither they nor 
the government can afford it. 

PRESIDENT'S PROPOSALS TO 
COMBAT HUNGER 

<Mr. MORTON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at 
this point in the RECORD and to include 
extraneous matter.) 
- Mr. MORTON. Mr. Speaker, I am 

joined in this statement by Representa
tives JOHN B. ANDERSON, of Illinois; WIL
LIAM H. AYRES, of Ohio; MARK ANDREWS, 
of North Dakota; J. GLENN BEALL, JR., of 
Maryland; DONALD G. BROTZMAN, of Colo
rado; GARRY BROWN, of Michigan; JAMES 
T. BROYHILL, of North Carolina; JOHN 
BUCHANAN, of Alabama; LAURENCE J. BUR
TON, of Utah; DANIELE. BUT'l'ON, of New 
York; JOHN N. HAPPY CAMP, of Okla
homa; DON H. CLAUSEN, of California; 
BARBER B. CONABLE, JR., of New York; 
SILVIO 0. CONTE, of Massachusetts; WIL
LIAM 0. COWGER, of Kentucky; WILLIAM 
C. CRAMER, of Florida. 

JOHN R. DELLENBACK, of Oregon; FLOR
ENCE P. DWYER, of New Jersey; JOHN N. 
ERLENBORN, of Illinois; MARVIN L. ESCH, 
of Michigan; PAUL FINDLEY, of Illinois; 
HAMILTON FrsH, JR., of New York; GER
ALD R. FORD, of Michigan; JAMES R. 
GROVER, of New York; SEYMOUR HALPERN, 
of New York; JAMES HARVEY, of Michi
gan; LAWRENCE J. HOGAN, of Maryland; 
CRAIG HOSMER, of California; THOMAS s. 
KLEPPE, of North Dakota; DAN KUYKEN
DALL, of Tennessee; RoBERT McCl.ORY, of 
lliinois; PAUL N. MCCLOSKEY, JR., of Cali
fornia. 

Also Representatives CATHERINE MAY, 
of Washington; RoBERT H. MICHEL, of 
Illinois; JOSEPH M. MCDADE, of Pennsyl
vania; MARTIN B. McKNEALLY, of New 
York; CLARK MACGREGOR, of Minnesota; 
WILEY MAYNE, of Iowa; CLARENCE E. MIL
LER, of Ohio, WILLIAM E. MINSHALL, of 
Ohio; JERRY L. PETTIS, of California; 

HOWARD w. POLLOCK, of Alaska; ALBERT 
H. Qum, of Minnesota; CHARLOTTE T. 
REID, of Illinois; JOHN J. RHODES, of Ari
zona; HOWARD w. ROBISON, of New York; 
PHILIP E. RUPPE, of Michigan; HERMAN 
T. SCHNEEBELI, of Pennsylvania; FRED 
ScHWENGEL, of Iowa; GARNER E. SHRIVER, 
of Kansas; J. WILLIAM STANTON, of Ohio; 
WILLIAM A. STEIGER, of Wisconsin; RoB
ERT TAFT, JR., of Ohio; BURT L. TALCOTT, 
of California; GUY VANDERJAGT, of Mich
igan; WILLIAM c. WAMPLER, of Virginia; 
LoWELL P. WEICKER, JR., of Connecticut; 
G. WILLIAM WHITEHURST, of Virginia; 
LARRY WINN, JR., of Kansas; WENDELL 
WYATT, of Oregon; JOHN w. WYDLER, of 
New York; Lours C. WYMAN, of New 
Hampshire; JOHN M. ZWACH, of Minne
sota; FRANK HORTON, of New York. 

The President's national nutrition pro
gram, submitted to the Congress on May 
6, exemplifl.es the new approach to the 
Presidency. Born of the first 100 days, 
blending compassion and pragmatism, in 
the Nixon style, the new food programs 
mean action, not empty promise. 

On taking office, the President found 
our food and nutrition programs were 
not doing the job. He sought not scape
goats, but answers. He offered not 
promise, but action to meet the needs of 
several million forgotten Americans. 

He found stopgap programs for the 
thirties had become permanent institu
tions. So he directed that solutions for 
the seventies be devised. 

He found legislative oversight and 
contradiction. So he asks a new approach 
to make more effective use of resources. 

He found an administrative morass. So 
he directed internal reorganization. 

He found funding inadequate to meet 
the promise. So he asks a greater com
mitment consistent with the new pri
orities. 

He found the efforts of Government 
alone insufficient. So he seeks the in
volvement of the private sector through 
mobilization of the agriculture industries. 

The President propcses a great crusade 
to banish hunger from our land and de
liver on commitments made decades ago. 
The Congress should suPPort him grate
fully and with pride, for lt is here in our 
Capitol that the groundwork for Mr. 
Nixon's new food proposals was laid. 

In 1967, hunger was no longer a prob
lem in Americ~at least officially. Free 
distribution of surplus commodities was 
being phased out. Replacing the program 
was the "food stamp system," designed 
to teach even the :poorest the virtues of 
saving; for under this program, unlike 
commodity distribution, no food was 
free. 

In 1967, the tragic conditions existing 
in some areas of this country were force
fully · brought to the attention of the 
Congress by civil rights groups. So dire 
was the story that Senator STENNIS in
troduced legislation to provide medical 
and nutritional support for any citizen 
found to be suffering from hunger or 
severe malnutrition. While never enacted 
as such, this concept was implemented 
through the Office of Economic Oppor
tunity under amendments to the act of
fered in the House by Representative 
QUIE. 
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Just a year ago, in rare bipartisan 

concord, Members of this House called 
for the creation of a Presidential com
mission to evaluate the problem of hun
ger and recommend remedial action. On 
May 8, 1968, in a statement issued jointly 
by Representatives AYRES, FOLEY, GooD
ELL, GREEN, MAY, MICHEL, MORTON, PER
KINS, QUIE, SMITH OF IOWA, SULLIVAN, 
TEAGUE OF CALIFORNIA, and UDALL, we 
called for an emergency study as the 
basis for a report to be filed on Jan
uary 1, 1969. We said: 

We have formed this coalition of Congress
men to press impatiently and urgently on 
every front available to us to alleviate this 
problem immediately, and eliminate it 
quickly .... We pledge ourselves to do all 
in our power to eliminate these conditions 
without delay. 

Hearings were held; increased author
izations were passed. Limited expansion 
of funding and administrative improve
ment literally were wrung from a reluc
tant executive branch. This progress was 
the result of an all too unusual display 
of congressional initiative. 

Without Executive support, the Hun
ger Commission measure failed. There
upon, a bipartisan bloc in the Senate 
pushed through the creation of a select 
committee which has ably carried for
ward a program designed to place the 
facts before America. 

President Nixon has delivered the ac
tion we sought less than a year ago. In 
100 days, the great resources of the Fed
eral Government have been mobilized in 
a comprehensive action program to ac
complish the objectives we sought. 

Those who lead our Government today 
know hunger is but one face of poverty. 
They seek the elimination of the root 
causes of economic deprivation. 

This commitment--and greater under
standing of the nature of this complex 
and interrelated contradiction in our 
lives-makes realistic the hope that 
someday no one will be left behind in 
America's great surge of affluence. 

Let none doubt that history will judge 
the President's actions a monument to 
his philosophy of the Presidential insti
tution, and a milestone on the march to 
realization of the American dream. 

PAY TV 

(Mr. O'HARA asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include extra
neous matter.) 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Speaker, I am today 
introducing a bill which is designed to 
protect American television viewers from 
the threat of a financial whirlpool-pay 
television-which could result in many 
American families running up bills of 
$20, $30, and $40 a month to watch tele
vision. 

Unless Congress acts quickly, there is a 
real danger that some of the television 
programs which we have enjoyed with
out charge will soon cost $1, $2, and $3 
each. Those of us who watch college and 
professional football games on weekend 
afternoons may have to pay for this 
entertainment. 

Unless pay television is stopped, those 
television viewers who touch the edge of 

the whirlpool by paying for a few tele
vision programs, may find themselves 
drawn into pay television completely, 
leaving free television showing vacuous 
soap opera reruns. This will put a heavy 
burden on low-income groups, especially 
the elderly who have limited incomes and 
who rely heavily on free television for 
their entertainment. 

For this reason, I am introducing a 
bill which will prohibit the Federal Com
munications Commission from authoriz
ing pay television stations. The Com
mission decided last December that tt 
will begin granting licenses for pay tele
vision stations after June 12. That deci
sion is being appealed to the U.S. Court 
of Appeals in W ashi.ngton. While the 
appellate court could rule against pay 
television, prompt action by Congress 
would be decisive. 

I appeal to the Members of Congress 
to examine closely the threat of pay tel
evision. Just one example of one profes
sional football game amply demonstrates 
the potential economic impact of pay 
television. 

This year, NBC paid $2.5 million to 
professional football to carry the Super
bowl Game which was seen on 20.4 mil
lion television sets. But NBC and the 
other networks would be easily outbid if 
the 20.4 million TV set owners paid $1 
each for the game, bringing in $20.4 mil
lion for the pay television network. 

With far greater revenue potential 
than the commercial networks, the pay 
television network could easily obtain 
the television contracts for the majority 
of college and professional sports and 
the better TV "specials." 

The Commission, in its decision last 
December, did prohibit pay TV from 
showing any sports events which have 
been shown for the previous 2 years. 
However, it is possible under the Com
mission's decision for the professional 
football leagues, for example, to take a 
financial loss by refusing their games to 
be shown on television for 2 years. After 
the 2 years, the pro football leagues could 
sell their television rights to the highest 
bidder, which could easily be pay TV. 

The 2-year loss then could be quickly 
recouped in succeeding years by selling 
the television rights at higher prices. 

There is no question that pay televi
sion programs would be shown at prime
time viewing, making a deep impact at 
the same time that the commercial net
works obtain their greatest advertising 
revenues. By showing their best fare at 
prime time, the pay television stations 
could gradually draw away the free-TV 
audiences, leaving the commercial net
works with smaller and smaller audi
ences and less and less advertising dol
lars to pay for programs now seen free. 

The Federal Communications Com
mission was obviously motivated by a 
deep concern for greater program di
versification on television when it ap
proved the pay television system. How
ever, I believe that pay television will re
duce diversification by cornering the best 
programs on a single station, while free 
TV deteriorates to programing insignifi
cance. It is certainly hoped that the FCC 
selects another means to obtain program 
diversification. 

Pay television is certainly one case 
where the end does not justify the 
means. If the means-pay television-is 
allowed to go unchecked, there is still no 
guarantee that television viewers would 
have greater diversification. There is 
only the distinct possibility that we will 
be paying for the same programs which 
·we are now watching free of charge. 

DR. WILLIAM P. TOLLEY HITS THE 
NAIL RIGHT ON THE HEAD WITH 
REFERENCE TO TURMOIL ON OUR 
CAMPUSES 
<Mr. HANLEY asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Speaker, a few 
weeks ago Dr. William P. Tolley, the dis
tinguished chancellor of Syracuse Uni
versity, spoke at the university's annual 
athletic awards dinner. In discussing the 
turmoil on our campuses, I believe 
Chancellor Tolley hit the nail right on 
the head. His remarks, which were both 
timely and perceptive, should be read by 
every student, college administrator, 
faculty member, and every legislator in 
the country. 

They follow herewith: 
REMARKS BY CHANCELLOR WILLIAM P. TOLLEY 

At a recent meeting in Williamsburg the 
president of Sheffield University, Dr. H. N. 
Robson, reminded us that man is a member 
of the animal kingdom and of all the mem
bers of that kingdom he ls the most ag
gressive. He went on to say that this human 
animal ls, of course, most aggressive when 
it is young. "If you are troubled a,bout stu
dent unrest," he said, "perhaps we should 
give more attention to the primary biological 
problem." He stopped at this point, but I 
think each one of us in thinking about it for 
a moment begins to see the problem in dif
ferent terms. 

Primitive man spent much of his time, as 
other animals do, in the search for food. He 
had to struggle to live. Nature showed him 
no mercy. Neither did his enemies. If he sur
vived it was because he was aggressive. 

As a member of the animal kingdom man 
has not changed. The aggressive impulses 
that are a part of his nature are as strong 
as ever and in many parts of the world as 
necessary as ever. Here in America, however, 
and in a considerable part of the civilized 
world children no longer have to forage for 
food. They don't have to hunt or fish in 
order to eat. They don't even have to work 
on a farm. 

What does civilization do to this aggres
sive animal? It keeps him confined in a 
school. It puts such pressure on the im
portance of schooling that he ls branded a 
failure if he doesn't continue until he gets 
a college degree. 

What happens to his aggressive impulses? 
Remember they are as powerful as ever and 
are going to be expressed in one way or an
other. Moreover, they are not expressed in 
the classroom. To me this is the most cogent 
argument I can think of for a universal pro
gram of intramural and intercollegiate ath
letics in which every student participates 
and every student works out of his system 
some of the aggressive impulses he now di
rects against the university and the other 
institutions of society. 

Ralph Keyes, assistant to the publisher of 
Newsday, in speaking about student disrup
tion remarked that students came to Antioch 
College at Yellow Springs, Ohio with a very 
high prot.est level. When they get there they 
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find very little to protest against. As a con
sequence l,ast year they almost hung the 
barber. 

In proposing an expansion of our intra
mural and intercollegiate program, I am not 
suggesting that this ls the only answer. I 
think we will always have protests and, of 
course, as a university we flourish when we 
are a place of dissent and dialogue. With 
the exception of the playing field, however, 
the university is totally unprepared for vio
lence and it has been singularly lnept in 
dealing with it. 

The truth is th.at violence will stop on the 
campuses of our colleges just as soon as 
Sltuden.ts learn that they are no longer pro
tected by in loco parentis and that a jail sen
tence awaits them whenever they break the 
law. The problem of campus disruption can
not be solved by presidents alone. It can be 
solved only when the moderate students and 
the moderates on the faculty agree that rules 
must be enforced and that all who are guilty 
will be punished. Ad.ministrators have been 
trapped between arrogant adolescents on the 
one hand and incredibly naive professors on 
the other. The professors still plead for am
nesty regardless of the offense. Students a1·e 
not fools. So long as no one is punished 
why shouldn't the fun and games continue? 

What the faculty doesn't appear to recog
nize is that they are the group who have the 
most to lose. What is threatened is their aca
demic tenure and their academic freedom. 
What is ait stake is the autonomy of the uni
versity-the very idea of the university. The:re 
are faculty members at the University of 
Ohioago who understand this. I understand 
there are a few now at Columbia and Cornell. 
Our hope is that the membflrs of the faculty 
Will wake up before the battle for autonomy 
of the university is lost. The public has been 
warning us now for some time. If we don't 
learn to govern ourselves they will do it for 
us. We have no time to lose in doing it for 
ourselves. 

Having gotten this out of my system, I 
should like to get back to the field of ath
letics. In doing so let me ask four questions: 
The first, What is the place of discipline in 
American education? Second, How important 
is performance as distinguished from poten
tial? Third, What is the relationship of the 
individual to the larger units of society? And 
fourth, Does participation in athletics con
tribute to the search for courage, endurance, 
honesty, and self-respect? 

Let us turn to the first question. What is 
the place of discipline in American educa
tion? We are free men. We are committed to 
freedom of speech, freedom of the press, 
freedom of religion, and freedom of the 
mind. Is there a place for discipline? The 
answer is to be found in the science labora
tory where a universe under law requires 
hard work, patience and accuracy. It is only 
the disciplined mind that is equipped to ob
serve, analyze, reflect, and put back together 
again. The life of the scientist is the life of 
strict discipline. Only by long and arduous 
training does anyone contribute to the ad
vancement of science. 

Again on the playing field there is no in
stant knowledge, no instant leadership and 
influence, no short cuts to success and 
power. Skill comes only after endless hours 
of running, push ups, drill and practice. Poise 
comes with experience. Self-control is the 
product of effort, leadership is not given, it 
is earned. 

The New Testament reminds us that, 
"Strait is the gate, and narrow is the way, 
which leadeth unto life, and few there be 
that find it." (Matthew VII, v. 14). In a day 
of affluence and ease to learn this by per
sonal experience is of priceless value. 

Our second question is, How important is 
performance as distinguished from poten
tial? For the moment, American society is 
preoccupied with the problem of undevel-

oped potential. This is the great problem of 
both our schools and our colleges. Nature is 
lavish in its distribution of talents-but poor 
schools leave talents undeveloped and stu
dents seriously disadvantaged. 

I agree that this is the current problem 
in our slums and backward areas. I do not 
share the feeling that it is our only problem. 
In education there must always be an em
phasis on performance as well as potential. 
If I were an admissions officer a boy's per
formance in the high school classroom 
would tell me far more than his scores in 
College Boards. 

What counts most in life is motivation. 
This is what makes the difference. Desire, 
competitive spirit, a willingness to pay the 
price, habits of work, the refusal to quit, 
these are the qualities we should look for. 

Only performance counts in the class
room. Only performance counts on the play
ing field. Only performance counts in life 
after graduation. This is the lesson we must 
all learn. The earlier it is learned, the better 
it will be for the learner. 

On balance I think our coaches teach this 
lesson even more effec·tively than do the 
other members of the faculty. The New 
Testament reminds us that, "I am the true 
vine, and my Father is the vinedresser. Every 
branch of mine that bears no fruit, he takes 
away, and every branch that does bear fruit 
he prunes, that it may bear more fruit." 
(John XV, v. 1, 2). Every week the coach 
judges every boy that plays. Every week he 
takes away the branch that bears no fruit, 
prunes the one that does so that it will bear 
more fruit. He may not realize it, but this 
hard nosed doctrine comes straight from the 
Good Book. 

My third question is, "What is the rela
tionship of the individual to the larger units 
of society? In dealing with the current gen
eration of students one cannot help but be 
impressed by the extent to which they are 
wrapped up in themselves. Perhaps this has 
always been true. One has to go back a long 
way in time, however, to find such a high 
percentage of egocentric students leaders. 
What they regard as important appears to 
be all that counts. They have answers but 
no questions, voices but no ears. They know 
more than their teachers, more than the ad
ministrators and much more than the 
trustees. 

Fortunately they are brought back to earth 
on the playing field if nowhere else. The 
classroom teaches disc'ipline and the place of 
performance quite as well as the playing 
field. Nothing, however, teaches teamwork 
and the importance of the team like ath
letics. The subordination of the individual 
to the team is an experience I wish all stu
dents could have. The boy who listens and 
learns, the boy who obeys instructions, who 
learns to block and tackle as well as run, 
who gives his best effort in any position to 
which he is assigned and who hangs in there 
every day and every week regardless to how 
much he plays on Saturday, this is the boy 
who finds out what life is all about. 

In the closing years of the twentieth cen
tury scientific advance is more and more the 
result of team effort. Again, every social and 
economic advance requires cooperative ac
tion. It is becoming a day when even the 
most gifted must function as a member of 
a team. I am grateful that this all important 
lesson is taught so well on the playing field. 

And finally, Do sports contribute to the 
search for courage, endurance, honesty and 
self-respect? Education that is complete 
must take into account the needs of the 
whole man. The molding of character, the 
contagion of ideals, the teaching of values 
often takes place outside of the classroom 
but this does not make it any the less im
portant. It comes from the force of example, 
from the personal influence of those whom 

students respect, and from direct personal 
involvement. 

Here again th~ science laboratory could be 
cited, for accuracy, truthfulness, and hon
esty are requirements without excuse or 
exception. But the playing field teaches these 
qualities too, and in addition teaches cour
age, endurance and self-respect. 

The lessons of obedience, of loyalty, of 
courage--all three are learned as well as the 
value of a total response. To do what you 
thought couldn't be done, to give that last 
extra effort that makes so great a difference, 
to endure without whining or complaint, to 
practice until perfect, to make the key block 
that lets your teammate score--these art
experiences I wish everyone could have. For 
each of us there is a desert to travel, a star 
to discover, and a being within ourselves to 
bring to life. The boy who gives all that he 
has, not only brings to life the highest being 
within him, but gives hope for all humans 
striving. And as he learns the meaning of 
honesty and self-respect he is rewarded with 
pride and dignity and honor. 

CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF 
DEMOCRATIC INSTITUTIONS 

(Mr. RARICK asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, today I 
spoke on the association of Justice Wil
liam 0. Douglas as being the chairman 
of the board of the Center for the Study 
of Democratic Institutions. 

So that our colleagues will know the 
nature of this center with which the Jus
tice is so deeply committed, I include the 
following documents: Church League of 
America's "Special Report" of October 
1965; "Guide to Tumult in America," 
February 9, 1968; and "Funded Disrup
tion" of January 12, 1968. 

The above-mentioned material follows: 
[From the Special Report, Church League of 

America, October 1965 J 
CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF DEMOCRATIC 

INSTITUTIONS 

FUND FOR THE REPUBLIC 

The Fund for the Republic was authorized 
was incorporated with a Board of Directors in 
October 1951, and a sum of a million dollars 
was appropriated for it at the time. The Fund 
was incorporated with a Board of Directors in 
December 1952. In February 1953, the Ford 
Foundation appropriated $14,000,000 for the 
Fund. At that time, the Fund assumed a 
completely independent status.1 

Since it was founded, the Fund has spon
sored a number of projects. One of these proj
ects was the distribution of 110 copies of a 
film which portrayed a television interview 
between atomic scientist, Dr. J. Robert Op
penheimer and Edward R. Murrow, of the 
Columbia Broadcasting System,2 after the 
former had been found to be a security risk 
on June 29, 1954.3 The interview was a clear 
attempt to show Oppenheimer to be a victim 
of character assassination due to anti-Com
munist hysteria.4 

In a speech which he made on July 21, 
1955, Congressman B. Carroll Reece of Ten
nessee stated: "Ignored entirely in this Ed 
Murrow propaganda film were the details of 
the charges against Oppenheimer, including 
his own admission that he had lied repeat
edly to security officers of the Manhattan 
District and the FBI regarding his contacts 
with the Soviet espionage agent, Haakon 

Footnotes at end of article. 
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Chevalier, as well as other vital security 
matt.ers." 5 

Dr. Oppenheimer has had a record of affil
iation with Communist front organizations, 
such as the American Committee for Democ
racy and Intellectual Freedom, American 
Friends of the Chinese People, and the Inde
pendent Citizens Committee of the Arts, 
Sciences and Professions. In 1953, Oppen
heimer himself stared that he was not a Com
munist, but had probably belonged to every 
Communist front association on the West 
Coast and signed many petitions in which 
Communists were interested. He made peri
odic contributions through Communist Party 
functionaries to the Communist Party in the 
San Francisco area in amounts aggregating 
not less than $500 nor more than $1,000 a 
year during a period of approximately four 
years ending in April 1942.u 

Another project of t1le Fund was the fi
nancing of wide-scale mall distribution of a 
special issue of the "Bulletin of Atomic Scien
tists", which was published by an outfit 
having as chairman of its board of sponsors 
none other than J. Robert Oppenheimer. This 
special issue was devoted en tlrely to the twin 
objectives of defending Oppenheimer and at
tacking the security program.7 

An action by the Fund for the Republic 
which has aroused much controversy wias the 
$5,000 award which it made to the Plymouth 
Quaker Meeting of Plymouth Meeting, a vil
lage near Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, for its 
alleged retention of Mrs. Mary Knowles as 
librarian of the William Jeans Memorial 
Library, which was owned and operated by 
the Plymouth Monthly Meeting. 

On May 8, 1953, Mr. Herbert Philbrick ap
peared before the Senate Internal Security 
Subcommittee and swore that Mary Knowles 
was a member of the Communist Party, "in 
fact a member of my own pro-group under
ground cell." Philbrick also identified Mary 
Knowles as the secretary to Harrison Harley, 
director of the Samuel Adams School for So
cial Studies, which was placed on the Attor
ney General's list as subversive and Commu
nist.8 

On May 21, 1953, Mary Knowles appeared 
before the Senate Internal Security Subcom
mittee, and when asked if she was a member 
of the Communist Party now, she dived be
hind the Fifth Amendment and refused to 
answer that question. Following her plea of 
the Fifth Amendment, she subsequently sub
mitted her resignation as branch librarian to 
the trustees of the Norwood, Massachusetts, 
library. Mrs. Knowles then took a similar po
sition with the William Jeans Memorial Li
brary, a library of the Plymouth Monthly 
Meeting of Friends, a Quaker group at Plym
outh Meeting, Pennslyvania. The actual em
ployment of Mrs. Knowles was done by the 
Library Committee of Plymouth Meeting.9 

When Mrs. Knowles went to Plymouth 
Me.;iting, veterans organizations and others 
asked her to take a loyalty oath. She refused. 
Thereafter, the Plymouth Township School 
Board, the governing authorities of Plymouth 
and Whitemarsh Townships, and the Consho
hocken Community Chest, withdrew financial 
support of the library. The Plymouth Town
ship School Board forbade teachers to take 
children to the library, and three members of 
the Library Committee itself resigned.10 

Resolutions were passed by local chapters 
of the American Legion and the DAR, calling 
for the dismissal of Mrs. Knowles. Some of 
the Quakers of the community, who disap
proved of the hiring of Mary Knowles, got up 
a petition for the purpose of having Mrs. 
Knowles discharged. This petition was voted 
down in a maneuver, although it appears that 
a majority favored the petition.u In fact, 61 
of the 108 members of the Plymouth Meeting 
signed a petition for her removal, and only 28 
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of the 108 are known to have approved her 
hiring.12 

Robert Maynard Hutchins, the president of 
the Fund for the Republic, announced a spe
cial $5,000 award to the Quaker Monthly 
Meeting, "for courageous and effective defense 
of Democratic principles, in refusing to fire 
Mrs. Knowles." He said that "the award was 
being made because the Fund for the Repub
lic hopes that the example that was set in this 
case will be followed elsewhere in America
particularly when our libraries, which seem 
to be a special target of self-appointed cen
sors and amateur loyalty experts, are in
volved." 13 

Actually, it was not the Quaker Monthly 
Meeting that hired Mrs. Knowles, and that re
fused to get rid of her; it was the Library 
Committee. The employment of Mrs. Knowles 
by the Library group continued to meet with 
overwhelming opposition, not only by the 
members of the Plymouth Quaker Meeting, 
but also by the vast majority of the residents 
of the community.u 

Another activity in the Fund for the Re
public's propaganda field is the free and un
solicited distribution of books to judges and 
college presidents throughout the U.S. One of 
these books is "Grand Inquest", by Telford 
Taylor, of which the Fund distributed 450 
copies to Federal judges.15 According to Con
gressman B. Carroll Reece of Tennessee, Tay
lor "has a red flag on his file at the Civil Serv
ice Commission with the warning unresolved 
question of loyalty." 10 

The Fund for the Republic distributed 
35,000 copies of a book entitled "The Fifth 
Amendment Today" by Erwin N. Griswold, 
primarily to judges and lawyers.17 In its May 
31, 1955, report, the Fund listed Griswold 
as one of its directors.18 This book has been 
described as "a thinly-disguised propaganda 
argument that any witness is entitled to in
voke the Fifth Amendment without having 
any inference drawn of possible hidden 
guilt." 10 

The Fund for the Republic distributed 
25,000 copies of a Harper's magazine article 
by Richard H. Rovere entitled "The Kept 
Witnesses", to business executives and labor 
officials.20 This article, as its name implies, 
castigates the use of former Communists as 
witnesses in loyalty-security proceedings.21 

The Fund also distributed 25,000 copies of 
"Faceless Informers and Our Schools", a 
pamphlet by Lawrence Martin, to State 
School Board associations.22 This pamphlet 
has been described as "a scaresome piece in
tended to show that teachers are too intimi
dated to teach properly; and other items of 
similar ilk." 28 

In November 1954, the Association of the 
B.ar of the City of New York Fund, Inc., re
ceived $100,000 from the Fund for the Re
public for "a study and rt?port by the Special 
Committee on the Federal Loyalty-Security 
program." 24 The Fund for the Republic in
timated that this report would be unbiased 
and objective. However, its liaison man with 
this Special Committee turned out to be 
Walter Millis. In a televised debate on Sep
tember 11, 1955, Millis stated that it was not 
the procedures of the loyalty-security pro
gram to which he objected; it was the entire 
program.25 

The May 31, 1955 report of the Fund for 
the Republic stated that an advisory com
mittee headed by Adam Yarmolinsky would 
be set up to obtain records of individual 
cases involving the loyalty-security pro
gram.26 The study, when completed, was used 
by leftists to attack the program.27 

The Fund for the Republic distributed 
copies of a "See It Now" television program 
on book censorship in California to Southern 
California civic groups.28 This program was 
an attempt to discredit a Mrs. Ann Smart 
of Marin County, California, for conducting 
a campaign to eliminate certain nauseatingly 

lewd and pornographic books, and others 
that were little sort of seditious, from the 
libraries of her community.20 

In May 1955, the Fund for the Republic 
made a $150,000 grant to the American 
Friends Service Committee for "a two-ye.ar 
program of support in legal cases to 
strengthen the right to freedom of con
science." ao It turned out that part of this 
grant was used in behalf of 28 individuals 
who were on trial in New York State. The 
"freedom of conscience"-the "conscientious 
non-conformism" for which they were on 
trial-was non-conformism in refusing to 
obey the civil defense laws of the State of 
New York-specifically, in refusing to obey 
police orders to go into an air raid shelter 
during a practice air raid in New York City 
on June 15, 1955. The leader of the group of 
28 was Dorothy Day, editor of the Catholic 
Worker, a left-wing periodic.al which is not 
a publication of the Catholic Church.31 

In June 1953, the Fund for the Republic 
appropriated $300,000 for "an account of 
Communist influence in major segments of 
U.S. Society." 32 This project was divided into 
a number of sub-projects. One of these, en
titled "History of the Communist Party in 
the United States (1919-1945) ", was headed 
by Theodore Draper.33 Draper began his c.art?er 
some years ago as a reporter for the Daily 
Worker and from there, after years of service, 
was graduated to the more erudite New 
Masses.M On his payroll was Earl Browder, 
former American Communist leader .35 Brow
der had been expelled from the U.S. Com
munist Party, but is still considered sympa
thetic to its aims.oo 

Robert M. Hutchins, president of the Fund 
for the Republic, stated that he would hire a 
Communist "for a job he was qualified to 
do--provided I was in a position to see that 
he did it." He admitted that the Fund had 
hired as a temporary press officer, a man who 
had previously pleaded the Fifth Amendment 
when questioned by the Senate Internal 
Security Subcommittee about Communist 
Party membership. Hutchins alleged that the 
man, Amos Landman, had "left the (Com
munist) Party in 1939." Landman was hired 
by the Fund on July 28, 1955, three weeks 
after his appearance before the subcom
mittee, and served until November 1, 1955.87 

When asked if the hiring of Landman was 
"an affront to the American people," 
Hutchins replied: "Not at all. The Fifth 
Amendment is part of the Bill of Rights." 38 

Another study of Communism by the Fund 
for the Republic was inaugurated in June 
1953, when $64,500 was appropriated for "a 
study of the Communist Record, including a 
bibliography digest, and microfilms." The 
chairman of this project was Arthur E. 
Sutherland, Professor of Law at Harvard Uni
versity.a9 One of the results of this project 
was "a digest of the principal judicial and 
administrative hearings in which the Com
munst Party has been involved, together 
with a full bibliography."'° However, Fred
erick Woltman, staff writer for the Scripps 
Howard newspapers, in his column for Octob
er 28, 1955, stated that the work was so 
ineptly done as to omit a vast collection and 
assortment of some of the most effective and 
illuminating books in existence on the anti
communist side. He quoted Phillip Taft, of 
the Economics Department at Brown Uni
versity, as having told Professor Sutherland: 
"You deserve a vote of thanks from the 
Communist Party." 41 

Some of the individuals who have been 
connected with the Fund for the Republic 
have records of affiliations. The May 31, 1955 
Report of the Fund for the Republic listed 
Professor Robert E. Cushman as a consultant 
to the Fund.42 In 1934 Cushman was a con
tributing editor to the subversive periodical 
"New Theatre" which was the official organ of 
the League of Workers Theatres, a Com-
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munist project. According to the testimony 
of Walter S. Steele before the Special Com
mittee on Un-American Activities in 1938, 
Cushman was identified as a member of the 
Advisory Committee of the Moscow Uni
versity Summer School.'3 

Professor Cushman sponsored a reunion 
dance under the auspices of the new Theatre 
League on April 18, 1941. This organization 
has been cited as a Communist front by 
the Special Committee on Un-American 
Activities and by the California Committee 
on Un-American Activities. In 1949, he was 
listed as a sponsor of the Scientific and Cul
tural Conference for World Peace, which was 
held in New York City under the auspices of 
the National Council of the Arts, Sciences, 
and Professions. Both organizations were 
labeled as subversive by the HCUA in 1951.44. 

According to the Report of the Fund for 
the Republic, dated May 31, 1955, Walter 
Gellhorn of the Columbia University School 
of Law was given a fellowship or grant by the 
Fund for the Republic for "research assist
ance in preparing the 1956 Edward Douglass 
White lectures." 45 On Dec. 23, 1962, Gellhorn 
was identified as a member of the Communist 
Party by Louis F. Budenz, before the Select 
Committee to Investigate Tax-Exempt Foun
dations and Comparable Organizations.46 

In December 1954, the Fund for the Re
public appropriated $75,000 for "awards for 
outstanding original drama and documentary 
scripts on civil liberties themes." ' 7 According 
to an announcement which appeared in Va
riety, September 14, 1955, Julien Bryan was 
selected by the Fund as a script contest 
judge.48 

In 1933, Bryan was listed as an endorser 
of the National Committee of the Friends of 
the Soviet Union, which was a forerunner of 
the National Council of American-Soviet 
Friendship, Inc. In 1936, Bryan gave an illus
trated lecture at Washington High School in 
New York, under the auspices of "Soviet 
Russia Today", which has been cited as a 
Communist-controlled publication.411 

That same year, the Washington Times 
editorially criticized the production of "Com
munist approved films" by the March of 
Time. The pictures were said to have been 
phctographed in Russia by Julien Bryan, a 
professional lecturer on Soviet Russia, and 
a member of the National Committee of the 
Friends of the Soviet Union in 1933. He was 
an executive director of the International 
Film Foundation, Inc., which promoted film 
plays on Russia, and was listed as a "guide 
or tour conductor to the Soviet Union." ao 
Julien Bryan was listed as a lecturer on 
behalf of the periodical New Masses, which 
has been officially cited as a "Communist 
periodical" by the U.S. Attorney General.51 

In September 1954, the Fund for the Re
public appropriated $150,000 for a project 
entitled "Fear in Education", which was to 
be a study of attitudes of college· and high 
school teachers. One of the members of the 
Advisory Committee which was set up on 
this project was Helen M. Lynd, Professor of 
Social Philosophy at Sarah Lawrence Col
lege.112 Helen Lynd has been affiliated with 
nine organizations that were cited as sub
versive.63 

The report of the Fund, dated May 31, 1965, 
stated that, in order to investigate problems 
concerning housing for minority groups, 
especially Negroes, the Fund had established 
a Comm.ission of Race and Housing. Two 
of the members of this Commission were 
Gordon W. Allport, Professor of Psychology at 
Harvard University, and Charles S. Johnson, 
President of Fisk University.114 Both of these 
men have been affiliated with subversive 
organizations.~ 

Robert Maynard Hutchins, who became the 
President of the Fund for the Republic on 
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June l, 1954,58 had been named as a member 
of the Commission for Academic Freedom of 
the National Council of the Arts, Sciences 
and Professions in the September 13, 1948, 
issue (page 6) of the Comunist newspaper, 
Daily Worker. He was listed as a sponsor of 
a conference held by the National Council of 
the Arts, Sciences, and Professions, October 
9-10, 1948, in the leaflet "To Safeguard These 
Rights ... ", which was published by the 
Bureau on Academic Freedom of the National 
Council of the Arts, Sciences and Professions. 
The National Council of the Arts, Sciences, 
and Professions was cited as a Communist
front organization by the Committee on Un
American Activities in House Report No. 1954, 
April 26, 1950.57 

On April 21, 1949, Dr. Hutchins, testifying 
before the Broyles Commission, stated that it 
was not yet established that it was subversive 
to be a Communist.58 He was reported in the 
Daily Worker for June 25, 1951, page 2, as one 
of those who opposed the Supreme Court 
decision affirming the conviction of the 11 
Communist leaders in New York Federal 
Court on October 14, 1949.59 

In the May 31, 1955, Report of the Fund 
for the Republic, Hutchins made the follow
ing statement: "A political party in thiS 
country has been identlfied with the 
'enemy'. Those associated with this party 
have therefore come under suspicion as an 
imminent danger to the state ... The treat
ment accorded suspected persons in Congres
sional investigations and administrative 
hearings has not always been that contem
plated by the Sixth Amendment. A kind of 
continuous propaganda and social pressure 
has been kept up that has tended to sup
press conscientious non-conformity. Politi
cal advantage has accrued from claiming that 
others were indifferent to the threat of Com
munism." 60 

In September 1954, the Fund for the Re
public appropriated $100,000 for a study of 
blacklisting in the motion picture, radio, and 
television industries.61 It was announced that 
this report would be published early in 
1956.62 When the report came out, hundreds 
of pages of it were filled with material that 
was supposed to show how people in various 
fields of entertainment and reople and orga
nizations outside the entertainment field 
have, in effect, conspired to have people fired 
from their jobs because of Communist or 
Communist-front affiliations.GS 

Hearings were held by the HCUA regarding 
the so-called blacklisting report. Comment
ing on the report, Francis E. Walter, Chair
man of the HCUA, stated: "The facts re
vealed at the hearings have established that 
there is not and never has been in the enter
tainment industry any practice of depriving 
people of employment because of 'political 
affiliations or beliefs', but that a number of 
people who have been identified as hard-core 
members of the Communist conspiracy have 
been refused access to mass media of Com
munications. 

"This fact was established, not only by the 
examination in public session of John Cogley, 
who conducted the bogus investigation for 
the Fund for the Republic, but also by the 
testimony of the ablest leaders of nation
wide anti-Communist organizations, includ
ing the American Legion and the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars. These leaders roundly con
demned the Fund for the Republic report 
as a fraud and a tool for use by the Com
munists in preventing the immunization of 
Communist agents from the entertainment 
circles of this Nation." u. 

The "Report on Blacklisting'' by the Fund 
for the Republic was written by John Cogley 
and Michael Harrington. During the HCUA's 
1956 investigation of the Fund's report, Har
rington was identified as a member of the 
Young Socialist League, the apparent youth 
a.rm of the Marxist Independent Socialist 

League. Harrington has also been listed as 
National Chairman of the Young Socialist 
League as of Dec. 1956." 

Some of the other activities of the Fund 
for the Republic were a project involving the 
study of "extremist groups" and grants to 
such organizations as the Catholic Interracial 
Council of Chicago, the National Council of 
Churches, the Southern Regional Council, 
the NAACP Legal Defense and Education 
Fund, and the Anti-Defamation League of 
B'nai B'rith, as well as grants to various 
church bodies for work in "racial and cul
tural relations." 66 The Fund's "Bulletin" for 
June 1956 stated that almost one-third ot 
the effort of the Fund had gone into "ques
tions of race relations." 

Among the organizations that have been 
concerned about the activities of the Fund 
for the Republic was the American Legion. 
On September 12, 1955, Seaborn P. Collins, 
the National commander of the American 
Legion, called on Legionnaires to "avoid any 
identification with activities sponsored by 
the Fund for the Republlc." Collins stated: 
"I am issuing this alert to our membership 
because it appears that the Fund for the 
Republic, headed by Dr. Robert Maynard 
Hutchins, is threatening and may succeed 
in crippling the national security." He said 
he hoped "that American Legion elements at 
the State and local levels will have no truck 
with Fund for the Republic enterprises. If 
American Legion posts and departments 
(State organizations) a.re offered financial 
aid by the Hutchins group, to carry out the 
group's programs, I sincerely hope they will 
decline." 87 

On November 17, 1955, J. Addington Wag
ner, who had succeeded Seaborn P. Collins as 
National Commander of the American Legion 
declared that "The American Legion formally 
charges that by its action under its current 
direction, the Fund for the Republic ren
ders comfort to the enemies of America." 
and that the American Legion is "convinced 
that the Fund is doing evil work." He also 
stated that the Legion "believes that the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue should study the 
activities of the Fund, and determine whether 
it qualifies for tax-exempt status." es 

In its National Convention in Los Angeles, 
September 3-6, 1956, the American Legion 
commended the HCUA for i:ts hearings on 
the Fund for the Republic urged Congress to 
appropriate sufficient funds for continuing 
the hearings, and recommended that the tax 
exemption status of the Fund be revoked.99 

Senator Joe McCarthy called on President 
Eisenhower to assume personal leadership in 
the fight against the destruction of the gov
ernment security program, which he said was 
being gravely threatened. McCarthy men
tioned, particularly, the Fund for the Re
public. He said that the method used by 
the Fund in "evaluating" the security pro
gram was to compile alleged employee griev
ances collected from the attorneys of the 
people involved (with no information what
soever on the government side of the story), 
and publicize these to prove that the security 
program is a political witch-hunt.70 

On November 18, 1955, Senator McCarthy 
said that he would demand, as soon as Con
gress convened, a thorough investigation of 
why the Fund for the Republic was granted 
the privilege of tax immunity. He stated: "It 
is unthinkable that the Fund for the Repub
lic-along with other left-wing organizations 
propagating a soft view of Communism and 
a hard view of Congressional investigations 
of subversion-should be exempted from 
paying taxes on the grounds of educational 
work." 71 

As of 1956, the largest single grant ever 
awarded by the Fund for the Republic, a sum 
of $445,000, was given to the southern Re
gional Council, Inc.72 On March 8, 1957, 
speaking before the State of Louisiana Leg-
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islative Committee on Segregation, Manning 
Johnson identified the Southern Regional 
Council as a "Southern Red front." He re
vealed that the Council was formed by James 
E. Jackson, a Southern organizer of the 
Communist Party.Ts 

In expressing a personal view on March 7, 
1957, Meyer Kestnbaum, a Director of the 
Fund for the Republic, said that the U.S. 
"should make clear that Red China, under 
suitable conditions, can look forward to rec
ognition and admittance to the United Na
tions." He said that he didn't think that 
there was any hope that the Nationalist 
leader, Chiang Kai-shek, would ever lead 
China again. and that "we are going to have 
to deal with the people who actually run 
China."n 

In a report put out by the Fund for the 
Republic, it was asserted that corporations 
and other organizations and institutions were 
a threat to American freedom in this coun
try. The report suggested that a more power
ful government was the answer to the 
threat.75 

In a speech before the American Friends 
Service Committee on October 11, 1958, Hal
lock Hoffman, secretary of the Fund for the 
Republic, suggested that the U.S. buy the 
islands of Matsu and Quemoy from the Na
tionalist Chinese and give them to "the Com
munist Chinese people." He said that the U.S. 
could use the money it was spending to 
maintain the 7th Fleet off the Chinese Coast 
to buy the islands. "Nobody would lose, 
everybody would win and we would even 
save money", he said. He called his sugges
tion "a fanciful illustration of creative ways 
to handle big problems." 76 

On page 13 of the December 1957 issue of 
The Saturday Review, there appeared an ad
vertisement entitled "Subversion in Dallas." 
This insertion was published by the Ameri
can Traditions project, a "popular educa
tion" program of the Fund for the Republic, 
Inc. This article commented about objections 
to a picture drawn by artist Ben Shahn, 
which was included in a traveling exhibition 
entitled "Sports in Art." Prior to the sched
uled showing of the collection at the Dallas 
(Texas) Museum of Fine Arts on March 25, 
1956, the Dallas Patriotic Society demanded 
that the Dallas Art Association eliminate 
Shahn's picture and three others "on the 
ground that the artists who painted them 
were reported. to have 'Communist or Com
munist-front records.'" 

The trustees of the Dallas Art Association 
rejected the demand of the Dallas Patriotic 
Society. The Fund for the Republic's article 
commented that "the right to see was not 
impaired in Dallas" and declared that "the 
stand of the trustees of the Dallas Art As
sociation is an example of the countless ways 
1n which Americans are strengthening the 
tradition of fair play in their daily lives 
••• •• 1'1 

According to the Fund's "Three-Year Re
port" dated May 31, 1956, page 62, Michael 
Harrington was employed as a journalist in 
connection With .their American Traditions 
Project. According to the Dally Worker of 
May 24, 1957, page 4, Harrington was listed 
as National Chairman of the Young Socialist 
League.1s 

After an article attacking the FBI appeared 
in the October 14, 1958 issue of The Nation, 
the Fund for the Republic requested per
mission to place in commercial airplanes sev
eral hundred copies of this article.10 

On March 26, 1958, Congressman Francis E. 
Walter, chairman of the HCUA, sent a letter 
to the Secretary of the Treasury questioning 
the tax-exempt status of the Fund for the 
Republic. This letter was based on a staff 
study by the HCUA, which stated in part that 
"while some projects of the Fund appear to 
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be objectively presented, the majority of its 
operations are based on biased investigations 
and result in findings which not only fall to 
present both sides of a given question, but, 
even further, actually conceal facts necessary 
for an honest understanding of the subject 
matter." 80 

The HCUA report demonstrated. that the 
Fund "engaged in propaganda and attempted 
to influence legislation in violation of Section 
501(c) (3) of the Internal Revenue Code." 
Based upon HCUA findings, an investigation 
of the Fund was instituted by the Internal 
Revenue Service (IRS) of the Department of 
the Treasury. At the conclusion of the inves
tigation, IRS agents "recommended that the 
Fund ... be denied tax-exempt status" in 
violation of the aforementioned statute. 
After the Treasury Department had taken no 
action in the matter, the HCUA, on Septem
ber l, 1959, adopted a resolution urgently re
questing the Secretary of the Treasury "to 
make public the facts developed as a result 
of the investigation of the Fund ... as well 
as the findings and conclusions of the De
partment of the Treasury on the Fund ... " 81 

Several days prior to the HCUA's action, the 
41st National Convention of the American 
Legion passed a resolution urging the Secre
tary of the Treasury "to withdraw the tax 
exemption status" of this foundation.82 

The Center for the Study of Democratic In
stitutions was established by the Board of 
Directors of the Fund for the Republic and 
began operations in Santa Barbara, Califor
nia, on September 15, 1959. The main head
quarters of the Fund was moved from 60 East 
42nd Street, New York City, to 2056 Eucalyp
tus Road, in Santa Barbara, California.sa A 
pamphlet published by the Center for the 
Study of Democratic Institutions, stated that, 
although the Fund for the Republic main
tained small offices in New York, Chicago, 
and Berkeley, its main program was now that 
of the Center, and that most of the members 
of the staff now lived in Santa Barbara.114, 

This pamphlet also contains a list of vari
ous publications of the Center for the Study 
of Democratic Institutions. Among these 
publications is a book entitled "The Tradi
tion of Freed.om" which is advertised as "se
lections, edited by Milton Mayer, from the 
writings that shaped the concepts of freedom 
and justice in America." 85 According to the 
Syracuse Post-Standard, February 17, 1947, 
Milton Mayer told his audience: "We must 
haul down the American flag. And 1f I wanted 
to be vulgar and shocking I would go even 
farther and say haul it down, stomp on it, 
and spit on it." 88 

In March 1960, a study entitled "The 
Churches and the Public", which had been 
conducted by the Center for the Study of 
Democratic Institutions, was published. It 
stated that American churches have a re
sponsibility to speak out on political, social 
and moral !:,.;ues, but should avoid using co
ercion to impose their sectarian views on the 
community.87 

A pamphlet produced by the Center for 
the Study of Democratic Institutions, en
titled "A Community of Fear", contains (on 
page 34) the following statement: "There 
is rather clearly a military elite emerging 
in the United States which is dedicated to a 
position of perpetual hostility toward the 
Soviet Union and which Wields enormous 
political as well as military power ... In
deed., the military elite is clearly in a position 
to assume political command over the U.S. 
striking forces if there are serious signs of 
'weakness' in U.S. foreign relations." 88 

In February 1961, the Center for the Study 
of Democratic Institutions produced two 
pamphlets, the tLtles of which were "A World 
Without War", and "Permanent Peace", both 
of which were written by Walter Millis. In 
"A World Without War", Millis declares: 
"Many of the anti-Communist measures 

taken in the name of 'internal security' dur
ing the 'McCarthy era' were really in the na
ture of tribal rites. If one can discern a pur
pose in them it was to cement the old so
cial bonds, to organize the group, to re
establish common values in face of the 
anomic (sic) and atomization of the tech
nological age." 89 

In the introduction to "Permanent Peace", 
Millis states that "if the price of avoiding 
all-out thermonuclear war should prove to 
be acquiescence in the 'Communist domina
tion of the world' or any other of the un
pleasant imaginings against which we cling, 
futilely, to the war system to preserve us, it 
seems probable that the price will be paid." 
He also alleged that a notion such as that 
of "Communist domination of the world" ls 
an elusive notion "inapplicable to the actual 
power relations which concern us." 90 

On June 1, 1961, a dinner was given for 
Supreme Court Justice Hugo Black by the 
Fund for the Republic, Inc. Guest speakers 
at this dinner were Reinhold Niebuhr, vice
president emeritus of Union Theological 
Seminary, and Robert M. Hutchins, president 
of the Center for the Study of Democratic 
Institutions. Dr. Hutchins concluded his talk 
by saying: "We must revive and reconstruct 
the political community of the United States 
because the task before us is nothing less than 
the organization of the world political com
munity." 91 

In January 1962, the Center for the Study 
of Democratic Institutions issued a bulletin 
entitled "Caught on the Horn of Plenty", 
which was written by W. H. Ferry, Vice
President of the Fund for the Republic, Inc. 
In this bulletin, Ferry claimed that "the 
individualism of the eighteenth and nine
teenth centuries is a casualty of technology, 
as are old theories of private property. Gov
ernment must intervene more and more 
in the nation's industrial life." 92 He also 
alleged that "we shall have to find means, 
public or private of paying people to do no 
work." 93 

On August 6, 1962, Mr. Ferry spoke at a 
Democratic conference in Seattle. In his 
speech, he accused J. Edgar Hoover of creat
ing a false picture of Communism's strength, 
branding the picture "sententious poppy
cock." He termed Hoover's warnings of Com
munist subversion "a mischief-making tap
estry of legend and illusion, if there ever 
was one" and referred to Hoover as "our of
ficial spy-swatter" and "the indubitable man
darin of anti-communism in the United 
States." u In this connection, it is inter
esting to note that in a television interview 
on May 4, 1958, which was subsidized by the 
Fund for the Republic as a contribution to 
"survival and freedom", Cyrus Eaton de
clared that there were no Communists in the 
United States "to speak of, except in the mind 
of those on the payroll of the FBI." Cyrus 
Eaton, Cleveland industrialist, is a friend of 
Khrushchev and a Winner of the Lenin Peace 
Prize. 95 

Reliable sources have stated that Scott 
Buchanan, staff consultant for the Center 
of Democratic Institutions, has visited Pug
wash, Cyrus Eaton's mansion in Nova Scotia, 
to be entertained by Eaton as a house guest 
and intellectual companion.96 

In President Robert M. Hutchins' report 
on the Fund for the Republic and Center for 
the Study of Democratic Institutions, dated 
March 31, 1962, is found the following state
ment: 

"In September 1961, the Center was host 
to five Soviet scientists, following their par
ticipation in the twelve-nation Confetence 
on Science and World Affairs at Stowe, Ver
mont. The Santa Barbara meeting was ar
ranged. by Harrison Brown and Amron Katz 
of RAND corporation. For two days the pos
s1b111t1es and problems of disarmament and 
scientific cooperation were discussed, mainly 
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on the basis of papers prepared by Mr. 
Brown and by Walter Mills, of the staff of 
the Center ... 07 

In May 1963, a pamphlet entitled "The 
Elite and the Electorate" was published by 
the Center for the Study of Democratic In
stitutions. The pamphlet urged that the 
President be given expanded powers and that 
Congress be stripped of its authority to 
thwart him under the constitutional checks
and-balances system.08 

In a conference held at the University of 
Chicago Law School in J anuary 1963, Robert 
M. Hutchins, President of the Fund for the 
Republic, Inc., contended that federal aid to 
education was inevitable and that no con
cern for religious belief should interfere 
with this "overriding public interest." 00 

Paul J acobs, trade union expert for the 
Center for the Study of Democratic Institu
tions, was a defense witness in a libel suit 
for former Washington State Representative 
John Goldmark. In his testimony, Jacobs 
stated that a Communist workers school 
which he and Mrs. Goldmark attended "was 
more of an adult education center in a 
way." 100 

In May 1964, a conference was held under 
the auspices of the Center for the Study of 
Democratic Institutions at the Johnson 
Foundation Conference Center in Wing
spread, Wisconsin. At this conference, influ
ential voices were raised in favor of a world 
government. Typical of these was that of 
Professor Hans J. Morgenthau of the Univer
sity of Chicago, who stated, "Let's face the 
issue squarely. Nuclear weapons have made 
t h e nation-state obsolete--as obsolete as the 
steam engine made feudalism." 101 It was, in 
fact, generally agreed by the participants in 
the conference that "absolute national sov
ereignty is out of step with the times" and 
that "there is a need for widened public in
ternational authority." 1°2 

Three individuals from Communist coun
tries participated in the conference. They 
were Dr. Marian Dobrosielksl, Counselor of 
the Polish Embassy, Washington, D.C.; 
Georgi Kornienko, Minister Counselor of the 
Soviet Embassy, Washington, D.C.; and 
Josip Presburger, Counselor of the Yugoslav 
Embassy, Washington, D.C.103 

An employee of the Center for the Study 
of Democratic Institutions (Fund for the 
Republic) has been whipping up opposition 
to U.S. efforts to halt Communist aggression 
in Vietnam. Robert Scheer, who performed 
similar work on behalf of Castrophiles before 
and during the Cuban missile crisis, was 
scheduled to give a talk in Berkeley, Cali
fornia, on June 5, 1964, under sponsorship of 
the Women for Peace organization. On May 
14, 1964, Scheer delivered the introduction 
to a University of California showing of a 
Communist film on Vietnam which was seized 
in New York by Federal authorities. He has 
also announced plans for a book on 
Vietnam.104 

A former executive committee member of 
the University of California Fair Play for 
Cuba Committee, Scheer paid an unauthor
ized visit to Cuba in 1960. Along with Ken 
Cloke, University of California student and 
son of two identified Communists, Scheer 
was one of the speakers at an antiblockade 
rally at the University of California during 
the Cuban missile threat. With Maurice 
'Zeitlin, a former University of California. 
student and an ardent Castroite, Scheer has 
written a book entitled "Cuba: Tragedy in 
our Hemisphere". Its thesis is that "a little 
U.S. love and understanding would have 
prevented Castro's growing up to be a Com
munist bad boy." 106 

An article in TOCSIN, June 8, 1964, stated 
that Scheer now headed a group called the 
Opposition, which had recently launched a 
left-wing institution called the San Francisco 
New School.106 

At a dinner which was given in Los An
geles on July 25, 1964, by the Center for the 

Study of Democratic Institutions, Associate 
Supreme Court Justice William 0. Douglas 
was a speaker. In his speech, he alleged that 
"the psychology of fear and apprehension 
produces the radical right ... " 101 

On February 18, 1964, a radio (KPFA, 
Berkeley, Cal.) broadcast featuring Chicago 
law professor Harry Kalven, Jr., explored the 
theory that sit-ins could be legally justified 
under the First Amendment. The program, 
which had been produced by Florence Mischel 
at the Center for the Study of Democratic 
Institutions, was scheduled to be re-broadcast 
August 31, 1964.108 

Commenting on this theory, Ben Levine, 
columnist for the Worker, stated, on June 21, 
1964, "such an argument could, given the 
right circumstances, put a people's revolution 
under the protection of the First Amend
ment." 109 

A conference entitled the International 
Convocation to Examine the Requirements 
of Peace, which was sponsored by the Center 
for the Study of Democratic Institutions, was 
held in New York City on February 18-20, 
1965. The purpose of the meeting was to 
scrutinize Pacem In Terris (Peace on Earth), 
an encyclical of Pope John XXIII. At this 
convocation, addresses were given by Vice
President Hubert Humphrey, U.N. Secretary 
General U Thant, Chief Justice Earl Warren, 
Mayor Willy Brandt of West Berlin, historian 
Arnold Toynbee, and scientists Linus Paul
ing. Individuals from the Soviet Union and 
from Soviet bloc countries were among those 
attending the convocation.no 

Among those invited to take part in panel 
debates were James Farmer of CORE: Dag
mar Wilson, Women Strike for Peace founder, 
who was under indictment for contempt of 
Congress; James G. Patton, president of the 
National Farmers Union; H. Stuart Hughes, 
Harvard professor and. "peace" candidate for 
Congress; Norman Cousins of SANE; Bayard 
Rustin, executive-Secretary of the War 
Resisters League and organizer of the 1963 
March on Washington; and A. J. Muste of the 
pacifist Fellowship of Reconciliation.= 

According to the Worker, the Center for 
the Study of Democratic Institutions invited 
Gus Hall, Communist Party boss "and others 
prominent in the American Left" in connec
tion with this conference.112 

A campaign to mobilize the American 
clergy in support of the peace movement wm 
be sponsored by the Fellowship of Recon
cmation, a radical pacifist organization, in 
cooperation with the Center for the Study of 
Democratic Institutions. On August 29, 1965, 
Frank H. Kelly, a vice-president of the Cen
ter, announced that the campaign would in
clude more than 100 conferences in various 
cities to discuss the moral and technological 
implications of the requirements of world 
peace.113 

An advertising leaflet announcing these 
conferences indicated that they would take 
place in 1965, 1966, and 1967. The theme of 
the conference is to be "Peace on Earth: 
Moral and Technological Implications." The 
leaflet also stated that a gift of $100,000 for 
the convocations would be presented to the 
Fellowship of Reconc111ation upon the con
tingency of its providing funds to match 
this amount.m 

A bulletin of the Fellowship of Reconcilia
tion announced that the program had been 
made possible "through the generosity of 
Irving F. Laucks, Santa Barbara, Califor
nia." llJ5 An advertising leaflet announcing the 
"International Convocation on the Pa.cem in 
Terris,'' which was held in New York City. 
February 18-20, 1965, listed Irving F. Laucks 
as a. consultant to the Center for the Study 
of Democratic Institutions.m 

An editorial in the Chicago Tribune, com
menting on the program which is to be spon
sored by the Fellowship of Reconc111ation and 
the Center for the Study of Democratic In
stitutions, ma.de the following statement: 

"Any seminars promoted by these outfits 
will certainly preach the wickedness of the 
United States and the nobility of the Viet 
Cong and North Vietnamese Communists. 
The Hutchins group has already distributed 
a screed entitled 'How the United States Got 
Involved in Viet Nam,' which says that Amer
ican anti-communism is just plain fascism 
and no more respectable than communism 
itself." 117 
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[From U.S.A., vol. XIV, No. 26, Feb. 9, 1968] 
GUIDE TO TuMULT IN AMERICA: A REVIEW OF 

"STUDENTS AND SOCIETY" 

(By Alice Widener) 
(NoTE.-A report by the Fund for the Re

public's Center for the Study of Democratic 
Institutions on its three day conference 
"Students and Society" held at the Center, 
Santa. Barbara, California, late in August 
1967.) 

Are you worried about the violence, tu
mult, immorality and revolutionary activism 
on the American campus? 

Are you at a loss to understand and ex
plain the link between revolutionary activ
ity on campus and in city streets as demon
strated in riots, illegal civil disobedience, 
defiance of our laws and disaffection from 
our way of life? 

Do you feel in need of documentation to 
support your arguments against these activi
ties? Do you want to have black-on-white 
proof that your concern is well based? 

If so, you need look no further for sub
stantiation of your worst fears than the 64-
page document "Students and Society" is
sued December 1967 by the Fund for the 
Republic's Center for the Study of Demo
cratic Institutions at Sanh Barbara, Cali
fornia. The report carries the major part of 
discussions that took place at the Center 
during its three-day conference late last Au
gust on "Students and Society." In a fore
word to the document, W. H. Ferry, vice 
president of the Center, says that the dis
cussions might have been called "The Wor
ried Citizen's Guide to Tumult on the 
Campus." 

That would be a most accurate title. But 
Mr. Ferry's concept of the worried citizen 
is far different from that of most Americans. 
The "mood" of the Funded conference, he 
says, was "hammering discontent." The par
ticipants, he explains, "look on the United 
States and find it abounding in hopeless con
tradictions, hypocrisy, and wrongdoing. They 
see no benevolence in the works of the na
tion outside its borders, only a new imperial
ism that takes vicious and irrational form in 
Vietnam and shows itself everywhere else 
only as the selfish exploitation of human 
beings." 

That is quite an indictment. Our de
clared enemies could not say worse. 

Year after year, it seems the mood of con
ferences financed ~nd sponsored by the Cen
ter at Santa Barbara in hot summertime 
grows uglier and uglier, more and more 
threatening. It bodes ill for our country. 

It was in August 1965, according to an 
article by Paul Whitl, in the Houston Post, 
that Julian Bond, Simon Casady, Stokely 
Carmichael and a host of militants assembled 
"at the facilities of the Center for the Study 
cf Democratic Institutions" to found the 
National Conference for New Politics which, 
in September 1967, held a. Communist-Black 
Power dominated conference in Chicago that 
made nationwide headlines for its revolu
tionary radicalism and disgracefully undemo
cratic procedures. 

It was on August 24, 1967, that Tom 
O'Brien, staff writer for the Santa Barbara 
News-Press, reported under the headline 
"University Destruction" that "A master 
plan of how best to destroy the American 
university system as it is today seemed to be 
the goal as a conference of militant student 
leaders and ex-students opened yesterday at 
the Center for the Study of Democratic In
stitutions here. The participants were de-
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scribed by the Center as all having been 
prominent in demonstrations and movements 
within their own colleges and universities." 

Mr. O'Brien further reported, "Devereaux 
Kennedy, student body president at Wash
ington University, St. Louis, Mo., called for 
outright revolution and the overthrow of the 
United States Government. He advocated. 
terrorism on such a scale that it would 'de
moralize and castrate America.' " 

Now in February 1968, we have not yet 
witnessed the full workings of the master 
plan. But most of its strategy and tactics can 
be found in the Center's report on the con
ference "Students and Society." The Center 
publishes its documents, described as "occa
sional papers,'' with disclaimers of responsi
bll1ty for the contents. Yet the foreword by 
w. H. Ferry to the December 1967 report 
states: 

"Themes of the meeting and arrangements 
for it were the responsib111ty of four Junior 
Fellows of the Center, who had spent the 
summer in residence: Frederick Richman; 
Jeffrey Elman; Stephen Saltonstall; and 
Daniel Sisson. 

"This ls an edited record of the proceed
ings. It also contains extracts from papers 
presented by the Junior Fellows that sought 
to expose the main issues. 

"After nine hours of discussion restricted 
to the young members of the conference, the 
Center's Senior Fellows-in attendance 
throughout-joined the conversation for a 
half-day. 

"The unedited transcript, including formal 
papers, runs to some 75,000 words. This pub
lication contains approximately two-thirds 
that number. The effort has been to leave 
substance, tone, and style unimpaired." 

Mr. Ferry concludes his foreword with the 
following acknowledgement: "The conference 
on Students and Society was made possible 
by a generous contribution from S. Herbert 
Meller of New York City." Inquiry at the 
Fund for the Republic's offices in New York 
City elicited the information that Mr. Meller 
1S an investment banker with offices at One 
Chase Manhattan Plaza. 

The official Center llst of student confer
ence participants, includ!ng Junior Fellows 
identified with an asterisk, 1s as follows: 

Jeffrey Alex,ander, Harvard Crimson, Har
vard University. 

Anthony Anda.Iman, Editor, The Womer, 
University High School, Los Angeles. 

Frank Barda.eke, University of Callfornla, 
Berkeley. 

John Blood, Student Body President, Indi
ana. University. 

Ewart F. Brown, Student Body President, 
Howard University. 

Kristin G. Cleage, Wayne State University. 
•Jeffrey Elman, Harvard University. 
Michael Goldfield, Radical Education Proj-

ect, Ann Arbor, Michigan. 
Michael Higgins, Claremont College. 
Devereaux Kennedy, Student Body Presi

dent, W,a.shington University. 
Shella Langdon, Marlboro College. 
Michael Lerner, Executive Oommittee, 

Free Speech Movement, University of Cali
fornia, Berkeley. 

Bruce Levine, Editor, Thought, Valley 
Stream High School, New York. 

Peter Lyman, Student Body President, 
Stanford University. 

Ray Mungo, Boston University. 
Robert Pardun, Secretary for Internal Ed

ucation, Students for a Democratic Society, 
Chicago, Illinois. 

Mary Quinn, Mount Mercy College. 
*Frederick Richman, New York University. 
• Stephen Saltonstall, Yale University. 
David Seeley, Univers1ty of Os.llfornla, 

Santa. Barbara.. 
*Daniel Sisson, Claremont College. 
Stanley Wise, Executive Secretary, Student 

Nonviolent Coordinating Oommlttee, Atlanta, 
Georgia. 

The .. Junior Fellows" also are llsted as orga-

nizers of the conference. The Center Senior 
Fellows who took pa.rt in the final discussion 
were: Robert M. Hutchins; Stringfellow Barr; 
Scott Buchanan: John R. Seeley: James A. 
Pike (formerly Bishop Pike); Rexford G. Tug
well; Harvey Wheeler, Hallock Hoffman; W. 
H. Ferry: and John Wilkinson. 

FIRS'l! SESSION 

The first session of "Students and Society" 
opened with presentation of a paper "The 
Disenfranchised Majority" by Junior Fellow: 
Frederick Richman. He states that "the gen
eration gap" today ls such that society ought 
to ·adapt itself to youth who are "largely dis
enfranchised in terms of traditional political 
power" yet desirous of "social control" over 
the conditions affecting their lives. "Students 
today," he writes, "tend to dismiss all people 
over SO, including the older radicals from the 
1930's." 

The last part of his statement is not true. 
Ma.ny radical students of today are hand-in
ha.nd with such older members of the Com
munist Party, U.S.A. as Herbert Aptheker, 
Arnold Johnson, Claude Lightfoot and Rich
ard Criley. The latter three played key roles 
in the National conference for New Politics 
meeting in Chicago last September. 

What Richman wants ls the polltlcalizatlon 
of the university. "The reform I propose,'' he 
writes, "ls that the university become a po
litical institution." He wants "political activ
ism" to become "the central educational 
experience.'' 

Robert M. Hutchins, president of the Cen
ter, asked Richman several challenging ques
tions, among which was "How do you keep 
from growing old?" 

Richman replied, "The main contention in 
my paper ls that youth 1s now in a position 
to exert considerable power .... The police 
action against the teenyboppers on Sunset 
Strip in Los Angeles was as significant as the 
student strikes at Berkeley. Both incidents 
reflect a society that oppresses its youth ... 
However, 1f we are going to achieve a revolu
tion consciously carried forth by ~erican 
youth, that youth will have to be organized 
as youth and given a new position in Amer
ica .. .'' 

Michael Lerner, of the Free Speech Move
ment at Berkeley, said it would be "very 
dangerous" for students to gain more control 
over the uillversity without their struggling 
for control "as pa.rt of a larger struggle of 
people from the ghetto and abroad for con
trol over their institutions." Lerner said he 
doesn't want to help focus the growing en
ergy of students "into the main stream" of 
society, He said he doesn't want students' 
alienation from society to be transformed 
"into alignment with a lousy, corrupt so
ciety." He called for permanent forms of 
alienation even "after the revolution,'' and 
said the student power struggle must be 
"part of the struggle going on in the ghetto 
and Vietnam and in La.tin America" and that 
student radlcal.s should try to "bring people 
to that awareness.'' 

Devereaux Kennedy said that 1f student 
power at unlversltes were exerted only for 
"reformists' reforms" then it could be a re
actionary force; he wants student power to 
demand ''revolutionary reforms" that can't 
be met within the logic of the existing Amer
ican system. 

Jeffrey Elman of Harvard University said 
students should have the ability "to deter
mine how the university 1s going to be run." 

Daniel Sisson of Claremont College said 
the real problem ls how to "activat.e" the 
students. 

Michael Lerner declare, "National llbera
tlon struggles have become the order of the 
day." 

John Blood, Peter Lyman, and Frank 
Barda.eke have other ideas, arguing for less 
directly political and perhaps more educa
tional activism in the universities. Devereaux 
Kennedy argued that politics are implicit "in 
the way the university 1s structured. You 

can't change, for instance, the fact that 
Boards of Regents or Boards of Trustees run 
the universities a.nd that they are all busi
nessmen. As far as I am concerned they have 
no business at all to do with the univer
sities ... .'' 

The discussion bogged down for a while 
into argument over whether students should 
revolutionize the university first, or join in 
the movement to revolutional1ze all society 
in general. 

Michael Goldfield of the Students for a 
Democratic Society's Radical Education Proj
ect charged that at the University of Chicago 
things are "tied up to the Daley political 
machine in the city, to the college structure 
in Chicago, to the oorporate structure, and 
particularly to the military." 

After more debate, Ewart Brown of Howard 
University said, "I think we agree that the 
revolution is necessary and that you don't 
conduct a revolution by attacking the strong
est enemy first. You take care of your busi
ness at home first, and then you move abroad. 
Thus, we must make the university the home 
of the revolution. . . .'' 

Stanley Wise of Snick said "Youth must 
view themselves as being the government and 
not as petitioning the government." He de
fined youth as "anything from twelve uo." 
He then defined present day education as 
"counter-revolutionary." He charged that 
educational institutions today are training 
individuals "in an art called crlmlnology" 
whose object is to prevent poor people from 
getting the food and clothing they need. 

Stephen Saltonstall called on students to 
be "the instruments of change." The kind of 
change he wants ls a "strategy of disruption," 
which he elucidated in a paper presented at 
the third conference session. After discussion 
by Cleage, Higgins and Lyman, Robert Par
dun of Students for a Democratic Society 
said, "It 1s important to understand, 1f we 
are going to consider ourselves revolution
aries in any sense of the word, that revolution 
1s never made out of empathy for other 
people. Revolution comes out of your 
guts .... " 

Devereaux Kennedy attacked the whole 
idea of the "corporate structure" of the uni
versity and alleged it ls undemocratic. He 
said that students can, 1f they work hard 
enough "get women in their rooms and get 
control of the regulations over their con
duct .... " 

SECOND SESSION 

A paper presented by Jeffrey Elman of 
Harvard University was discussed at the sec
ond session of the Students and Society con
ference at the Fund for the Republic's Center 
at Santa Barbara. "The university today 1s 
sick," declared Elman. He charged that the 
position of students is one of "second-class 
citizenship." He praised past events at Berke
ley a.nd said, "Many other campuses are 
responding positively to the Berkeley exam
ple." He too demanded "sole control" by 
students over their behavior, and he pooh
poohed the university administration's past 
claim at Berkeley that it aots in loco parentis. 
Students, said Elman, should det.ermlne 
"their own social code." 

There was discussion of ellte and non-elite 
universities, of big and small ones, and gen
:ra.l agreement that all are undemocratic. 
Devereaux Kennedy said that David Seeley 
of the University of California at Santa Bar
bara. and other students had been using the 
word "revolution" loosely and mumbl1ng tt 
under their breath. "I'm going to say loudly 
and explicitly what I mean by revolution," 
said Kennedy. "What I: mean by revolution 
ls overthrowing the American government 
and American imperialism and installing 
some sort of decentralized power in this 
country." 

The student body president of Washing
ton University at St. Louis, Devereaux Ken
nedy, went on to say, "I'll tell you the steps 
that I think w1l1 be needed. First of all, 



May 20, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 13187 
starting up fifty Vietnams in Third World 
countries. This is going to come about by 
black rebellions in our cities joined by some 
white people. People in universities can do 
a number of things to help it. They have 
access to money and they can give these 
people guns, which I think they should do. 
They can engage in acts of terrorism and 
sabotage outside the ghetto. Negro people 
have trouble getting out because they cor
don those areas off, but white activists can 
go outside, and they can blow things up and 
I think they should. 

"But that's just a minor part of it. The 
major thing student activists can do while 
all this is going on-I mean completely de
moralizing and castrating America-is to 
give people a vision of something other than 
what they have now. They can give them 
a vision of people living as whole men, not 
as engineers for Monsanto or McDonnell Air
craft .... They can show people what Ameri
ca is capable of if it ends imperialism and 
installs a different kind of system, where, 
for example, people only have to work two 
hours a day and might spend twenty years 
in and out of the universities learning a few 
things . ... " 

At this point in the published report on 
the conference "Students and Society" held 
at the Center et Santa Barbara, last sum
mer, there is no evidence in the text that 
any Senior Fellow interrupted Devereaux 
Kennedy's remarks, or interposed any ob
jection. Nor are there any appended remarks 
or comments by Senior Fellows at the end 
of the text on the Second Session. What 
Devereaux Kennedy said is presented with
out even a whisper of demurral by allegedly 
more mature intellectuals. 

The Fund for the Republic's Center for 
the Study of Democratic Institutions enjoys 
tax exemption granted by our Federal gov
ernment. Under the existing Federal terms 
for tax-exemption, can Devereaux Kennedy's 
remarks be legitimately regarded as "educa
tional"? Were the plottings of Mafia hoods 
at the notorious Appalachia meeting in New 
York any more inimical to our society? 

In commenting on Kennedy's outburst, 
Frank Bardacke talked about "the life of the 
mind" at universities and said its present 
function is to teach students how to be
have in large organizations. He said, "I 
think the immediate goal of the student 
movement on the university campus is to 
teach people how to misbehave in large or
ganizations, how to misbehave creatively. 
... It's no accident that recruits for the 
New Left always come from the best stu
dents on the campus, the ones who are really 
interested in getting an education. I would 
like to hear less talk about revolution and 
more thought about what at the moment we 
can actually achieve." Barda.eke charged 
that New Left impatience for immediate re
sults led to defections from their group by 
students who became hippies. "Sure, you 
want revolution;" he agreed, "sure, you want 
to change this country fundamentally-ab
solutely agreed. You have to have that long
range goal, but you also have to think about 
what actually can be achieved in our own 
lifetimes . .. . " 

Devereaux Kennedy objected that Bar
dacke's statements about the New Left were 
inaccurate. He said that. Students for a 
Democratic Society (SDS) started out with 
three or four thousand members and now 
has 30,000. He said that when they found 
out they couldn't stop the Vietnam war and 
take care of other social problems, they got 
a thing called the Radical Education Project 
and the New Left Notes, "which are prob
ably the most sophisticated sociology coming 
out of the United States today." He said 
the New Left had not become hippie, that it 
had become "revolutionary," and that there 
is now more revolutionary talk and action 
in SDS than when it was founded in 1962. 

CXV-830-Part 10 

Stanley Wise of SNICK said he didn't 
think revolution would come in our country 
for at least 75 to 100 years. "I think I'll see 
controlled, very sophisticted guerrilla activity 
before I die," he said, "and I will possibly 
see sophisticated sabotage before I die. But 
I don't think I'll see revolution." 

He advocated "positive non-violent activ
ity, if for no other reason than that it can 
disrupt the life-line institutions in this coun
try." He announced, "The process has begun." 

Jeffrey Alexander of Harvard said that a 
good way to accomplish students' objectives 
"is to try to organize a boycott of classes, 
which is about the only way to bring a uni
versity to a halt. And it's the one thing stu
dents can do." 

There was more talk in the second session 
of the conference on "Students and Society" 
at the Center for the Study of Democratic 
Institutions, talk about who would furnish 
plans for a new society "once the country is 
on its knees," and also talk about construc
tive and destructive revolutionary and social 
programs. In conclusion, there was present 
a paper by Michael Lerner which called for 
student power through students' joining in 
"radical struggles" and using their intellec
tual training "as their major weapon in the 
struggle." 

THIRD SESSION 

At the outset of the third conference ses
sion, Stephen Saltonstall, a Yale student, 
presented a paper entitled "Toward a Strat
egy of Disruption." His remarks were so in
flammatory that some of them found their 
way into the press which quoted them in 
shocked dismay; but few editors expected, one 
would suspect, that a tax-exempt, allegedly 
respectable organization would later publish 
Saltonstall's remarks for widespread distribu
tion. 

Saltonstall's thesis is that "students are ca
pable of sabotaging the society with disrup
tion." He says, "Our contemporaries in the 
ghettos are way ahead of us. They have de
monstrated that a small, concentrated mi
nority group can significantly disrupt Amer
ican society .... The universities, populated 
by a large, exploited, powerless mass, are the 
middle-class-ghettos. With a little effort, they 
too can be made to explode." 

Stephen Saltonstall went on to say stu
dents could "immobilize the R.O.T.C. on the 
campuses"; could stop defense research from 
being carried out at universities. "The intro
duction of a small quantity of LSD in only 
five or six government department coffee-urns 
might be a highly effective tactic." 

It might be so effective as to be murderous! 
The Commissioner of Narcotics Control in 

New York Oiity and also the medical authori
ties say that 1! a person suffering from a 
hea,rt oonditi.on, or diabetes, or any one of 
severe.I other diseases, were to take LSD un
knowingly, the effect Inighit be exceedingly 
harmful and even fatal. 

How can any responsible source be a party 
to publishing such wicked tripe as Stephen 
SaltoI15tall's blabbering and then subsidize 
its distribution to students, educa.tiona.l, 
church and oivic groups? How could any or
gia.nimtion pretending to be interested in 
demoCl"aCy publish without denunciation 
such a crim,inal suggestion as Salton.stall's? 
Authorities in the Just.ice Department say 
there are strict Federal laws against tamper
ing with government property; a government 
coffee-urn or drinking fountain is protected 
from willful contamination by those laws. 
Supreme Court Justice William 0. Douglas is 
an official oonsultant to the Center for the 
Study of Demoorartic Institutions which pub
lished Saltonsst.a.ll's LSD suggestion in the 
Center's document "Students and Society." 
Does Justice Douglas believe that suggestions 
for possibly murderous tampering with gov
ernmenrt property comes under the heading 
of free speech and is protected by the First 
Amendment? 

There is no limd,t, !.t seems to young Salton-

stall's creative imagination for malicious 
disruption. Nor does it seem, is there any 
limLt to the kind of malice against our na
tion tha.t the Fund for the Republic's Center 
a:t Santa BaTbara will give voice to, claiming 
it belongs under the decent heading of "in
tellectual dialogue." For example: Stephen 
Saltonstall suggests thalt students "overuse 
the ?u.reauoracy" of the university through 
makmg appointments "by the score" with as
sistants to deans and registrars "just for the 
hell of it." He suggests tha.t "an inordinate 
number of library books can be checked out" 
to disrupt the university. He sugges,ts "IBM 
oa.rds can be bent so they will be rejected by 
computers.'' 

To disrupt the economy, Saltons,ta.11 sug
gests that "small bits of sabotage oy indi
viduals-the sending of business reply cards 
through the mails, or overpaying one's phone 
bill by a penny-would have a decided cumu
lat ive effect." 

In a final burst of destructiveness, Salton
~tall writes the folloWing exhortation which 
is put into print by the Center at Santa 
Barbara: "We have the power to bring the 
American Juggernaut to a halt. Let us para
lyze the university; let us ball up the econ
omy. One day soon, Congressmen and Presi
dents may petition us not we them. Let us 
therefore disrupt. We have nothing to lose." 

In the discussion following presentation of 
Saltonstall's strategy. several conferees 
brought up the question of what students 
would do with power once they achieved it. 
David Seeley and Devereaux Kennedy were 
concerned with parietal hours at the uni
versity. Seeley objected that due to univer
sity regulations "you can't make love when 
you want--you've got to wait." Kennedy said 
students should inform university author
ities "I ought to have my own say over when 
I have whom in my dorm." 

During the Third Session, Michael Gold
field of the SDS Radical Education Project 
related in detail how radical anti-draft ac
tivity was plotted and carried out at the Uni
versity of Chicago. What Goldfield said 
should be studied by every responsible pa
triotic school and university administrator in 
our nation for his tale is an extremely concise 
and clear exposition of revolutionary tech
nique: 
-"When the decision was made at Chicago 

that class ranks would be turned in to the 
draft board, a group of people in the local 
SDS decided that the undergraduates in the 
university would be really up tight about 
the draft. This is a gut issue. So we picked 
this issue and went to the administration 
and demanded that ranking be ended." 

Goldfield describes how the SDS agitators 
went "through channels" to the university 
administration merely as a way of "educat
ing" the student body. Then he describes 
how the agitators drew up and circulated 
a petition, got signatures of faculty anc stu
dents "just dealing with that one issue," and 
then organized a meeting of the petition
ers. "At that point," relates Goldfield, "peo
ple demanded that if the administration 
didn't come through in the next two weeks 
they would take over the administration 
building." Goldfield went on to explain, "If 
you keep as your central demand that stu
dents have a right to control everything in
volving them, that this demand isn't nego
tiable and you'll disrupt until they give tn, 
then you have a certain amount of leverage. 
What's important however small the issue 
you start with, is to keep everything cen
tered on the question of control. That's the 
way you educate people as to how the uni
versity works and to how power reacts to de
mands which are central to the vested inter
ests in the university. If you are dealing with 
a very reactionary institution, you have to 
plan your dealings with it very strategically." 

At the end of the Center's edited report on 
the third session of the conference "Students 
and Society," there are four brief com-
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ments by Senior Fellows of the Center. 
Among them ls one by Hallock Hoffman who 
was its Secretary and Treasurer for many 
years and is· now listed a.s chairman of the 
board of the tax-exempt Pacifica. _Founda
tion which subsid1zes the very controversial 
radio station WBAI in San Francisco and 
New York. (The radical Students for a De
mocratic Society announced this month that 
its New York City regional group wlll be 
given a. 15-mlnute weekly program by WBAI
FM on Wednesday evenings at seven o'clock. 
This is not surprising in view of Senior Fel
low Hallock Hoffman's comments on Junior 
Fellow Stephen Saltonsta.ll's paper and the 
ensuing discussion that took place at the 
Center last August.) Mr. Hoffman said: 

"You have to make som i reasonable con
nection between the means you have chosen 
and the ends you seek. Suppose you and a 
variety of other oppressed (sic] minorities 
succeed in causinb coercion and sabotage 
against property of the kind you describe. 
Don't you have to show how this will for
ward your interest in stopping the war or 
bringing about a more just, more humane 
society?" 

Mr. Hoffman's acceptance of Mr. Stephen 
Saltonstall of Yale and Mr. Jeffrey Alexander 
of Harvard a.s members of a.n "oppressed mi
nority" has to be seen in prtnt to be believed. 

What adult sycophancy for juvenile in
tellectual delinquency I 

FOURTH SF.SSION 

A paper entitled "The Dialogue: Youth 
and Society" was presented by Daniel Sisson 
of Claremont College a.s opener for the fourth 
session of the Center conference at Santa 
Barbara. Its tenor may be judged by this 
Sissonism: "Youth everywhere are rejecting 
the institutions that have dominated their 
lives, while the adults are demanding ever 
more loudly that they had better 'come 
around.' Simply taking one example--the 
adults' attitude toward drugs--lt ls not im
plausible to estimate that by 1980, 85 per 
cent of the young wlll be felons while the 
other 15 per cent will be Fascists, trained 
to keep them under control." 

Sisson ls against violence and for "dia
logue." He wants peaceful dialogue to lay the 
groundwork for peaceful revolution. He was 
a "soft" socialist among the hard-nosed acti
vists at the Center conference. 

An accurate summary of the differences in 
revolutionary opinion among the Junior 
Fellows and "student" participants in the 
Center conference of last August appears in 
the foreword by W. H. Ferry. He wrttes: 

"Two divisions appear early in the proceed
ings, never to be reconciled. The first ls be
tween the radicals-those prescribing a clean 
sweep of corrupt American institutions and 
their replacement by others formed on demo
cratic and compassionate lines-and the re
formists-those believing that all needed im
provements, however imperative, can be 
made from within society's present struc
tures." 

There ls nothing at all new in this differ
ence of opinion, which is a.s old a.s socialism 
itself, a.s old as the split early in our century 
between the Second and Third International, 
as old as the split between the Mensheviks 
and Bolsheviks, as old as the split between 
Kerensky and Lenin, as old as the split be
tween Norman Thomas and the Conununist 
Party, U.S.A. 

Only the split isn't a lasting or effective 
or irrevocable one, because the fundamental 
objective of the Leftists is the same--the 
destruction of capitalism and the middle 
class--and whenever it is expedient for them 
to do so, the reformist sociallsts and the 
revolutionary sociallsts join forces. Histori
cally, the reformists and violent revolution
aries have worked together toward one goal; 
it ls only when they approach its final 
achievement that reformists and revolution
aries disagree on how to deliver the death 
blow. At that moment, the reformists shrink 

away from use of unllmlted violence. But 
it ls too late for them to oppose the violent 
revolutionaries, so the reformists are thrust 
aside or liquidated and the merciless "gut 
fighters" take over. 

In reply to Daniel Slsson's paper, Michael 
Lerner of the Berkeley Free Speech Move-
ment said: · 

"Nobody here with any sort of sanity ls 
claiming that the revolution that will change 
this country ls a student revolution. What 
we are claiming ls that students have a 
role to play in that revolution .... Nobody 
is saying that the students themselves or the 
radical parts of the student body are going 
to make a revolution, but they can add some
thing to a revolution of oppressed people in 
this country, which is part of the revolution 
of people over the world." 

Devereaux Kennedy said: "What we have 
to do, first of all, is to define what we think 
the enemy is. There's no doubt in my mind 
about the enemy. It's monopoly capitalism 
and imperialism. . . ." 

That monopoly capitalism and imperial
ism are "the enemy" ls what Karl Marx, 
Lenin, Sta.Un, Khrushchev, Kosygin, Mao Tse 
Tung, Fidel Castro, Gus Hall and every other 
Communist has said. Communism is the 
theory that capitalism ls by nature monop
olistic and that the most advanced stage 
of capitalism ls imperialism. 

Devereaux Kennedy explained: 
"When I talk about revolution, that's what 

I mean. I'm not talking about eliminating 
dialogue; I'm saying that you have to place 
your dialogue within this context of events. 
I see this process coming a lot quicker than 
our friend from SNCC see it. I don't think 
it's going to take seventy-five years. I think 
you are going to see chaos in the United 
States and in the world within our lifetime, 
in the next twenty-five years." 

The discussion of the fourth session of the 
Students and Society conference at the Cen
ter for the Study of Democratic Institutions 
last August ls followed in the Center'EZ report 
by a pa.per on the student press by Raymond 
Mungo of Boston University. Hf} accuses the 
American press of perpetuating myths-"The 
Great Myth, the Camelot legend of America," 
and secondary myths, "such as God, the 
Flag, family, the Pot Menace, the Unpunc
tured Hymen, the Value of the American Dol
lar, and the Importance of an Ordered Life," 
Mungo says that "working with an estab
lished framework of student newspaper and 
radio stations ... the radical on campus has 
more power than in an SDS office or student
government sham post." He calls for assump
tion of "international responsibilities" by the 
student press and radio "far beyond merely 
rela.tlng to the war in Vietnam" and he says 
the student media must be prepared to send 
its representatives around the world to pro
duce an international journalism that ls "re
moved from ties with the American economic 
system. Students must come to view their 
relationship with what ls happening in Cuba, 
in China, in North Vietnam, and in the fas
cist and racist-by-policy states-south Af
rica, Greece, Spain. The effective way to over
come their national consciousness and loyal
ties ls to replace it with an international 
one .. :• 

A footnote to the Mungo pa.per states that 
the author was unable, at the la.st moment, 
to take part in the conference at Santa 
Barbara. 

FIFTH SF.SSION 

After hours of llstening to the Junior Fel
lows a.nd their age-and-ideological brothers, 
the Senior Fellows of the Center for the 
Study of Democratic Institutions got their 
chance to speak up at the fifth and final 
session of the conference "Students and So
ciety." The first to take the floor was Presi
dent Robert M. Hutchins. Hls main criticism 
of the students• moral and intellectual posi
tion was, "I didn't hear anyone give an in
telligible idea of what he thought the uni-

verslty ought to be, or what he thought 
education was. One of the things I expected 
to learn from the conference was wha,t kind 
of university, what kind of education, you 
wanted." 

Mr. Hutchins certainly seems to know what 
kind of university and what kind of educa
tion he himself doesn't want. "During the 
years that I have lived in California," he said, 
"nobody has said anything about the Univer
sity of California in its behalf except that 
it has a great deal of money, a great deal of 
acreage, a great many students, a lot of 
Nobel Prize winners, and sometimes some 
good football players." 

Mr. Hutchins went on: 
"The question about your rhetorical posi

tion and your strategy runs something like 
this. A real crime has been comml tted 
against the younger generation and that ls 
that it can't get educated. And this is some
thing that you know something about. You 
don't know any more about monopoly capi
talism or the war in Vietnam than your 
elders, but you do know something about 
the difficulties of getting educated in the 
United States. If I were seeking to bring the 
university to a halt, I would try to bring it 
to a. halt on educational grounds ... if you 
change the university you change society." 

In his commentary, President Hutchins 
said not a single word in defense or praise 
of our country, its economic system, its way 
of life. He let stand uncorrected every libel 
against the American people and their gov
ernment. 

So did Stringfellow Barr. His concern was 
that the students didn't express what they 
would like to have happen to their minds. "I 
was a little shocked at this excitement about 
power without any clear idea that I was able 
to apprehend of your purpose in getting 
power," he said. "We have been treated to a 
pretty heavy dose in the last few years of 
the uses of power; and I get the impression 
from the White House and the military that 
early in the Vietnamese engagement, for in
stance, we were going to give the world an 
example of how power can conclusively solve 
problems .... " 

Scott Buchanan said the students were 
talking about power "in ways that make me 
want to spank you. . . . The only purpose 
that I can see that you connect to this 
power, and which might make it substan
tial, ls a form of socialism, a very primitive 
form of socialism. All your Marxian talk 
about it ls superficial and comes to one sharp 
point--and that ls that you are very sure 
that the people who now have the power 
that you are going to take wlll not give it 
up unless you hit them over the head. 
This ls a Marxian theme that has shifted a 
good deal in the last few years. It seems to 
me that you ought to revise some of your 
thoughts accordingly." 

Mr. Buchanan oontinued, "The thing that 
makes me weep, almost literally, ls the im
pression I get that you, as a generation, have 
never had any good teaching." Mr. Buch
anan's main concern was with the quality of 
teaching, which he wants to see regenerated. 
"This ls what's missing; and you have con
firmed this loss beyond all my expectations 
here this week." 

John R. Seeley, Dean and Director of Pro
gram at the Center, put forth what he de
scribed as "liberal" objections to what the 
students advocated because they had not 
described "a going model of how it might 
be when all tyrannies are finally relegated 
to the dustbin of history." He said, "What 
can I recommend? Not that you abate your 
revolutionary fervor or extend your revolu
tionary timetable. Not even that this revolu
tion be carried forward in the spirit of the 
odginal Free Speech Movement ... " 

Praising the original movement, Mr. 
Seeley described it as "a strange mix of near 
hippyism, good humor, and standard high
mindedness and revolutionary fervor." Evl-
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dently, he is enamored of the hippies. He 
asked Junior Fellows and fellow conferees, 
"Should you turn so lightly away from an 
alternative way? One that could also bring 
down the managed, exploitative, imperialist 
society by withdrawal of what it depends 
upon: brains, bodies, and the willingness to 
manipulate things and people?" Mr. Seeley 
said it is not yet clear that the radicals can 
attract greater numbers to their cause than 
the hippies can, and he suggested to the 
radicals "that at least, while the warring 
armies march and countermarch, lay waste 
the world they cannot otherwise save, they 
reserve a special place (like the medieval 
monasteries) for the hippies-a special place 
not just geographic but honorific." 

James Pike, formerly Bishop Pike, said not 
a single word of reproof concerning the con
ferees' remarks. His only point was how does 
one keep a continuity of values between that 
which is to come and that which most peo
ple would agree ought to come "and at the 
same time get things the way they ought to 
be?" 

Rexford Tugwell said "I have some news 
for my younger colleagues here-there isn't 
going to be any revolution. I don't think any 
of you really expect that there will be one. 
There will be a kind of revolution, but it 
won't be one you are talking about." He said 
he had seen many changes in his lifetime 
and that American history would change 
"even more fundamentally" in the next two 
decades. He said Americans will get mastery 
of the technology "that at the moment seems 
to have got the best of us" and that, "One 
of you may become President of the United 
States some day, and then, I assure you, you 
will take a very different vi~w of revolution." 

Mr. Tugwell's statement provoked an out
burst from the next speaker, Senior Fellow 
Harvey Wheeler, co-author of the novel 
"Fall-Safe." "I think it is inexcusable for 
us to berate these students in this way. We 
have almost with one voice expected them 
somehow to produce some kind of idea of a 
university and put it into practice. . .. 
This avuncular stance ls not the proper one 
for us to take in this kind of meeting." Mr. 
Wheeler called for "enclaves of radicalism" 
inside the university and said, "The most 
that you can do in the short years of passage 
ls to provide some kind of cauldron that can 
be kept burning." 

Hallock Hoffman, former Secretary and 
Treasurer of the Center and present board 
chairman of the Pacifica Foundation said, 
"I wish to dissociate myself from the general 
weight of the comments of my colleagues. 
My response to you is one of excitement, en
joyment, and enthusiasm about the way you 
are challenging everything." He went on to 
make a strong plea for young people to be 
"CO's," conscientious objectors to mllitary 
service. 

W. H. Ferry said, "I agree with everybody." 
He advised the radical students to "get out 
of the ghettos and into the suburbs. There's 
no Negro problem but there is an enormous 
white problem." He said that in the suburbs, 
which are full of the middle class, the stu
dents "might be able to do a good deal more 
than you can in ghettos or other places 
where things are already popping like hell." 

Senior Fellow John R. Seeley called for 
re-examination of a proposal he made several 
years ago-a suggestion that "we try to in
stitute a university in which activism-at 
every level that people are willing to commit 
themselves to-will be a requirement and a 
core of the university apart from its own 
self-government." He said .he further sug
gested that all education be organized 
around that activism in terms of a form that 
would release "the full moral force and full 
energy of students at the same time that 
they were a<:quiring an education relevant 
to what they were doing." 

Mr. Seeley's advocacy of activism is para
doxical for a self-professed Center Senior Fel-

low admirer of the hippies. His remarks are 
illustrative of the dangerous intellectual 
confusion, plain muddleheadedness, and 
utter nonsense of what passes for "intellec
tual dialogue" at the Center for the Study 
of Democratic Institutions. 

If it were not that the Center is subsidiz
ing and giving logistic support to violent rad
icals with whom some Senior Fellows are 
afraid to go a.long but are willing to ...,romote 
and foist upon the American people, the 
Fund for the Republic's Center for the Study 
of Democratic Institutions would not be 
worth an iota of serious attention. But the 
Center-in August 1965 and August 1967-
was a womb for monstrous activism such as 
that which took place at the National Con
ference for New Politics meeting in Chicago 
last Labor Day weekend, and the demonstra
tion at the Pentagon last October. 

Evidently, what goes on at Center confer
ences in August does indeed furnish worried 
American citizens with exactly what W. H. 
Ferry, vice president of the Center, says it 
does-a "guide to tumult" in America, on 
and off campus. 

[From U.S.A. magazine] 
FuNDED DISRUPTION 

( By Alice Widener) 
NEW YORK CITY, January 12, 1968.-Each 

dollar of income received by a tax-exempt 
foundation is a dollar that did not furnish 
.revenue to the U.S. Government. All money 
received by foundations is granted exemption 
from taxation by the U.S. Treasury, mean
ing by grace of all Americans. Is it to our 
national interest, I should like to ask, for 
the Treasury to grant tax-exemption to the 
Fund for the Republic? 

The Fund subsidizes a think-tank, The 
Center for the Study of Democratic Insti
tutions, at Santa Barbara, California. Cur
rently, it ls distributing widely a docu
ment, "Students and Society" which is a 
report on a student conference held at the 
Center last summer. In the report ls a pa.
per presented to the conference by student 
Stephen Saltonstall of Yale University, who 
entitled his work "Toward a Strategy Of Dis
ruption." What Mr. Saltonstall wishes to 
disrupt is our society and he calls for small, 
disciplined groups of student "shock troops" 
to achieve his alms. In print, at U.Sr tax
payers' sufferance, the Fund for the Repub
lic's Center permits Stephen Saltonstall to 
call for the "intimidation and humlliation" 
of public figures such ·as Vice President Hum
phrey and Defense Secretary McNamara. 

What has "intimidation" to do with 
democratic procedures and institutions? In
timidation is the weapon of autocracy or 
tyranny. Mr. Saltonstall calls on students to 
harry university professors and researchers 
"at their homes." Is invasion of privacy a 
part of "democratic" procedure? Stephen 
Saltonstall also suggests-in Funded black
on-whlte, believe it or not-"The introduc
tion of a small quantity of LSD in only 
five or six government department coffee
urns might be a highly effective tactic." 

It could be a lethal one. State and federal 
narcotics control officials have informed me 
that a dose of LSD administered in coffee to 
a person suffering from an undetected physi
cal ailment, such as a heart condition or 
diabetes, could be extremely harmful physi
cally and perhaps fatal. From state and fed
eral legal authorities, I learned that tam
pering with government property--such as 
a coffee urn or drinking fountain-is illegal. 

How does it further the general welfare or 
"democratic institutions" for the Fund for 
the Republic to subsidize Saltonstall's sug
gestions for illegal student activity in a strat
egy of disruption? 

A foreword to "Students and Society" by 
W . H. Ferry, vice president of the Fund's 
Center, states, "This ls an edited record of 
the conference proceedings. Therefore Sal-

tonstall's suggestions were printed with 
malice a.forethought." Mr. Ferry also states, 
"The conference on Students and Society 
was made possible by a generous contribution 
from S. Herbert Meller of New York City." 
Mr. Meller is an investment banker with 
Meller & Co., One Chase Manhattan Plaza. 

He and the Fund for the Republic helped 
finance the following printed statement in 
"Students and Society" by Devereaux Ken
nedy, student body president, Washington 
University: "I'm going to say loudly and 
clearly what I mean by revolution. What 
I mean by revolution ls overthrowing the 
American government and American impe
rialism and installing some sort of decentral
ized power in this country." As steps to ac
complish his purpose, Devereaux Kennedy 
proposes "starting up fifty Vietnams in Third 
World countries ... acts of terrorism and 
sabotage outside the ghetto ... I mean com
pletely demoralizing and castrating Amer
ica ... " 

Mr. W. H. Ferry says "the mood" of Stu
dents and Society is "hammering discontent, 
combined with impatience for action." The 
Fund for the Republic and Mr. Meller are 
subsidizing that mood. It bodes ill for all 
of us. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. RANDALL, for Wednesday, May 12 

and Thursday, May 22, on account of 
official business-to address graduating 
classes at commencement. 

Mr. McCr.osKEY (at the request of Mr. 
GERALD R. FORD) • for the week of May 
19, on account of official business. 

Mr. WIGGINS (at the request of Mr. 
GERALD R. FORD), for May 20 through 
June 3, on account of official business. 

Mr. RA.ll.SBACK (at the request of Mr. 
GERALD R. FORD)' for the week of May 
19, on account of official business. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, fallowing the legisla
tive program and any special orders 
hereoofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. LIPSCOMB (at the request of Mr. 
BEALL of Maryland) , for 30 minutes, on 
May 21, to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter. 

Mr. PODELL for 60 minutes, today, 
to revise and extend his remarks and 
include extraneous matter. 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. MARSH) and to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. GoNZALEZ, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. CORMAN, for 60 minutes, on June 

10. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. EDMONDSON in three instances and 
to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. SAYLOR and oo include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. MADDEN and oo include an editorial. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. BEALL of Maryland) and to 
include extraneous matter): 

Mr. MIN.SHALL in three instances. 
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Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts in 
three instances. 

Mr. ScHWENGEL in two instances. 
Mr. FINDLEY. 
Mr. DERWINSKI in two instances. 
Mr. ROUDEBUSH. 
Mr. MATHIAS. 
Mr. KLEPPE. 
Mr. ZWACH. 
Mr. WYMAN in two instances. 
Mr. WINN. 
Mr. MICHEL. 
Mr. WOLD in two instances. 
Mr. CONABLE. 
Mr. MILLER of Ohio in two instances. 
Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. 
Mr. PRICE of Texas. 
Mr. CARTER. 
Mr. BOB WILSON. 
Mr. ESCH. 
Mr. COLLINS in two instances. 
Mr . .ANDERSON of Illinois in two in-

stances. 
Mr. HORTON in two instances. 
Mr. LIPscoMB in three instances. 
Mr. BROOMFIELD. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. MARSH) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. GoNZALEZ in two instances. 
Mr. RARICK in four instances. 
Mr. WOLFF in three instances. 
Mr. VANIK in two instances. 
Mr. FRASER in two instances. 
Mr. MATSUNAGA. 
Mr. BOLAND. 
Mr. MARSH in two instances. 
Mr. BOLLING. 
Mr. CORMAN. 
Mr. LONG of Maryland in two instances. 
Mr. BURTON of California in two in-

stances. 
Mrs. GRIFFITHS. 
Mr. BIAGGI. 
Mr. HAGAN in four instances. 
Mr. OLSEN in two instances. 
Mr. O'HARA in two instances. 
Mr. BINGHAM in two instances. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
Mr. FRIEDEL, from the Committee on 

House Administration, reported that that 
committee had examined and found truly 
enrolled a bill of the House of the fol
lowing title, which was thereupon signed 
by the Speaker: 

H.R. 6269. An act to provide for the striking 
of medals in commemoration of the sooth 
anniversary of the founding of South Caro
lina. 

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

The SPEAKER announced his signa
ture to an enrolled Joint Resolution of 
the Senate of the following title: 

S.J. Res. 104. Joint resolution to authorize 
the President to reappoint as Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, for an additional 
term of 1 year, the officer serving in that 
position on April 1, 1969. 

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

Mr. FRIEDEL, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that that 
committee did on this day present to the 
President, for his approval, bills of the 
House of the following titles: 

H.R. 6269. An act to provide for the striking 
of medals in commemoration of the 300th 
anniversary of the founding of South Caro
lina. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. MARSH. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
<at 4 o'clock and 2 minutes p.m.) , 
the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, May 21, 1969, at 12 o'clock 
noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and ref erred as follows: 

787. A communication from the Presi
dent of the United States, transmitting pro
posed amendments to the requests for ap
propriations transmitted in the budget for 
the fiscal year 1970 (H. Doc. No. 91-117); 
to the Committee on Appropriations and 
ordered to be printed. 

788. A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States, transmitting a 
report on the activities of the Center for 
Cultural and Technical Interchange Between 
East and West, Department of State; to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

789. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of the Interior, transmitting a copy of a 
proposed concession contract providing for 
the operation of facilities and services for 
the public at the North Beach development 
(Malaquite Beach), Padre Island National 
Seashore, Tex., for a term of approximately 
20 years, pursuant to the provisions of the 
act of July 31, 1953 (67 Stat. 271), ,as 
amended; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. DAWSON: Committee on Government 
Operations. H.R. 10791. A bill to amend 
the budget and Accounting Act, 1921, to 
direct the Comptroller General to establish 
information and data processing systems, and 
for other- purposes (Rep. No. 91-258). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

Mr. YOUNG: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 413. Resolution for consideration 
of H.R. 11271, a bill to authorize appropria
tions to the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration for research and development, 
construction of facilities, and research and 
program management, and for other pur
poses (Rep. No. 91-259). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 

Mr. COLMER: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 414. Resolution for consideration 
of H.R. 11400, a bill making supplemental 
appropriations for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1969, and for other purposes (Rep. 
No. 91-260). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. STAGGERS: Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. H.R. 8261. A bill 
to amend the Federal Aviation Act of 1958, as 
amended, and for other purposes; with 
amendment (Rep. No. 91-261). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. STAGGERS: Comm.:lttee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. H.R. 11102. A bill 
to amend the provisions of the Public Health 
Service Act relating to the construction and 
modernization of hospitals and other medical 

facilities by providing separate authoriza
tions of appropriations for new construction 
and for modernization of facilities, author
izing Federal guarantees of loans for such 
construction and modernization and Federal 
payment of part of the interest thereon, 
authorizing grants for modernization of 
emergency rooms of general hospitals, and 
extending and making other improvements 
in the program authorized by these provi
sions; with amendment (Rep. No. 91-262). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally ref erred as follows: 

By Mr.BOW: 
H.R.11440. A bill to provide for the more 

efficient development and improved manage
ment of national forest commercial timber
lands, to establish a high-timber-yield fund, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. BOLAND: 
H.R. 11441. A b111 to amend title 39, United 

States Code, to exclude from the U.S. mails 
as a special category of nonmailable matter 
certain obscene material sold or offered for 
sale to minors, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. BURTON of California: 
H.R. 11442. A b111 to amend the act, en

titled "An act to promote the safety of em
ployees and travelers upon railroads by lim
iting the hours of service of employees 
thereon,'' approved March 4, 1907; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

H.R. 11443. A bill to amend the Immigra
tion and Nationality Act to provide for the 
expeditious naturalization of certain former 
alien employees of the United States who 
have been admitted to the United States for 
permanent residence; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

H.R. 11444. A bill to provide for improved 
employee-management relations in the postal 
service, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. BURTON of Utah: 
H.R.11445. A bill to amend the Federal 

Aviation Act of 1958 in order to establish 
certain requirements with respect to ail 
traffic controllers; to the Committee on In
terstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. CAHILL: 
H.R. 11446. A bill to amend title n of the 

Social Security Act so as to liberalize the 
conditions governing eligibility of blind per
sons to receive disab111ty insurance benefits 
thereunder; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. CLEVELAND: 
H.R. 11447. A bill to amend title 28, United 

States Code, to limit the appellate jurisdic
tion of the Supreme Court in certain cases 
relating to the apportionment of population 
among districts from which Members of Con
gress are elected; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. CORBETT: 
H.R. 11448. A bill to amend the Public 

Health Service Act to provide for the mak
ing of guaranteed loans for the moderniza
tion of hospitals and other health facilities 
and otherwise to fac111tate the modernization 
and improvement of hospitals and other 
health facilities; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. EDWARDS of California: 
H.R. 11449. A bill to establish fee programs 

for entrance to, and use of, areas adminis
tered for outdoor recreation and related pur
poses by the Secretary of the Interior and 
the Secretary of Agriculture, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 
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H.R.11450. A bill to amend section 3006A 

of title 18, United States Code, relating to 
representation of defendants who are finan
cially unable to obtain an adequate defense 
in criminal cases in the courts of the United 
States; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 11451. A bill to provide that disabled 
individuals entitled to disability insurance 
benefits under section 223 of the Social Secu
rity Act or to child's or widow's insurance 
benefits on the basis of disability under 
section 202 of such act, and individuals in 
the corresponding categories under the Rail
road Retirement Act of 1937, shall be eligible 
for health insurance benefits under title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act without 
regard to their age; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GETTYS: 
H.R. 11452. A bi11 to provide for the more 

efficient development and improved manage
ment of national forest commercial timber
lands, to establish a high-timber-yield fund, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

By Mr. GIAIMO: 
H.R. 11453. A bill to amend the Legislative 

Reorganization Act of 1946 to provide for the 
inclusion of certain cost estimates of certain 
measures reported by the standing commit
tees of the House of Representatives; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

By Mrs. GRIFFITHS: 
H.R. 11454. A bill to establish a national 

policy and program with respect to wild 
predatory mammals, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

By Mr. HALPERN: 
H.R.11455. A bi11 to amend the Civil Serv

ice Act of January 16, 1883, to eliminate the 
provisions of section 9 thereof concerning 
two or more members of a family in the com
petitive civil service; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

H.R.11456. A bill to modify the regulatory 
requirement that the son or daughter of an 
employee of the postal field service may be 
appointed to summer employment in the 
postal field service, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

H.R. 11457. A bill to amend the Social 
Security Act to increase OASDI benefits and 
raise the earnings base, with subsequent ad
justments as the cost of living rises, to in
crease widows' and widowers' benefits, and to 
liberalize eligibility for disability benefits; to 
make disabled beneficiaries eligible for medi
care without regard to age, to finance the 
medical insurance program entirely from gen
eral revenues, and to cover prescription 
drugs; and to provide for a study of child 
health care; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

H.R. 11458. A blll to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to provide that an indi
vidual may qualify for disability insurance 
benefits and the disability freeze if he has 
enough quarters of coverage to be fully in
sured for old-age benefit purposes, regardless 
of when i,uch quarters were earned; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

H .R . 11459. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to eliminate the reduc
tion in disability insurance benefits which is 
presently required in the oase of an indi
vidual receiving workmen's compensation 
benefits; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. HANLEY: 
H.R.11460. A bill to aid the U.S. Postal 

Establishment in providing for the accumu
lation, analysis, and dissemination of reliable 
and meaningful financial, statistical, and 
accounting information in regard to all third
class mail matter, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

H.R. 11461. A bi11 to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act so as to liberalize the 

conditions governing eligiblity of blind per
sons to receive disability insurance benefits 
thereunder; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. PERKINS: 
H.R.11462. A bill to amend title XVIII of 

the Social Security Act to include drugs re
quiring a doctor's prescription among the 
medical expenses with respect to which pay
ment may be made under the voluntary pro
gram of supplementary medical insurance 
benefits for the aged; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

H.R. 11463. A bill to amend title XVIII of 
the social Security Act to eliminate the re
quirement that extended-care services 
follow hospitalization in order to qualify for 
payment thereunder; to the committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PURCELL: 
H.R.11464. A bi11 to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to encourage higher 
education, and particularly the private fund 
ing thereof, by authorizing a deduction from 
gross income of reasonable amounts con
tributed to a qualified higher education fund 
established by the taxpayer for the purpose 
of funding the higher education of his de
pendents; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. RARICK: 
H.R. 11465. A bi11 to amend title 39, United 

States Code, to provide for the mailing of 
mail matter by relatives to members of the 
Armed Forces overseas at no cost to such 
relatives; to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

H .R. 11466. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue COde of 1954 to exempt wages of 
certain seasonal employees from withhold
ing; to the committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SCOTT: 
H.R. 11467. A bill to amend the Commu

nications Act of 1934 to establish orderly 
procedures for the consideration of applica
tions for renewal of broadcast licenses; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
commerce. 

By Mr. TAFI': 
H.R.11468. A bi11 to amend title 13, Unit

ed States Code, to increase the penalties for 
wrongful disclosure of information by em
ployees of the Bureau of the Census; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. V ANIK (for himself, Mr. AN
DERSON of California, Mr. ADDABBO, 
Mr. ANNUNZIO, Mr. BRADEMAS, Mr. 
CLAY, Mr. COHELAN, Mr. DIGGS, Mr. 
FLOOD, Mr. HALPERN, Mrs. HANSEN of 
Washington, Mr. HECHLER of West 
Virginia, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. OLSEN, 
and Mr. SCHEUER) : 

H.R. 11469. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to provide a 15-percent 
across-the-board increase in monthly bene
fits, with subsequent cost-of-living increases 
in such benefits and a minimum primary 
benefit of $80; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. WOLFF (for himself, Mr. 
YATES, Mr. VANIK, Mr. ANDERSON of 
California, Mr. CHAPPELL, Mr. PRYOR 
of Arkansas, Mr. ASHLEY, Mr. HAMIL
TON, Mr. ASHBROOK, Mr. HAGAN, Mr. 
EDWARDS of California, Mr. MARSH, 
Mr. CLARK, Mr. SMITH of Iowa, Mrs. 
HECKLER Of Massachusetts, and Mr. 
FuLToN of Pennsylvania): 

H.R. 11470. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide the same 
tax exemption for servicemen in and around 
Korea as is presently provided for those in 
Vietnam; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. ADAMS (for him.self, Mr. DIGGS, 
Mr. FRASER, Mr. JACOBS, and Mr. 
KYROS}: 

H.R. 11471. A bill to establish, in the House 
of Representatives, the office of Delegate from 
the District of COlumbia, to amend the Dis
trict of Columbia Election Act, and for other 

purposes; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

By Mr. ASHLEY (for himself and Mr. 
REES): 

H.R. 11472. A bill to amend the Export 
Control Act of 1949; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. BELL of Califor,nia: 
H.R. 11473. A bill to promote the advance

ment of biological research in aging through 
a comprehensive and intensive 5-year pro
gram for the systematic study of the basic 
origins of the aging process in human beings; 
to the committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. BUTI'ON: 
H.R. 11474. A bill to reclassify certain key 

positions in the postal field service, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. CLEVELAND (for himself, Mr. 
REES, Mr. ADAMS, Mr. ANDERSON of 
Illinois, Mr. BIESTER, Mr. BRADEMAS, 
Mr. BROCK, Mr. CONABLE, Mr. FRASER, 
Mr. GIBBONS, Mr, HAMILTON, Mr. 
HATHAWAY, Mr. HOWARD, Mr. HUN
GATE, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. LoWENSTEIN, 
Mr. MACGREGOR, Mr. MORTON, Mr. 
Moss, Mr. REUSS, Mr. RUMSFELD, Mr. 
SCHWENGEL, Mr. STEIGER of Wiscon
sin, Mr. TAFT, and Mr. BOB WILSON): 

H.R. 11475. A bill to improve the operation 
of the legislative branch of the Federal Gov
ernment, and for other purposes; to the com
mittee on Rules. 

By Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey: 
H.R. 11476. A bill to encourage the States 

to improve their workmen's compensation 
laws to assure adequate coverage and benefits 
to employees injured in the mining industry. 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

By Mr. DINGELL: 
H.R. 11477. A bi11 to amend the act of 

August 1, 1958, to authorize reatrictions and 
prohibitions on the use of insecticides, 
herbicides, fungicides, and pesticides which 
pollute the navigable waters of the United 
States; to the Committee on Merchant Ma
rine and Fisheries. 

By Mrs. DWYER: 
H.R. 11478. A bill to afford protection to the 

public from offensive instrusion into their 
homes through the postal service of sexually 
oriented mail matter, and for other purposes; 
to the COmmittee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. EDWARDS of Galifornia: 
H.R. 11479. A bill to eatablish the Inter

agency Committee on Spanish-American Af
fairs, and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. EV ANS of Colorado: 
H.R. 11480. A bill providing for Federal 

railroad safety; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts: 
H.R. 11481. A bill to provide for financial 

disclosure by members of the Federal Judi
ciary; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LONG of Maryland: 
H .R. 11482. A bi11 to amend title 5 of the 

United States Code to authorize certain 
agreements relating to withholding of State 
income taxes; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. McFALL: 
H.R. 11483. A bill to amend title II of the 

Social Security Act to provide that an in
dividual may qualify for disabiU.ty insur
ance benefits and the disability freeze if he 
has enough quarters of coverage to be fully 
insured for old-age benefit purposes, regard
less of when such quarters were earned; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MATHIAS (for himself and 
Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN} : 

H.R. 11484. A bill to amend chapter 44 of 
title 18, United States Code, with respect 
to the sale or delivery of ammunition; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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By Mr. MILLER of Ohio: 

H.R.11485. A b111 to amend the Communi
cations Act of 1934 so as to prohibit the 
granting of authority to broadcast pay tele
vision programs; to the Committee on In
terstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. MONTGOMERY: 
H.R. 11486. A bill to provide for the more 

efficient development and improved man
agement of national forest commercial tim
berlands, to establish a higher-timber-yield 
fund, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr.MOSS: 
H.R. 11487. A b111 to require the Federal 

Aviation Administrator to prescribe a mini
mum altitude of flight for aircraft in the 
airspace over Mount Vernon estate, the home 
of George Washington, in Fairfax County, 
Va.; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. O'HARA: 
H.R.11488. A bill to amend the Communi

cations Act of 1934 to prohibit the granting 
of authority by the Federal Communications 
Commission for the broadcast of pay tele
vision programs; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. OLSEN: 
H.R.11489. A bill to designate the Lincoln 

back-country wilderness "Helena National 
Forest," "Lewis and Clark National Forest," 
and "Lolo National Florest" in the State of 
Montana; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

H.R. 11490. A bill to expedite the interstate 
planning and coordination of a continuous 
Lewis and Clark Trail Highway; to the Com
mittee on Public Works. 

By Mr. PATMAN: 
H.R. 11491. A bill to provide for the with

holding of Federal assistance from colleges 
and universities found to be negligent in 
maintaining order on their campuses; to the 
Committee c.n Education and Labor. 

H.R. 11492. A blll to authorize the Secre
tary of Commerce to conduct research and 
development programs to increase knowledge 
of tornadoes, squall lines, and other severe 
local storms, to develop methods of detect
ing storms for prediction and advance warn
ing, and to provide for the establishment of 
a National Severe Storms Service; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

By Mr. PODELL: 
H.R. 11493. A bill to amend the Legislative 

Reorganization Act of 1946 to provide for an
nual reports to the Congress by the Comp
troller General concerning certain price in
creases in Government contracts and certain 
failures to meet Government contract com
pletion dates; to the Committee on Govern
ment Operations. 

By Mr. QUILLEN: 
H.R. 11494. A bill to amend title 38 of the 

United States Code so as to provide that 
monthly social security benefit payments and 
annuity and pension payments under the 
Railroad Retirement Act of 1937 shall not be 
included as income for the purpose of deter
mining eligibility for a veteran's or widow's 
pension; to the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs. 

By Mr. RANDALL: 
H.R. 11495. A bill to provide a 15-percent 

across-the-board increase in monthly bene
fits payable under title II of the Social Se
curity Act; to fix minimum primary benefits 
at $80 per month; and to require automatic 
adjustments in benefits to reflect cost-of
living increases; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. SCHADEBERG: 
H.R. 11496. A bill to amend the Federal 

Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to include a 
defl.nition of food supplements, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate 
a.nd Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. SIKES (for himself, Mr. FuQUA, 
Mr. BENNE'IT, Mr. HALEY, Mr. CHAP· 

PELL, Mr. FASCELL, Mr. RoGERS Of 
Florida, Mr. BURKE of Florida, Mr. 
PEPPER, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. FREY, and 
Mr. GIBBONS) ; 

H.R.11497. A b111 to rename a pool of the 
Cross-Florida Barge Cana.I "Lake Oklawha"; 
to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. BOB WILSON: 
H.R.11498. A b111 to amend the act of 

August 27, 1954 (commonly known as the 
Fisherman's Protective Act), to strengthen 
the provisions therein relating to the protec
tion of U.S. vessels on the high seas; to the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish
eries. 

By Mr. BELL of California: 
H.J. Res. 729. Joint resolution authoriz

ing the President to proclaim annually the 
week including December 15 as "National 
Bill of Rights Week"; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ESHLEMAN: 
H.J. Res. 730. Joint resolution proposing an 

amendment to the Constitution relating to 
the terms of office of Judges of the Supreme 
Court of the United States; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SATTERFIELD: 
H.J. Res. 731. Joint resolution proposing 

an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States relative to equal rights for 
men and women; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. SCHADEBERG: 
H.J. Res. 732. Joint resolution authorizing 

the President to proclaim the period Sep
tember 15 through October 15 of each year 
as "Youth Activities Month"; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SPRINGER: 
H.J. Res. 733. Joint resolution proposing 

an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States relative to equal rights for 
men and women; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. ADDABBO: 
H. Con. Res. 268. Concurrent resolution ex

pressing the sense of the Congress with re
spect to the production and distribution in 
interstate and foreign commerce of motiOlll 
pictures and television programs which de
grade or demean racial, religious, or ethnic 
groups; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. BIAGGI: 
H. Con. Res. 269. Concurrent resolution 

creating a joint committee of Congress to 
investigate the production, distribution, and 
exhibition of movies that criticize or de
grade ethnic, racial, or religious groups; to 
the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. CHAPPELL: 
H. Con. Res. 270. Concurrent resolution, 

support of gerontology centers; to the Com
mittee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. GIAIMO: 
H. Con. Res. 271. Concurrent resolution, 

support of gerontology centers; to the Com
mittee on Education and Labor. 

.By Mr. MILLER of California: 
H. Con. Res. 272. Concurrent resolution 

expressing the sense of the Congress with 
respect to the production and distribution 
in interstate and foreign commerce of motion 
pictures and television programs which de
grade or demean racial, religious, or ethnic 
groups; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr.TAFT: 
H. Con. Res. 273. Concurrent resolution, 

support of gerontology centers; to the Com
mittee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. JOELSON: 
H. Res. 416. Resolution to amend the Rules 

of the House of Representatives to create a 
standing committee to be known as the Com
mittee on Physical and Mental Health; to 
the Committee on Rules. 

H. Res. 417. Resolution to amend the Rules 
of the House of Representatives to create a 
standing committee to be known as the Com-

mittee on Housing and Urban Development; 
to the Committee on Rules. 

H. Res. 418. Resolution to amend the Rules 
of the House of Representatives to create a 
standing committee to be known as the Com
mittee on Consumer Protection; to the Com
mittee on Rules. 

By Mr.TAFT: 
H. Res. 419. Resolution to amend the Rules 

of the House of Representatives to create a 
standing committee to be known as the Com
mittee on the Environment; to the Commit
tee on Rules. 

By Mr. WYMAN: 
H. Res. 420. Resolution to amend rule XXII 

of the Rules of the House of Representatives; 
to the Committee on Rules. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts: 
H.R. 11499. A b111 for the relief of Kyoungho 

Metardus Cynn, MD.; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BURTON of California: 
H.R. 11500. A bill for the relief of Mr. and 

Mrs. John F. Fuentes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CHAPPELL: 
H.R. 11501. A bill for the relief of Maria 

Luisa Gorostegui deDourron, M.D.; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DELANEY (by request) : 
H.R. 11502. A bill for the relief of Bruno 

and Sylvia Burruto; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. DONOHUE: 
H.R. 11503. A bill for the relief of Mr. Wylo 

Pleasant, doing business as Pleasant Western 
Lumber Co. (now known as Pleasant's Log
ging & MUling, Inc.); to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FALLON: 
H.R. 11504. A bill for the relief of Roberto 

Valenzuela; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. VANDEERLIN: 
H.R. 11505. A bill for the relief of Herman 

Gibson; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 11506. A bill for the relief of Gloria 

R. Harkness; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

H.R. 11507. A bill for the relief of Frank 
Lowe; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FRIEDEL: 
H. Res. 415. Resolution authorizing the pay

ment of a gratuity from the contingent fund 
of the House of Representatives on behalf of 
a deceased former employee of the House of 
Representatives; to the Committee on House 
Administration. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and ref erred as follows: 

115. By Mr. ROBISON: Petition of the 
Broome County Legislature, Binghamton, 
N.Y., memorializing opposition to the inclu
sion of local bonding in tax-preference regu
lation; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

116. Also, petition of the employees of Sus
quehanna Valley High School, Conklin, N.Y., 
relative to increasing the individual tax ex
emption from $600 to $1,200 per dependent; 
to the Conunlttee on Ways and Means. 

117. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Miss 
Betty Sue Crigger, Johnson City, Tenn., rela
tive to redress of grievances; to the Commit· 
tee on the Judiciary. 

118. Also, petition of the City Council, 
Elizabeth, N.J., relative to the tax exemption 
on municipal bonds; to the Committee on 
Waye. and Means. 
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